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Abstract

Agro-based Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises (MSMEs) in Nigeria play a pivotal
role in the nation’s economic development, in achieving the Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs) from 2012-2022. These enterprises, which operate across various
agricultural value chains, significantly contribute to food security, employment, and
income generation, thereby supporting SDG 1 (No Poverty) and SDG 2 (Zero Hunger).
The study adopted systems theory which is based on the belief that individuals do not
operate in isolation, but rather grow and develop in interaction with their physical and
social environment; and theories of agricultural development which po
agriculture is a multi- sectoral business that support and promote positive ¢h ’
rural and urban areas. The research design was descriptive while the poputat
micro, small and medium entrepreneurs in southwest Nigeria consisting yo, Ogun,
Ondo, Osun, Lagos and Ekiti States. Sample size was purposivg dom, selecting
sixty MSMEs from each state. Questionnaire and unstructured ' iew were used to
gather data, with a reliability value of 0.71. Statistical analysi1 used to analyse the
data obtained. Findings showed that access to finance rem@a critical barrier, as many
MSMEs struggle to secure loans due to stringent e% and high-interest rates;
majority of these agribusinesses are subsistence and barely catered to the basic needs of
the owners; lack of storage facilities, outdated t , significant post-harvest losses,
and limited market access were major proble conclusion, strategic interventions
and support can unlock the potential to driy, achieve the SDGs by 2030. The study
recommended that capacity-building in%es and technical training programs can
equip MSME owners with necessag&éls and knowledge, fostering innovation and
productivity; Government and priv.t\ r collaboration in creating favourable policies
and providing financial incentivﬁean further support the growth and sustainability of

agro-based MSME:s. . A@
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Word Count: 296
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Chapter One

Introduction \

1.1 Background to the Study O

Governments all over the world have subscribed to the idea of susta@a%development
as a way to take care of the current generation without affecti Qances of incoming
generations. Sustainable development ensures that the ss made today does not
jeopardise the future and this jeopardy has been one@@ major issues of government
all over the world. Currently, the United Natioé%ﬂultilateral organisation consisting
of all sovereign nations across the world@ what is called Sustainable Development
Goals (SDG). The Sustainable Dew@nt Goals (SDGs) are a set of global objectives
aimed at addressing various s@%conomic, and environmental challenges to achieve
desired development. rq@ by the UN, it is a way to encourage and guide countries

all over the world te, work towards progress in eliminating poverty, improving access to

. \'
education, h lt}bare nd other essential services'.

The Q%nable development goals (SDGs) introduced by the United Nations was a
pr(% specifically designed that by the year 2030, all countries of world including
Nigeria, should have made significant strides to, among others, reduce unemployment,
increase food security, and achieve a certain level of economic development?. The
sustainable development goals also outlined other targets such as capital development,
health and well-being; achieving gender equality and women's empowerment®. In

1



addition, it was also projected that countries would have been able to solve
environmental sustainability and climate challenges, engender peace, justice, and strong
institutions as well as ensuring prosperity for all. Nigeria, like other government around

the world, is not averse to development.

In the Nigerian context, the SDGs provide a framework for guiding the ww's
development agenda. One of the paramount issues in Nigeria is poverty er@on and
economic growth?. With multidimensional poverty on the rise, the /¢£y@a1 (SDG 1)
bordering on poverty alleviation is particularly important in the Ni n context. Nigeria
faces high poverty rates, and the SDGs provide a roadmap overty reduction through
inclusive economic growth, job creation, and access to%uctive resources. In addition

to poverty alleviation, Nigeria is also conceme@ ensuring the health and wellbeing

of its people®. @%

The third goal (SDG 3) which f'o@on good health and well-being of citizen is
relevant in this aspect. Aﬁ:hi @\health and well-being of the people is a priority of
government at all leve @igeria. This is because the country face challenges such as
high disease bl.ll'd\' inadequate healthcare infrastructure, and limited access to quality
healthcare_ segvices. The country focuses on improving maternal and child health,
combati%Qfectious diseases, and strengthening healthcare systems. By investing in
he?ﬁkw%re, Nigeria aims to improve the well-being of its population, reduce morbidity
and mortality rates, and build a resilient healthcare system. Closely intertwined with

poverty alleviation and wellbeing is the assurance of decent work for the people and

economic growth for the country?.



The SDG 8 is focused on “Decent Work and Economic Growth”. This goal is a key goal
in the global development agenda, aiming to promote inclusive economic growth, job
creation, and decent working conditions. In line with the United Nations' Sustainable
Development Goals, SDG 8 holds particular significance in addressing the challenges
and opportunities related to work and economic development. The goal emphasizes the
need to generate quality employment opportunities, particularly for youn Qleand
vulnerable populations. In the Nigerian context, this goal aligns with the @ 's efforts
to address high unemployment rates and create a condu(@ vironment for
entrepreneurship. By promoting entrepreneurship and supporting small and medium-

sized enterprises (SMEs), Nigeria aims to stimulate ¢ growth, reduce poverty,

and foster innovation. 2 er

SDG 8 also highlights the importance ’Qinable economic growth that balances

social, economic, and environmenta&&miderations. In Nigeria, this means prioritizing

sectors such as agriculture, r@gﬁcturing, and infrastructure development to create

employment opportunitie %ﬁversify the economy. Sustainable economic growth also

involves promotin@sible consumption and production patterns, resource efficiency,

and green tﬁi\&&g

signiﬁca]i%govemment effort to provide access to financial services, credit, and

s’. Overall, the sustainable development goals emphasise the

prb@e resources, especially for marginalized groups and aspiring entrepreneur who

lack access to capital®.

However, despite the clear-cut nature of the goals, Nigeria has yet to achieve significant
milestones in overall development, particularly in the aspect of poverty alleviation,

health and well-being, economic growth and food security. Several factors have been



identified as responsible for this poor growth. However, the attention of experts has
shifted to the agricultural sector as a veritable tool in the achievement of the triple target
of food security, poverty alleviation, health and well-being as well as economic

development®.

In Nigeria, effort to leverage agricultural productivity for national developm%ates
back to pre-independence era. Among the initiatives that have been intro@include
the National Accelerated Food Production Programme (NAFPP), %&dﬂ Feed the
Nation (OFN) and Green Revolution Programme. In addition t , there are several
departments and agencies established to boost agricultura@%on in Nigeria. These
agencies include; Directorate of Food, Road and RuraNlnfrastructure (DFRRI), River

Basin Development Authority (RBDA), and ‘\@Agricultural Land Development

Authority (NALDA)?>. @%

After the fallout of the Nigeriaﬁ@% war, the federal government instituted an
agricultural development. ;&(@&me to boost food production. The programme
comprised various proj @ be funded under a tripartite agreement involving World
Bank 66%, Fegie’r&wemment 20% and State government 14%. The objective of the
project was t@ease food production, reduce unemployment, and boost the income of
small-s §

<

LGAwn 3 States. The success of the pilot schemes leads to expansion to other LGAs and

rmers. The programme started three (3) pilot projects in 1975 covering an

States in the late 70s and by 1984, all the states of the Federation were implementing the

integrated approach®.

However, it would seem government effort has not yielded the desired result as the

country still face acute food shortage leading to spending large foreign exchange to

4



import basic agricultural products such as grain’,%.

Experts have contended that Nigeria
can boost its chances of achieving the SDGs through agriculture®. It is opined that the
current economic challenges facing Nigeria also offers opportunity to grow. For instance,

the growing demands for increased agricultural production in Nigeria offers opportunities

for government and other stakeholders to relief the negative impact of food shortage,

O

An effective method to counteract this adverse effect is through gxigealporation of

unemployment and poverty, especially among rural dwellers.

Small and Medium Scale Enterprises (SMEs). Small and mediu firms are seen as
crucial factors for achieving integrated economic gro*@%erty alleviation, and
decrease of unemployment in the country. Given thmgall and medium-sized firms
(SMEs) play a vital role in driving productmgfbmployment, and innovation, it is
imperative to provide a conducive clim &@gricultural SMEs in Nigeria. Small and
Medium Enterprises (SMEs) hold a g@nent position in almost every country or state.
Due to the substantial contrib%&crﬁ\that small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs)
make to the expansion 6Y$advancement of different economies, they have been

appropriately labe@'the driving force of growth" and "agents for socio-economic

transformati@&fy

A grow@dy of research works on Micro, Small and Medium Enterprises (MSMEs)

ation".

hawntinued to emerge in an attempt to avail the public with working templates
needed for achieving Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) Action plan. As clearly
documented in the Sustainable Development Goals policy paper, noble efforts aimed at
attaining food security are an integral part of poverty reduction campaign, and

agricultural sector is the enabler for achieving the desired result. The sector plays a



pivotal role in food security, employment generation and wealth creation among others.
Therefore, this study seeks to unveil challenges militating against the development of the
sector as well as highlighting opportunities waiting to be tapped in a bid to achieving

sustainable development goals initiatives®.

Majority of Nigerian involved in the agricultural sector of the Nigerian econom%rate
within the band of MSME. MSMEs are defined as business organiz@Q whose
variables of employees and turnovers fall below certain limit'®. The gwfl of MSME
varies from country to country. However, the International Lab amzatlon defines
micro enterprises as those having (1-10) employees and s -scale enterprises as those
having (11-50) employees, and but the spread of b@ess and capital base is not
mentioned. Incidentally, at the council meeting @aﬁonal Council on Industry held
in July 2001 Micro, Small and Medi ’Qprlses (MSMEs) were defined by the

Council as micro industry, small scg&dustry, medium scale industry and large-scale

industry!!. . écj\

The micro industry is \up of enterprises with asset base not more than =N=1.5
million, excluclin st of land but including working capital and a staff strength not
more than IOQl}Small Scale Industry: consist of enterprises with asset base more than
=N=1.5@)n but in excess of =N=50 million excluding cost of land but including
wo\ng capital and of working capital and/or staff strength from 11 to 100; the medium
Scale Industry include Enterprises with asset base more than =N=50 million but in
excess of =N=200 million excluding cost of land but including working capital and of
working capital and/or staff strength from 101 to 300; while Large Scale Industry is

made up of enterprises with asset base more than =N=200 million but in excess of



=N=200 million excluding cost of land but including working capital and of working

capital and/or staff strength more than 3001,

In spite of the key role agriculture plays in the primary sector, its contribution to the
Nigerian economy has not been significant. For instance, between 2011 and 2012, the oil
and gas sector have continued to be a dominant economic hub, accounting for ovér 95%
of export profits and nearly 85% of government income!2. Nigeria’s effor@%ducing
poverty are fraught with debilitating realities. For instance, Nigeri thOB million
hectares of agriculture land area with maize, cassava, guinea co @ beans, millet and
rice being the major crops'®. Nigeria’s rice production ros@m%ﬂ million metric tons
in 2017 to 4.0 million metric tons in 2018. In spite o@, only 57 percent of the 6.7

million metric tons of rice consumed in Nigeria y is locally produced, leading to a

deficit of about 3 million metric tons, yhi ’Q either imported or smuggled into the

country illegally!4. 5&

To facilitate a boost in local ctlon the Government banned importation of rice in
2019. In 2017 Nigeria @d 59 million tons of cassava, making it the world’s largest
producer (approx1 tely 20 percent of global production). The economic potentials are
limitless, 1t® revenue yields from domestic value addition and derived income as
well anB nues for the government!’. Animal production has remained largely
un p101ted Livestock mostly reared by farm families in Nigeria are the small
ruminants like Goats (76 million), sheep (43.4 million), and cattle (18.4 million)!®. The
ecology in the northern part of the country makes it famous for livestock keeping. In
addition to small and large ruminants, poultry population stands at 180 million poultry.

Here too, local demands far exceed supply despite several interventions by development



partners to improve production and safeguard against diseases including trans-boundary

animal diseases.

Nigeria is the largest fish consumer in Africa and among the largest fish consumers in the
world with about 3.2 million metric tons of fish consumed annually. Its fisheries and
aquaculture are among the fastest growing subsectors in the country. With a coas&e of
853km and over 14 million hectares of inland waters, total fish productic@year is
close to 1 million metric tons (313,231 metric tons from aquaculture ’Qdcéﬂ,828 metric
tons from fisheries). Fishing is a vital livelihood for the poor |1 as an important

protein source at the household level in Nigeria'”. Q

Worthy of note also is the disturbing trends in ﬂ@& According to FAO report,
Nigeria’s forest ecosystems are threatened b @population growth and economic
activities with annual deforestation ra\@lging between 0.72 and 2.38 percent.
Agricultural expansion, heavy 'r%g on firewood and charcoal for energy,
unsustainable timber ex.trﬂ@& urbanization, grazing, bush fires, infrastructure
development are amo @factors behind this trend. With the increasing population,
estimated to rea’c@ million by 2050, enhanced agriculture productivity through
.
adaptatio o@technologies and innovations is necessary to ensure food security and

nutrition’ port from all partners to the efforts by the federal and state governments is

cemfor achieving this goal.

Bolstering the growth of MSMEs is one of the cardinal objectives of Sustainable
Development Goals Action Plan. The intervention agency is a creation of the United
Development Programmes (UNDP). It was adopted in 2015 as a global call to action to

end poverty, protect the planet, and ensure that by 2030 all people enjoy peace and

8



prosperity'4. The action plans are interlinked, implying that a deviation in one action plan

may trigger effects on the other.

The first goal of the SDGs is to end poverty by 2030, and one of the best ways to achieve
that is to empower the citizen - that is provide employment opportunities for them - and
creating an enabling environment for businesses to thrive. This drive is in recog%n of
the catalytic role of Micro, Small and Medium Enterprises as drivers @pnomic
development. Since food security 1is intrinsically tied to p engs/eradication,

developments in the MSME:s in the agricultural sector are in line e first goal of the

SDG18,19. Q
1.2 Statement of the Problem Q :

The Micro, Small and Medium Enterpti "bthe agricultural sector of the Nigerian
economy has rich and engaging al;r@productive activities lined up in its ubiquitous

value chain. The dominant prc&ﬁé@e activities range from cultivation of arable lands,

livestock production an %essing of farm products into semi-finished or finished

goods. Q
>

Despite t eir@ﬁcan‘[ potential to drive economic growth, enhance food security, and
reduce y, agriculture-based Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises (MSMEs) in
Nigegia face numerous challenges that hinder their ability to contribute effectively to the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). From 2012 to 2022, these enterprises have
struggled with limited access to finance, inadequate infrastructure, lack of technical
expertise, and regulatory obstacles. Additionally, the impacts of climate change and

environmental degradation further exacerbate their vulnerabilities. This study seeks to



investigate the specific challenges faced by agriculture-based MSMEs in Nigeria,
examine their impact on the achievement of SDGs, and identify opportunities for

overcoming these challenges to promote sustainable development and economic growth.

1.3 Aim and Objectives of the Study

The aim of this study is to examine agriculture-based micro, small, an@um
enterprises (MSMEs) as a government tool for achieving Sustainablg Dgvelopment
Goals (SDGs) in South-West Nigeria. This study seeks to underst@ contribution of
these enterprises to economic growth, poverty reduction, jo c&n, and food security.

Specifically, the objectives and intentions of the propo were to:

QO

1. examine the current landscape of agricult/@ﬂsed MSMEs in South-West Nigeria,
including their distribution, types, an&ige of operations;

.. . . ° .o, . .

ii. analyse the impact of agrwul&% d MSME:s on local communities, focusing on
income generation, job @1, and poverty alleviation in South-West Nigeria;

1il. to review existi%@'emment policies and interventions aimed at supporting

agriculture- MSMEs development in South-West Nigeria.

iv. exam tg'!effectiveness of existing government policies and interventions aimed
\a/égyorting agriculture-based MSMEs in promoting sustainable development in

South-West Nigeria.

1.4 Research Questions

The following research questions guided the study:

10



1. What is the current landscape of agriculture-based MSMEs in South-West Nigeria,
including their distribution, types, and scale of operations?

2. What is the impact of agriculture-based MSMEs on local communities, focusing on
income generation, job creation, and poverty alleviation in South-West Nigeria?

3. What are existing government policies and interventions aimed at sugting
agriculture-based MSMEs? Q

4. How effective are existing government policies and interventions™aimed at
supporting agriculture-based MSMEs in promoting sustaievelopment in

O

South-West Nigeria.

1.5 Significance of the Study QQ
As the war between Russia and Ukraine ragesf the potential of escalating to a wider

conflagration, there is no time in the W&h\ recent history that humanity has been more
exposed to the danger of foo&&ty Russia and Ukraine are the hub of food
production in the world —%@%e the leaders in wheat and corn production — and food
distribution to other\@es is currently being hampered by war. This study was

therefore time a@gniﬁcant because Nigeria and other states who were signatories to

IR

the achiev@en of SDGs only have few years to achieve this. Nigeria needs to achieve

fo@ency to escape the looming effect of hunger.

For this reason, the study is profoundly significant because it provided answers the
research questions raised. In addition to that, the study also contributed to the existing
knowledge and literatures on Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprise and the opportunities

and challenges of achieving specified goals in Nigeria and the South West.
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The research outcome was immensely beneficial to government Ministries, Departments
and Agencies who were charged with the responsibility of promoting sustainable

development in all sectors of the Nigerian economy.

It is important to state that, this study benefitted the Ministry of Finance and the Office
of the Senior Special Assistant to the President on SDGs (OSSAP—SDGS%ISO,
policymakers at the state and the federal level, State Government, and the @1 Bank
of Nigeria (CBN) found the outcome of this study useful as it prov@gdadmap that
guided them when preparing their intervention programmes fe E and MSME in
Nigeria. Lastly, the outcome of this research was us@%otable international

organizations and agencies whose work is aimed at the @tion of global poverty.

1.6 Scope of the Study ’bbrb
O

The central focus of this proposed,rs&ph identified and examined the challenges and
opportunities of micro, sma&&a medium enterprises in achieving Sustainable
Development Goals (SD@ Nigeria, particularly in the South West region. For this
reason, the scope o }bresearch confined to 2012-2022 taking into consideration the
fact that the @1 f MDGs and SDGs fall within the period. In addition to this, the
geograpﬁib@ocation of the research was restricted to the South West region of Nigeria.
T%&bn for this is because, South West States have one of the highest concentrations

of agriculture based MSMEs in Nigeria.

1.7 Limitation of the Study

12



There could be biases in self-reported data from MSMEs, such as overestimation of
benefits or underreporting of challenges. Differences in agricultural practices, climate,
and cultural attitudes across different parts of South-West Nigeria might affect the
generalisability of the study’s findings.

1.8 Operational Definition of Terms 0%
Economic Development: Economic development ’18@6 process of enhancing the well-
being and quality of life of a nation, region, lc@mmunity or individual in accordance
with certain aims and objectives. In other ds, they are sets of initiatives, policies, or

actions aimed at improving a com S;%y‘ economic well-being and quality of life.

Development: Developmé@a occurrence that marks the beginning of a new stage in
a changing situation@%h, advancement, good change, or the addition of physical,
economic, € ﬁ%%ﬂal, social, and demographic components is all examples of
developm e goal of development is to improve people’s living standards and
qu@fe, as well as to create or expand local regional income and job possibilities

while preserving the environment's resources.

Poverty: Poverty is the state of being extremely poor. Poverty is a state of not having

enough material possessions or income for a person’s needs. It is a violation of human

13



dignity; it is also captured by when people are unable to make choices and have chances.

It means lack of basic capacity to participate effectively in society.

Sustainable Development Goals: Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) are the
blueprint to achieve a better and more sustainable future for all. They address the global

challenges we face, including poverty, inequality, climate change, envir%ntal

degradation, peace and justice. OQ
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Chapter Two
Literature Review

In this chapter, the various sources of information related to knowledge sharing in the
field of agriculture will be examined. The goal is to gather reliable and objective data to
help answer the research questions. Through this analysis, the researcher aims t%ltify
any gaps in current knowledge and understanding of agricultural productio qupport
the analysis, the various conceptual frameworks, models, and theori t}gﬁfre useful in
explaining how to achieve sustainable development goals in a '@re by 2030, were
discussed. These included concepts such as the micro, @ and medium enterprises
MSMEs, sustainable development Goals (SDG Q)echanization, and change

management, which are often seen as key driver@ricultural progress

O
2.1 Conceptual Review @

)

%)
2.1.1 Definition of MSMEs Q
t

Micro, Small, Medium E Q&ses (MSMEs) are widely recognized as vital components
of economies world e%ey contribute significantly to job creation, innovation, and
overall econt‘i‘} th. Despite their importance, the definition and classification of
MSMEs v@signiﬁcantly across regions due to differences in economic structures and
poch/%norities. The criteria for defining MSMEs are often based on measurable
parameters such as annual turnover, investment in assets, and employment size. This

section explores both international and country-specific definitions'.

Globally, organizations like the World Bank and OECD have set guidelines for defining

MSME:s. For instance, the World Bank defines MSMEs as enterprises with fewer than
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300 employees, an annual turnover of less than $15 million, and total assets below the
same threshold. Similarly, the OECD adopts a broad guideline, considering enterprises
with fewer than 250 employees as MSMEs, though additional criteria such as turnover

and balance sheet totals are used to delineate between micro, small, and medium

S\

The definition of MSMEs varies significantly between countries to t local

enterprises'.

economic conditions. In India, for example, the classification of J\/gwbvas revised
under the MSMED Act of 2006 in 2020. Micro-enterprises a ned as having an
investment in plant and machinery or equipment of up to ?@re and a turnover of up to
X5 crore. Small enterprises can have an investment of@) €10 and a turnover of €50,
while medium enterprises can have an investmeb%up to €250 and a turnover of €250.
The European Union, on the other %’Qtegorizes micro enterprises as those
employing fewer than 10 people Wi,tkg&gover or balance sheet totals of up to €2 million.
Small enterprises have fewer tl@&g@\employees and a turnover of up to €10 million, and

medium enterprises empl@er than 250 people with a turnover of up to €50 million?.

2.1.1.1 Classiﬁcg@’lSMEs

N\

MSMEs aé classified based on factors such as scale of operation, nature of activity,

owne@%&twcture, and geographic focus. Each classification highlights a distinct aspect

ofé{e enterprises.

The scale of an MSME refers to the size and extent of its operations. Micro-enterprises
are typically small-scale, often family-run businesses or informal setups with limited

resources and local markets. Small enterprises have slightly larger operations with some
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regional or national reach. Medium enterprises, in contrast, are more formalized and
structured, with the capacity to compete in broader markets and engage in

diversification’.

MSMEs are also categorized by the type of activity they perform. Manufacturing
MSMEs engage in the production of goods, often using small-scale machin%For
example, a micro-enterprise might produce handmade jewellery, while a @Q{n—sized
enterprise may manufacture auto parts. Service-oriented MSMEs pr iﬁg&!wices such

as IT solutions, logistics, or consultancy. An example is an IT st roviding software

development services. Q

The ownership structure of MSMEs varies wideb&n; influences their operational
dynamics. They can operate as sole proprietorshé artnerships, cooperatives, or private
limited companies. Micro-enterprises @ rely on simpler structures like sole

proprietorships, whereas medium é%{p ises may adopt corporate structures to support

larger operations®. i é

Geographical locatiwlays a significant role in classifying MSMEs. Urban-based
MSMEs oftene. @e in technology-driven industries such as IT or e-commerce,
leveragingébf infrastructure and consumer bases. In contrast, rural-based MSMEs

may Q’Lbon traditional crafts, agriculture-related industries, or other activities aligned

witbﬁral economies.

The classification of MSMEs is essential for several reasons. First, it aids in formulating
targeted policies that address the specific needs of these enterprises. For example, micro-

enterprises may require access to microfinance, whereas medium enterprises benefit
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more from tax incentives for research and development. Second, banks and financial
institutions use these classifications to design lending programs that align with the
financial capacity and needs of different categories. Third, standardized classification
allows MSME:s to participate in international trade and benefit from global value chains.
Finally, categorization supports innovation and technology transfer, particu& for

medium enterprises, which are often better positioned to adopt advanced tecthie s,

Despite the advantages of classification, several challenges exist. Th@gﬁc nature of
MSMESs, where businesses often grow or shrink, makes rigid cl tions impractical.
Informal enterprises, which form a significant portion of %erprises, are difficult
to include in official statistics and support programs. J@over, definitions often fail to

consider regional disparities, such as differences&sts of living or industrial structures

between urban and rural areas, limiting t@abﬂity of a one-size-fits-all approach.

MSME:s are critical to fostering ec’c@ resilience and innovation. To maximize their

potential, governments must e@\e that definitions and classifications are periodically

reviewed to account fi @tion, technological advancements, and changing economic

contexts. Regionalﬂd sectoral nuances should also be incorporated into definitions to
[ ]

ensure inclusQi.t}Harmonizing definitions across countries can further facilitate global

trade a ss-border collaboration, enhancing the competitiveness of MSMEs on the

wc}&ttzageé.
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2.1.1.2 The Role of Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises (MSMESs) in Economic

Development: Global and Nigerian Context

Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises (MSMEs) play a critical role in driving economic

growth and development worldwide. They are vital for fostering innovation, ating

employment, reducing poverty, and contributing to GDP. This analysis e)((;@ he role

of MSME:s globally and highlights their specific contributions and ck&lges in Nigeria.

Globally, MSMEs are significant employers. According to%lntemational Labour
Organization (ILO), MSMEs account for more tha of employment globally,
particularly in developing countries. These e@ises provide jobs to diverse
demographics, including low-skilled worke% men, and youth, thereby reducing

unemployment and enhancing income di t}&;zionf

MSMEs contribute signiﬁcantly@ GDP of both developed and developing nations.

For instance: ‘ $

- In the European U &SMES contribute about 56% to GDP.

- In devel&i(gjconomies, they account for around 40% of GDP, as per World Bank
statist@

MSMEs are a key driver of innovation, especially in sectors such as technology,
manufacturing, and services. By leveraging flexible structures and niche expertise,

MSME:s often introduce disruptive innovations that redefine industries. The adaptability

of MSMEs allows them to contribute to economic resilience during global crises. For
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example, during the COVID-19 pandemic, many MSME:s pivoted to producing essential
goods like personal protective equipment (PPE) and sanitizers, maintaining economic
activity amidst disruptions. MSMEs are instrumental in poverty alleviation by creating
inclusive opportunities for marginalized groups, such as rural populations and women,

enhancing their financial independence and social inclusion.

3\
In Nigeria, MSMEs constitute over 96% of businesses and employ abo@ of the
workforce, according to the Small and Medium Enterprises Deve&n&#Agency of
Nigeria (SMEDAN). They play a pivotal role in reducing p by creating jobs,
especially in rural and underserved areas. MSMEs con@e pproximately 48% to
Nigeria’s GDP. Their activities span across various se@ including agriculture, trade,
manufacturing, and services, driving economi%ﬁb&siﬁcation. Nigerian MSMEs are
actively engaged in value addition and ction of goods tailored to local needs.

This is evident in the agro—proces&ir@ustry, where MSMEs enhance the value chain

by processing raw agricultural @Qe into consumable products®.

By operating in rural e@lSMEs in Nigeria help bridge the urban-rural development
gap, promotinig nced regional development. For example, small-scale farming
cooperatives @ce agricultural productivity and create sustainable livelihoods for rural
populat@dSMEs are engines of economic growth and social development, playing a
pi\Nrole globally and within Nigeria. While their contributions are immense, they face
numerous challenges that require strategic interventions. With the right support
mechanisms—ranging from financial inclusion to policy reforms—MSMEs can

significantly enhance their role in driving sustainable development’.
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2.1. Agriculturally Based Small and Medium Enterprises in Nigeria

Value chain encompasses the full range of activities designed to bring commodities from
its conception to the end users. Value chain can also be described as the “entire process
needed to bring a product or service from conception, through the inte i of
production, delivery to consumers, and final disposal after use”!°. Valu include
all the vertically linked, interdependent processes that generate Value'&&the consumer as
well as horizontal linkages that provide intermediate goo services. Vertical
integration generally refers to a firm’s ownership or con ertically related activities
(backward linkages). Vertical integration can be@h ved between upstream and
downstream firms when there is a high level tegrated systems and information
sharing. A firm becomes vertically integr‘&@v en it gets more involved in the activities

that take place within its value chafn’\\,

N\

Vertical integration is mo@ ceable if the business is seeking to ensure supply or

control inputs, capt%l re value, achieve economies of scale or ensure access to
information. t@aﬁon, value chain becomes more integrated through the decisions
of the act% e

ar\b/ into the country’s value chains. Implied is that a nation’s agricultural sector

rtical integration also occurs at the value chain level when more stages

is taking on more of the activities within the global value chain, which adds value,

provides more market and creates employment, and even more. Vertical integration

focuses on the implementation of horizontal collaboration mechanisms and linkages
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among businesses to overcome problems stemming from small-scale activity by some

individual producers or enterprises.

By contrast, horizontal integration offers excellent opportunities for value chain
participants to obtain advantages inherent in large scale production by linking with other
firms. By combining resources, horizontal integration allows participating ftx&and

Verage

producers to achieve improved quality through increased access to inputs
in sales negotiations and greater ability to design initiatives'!. Hori ntg‘!ollaboration
also creates a platform that could later allow the chain to m Qyward forward or
backward integration or achieve improved quality. In the@lementation of horizontal
linkage, it is however imperative to identify areas (@dnt operation with increased

efficiency and effectiveness. In all, the overridi@l of a value chain is to deliver the

most value at the least cost in order to cre@ mpetitive advantage.

In agreement with this, another ség\&w mphasized that value chain approaches have
been used by individuals .an&%% to guide product and process innovations that have
created value for the@@mtomers. Some studies recognize that value chain should
focus on at lqas&hieving the following: offering products of higher unit value,
increased uxghv of products of the same value, a different mix of products and/or and
delive@a given set of products into more diverse markets. From the foregoing, a well-
deMed value chain should be able to consider all the major stakeholders and their

contribution towards creating value'?.

Within the context of value chain, the key stakeholders are called clusters. Clusters can

be described as collections of firms and institutions that perform the functions segmented
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in both the value chain and supply chain. Clusters display horizontal and vertical links
among firms that produce a single or closely related product or service, which in turn
may combine to meet the demand of a particular value chain'®. To improving clusters, it
is required that emphasis should be on the local environment and context in which they

operate.

Value chain analysis sheds light on the size of the firms participating in e@\g how

they are participating or could be participating in the chain, and oppo&gedto facilitate
or improve those linkages. The framework provides an import ans to understand
the inter-relationships between or among firms, mechani@ for increasing efficiency
and ways of adding value. It also provides a channe@ improvement in supporting
services and the business environment and con@o pro-poor initiatives and better
linking of small businesses with the mar egb’h the heart of value chain development is
the effort to strengthen mutually bcn&ﬁ'%l linkages for firms to work together and take

advantage of market oppoﬂuni‘@aate and build trust among participants.

In recent times, realizi \ upgrading the performance of individual firms may have
little impact, g?\ge\'%ents and donor agencies have shown significant interest in value
chain ana si@implementation. In the agricultural sector, while buy-sell transactions
approa been adopted over time, it has become clear that the approach did not
ad%ﬂzely respond to the desire of developing countries to have a continuous and
consistent supply of high-quality products'>. Arising from this, attention have shifted to
improving access to and participation in more profitable and higher value chain, both as a
means to achieving food security and achieving longer-term growth. Without further

improvement in agricultural value chain, many developing countries face the risk of
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being trapped into producing low-value products and continue to struggle to obtain a
significant value-added share in global trade'®. It follows therefore that optimizing
agricultural value chain is basic to the success for developing countries to generate
growth, improve welfare and reduce poverty!’. To lend credence to this, other scholars
assert that agricultural value chain leads to cost reduction, increase revenue, improve
access to agricultural technology, information, and capital, through whic@ﬁtion

marketing processes are improved to acquire greater value and quality'®.

Agricultural value chain entails the assessment of specific area @agricultural sector
where upstream agents in production and distribution proc@%inked to downstream
partners by technical, economic, territorial, instituti@ and social relationships. It
involves the analyses of chain actors and functi@% their performance, process, and
linkages, identifying areas for interve ’Q improve or upgrade those that need
interventions. The decision of wherg\' intervene in a value chain should be primarily
driven by the end goal of su@cza\e economic growth with poverty reduction'®. For
effective performance of.&ggricultural value chain, every stakeholder creates value
which depends to a &Xtem on the following: factor input net value added rather than
overall rever@\xt uild-up and the distribution of burden or benefit, collaboration
between %cultural sector and other supporting agencies, the dynamic relationship
bet% the business and the environment, inter-relations between physical and
information flows, constraints and opportunities within each segment and human capital

investment?',

This approach has emerged as a necessary framework in assessing the contribution of

agricultural value chain to welfare. In effort to devise interventions that will reposition
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the economy and spur economic growth, government can use agricultural value chain as
robust tool to protect threatened links, facilitate upgrading of others to generate greater
returns and promote foreign direct investment. Over the past decades, the Nigerian
agricultural sector has undergone a multiplicity of transformations following a number of
interventions. Despite these initiatives, several challenges remain in the optimip&ion of

R
@

tivities and

agricultural value chains?!.

Agricultural Value chain can be defined as the full range of value
participants involved in transporting agricultural products fi put suppliers to
farmers’ fields, and ultimately, to consumers?2. Value chai %:h is a value creating
experience. Value chain analysis helps in identifying as@ understanding of connection
among participants in the chain and the way 0 business. An agricultural value
chain is considered as an economic unit Q@%s of a particular commodity or group of

related commodities that encompassg&\eaningful grouping of economic activities that

are linked vertically by market &‘?ﬂshlps

The first step in value @nalyms is mapping of the core processes and activities in
the chain®*. Va‘h%e\c' ain mapping is the process of developing a visual depiction of the
basic stru tu&)g\he value chain. Value chain map illustrates the way the product flows
from ra erial to end markets and presents how the industry functions®’. Visualizing
news will give a better understanding of connections between actors and processes in
a value chain, demonstrate interdependency between actors and processes in the value
chain and create awareness of stakeholders to look beyond their own involvement in the

value chain.
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Nigerian agricultural sector is blessed with diverse crops®®. Also, about seven livestock
products are produced as poultry. There are also the artisanal and coastal brackish water
catches, artisanal inland rivers and lakes catches and fish farming in the fishery sub-

sector However, efforts so far to develop value chains has been limited to the following

S\

(i) Rice Value Chain. The rice value chain starts with paddy production w uld go

arcas:

to cottage millers or commercial mills for processing and to the d g@rice market
(consumers). There could also be sub-chains such as the farm g % rs who supply the
0

local paddy market, where the commercial mills can also b cess.

(ii) Cotton Value Chain. The cotton value chain c&@es fibre production, spinning,
weaving and knitting, dyeing and finishing, ga\& production and sale to consumers.
The cotton value chain can be broken do\@to sub-value chains depending on its final
product which serves as an input in%@ﬁer value chain. The product could be raw fibre
which is obtained directly.fro X producers. It is then an input for the spinners whose
product is yarn. This l@s input for the Weaving and knitting sector as well as the

dyeing and finishing, sector whose products are fabrics. The fabrics constitute the input
[ ]

for the gag ts itdustry?’.

(iii) @va Value Chain. Majority of producers of cassava are majorly small-scale.
Thhgssava is taken off by the processors who process fresh cassava into products like
gari and fufu which are sold to local consumers. There are also some commercial scale
activities in the area of processing of cassava into animal feed for feeding ruminants,
poultry and fishes. The processing of cassava into flour, starch and glucose for use in the

industrial sector (such as food industry, the brewing industry, the pharmaceutical
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industry and the textile industry) is beginning to gain grounds. Potential areas that be
explored in the cassava value chain include; on-farm/rural processing of cassava to into

chips and ethanol production for both export and local markets.

(iv) Tomato Value Chain. The tomato value chain comprises the producer who supplies
the tomato paste, factory that processes it and sells to local consumers and export {arket.
Along the tomato value chain, there could be wholesalers who take the t@off the
producers and sell to retailers. There could also be agents who buy @&Qﬁ)atoes from
the producers or wholesalers and supply the tomato factory. ly, we also have
wholesalers/agents taking off the processed tomato paste th factory and selling to

retailers who eventually sell to the final consumers. Q

QO

(v) Cocoa Value Chain: Processing of cocoa&:ocoa derivatives is the maximum
value activity in the cocoa value chain. B \@senﬂy, only about 30% of the cocoa beans
in Nigeria is processed with remairﬁ@oﬂed by the merchants. The main actors in the
cocoa value chain include @L and medium scale farmers, local buying agents,

cooperatives, mercha%@essors and few local users, including manufacturing farms

that produce bevgg%s.

(vi) Catt e Chain. The cattle value chain is made up of inputs, production,
proce@ﬂistﬂbution and marketing. The inputs component constitutes the feed,
breéﬁg and veterinary services which are needed to produce the calf and cow for
fattening and dairy. The output is processed into milk, beef, butter, cheese and leather.
Marketing is done through local markets, restaurants, supermarkets, and even exports to

reach the final consumers.
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(vii) Dairy Value Chain: The main actors in the value chain include pastoralists and
commercial dairy producers, local and commercial processors, retailers and consumers.
Within the value chain, storage and preservation of milk is vital due to the perishable

nature of the product.

(viii) Oil Palm Value Chain: Products include cooking oil, margarines, bake%ods,

soap, bio-diesel. OQ

2.1.4.1 Government Interventions in Agricultural Value Chain &

Notable programmes and projects implemented in this regar@red various areas of

agricultural development such as in production, marketi Q ofage and financing.

To aid agricultural value chain in Nigeria sever% @entions have been introduced by

successive administrations: \Q’b

(1) NEED I and I Implementatié\& 01 —2007) — it gave birth to the preparation of

the food security strategy doc@(? in 2009 that started to emphasize the need for a

value chain approach @ural development.

(i)  The Na;i@olicy on Integrated Rural Development - was also formulated to
integrate %ﬁxﬁ\l economy into the mainstream of the national development process.
The e@e of this was to reduce rural-urban drift, redress the past neglect in the
agk&ftural sector through provision of infrastructure and empower the rural population

to create wealth and mitigate poverty

(ii1))  The NV20 2020 Implementation Plan - also contained specific programmes for

developing the agricultural sector. Large scale processing of cassava and rice was
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targeted under the plan. Local fish seed production was expected to increase from 5

million to about 20 million annually.

(iv)  Nigerian Incentive based Risk Sharing System for Agricultural Lending
(NIRSAL) —it was established in 2010 by the Central Bank of Nigeria to address the
weakness of existing agricultural financing schemes. It was meant to meet the %mial
needs of smallholder farmers, agro-processors, agribusinesses as input su@ in the

agricultural value-chain. &Q/

(V) The Agricultural Transformation Agenda (ATA) — it ched in 2012 was

designed to make the agricultural sector the driver of deve

\)

réports that the ATA improved

ent and make Nigeria a

key player in food market. Africa Lead-IFPRI (20
deposit money banks’ lending to agriculture fr 1% in 2011 to 5% in 2014, reduced

Q0

the 2014 food import bill by N466bi1§§®nd boosted agricultural output by 11%
between 2011 and 2014. éo\’&

(vi)  Agricultural Promotj%%blicy - to improve food supply and improve output
quality, the Econo:@overy and Growth Plan (ERGP) lay emphasis on self-

sufficiency in to@gaste, rice and wheat by 202028,

Although @ence suggests that agricultural exports have improved, agricultural exports
asoe{%:g‘ agricultural GDP decreased from 3.3% in 2015 to 3.0% in 2016; and from an
average of 4.5% in 2011-2013 to 2.9% in 2014-2016. This performance is far below the

target set for 2016 (9% for all exports)®’.

2.1.4.2 Challenges of Agricultural Value Chain

32



Despite government intervention efforts, several challenges remain in the development of
agricultural value chains as they are often uncoordinated, lacking investment and failing
to include vulnerable group and missing critical linkages between farms and markets*’.
Rather than working together to improve value chain supply, each of the components has
its unique challenges and is not working to find a unified solution thereby slowing down
the progress of agricultural production. Other factors militating against th Q%ﬂ of
agricultural production include poor accessibility of improved seedlings, climate
variation, and difficulty in acquiring land limits input supply3!. A duction suffers
from poor irrigation system, under utilization of mechanized.equipnient, lack of research.
Even after production, in most cases the chain is t@ because of lack/limited
storage facilities, lack of power coupled with hi p@f processing equipment. There is
also limited market for produced producticQ with illegal food imports. In support
of this, other scholars assert that atter%}bs on production rather than on adding value

across different value chain seg ﬁé‘}'

and fufu while the remainh@g{ other value chain products. This is similar across most

n cassava, a 26.9% of the value chain is garri

agricultural products.\@gstudies also further reveal that Nigeria is losing about $10bn
worth of exi?'%agriculture annually due to the absence of value addition to
agricultur@r

po ul@ 2.3 million are utilized for dairy production while others are utilized for meat.

uce3. More worrisome is that of the 20 million estimated cattle

Meanwhile, storage and preservation which are critical activities across the value chain

segments are either insufficient or non-existent.

In a report on transforming Nigeria’s agricultural value chain, it was revealed that 80%

of the challenges in the meat value chain are in processing and storage®*. The report had
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it that Nigeria’s agriculture value chain which is characterized by 80% small holder
farmers, few commercial processors, low funding, inadequate research, weak institutions,
limited storage facilities, requires massive investments to increase production and to

create value addition across the most profitable segments of the value chain.

In effort to devise interventions that will reposition the economy and spur e%)mic
growth, government can use agricultural value chain as robust tool to prot atened

links, facilitate upgrading of others to generate greater returns and prw&ﬁreign direct

investment. &

Innovation can be defined as the entrepreneurs’ speci to exploit change for a
iscl

diverse business or service and can be presented as a@ ine which can be learned and
practiced®. In other words, innovation can also& “an idea, practice, or object that is
perceived as new by an individual or othé\\@ of adoption™?®. It can also be defined as a
process of transforming an opportimity) into fresh ideas and being widely used in

practice®’. Innovation can als&@&g out a new or enhanced process, service or products
[ ]

for marketing?8. Inno ti® “use of new technical and administrative knowledge to

offer a new prodg&sewice to customers™.
°

Thus, ma ors concluded that innovation is “any practices that are new to
organ'@%hs, including equipment, products, services, processes, policies and
proj&m”‘“’. Other scholars also extended the conclusion where they said that innovation
is one of major relevance for companies, as it can be the source of additional revenues
from new products or services, can help to save costs or improve the quality of existing
processes. However, in order to be innovative, the management team or any responsible

individuals need to have innovativeness. When it comes to research, innovativeness can

34



be described as a positive attitude toward changes and an awareness towards the need to

innovate®*!.

Meanwhile, other scholars define defined innovativeness as “an organizations’ overall
innovative capability of introducing new products to the market, or opening up new
markets, through combining strategic orientation with innovative behaviour and pfocess”.
On the other side of the coin, innovativeness relates to the capacity of the @Qo mesh
together in innovation and managers use this innovativeness to solv gna&s problems
and challenges, thus resulting in providing survival and succe% or the firm, either
for current or future. The scholar later added that 1nn0vat ss'seemed to be useful in

helping firms to compete with the competitors with thos w or enhanced products and

verify product lines, yet expanding the range of @%ﬁvities generally*.
2.1.4.3 Emerging Agricultural Innovat@

In 2021, At the 12" annual Se%\\ﬁ le Innovation Forum (SIF), 10 innovative

approaches to agricultural d%@ment were highlighted as shown below:

X\

GreenWave Model

Bren Smith, owner of Thimble Island Ocean Farm and founder of non-profit GreenWave,
is a pioneer in the development of regenerative ocean farming. His techniques use 3D
ocean farming to create blue carbon — carbon that is captured by the world’s ocean and

coastal ecosystems*’.

The GreenWave Model is a sustainable, polyculture commercial farming system that
regenerates ocean ecosystems by creating carbon and nitrogen sinks, helping to reduce
the impacts of ocean acidification. Smith’s model consists of vertical farms of scallops,
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mussels, oysters, clams and seaweed, used for animal feed, fertiliser and to help reduce

bioplastics.

Recent studies at the University of California found that California’s agricultural
emissions could be completely offset by growing seaweed in just 3.8% of federal waters
off the state’s coast. In addition, the World Bank estimates that 10 million tonnes of
nitrogen and 135 million tonnes of carbon could be sequestered if only 5% of the

nation’s waters are farmed using seaweed.

As of 2019, Bren Smith accumulated a waiting list of over 4,000 farmers in 20 countries
to develop his methods of ocean and coastal regenerative farming, with each farm costing
between US$20,000 — 50,000. His sustainable farming successes will continue to expand

globally as ocean restoration becomes more of a priority among farmers.

Symbrosia

It goes without saying that carbon dioxide has a significant impact on the climate.
Methane, however, having around 84 times the global warming impact of CO2 over a 20-
year period, and around 150 times the warming impact over a couple of years, represents

itself as a fundamental driver of climate change.

The global livestock sector accounts for approximately 14.5% of all greenhouse gas

emissions, of which 65% is emitted by cattle. This is where Symbrosia comes in.

Symbrosia is focusing on reducing the methane impact of cows by introducing seaweed
into their diets. Scientific research, has found that replacing just 0.4% of a cow’s feed
with Asparagopsis taxiformis — a type of red macroalgae — can reduce livestock methane
emissions by over 90%, as well as increase growth rate**.,
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The company is scaling the innovative solution to reduce livestock methane emissions
using aquaculture techniques. By using sustainable farming techniques like aquaculture,
it avoids the degradation of its ecosystems. However, implementing this organic solution
worldwide  still  requires  further trials in  research and  production.
Nonetheless, Asparagopsis taxiformis could take humanity one step closer to a zero

emissions future.
AeroFarms

Founded in 2004 and based in New Jersey, AeroFarms grows over 800 different crops
using an indoor vertical farming system. By using 95% less water than traditional arable
farming, the soon-to-be public company has managed to raise more than $238 million in

disclosed funding, positioning themselves as a leader in the vertical farming space®.

Unlike hydroponic farming — a technique that replaces soil with nutrient-rich water -
AeroFarms uses aeroponic technology. This process involves using a cloth made from
recycled plastic to mist the roots with water, oxygen and nutrients. Combined with
efficient, LED lights designed to have a specific intensity and spectrum, the stable indoor
conditions disrupt the cycle of indoor pests, eliminating the need for pesticides,

fungicides and herbicides.

The sustainable indoor agriculture company could be a progressive solution to the
agriculture industry, especially as climate change continues to affect the stability of

weather patterns and therefore crop growth.

Trapview
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Trapview is an automated pest monitoring and forecasting system that provides farmers
with near real-time data about the conditions of their crops. By forecasting potential pest
outbreaks, the Al technology serves as a digital employee to help protect the survival

rates of crops®.

Farmers who use Trapview experience lower production costs, higher yields, better risk

management and operate under a much more sustainable ecosystem.

Founded in Slovenia in 2007, Trapview now manages over 4,000 fields and claims to
possess the largest database of algorithms and pest data in the world. In an interview with
AFN, CEO Matej Stefanci¢ stated that the company’s algorithms have the potential to

identify around 40 different species of insect in their forecasting models.

Trapview continues to receive investments from Japan’s Kubota, Italy’s Oltre Ventures
and the Netherlands’ Pymwymic and are likely to assert themselves as a technologically

disruptive leader in the sustainable farming industry in the years to come.
Kray Technologies

Kray Technologies have designed the world’s first fully digital and unmanned drone crop
sprayer. Capable of autonomously spraying up to 1200 acres per day, the agricultural

innovation hosts a variety of benefits for the average farmer?.

The industrial drones serve as a replacement for agro planes, using less fuel, less
maintenance and staffing, and operate at speeds of up to 70 mph, covering vast areas in
little time. As a result, the highly efficient technology cuts applications costs by 90% to

around $1 per acre.
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Additionally, the growing ability to fertilise more frequently reduces yield losses. In fact,

Kray has promised that their drones would increase yield output by 20-40% if adopted.

World Cover

Agriculture is a highly volatile industry, vulnerable to extreme weather conditions
continuously exacerbated by our changing climate. For those who farm in harsh climates
or within impoverished communities, insurance is scarce - often leaving financially
burdened farmers to the mercy of the climate. World Cover, however, seeks to reduce
this exposure and aims to speed up the process of claiming such notoriously laborious

insurance.

Much of World Cover’s target market already receives money via mobile payment
services. This serves as the infrastructure for automated blockchain based insurance
technology. Using this decentralised blockchain technology, they simplify the insurance

payment process by developing smart contracts using distributed ledger technology*’.

The adoption of smart contracts allows insurance payments to be automatically triggered
once certain conditions have been met. Subsequently, fraudulent requests are prevented,

and the speed and efficiency of payments is significantly improved.

It offers this kind of insurance by using high-resolution satellite imaging. Using this
imagery, World Cover analyses rainfall patterns to determine the level of compensation

required. For example, a farmer with little education in remote India will understand that
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if his crops suffer from a lack of rain for a few weeks, he will be directly compensated

with an automated payment on the blockchain system*®.

Currently, World Cover only offers drought insurance. However, the company have
announced plans to expand into crop diseases - an outcome directly correlated with

extreme weather.

2.1.4.4 Agricultural Innovation in Nigeria ( ‘ >\

Towards poverty reduction, there is a need to generate agriculturaéﬁologies in order

to increase agricultural productivity and reduce poverty and hl@among smallholders.

But to develop agriculture, efforts must be made 4 brace both generation of
innovations and taking the innovations to scale up of agricultural innovations
has adopted different methods; scaling up re a multl stakeholder approach among
national governments, donor agencies, & s, the private sector, research institutions,

and extension workers among othe%K

Horizontal, vertical, and .®1onal approaches are commonly listed for scaling up
agricultural 1nn0vat\é practices on the ground appear however to embrace
combmatlonsc@pproaches Technology generation through years of agricultural
research 11@6 various NARIs in Nigeria is believed to be way ahead of the rate of use of
the{/a%ls research outputs. If properly packaged, it will help potential beneficiaries of
the wide array of the agricultural research outputs from the NARIs who includes

processors, farmers, marketers, and allied agro-based businesses™.

Cassava is a multiple utility commodity in Nigeria; it is used for food and as an industrial

raw material. Among the challenges to cassava development in Nigeria relate to
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production and post-harvest processing. Cassava Mosaic Disease (CMD) has led to yield
losses and is a threat to the livelihood of cassava-growing families. CMD-resistant
cassava varieties include NR8082, NR8083, TME 419, TME 98/0505, and TMS 30572.
These varieties mature early, give high yields, and peel easily. Scaling up of agricultural
innovation using an IP requires that the relevant stakeholders be linked and organised.
Under the auspices of the Research into Use (RIU) Program in Nigeria, C Q&tan‘[
varieties were introduced in Abia State through the joint effort of IITA, NRCRI, ARCN,
and ADPs. The outcomes of the cassava IP to the farmers incl@l ger farm sizes,
access to improved varieties resistant to CMD, and higher c@ity. Access to CMD-
resistant varieties was generally easier within the IP. @a cess increased from fewer

than 100 farmers in 2009 to over 450,000 farmel;é 176%0 in Abia State’!.

The Federal Government of Nigeria (FG@baken several steps over the years to use
agriculture to alleviate poverty and attaih food security. But the efforts faced significant
constraints. Agricultural lands %g?\een largely degraded in quality due to expansion of
production by expandin@t{ vated area at the expense of intensive farming. Other
factors in the low a lining productivity of the Nigerian agricultural sector include
poorly develée}’\fr ation potential, inadequate and poorly funded and maintained
producti’%bnd marketing infrastructure, poorly funded agricultural research and
extg{/gﬂ systems, inadequate availability and distribution of key inputs (fertilisers,
chemicals, machinery, and improved seed), poor or lack of access to financial services

for the procurement of needed inputs and services such as processing, storage, and

transportation®?.
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The Federal Government of Nigeria, under multi-lateral financial assistance (from
mainly World Bank and AfDB) implemented the National Fadama Development Project
in three phases between 1992 and 2015, as Fadama I, Fadama II and Fadama III, Fadama
III AF, in that order. The Project Appraisal Document (PAD) for Fadama III intended to
support the financing and implementation of five main components designed to transfer
financial and technical resources to the beneficiary groups in: (i) institution Q social
development; (ii) physical infrastructure for productive use; (iii) transfer %goption of
technology to expand productivity, improve value-added, and connd quality; (iv)

support extension and applied research; and (v) provide m@hl grants to access assets

for income generation and livelihood improvements®3. Q

Prior to the Fadama project, the target benefici ere disorganised and operated as
individuals, widely dispersed across ru &@’Q They lived in communities that are
beyond the reach of financial institutions\that may be willing and able to extend services
to the poor. This facility, i.e., f@&% support for acquisition of group assets, thus serve
as a mechanism to mobil'. formation of community groups, to give FCA members
practical financial e @we as well as revenue from small income-generating activities.
Also, the arr: ‘g%n made the beneficiaries more attractive to be financed as a group
by main;tbém financial institutions. This was the innovation or intervention. Fadama II
prqu:/% 18 states was expanded to cover all the 36 states and the FCT as Fadama III
project. The learning and lessons of the CDD were used to scale up the acquisition,

ownership and maintenance of productive assets using the group approach.

A total of 64,347 FUGs were registered nationally, of which 48.6 percent owned the

listed categories of assets. The productive assets for which at least 1 percent of all
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nationally registered FUGs acquired included Animal Traction Unit, ATU (3867),
tubewell (4409), sprayers (5569), fatten cattle (1220), cassava processing machine (1340),
goatry (1076), rice processing machine (1282), tomato/pepper processing machine
(1180), fish pond (2423), and poultry production units (2401). In line with the GIC
commodity emphasis, our interest here is mainly a cassava processing machine a&rice

X

The state-wise FUEF savings rates analysis shows that only 9 states (yQ and FCT in

processing machine®*,

the Fadama III project met the requirement of saving 10 % or more of the
replacement value of the assets in the group’s possessior@es states are: Adamawa
(17.4 percent), Bauchi (13.6 percent), Gombe (13.9 cent), Kogi (10.3 percent),

Nasarawa (21.2 percent), Niger (14.2 percent), 0.2 percent), Ogun (21.9 percent),

and Plateau (16.6 percent). The national A\%{Qavings by the group was 4.3 percent’”.

Fadama III AF was conceived for s'c%qg p impacts on the ground and strengthening the
development effectiveness. of @vell-performing Third National Fadama Development
Project (Fadama III). IQQ\ was designed to support clusters of farmers in selected
states with com %ﬁve advantage and high potential to increase production and
productivity @sava, rice, sorghum, and horticulture value chains and link them to
better-o ed markets, including Staple Crop Processing Zones (SCPZs) once

est%l%ed. FIII AF was to facilitate linkages between the federation of producers and

existing processors. FIII AF retained the development objective of the Fadama III Project.

As a departure from past government interventions, the Agriculture Transformation
Agenda (ATA) adopted in 2011 was focused on making improvements along the value

chains of a number of prioritised agricultural commodities and working with the private
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sector. The ATA also differs from past efforts in that it pushes for badly needed policy
reforms such as the fertiliser subsidy programme. FIII AF financed the procurement of
advisory services to transfer know-how on proper utilisation of factors of production
(fertilisers, improved seeds, and agricultural machinery), including advice on the
associated downstream activities. The advisory services component comprisgs two
subcomponents, advisory services and input supply. FIII AF used the same a %‘dand
strategy of Community Driven Development (CDD). The FIII AF suppoftéd critical
production activities and organisation of farmers into clusters on@- ower groups in
selected states with high potential. The priority value chain@p rted were rice, cassava,

sorghum, and horticultural crops. Q

The outcomes of innovation scaling up include@%—wide access to high-yielding and
early-maturing varieties of cassava, nam@ 419, TMX 30572, TMX 30555; State-
wide access to high-yielding and,s@maturing varieties of rice, namely FARO 44,
FARO 52, FARO 54, FARO %ﬁﬂ\RO 60, FARO 61, FARO 57, with FARO 44 and
FARO 52 most preferre@\gbuted across target states; Productive assets acquired for
cassava production y\bproduction groups include a sprayer, a wheelbarrow, a cassava
lifter, and a F@e\d ox; Productive assets acquired for rice production and post-harvest
value a%@ by the relevant groups include a sprayer, a water pump, a generator (for
Wa&rﬂp), a milling machine, a de-stoner, and a thresher; and Fertilisers, seeds, and

pesticides were accessed using the e-wallet approach proposed under the ATA.

It is defined as the replacement of strenuous and low efficiency work with the work of
equipment and machineries which will reduce drudgery and allow for increased

efficiency. It deals also with design and development testing and manufacturing,
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marketing, operations, maintenance and repair of all agricultural tools, implements,
machineries and equipment. According to Wikipedia This article explicates on the
Problems and Prospects of Agricultural Mechanization in Nigeria. Agricultural
Mechanization, “is the process of using agricultural machinery to mechanise the work of
agriculture, greatly increasing farm worker productivity. In modern times, powered
machinery has replaced many farm jobs formerly carried out by manual labour or by

working animals such as oxen, horses and mules”

Agricultural Mechanization has been touted as the key to modernization and
industrialism in developed countries. Agricultural Mechanization may include usage of
trucks, harvesters, tractors, modern farming tools, and even aeroplane. The major
objective for agricultural mechanization is to boost the productivity of the farm, support
the production of large quantities, and better the quality of farm produce. This implies
that agricultural mechanization is the path Nigeria must take to food
sufficiency, but what are the problems and Prospects of agricultural mechanization in

Nigeria?

2.1.4.5 Prominent Agriculture-Based MSMEs in Nigeria

This sectiony highlights real-life examples of agriculture-based MSMEs in Nigeria,

fosuysifig/on their operations, contributions, challenges, and potential.

1. Psaltry International Company Limited

Psaltry International Company Limited, based in Oyo State, Nigeria, is a key player in
cassava processing, contributing significantly to the local agricultural value chain.
Specializing in the production of cassava-based products such as starch, flour, and
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glucose syrup, the company has established itself as a reliable supplier to multinational

corporations like Nestlé Nigeria and Nigerian Breweries®S.

As a model of how agribusinesses can integrate local farmers into industrial value chains
while fostering economic growth, Psaltry International Company Limited serves this
purpose. However, addressing infrastructural and energy challenges is crucial for
sustaining its growth trajectory. Continued collaboration with stakeholders,@%ing the

government, can further enhance its contributions to Nigeria's agrim&rqud industrial

sectors?’. &

In partnerships with global brands like Nestlé Nigeria gerian Breweries, Psaltry
exemplify its strategic positioning. These collaboratiens provide consistent demand for
cassava-derived products, ensuring stable re and fostering brand reliability.

)

Psaltry focuses on processing cassava int&@e-added products. These include:

- Starch: Widely used in food prcld&qg\%ﬂ, aper manufacturing, and adhesives.

- Flour: A versatile ingredw&:r baking and industrial purposes.

- Glucose Syrup: Es $ for beverages, confectionery, and pharmaceutical industries.

The com yg.gn\ducts meet international quality standards, positioning it competitively
in bo%%mestic and export markets. Psaltry provides a steady market for over 5,000
fan&, significantly enhancing rural livelihoods and encouraging cassava cultivation.
Farmers benefit from extension services, including training on best agricultural practices

and input support, which boosts productivitys.
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With a workforce exceeding 300, Psaltry supports both direct employment in its
operations and indirect employment through its supply chain. This positively impacts
local economies and reduces unemployment in Oyo State. By strengthening the cassava

value chain, Psaltry contributes to food security and industrialization efforts, aligning

S\
2. Farmcrowdy Q
(59

Farmcrowdy is a pioneering digital agriculture and crowdfunding pl

with Nigeria's agricultural transformation agenda>’.

eadquartered
in Lagos State, Nigeria. Established in 2016, the platform co all-scale farmers
with investors, enabling collaborative funding of farm ities. In return, investors
share the profits post-harvest. Farmcrowdy rep % a significant shift in the

agricultural sector by leveraging technology t&ess funding, training, and market-

access challenges for smallholder farmer@

Through a user-friendly digital pl@ﬂ, armcrowdy facilitates individuals and entities
to invest in specific faaru@rojects. Support for Farmers (Provision of quality
agricultural inputs s@eeds and fertilizers; Comprehensive training programs to

enhance farmm@tmques Insurance coverage to mitigate risks associated with

farming). 6

Sn@,mceptlon over 25,000 smallholder farmers have benefited from Farmcrowdy's
interventions. Farmers have experienced increased productivity and income due to better
resources and market access. By digitizing key aspects of farming, Farmcrowdy has

contributed to the modernization of Nigeria's agricultural industry.
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Despite its success, Farmcrowdy faces several hurdles, some of which are limited
internet connectivity in rural areas reduces the adoption of its platform by the farmers
who need it most; Nigeria's crowdfunding regulations are still evolving, creating

uncertainties for operations and compliance.

Farmcrowdy exemplifies the potential of technology-driven solutions in a%sing
systemic challenges in Nigeria's agricultural sector. Its approach aligns with@ trends
in agritech, offering a replicable model for other developing economi J&dcrowdy has
effectively used digital solutions to address traditional issues s fundlng gaps and
inefficient market linkages. Collaborations with financial ﬁls and other agritech

firms have strengthened its operational capacity and scal@ity‘so.

3. Chi Farms Limited &

Chi Farms Limited, situated in & State, Nigeria, is a prominent agribusiness entity
specializing in poultry and culture. The company has integrated operations that span
from production to @sing, supporting both local consumption and export markets.

Its activities,('h&}%d, challenges, and key success factors make it a critical player in

Nigeria's @ultural landscape.

Th&(% operates extensive poultry farms, producing broiler chickens and eggs. These
products are processed in facilities equipped to meet both local and export market
standards, ensuring compliance with food safety regulations. The company’s hatchery
plays a crucial role, supplying high-quality day-old chicks for internal use and sale to

external farmers.
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The aquaculture segment focuses on catfish farming. Catfish are cultivated, processed,
and distributed to meet the protein needs of urban and rural populations, contributing
significantly to Nigeria's fish supply chain. Chi Farms operates a feed mill, producing
specialized feed for poultry and aquaculture. This vertically integrated approach ensures
quality control, supports its operations, and provides feed to external clients, ﬁcing

X

By producing fresh protein sources such as broiler chickens, eggs, an&at , Chi Farms

dependence on imported feed.

addresses the growing demand for animal protein in Nigeria. T %! pany's operations

reduce dependence on imported protein products, enhancio security and fostering

self-sufficiency. QQ

The company generates over 1,000 direct an&ect jobs, from farm workers and
processing plant operators to logistics a@ail staff. This contributes significantly to
local economic development, parti'c@in Ogun State and surrounding regions. Being

located in Ogun State, near L&@&Nigeria's largest commercial hub—offers Chi Farms

direct access to a VEIS%Q@

The proximity.t&\Q}{or transportation networks facilitates efficient distribution of its
products ugafl centers and export destinations. Chi Farms Limited exemplifies an
integr@rbagribusiness model with a significant impact on Nigeria's poultry and
aquaculture sectors. Despite challenges such as rising feed costs and disease risks, the
company thrives through strategic location advantages and streamlined operations. Its
contributions to food security, job creation, and import substitution make it an

indispensable player in Nigeria's quest for agricultural sustainability.
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4. Okomu Oil Palm Company

Okomu Oil Palm Company is a major player in Nigeria’s palm oil industry, producing
crude palm oil (CPO) and palm kernel oil (PKO). These products serve as essential raw
materials for food processing, cosmetics, and biodiesel industries. CPO is particularly
critical as a base ingredient in cooking oil and margarine, while PKO is used_ i soap
production. Their focus on palm oil addresses Nigeria’s push toward self—@;ncy in

this critical commodity®!. &QJ

The oil palm company also specializes in cultivating industri@ rubber from latex
trees. The processed rubber is used in the manufacturin , footwear, and industrial
e;\ﬁorter benefits from Okomu’s

goods. Nigeria, having a history as a significant rub

contributions to reviving this once-booming 1nd\@

Okomu operates some of the larges %gtlons in Nigeria, spanning thousands of
hectares. These plantations enab % ompany to achieve high productivity levels,

benefiting from economies 0 @ale in planting, harvesting, and processing. Advanced

farming technologle@lgro practices ensure the efficient use of resources and

maximize yield. 5\%

Beyond i%wn plantations, Okomu engages with over 15,000 smallholder farmers,
inhee/%ng them into its value chain. The company provides these farmers with seedlings,
technical support, and market access. This partnership reduces production costs for

Okomu while empowering rural communities economically®?.

By meeting a significant portion of the country’s demand for industrial palm oil, Okomu

reduces reliance on imported oils, which are often cheaper but come with quality and
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sustainability concerns. This helps stabilize local markets and strengthens Nigeria’s palm

oil sector.

Okomu plays a vital role in rural development by creating jobs and improving
livelihoods. The integration of smallholder farmers into its supply chain fosters inclusive

growth, ensuring that the economic benefits of palm oil and rubber productiogxtend

beyond the company®. OQ

As the company expands its plantations, disputes arise over traditi@ land rights and
access to resources. These tensions have sometimes escalatedei tests or litigation,
making land management a critical issue. Despite its lo inance, Okomu competes
with cheaper imported palm oil, particularly from co@ﬁlike Malaysia and Indonesia.
These imports often flood the Nigerian market,@cutting local producers. This price

competition forces Okomu to focus b@lciency and value addition to remain
competitive®, ¢ ’&
c,)\

The scale of Okomu’s ope%g‘s\allows it to lower costs through bulk purchasing of
inputs, mechanizatioq@%\ﬁcient logistics. This gives the company a competitive edge
over smaller \ s who may lack such advantages. Okomu is recognized for its
commitmént sustainable agriculture, a significant factor in gaining international
certiﬁ@’bﬂs such as the Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO). These practices
inclu& reducing deforestation, conserving biodiversity, and ensuring fair labour

practices. Sustainability not only enhances Okomu’s brand but also makes its products

more attractive to global markets that demand ethical sourcing®.

5. AgroEknor International
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AgroEknor International is a Lagos-based agricultural enterprise specializing in the
export of dried hibiscus flowers. The company bridges the gap between Nigeria's
agricultural sector and the global market, operating as a critical link for smallholder
farmers. Its core operations include sourcing high-quality hibiscus flowers from small-
scale farmers, ensuring processing adheres to stringent international standa&and

S

The company’s operations directly impact over 10,000 smallho&gﬂaﬁers across

exporting to key markets in Europe, Asia, and the Americas.

Nigeria, providing them with sustainable income and enhancing conomic stability.
This contributes to rural development, reduces poverty, a@ro otes inclusive growth
within agricultural communities. By focusing on therrt of hibiscus, AgroEknor

N\

diversifies Nigeria’s revenue base. This emphasi agricultural exports supports the

country’s efforts to move away from he@nce on oil and fosters a more resilient

economy. c§

As a agricultural export se@&groEknor International is a vital player in Nigeria,
driving socio-economi @ct while tackling challenges inherent in global trade. By

leveraging its sgr&hs in quality assurance and adaptability, the company is well-

positioned,' to@b its operations, foster sustainability, and contribute significantly to
Nigeri%éb

2.1.7.1 Farming Practices in Nigeria

-o0il economic diversification®.

The rate and quality of farming practices in Nigeria triggers poverty as recent surveys
shows that 44% of male farmers and 72% of female farmers cultivate less than I hectare

per household, despite the fact that about 34 million ha out of the 83 million ha — about
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40.96% - of the agricultural land is currently cultivated. Reports indicate that about 90%
of Nigerian foods are produced by small scale farmers cultivating small pieces of land”'.
Moreover, for more than 50% of agricultural land currently been cultivated, yield per
hectare is low compared to other developing countries like Brazil and Thailand owing to

the following factors:

Prevalence of rain — fed agriculture — the vast majority of farmers in Nige@end on
seasonal rainfall for their cultivation such that agricultural productk&i&mpended for

almost half a year when rain does not fall. Only about 7% @le land has been

irrigated, at considerable higher cost than other African cm@s

Impact of environmental degradation — climate cl@@nd land degradation are the
major causes of low yield and crop failure and &pact is higher in Africa where it is
projected that crop yield may fall by 10%\\@0%, or in some cases up to 50% by 2050.
Climate change is known to brin '%w seasonal changes in rainfall and temperature,
drought, and negative im.pact@\land suitability for agricultural cultivation. Climate

change is considered %@t serious environmental threat to the fight against hunger,

malnutrition and djggses 7.
° \

Most of g& ent interventions are not well thought as they are mere recycling ideas
past l@cessive administration under different names. Top-down approach employed
by>ﬁcy makers shows there is little or no consultation with farmers rural dwellers or
service users at the conception and design stage such that it is difficult for farmers to take
ownership of this process and contribute their own ideas based on experience on ground.

Corruption factor on the part of policy makers stymie unfettered access of funds needed
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by the rural dwellers. Government intervention in agricultural development lack dept as

farmers are not carried along in the formulation of agricultural policy®®.

One of the most talked about challenges militating against the development of MSMEs is
finance. The lack of finance for MSMESs has been an issue discussed by the government,
industry leaders and financial institutions at large. Most MSME businesse§, have
challenges getting the required finances to improve and grow their busine@Qu 2013,
The CBN launched the MSME Development Fund with a share cap&&\bfz20 billion.
The Fund was established in recognition of the significant co ns of the Micro,
Small and Medium Enterprises (MSME) sub-sector to the @ and the existing huge
financing gap. The broad objective of the Fund is to @nel low-interest funds to the

MSME sub-sector of the Nigerian economy thr@@»%rticipating Financial Institutions

(PFIs)®. @’b‘

Also, Banks and Fintechs (financial Kﬁlogy companies) have also been filling the gap
in the market by providin% sh: glm financial loans to MSMEs in Nigeria. Banks often
require a large amount @erwork, including a business plan, as part of the application
process compafed Fintechs who leverage data and technology to provide smooth and
quick access@mds. In the past and recent times, the Nigerian Government has
establis@umerous schemes and programs specifically targeted at MSMEs e.g.
SI\}EQAN, YouWin, TraderMoni, N-Power, etc. All these efforts combined together

form a great step at bridging the gap for MSMEs in Nigeria’®.

2.1.3 Concept of Sustainable Development
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Since its inception, the notion of sustainable development has gone through several
stages of development. Various groups were involved in the concept's historical
development, and they are presently working hard to put it into practice. While the
concept has been recognized in several fields of human activity, it has received various
criticisms and interpretations over time, and the definition of sustainable develo&nen‘[

X

In its most basic form, sustainable development is a philosophy thgqgnﬂts to meet

has become one of the most quoted definitions in the literature’!.

human development goals while also conserving natural systems! city to access the
natural resources, ecosystem services, and other beneﬁts@w ich the economy and
society are reliant. Sustainable Development can be@:ribed as development that
fulfills the requirements of the present witl@xsking the ability of the future
generations to achieve their own demand\j future. There was a report called the
Brundtland Report that came oug @87. This report came up with the official
definition of "sustainable devel t." Sustainable development is a way to make sure

that society can last for time. This entails understanding both the needs of the

present as well as thg of future, such as protecting the environment and natural

resources or @re that everyone has a fair chance at a good job and a good life’.

The co of sustainable development is grounded in the concept of development
(sckbyconomic development in line with social constraint), concept of needs
(redistribution of resources to ensure the quality of life of all) and future generation (the
possibility of long-term usage to ensure the necessary quality of life for future

generation)’.
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Sustainable development is the conservation of natural resources and a sense of
obligation to future generations. It is also the means of looking after resources while
maintaining present and existing activities’*. Sustainable development concept is defined
as the development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability
of the future generations to meet their own needs, it can therefore be inferred that the
ability to meet the compulsions of equity within generations of humans and Q%\ter-
generational equity is sustainable equity’>. It is the development that megts needs of
future and present generations. The Brundtland Report @es sustainable
development as an idea that reaches beyond environmen p tection, as it means a
process of change in which exploitation of reso‘ irection of investments,

with future as well as present needs. Sustai development makes for a “balance

orientation of technological development and Esua%ml changes are made consistent

between economic development—all \hanges in the economy development both

quantitative and qualitative and @Eological sustainability—both the quantitative and

qualitative environmental s@s that improves the ecosystem and welfare”

The Brundtland Co gn on on Sustainable development is the most used definition of
sustainable d t as it does not limit the scope of sustainability, however, it does

not mak ision for the importance of intergenerational equities’®.

The\kgy principle of sustainable development is that it integrates economic, social and
environmental concerns into the aspects of decision making, the overall goal of
sustainable development is the long-term stability of the economy and environment
which is only achievable through the integration of the economic, environmental and

social concerns throughout the decision-making process. Another principle of

56



sustainable development is the principle of conserving resources for future generations,
this principle sets sustainable development apart from the traditional environmental

policies that seeks to internalize the externalities of environmental degradation.

United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), also known as the Global Goals,
were adopted in 2022 as a universal call to action for ending poverty, protec%the
environment, and ensuring that all people live in peace and prosperity by @Ql‘ he 17
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) are interconnected; they un&&ta&ddhat actions
taken in one area will have consequences in another, and that ad ent must strike a
balance between social, economic, as well as environme@pﬁction. A number of

countries have pledged to prioritizing advancement for le who are the most behind
in their development. The Sustainable Developn@’tboals (SDGs) are intended to put an
end to hunger, starvation, AIDS, an@lity against females. To attain the
Sustainable Development Goals in g&setting, it is vital to draw on the creativity,

knowledge, technology, as wel@%&ncial capacity of the entire society”’.

Sustainable developm t@be thought of in many different ways, but at its core, it is
an approach to development that tries to find a balance between different and sometimes

N

conﬂicting' needs while also remembering that we all have an obligation to care, improve

social
3

a s}gk need, rather than looking at the bigger or longer-term effects of that need, which

ing, and make sure that the economy is stable. Progress is often driven by

can be hard to do. Because of irresponsible banking and fossil-fuel-based energy sources,
we are already seeing the effects of this strategy on a world-wide scale. The more we go
on with unsustainable development, the more likely its consequences will become more

common and severe, requiring us to act quickly’®.
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Sustainable development refers to economic planning in this manner. It aims to protect
the environment for future generations while also expanding the economy. Sustainability
has grown in popularity over time. It proved difficult to apply, however, because the
conclusions of long-term sustainability evaluations are dependent on whatever resources
are examined. It may be difficult for native birds to live in a region with a lot of forest,
yet a mineral deposit that will eventually run out may nevertheless be abl Qﬁmort
more or less stable people. Following the 2019 Earth Summit, many\envifonmental

research focused on how to keep things safe and healthy”. Q

Ensuring that there is enough land of the correct type and right places at the right
time to sustain development and innovation; and fi &ut, and then cooperating to
plan and build new things. People that labour&Qfeguard the environment help to

promote biodiversity, properly use resou@rease waste and pollution, adapt to and

help stop climate change, and seek io’\% the world a more ecologically friendly place.

When we think about sogial@sion, we think about ensuring that there is enough
housing to meet the ne oth current and future generations, as well as ensuring that
there are high gt&developments with accessible local services that reflect what the

communit% ngdyand contribute to a good health, social, and cultural 1ife®°.

17 Slé@ustainable Development Goals)

N

1. Put an end to poverty in all of its manifestations everywhere.

2. Put an end to hunger, ensure food security, increase nutrition, and promote

sustainable agriculture.

3. Ensure healthy lifestyles and promote well-being for all ages-
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4. Ensure inclusive and equitable quality education for everyone, as well as

opportunities for lifelong learning for all.
5. Achieve gender equality and empower all women and girls-

6. Ensure the availability and long-term management of water and sanitation for

everyone. \

7. Ensure universal access to affordable, dependable, sustainabl@modern

energy. .’\

8. Promote long-term, inclusive, and sustainable eco$ growth, full and

productive employment, and decent work for al]Q

9. Invest in robust infrastructure, %MB inclusive and sustainable

industrialization, and encourage 1@

10. Reduce intra- and 1nter-count&quaht1es

11. Make cities and hum &(t? ments more inclusive, safe, resilient, and long-

lasting. QQ

12. Ensure ] rm consumption and production patterns:

N\

13. Ta@ ediate action to address climate change and its consequences (noting

@ements made by the UNFCCC forum)-

N

14. Conserve and utilize oceans, seas, and marine resources in a sustainable manner

for long term development:
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15. Protect, restore, and promote the sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems;
manage forests sustainably; battle desertification; and prevent and reverse land

degradation and biodiversity loss.

16. Promote peaceful and inclusive societies for long-term development, ensure

equal access to justice, and construct Institutions that are successful, acco&ale,

and inclusive at all levels: OQ
17. Strengthen and revive the global partnership for sustair%(dévelopment's

implementation mechanisms®’. %Q

In spite of government intervention endeavors in the agsi al sector, there still exist
disturbing trends that give credence to belief in so uarters that actualization of the

sustainable development goals by the year 20@% just be a pipe dream.

The agricultural sector’s contribution t &%igeria’s gross domestic product (GDP) is
o \'
too insignificant to make appreci impact on the economy as agricultural imports
reach a feverish pitch. Like {Qgﬁectors in the Nigerian economy, the agricultural sector
has not enjoyed the @ of innovation. Farm yields are still much lower than their
counterparts ii \ climes and government intervention programmes in that regard
e

seem not &

currer%’Qntinues to slide on the downward trajectory against other world currencies

e enough to make necessary impact. On the other hand, Nigeria’s

and expectedly, prices of commodities have continued to skyrocket. This research study

is aimed at beaming a search light on the South West agricultural sector to elicit answers

to the research questions itemized in this study?®'.
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A key concern for agriculture is the continued presence of high rates of hunger and
malnutrition (793 million people were chronically hungry in the world in 2014-2016)
and the impact of unsustainable human activity on the Earth's carrying capacity.
Agriculture would need to produce 60% more food globally in the same period in order
to meet the increased food demand of the nearly nine billion people who will exist by
2050 and the predicted dietary changes. Also, around a third of all food pro Qislost
or wasted each year across the world's supply chain, totalling about 1.3 billiofrfons. This

has huge economic and ecological repercussions. O

Improvements in agriculture have been linked to drama@ﬁ in the fight against
hunger and poverty. The majority of people who are n@iving below the poverty line
receive their primary source of income, emp@nt, food, and other products and
services from agriculture. Because of thigihi ’a—income nations with scarce resources,
GDP growth driven by agriculture &s&east twice as successful as growth driven by

non-agricultural sectors in decr@ poverty, and up to five times as effective.

Four of the five highes v@}agricultural products are livestock products (milk, pig meat,
beef, chicken m Qﬂlion people (one in five of the world population) depend on
livestock fo@ livelihoods. Livestock account for 40% of agricultural GDP in
develo §untries and the share is growing. Demand for milk and meat will triple in
Afrisasby 2050. In many developing countries, up to 80% of the population is employed
in agriculture. Agriculture is force to reckon with and must be given hundred percent
attention, it must carry it centre stage in the action plan of the quest to eradicate poverty.

Embracing agricultural activities reduce poverty by increasing incomes, improving

nutrition, and building household resilience to external shocks®?.
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Modern agriculture has achieved much over the past century. While the global
population has grown from less than three billion people in 1950 to more than seven
billion people today, global levels of hunger have not followed this trend, remaining
largely constant over the same period. Tackling hunger is not only about boosting food
production; it’s also about increasing incomes and strengthening markets so tthle

can access food even if a crisis prevents them from growing enough themseIVfQ

With a growing global population comes the pressing need to d(qﬁﬁv ways to
sustainably raise agricultural output, enhance the global suppl% ut down on food
waste, and feed the world's hungry without wasting a singl rseél. M

any people around

the world are committed to ending hunger in their lit@s or within the lifetimes of
their children. &Q

The right to adequate food and the funda | right of everyone to be free from hunger
were both reaffirmed by world® @s at the 2012 Conference on Sustainable
Development (Rio+20). A.t R'(@& the UN Secretary-General issued a challenge to end
hunger and eradicate \rst forms of malnutrition by uniting governments, civil
society, faith cpm%ﬁhes, the private sector, and research institutions to achieve this
goal. Since @ the Zero Hunger Challenge's popularity has grown, with many

countri organizations joining in on the effort. That means:

Children under the age of two with zero cases of stunting, Complete availability of food
throughout the year for every person on the planet, infinitely sustainable food systems,
Gains in productivity and income for small farmers increase by a factor of 100 and

ensuring that there is no food loss or waste.
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Supporting sustainable agriculture, empowering small farmers, promoting gender
equality, eradicating rural poverty, guaranteeing healthy lifestyles, tackling climate
change, and so on are all interconnected, as is the Sustainable Development Goal to "End
hunger, achieve food security and improved nutrition and promote sustainable
agriculture" (SDG2). These are just some of the 17 Sustainable Development K Goals
outlined in the Post-2015 Development Agenda. A balanced diet an Qes to
micronutrients are two aspects of nutrition that warrant study alongsid CQC intake.
The effects of maternal and infant malnutrition on child developm an be devastating.
Both developed and developing countries are experiencing an inerease in the prevalence
G

of noncommunicable diseases, which is strongly d with the adoption of

unhealthy diets and lifestyles®2. &Q

Particular attention should be paid to en\ﬁ%’éat pregnant women and young children
have access to healthy foods and b;@fes throughout the 1,000 days that span their
gestation and early childhoo%{{la\:e its inception five years ago, the Scaling-Up
Nutrition (SUN) Movem@?& made significant strides in incorporating strategies that

link nutrition to a &ure, clean water, sanitation, education, employment, social

protection, h@i&\t and support for resilience.

Pover&%@unger are worst in rural areas, and smallholder farmers and their families
ma}b¢p a disproportionately large share of the poor and hungry in these areas. Thus,
increasing food production, agricultural productivity, and rural incomes is crucial to
ending poverty and hunger worldwide. The world's agricultural systems need to become
more efficient and less wasteful. Sustainable agriculture and food systems, from

production to consumption, require an all-encompassing and coordinated effort.
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The growing scarcity of land, healthy soils, water, and plant genetic resources—all
essential inputs in food production—makes it imperative to use and manage them
sustainably. Reducing the need to cut down trees for farming could happen if sustainable
agricultural practices were used to increase crop yields on already-cultivated land, as
well as to restore degraded land. The productivity of drylands can be maintained through
strategic use of available water, such as through the implementation of mode %lion
and storage systems, and the introduction of new drought-resistant crdp vafrieties. To
meet future food demands, it will be essential to halt and reverse l@radation. In the
context of sustainable development, the Rio+20 outcome d &rges a world free of
land degradation. Land restoration has the potential e enormous benefits for
food security and for mitigating climate change, es%' ly in light of the current scale of
land degradation worldwide. While the caus(@ desertification, land degradation, and
drought are known to scientists, their kn: &%ﬂge is still developing®:.
R

Soil, land, water, nutrient, an%cs?\management, as well as a more extensive use of
organic fertilizers, are @ects of farming that, when combined with the latest
scientific knowledge, help produce food systems that are both sustainable and
productive. 1{%@&

P‘eé land, and climate change, there needs to be a rise in integrated decision-

water, €
mé@gprocesses at national and regional levels.

In light of the fact that climate change is expected to cause shifts in global temperatures,

synergies and adequately address trade-offs between agriculture,

precipitation patterns, and pest populations, it is imperative that the international
community increase funding for R&D and demonstration of technologies that increase

food security around the world. To avoid widespread food shortages in the future and
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guarantee food security and adequate nutrition for all, it will be essential to strengthen

local food systems' ability to adapt to changing conditions®*.

In Nigeria, serious strategies have been developed to combat the issue of hunger and
poverty by coming with systems to help raise Agriculture as a mediator between the
Nations government and the Sustainable Development Goals. With an estimated
population of 200million people and a projection to 500million by 2 ource),
agriculture is seen as the alternative to oil and gas for employment ge}%lgqiand wealth
creation in Nigeria. Agricultural sector is the major employer 4 | areas and hires
about 70% of the Nigeria workforce. However, the sec@ac s two key challenges
which are inability to meet domestic food requiremeQnd an inability to export at
standards required for market success. Theseéﬁ@glges are basically problems of

productivity posed by an input system a@ng model that is largely inefficient and

archaic; and an inefficient system f ting and enforcing food quality standards and

poor knowledge of the marketgécv\

In light of these diffi I@VDAS was developed to optimize the agricultural value
chain by usin% inn@vative digital technologies to boost output, cut down on waste,
broaden f; m&s}access to markets, and ultimately help Nigeria achieve food self-
sufficie d generate significant revenue for the improvement of the country's human
and\pkysical infrastructure®®. To bring the industry up to date, the NDAS is not only
focused on digitalization. To create well-paying jobs for the youth, connect products to
markets, and generate revenue through a well-thought-out business model dubbed "Data

as a Service (DAAS)," this initiative seeks to bring together all the agriculture

stakeholders from different parts of Nigeria on a single platform for communication and
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collaboration. The NDAS is founded on concepts from the Internet technologies of the
Fourth Industrial Revolution (Industry 4.0). The modernization process would be driven
by disruptive technologies and innovations like Block chain, Internet of Things (IoT),
Artificial Intelligence (Al), Big Data Analytics, and Immerse Reality; and broadband

connectivity, web-enabled smart phones, mobile applications, social media platfc&

The strategy defines the vision, goals, objectives, and strategic pillar@Qdigital
agriculture in Nigeria. This report identifies the necessary and sufﬁ@gsaflditions for
advancing digital agriculture and suggests solutions to these is he principles for

digital development are also highlighted and emphasized@e trictly followed in all

digital agriculture projects in Nigeria®’. Q

QO

Furthermore, the digital agriculture framewm& outlined, and the many different
players in the agriculture industry are wledged. The Nigeria Smart Initiatives
Policy Framework (NSIPF) was di§@ along with the ecosystem and core drivers of
digital agriculture that it s;.)aw itvthe form of strategic initiatives that propel the digital
transformation of agri L@ over the next ten (10) years. The Federal Ministry of
Agriculture anc} Rural Development (FMARD) and the Ministry of Communications and
Digital Eco@ will oversee the NSIPF's implementation within a governance
framew%§esigned around the NSIPF's own structure and with the National
Informmation Technology Development Agency (NITDA) as its central pillar. All
members of the ecosystem have their specific roles and responsibilities laid out for them.

It would take the dedication of all parties involved in the implementation process to

realize the desired results®®.
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In order to ensure that the NDAS's strategic goals and objectives are met, a thorough
monitoring and evaluation process has been developed, and policy recommendations on
important issues have been made to help with the program's rollout. Between 2020 and

2030, NDAS aspires to see the Nigerian agricultural sector achieve the following goals

Poverty constitutes a grave challenge to human existence. In 20 hare of human

by promoting the use and adoption of digital technologies and innovations.

2.1.3.1 Poverty and Poverty Alleviation

population living in extreme poverty in sub—Saharan A s 48% Statistics on
rural/urban poverty in Nigeria from 1980 onwards m@ at more and more people
are now living below the poverty line and ru %%rs are much more affected than
urban dwellers. This situation is V1V1d1y reﬂ in variables such as shortness of live
span (51.9 years life expectancy at bi & ack of basic education (5.0 mean years of

schooling) and reasonable nutrltl®

What are the underhmn S of poverty in the rural communities in Nigeria. The
major reason asid 1at1on explosion is disproportionate allocation of resources,
discriminate te ﬁof successive governments and consequent wide gap between the
rural CO%@IUGS and urban centres.- Rural farmers struggle to transport their products
to\K}gﬂ markets in the urban areas because of poor road or non-existing roads. In
addition, farmers in the rural areas lack access to credit facilities and hence continue to

operate at primitive farming implements in the face of challenging environmental

conditions and depletion of soil resources.
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In order to fully have a comprehensive understanding of poverty, there is the need for a

conceptual and etymological review of the root word of poverty. The concept of poverty

does not have a universally agreed-upon definition because different people see it from

different perspectives®. There are several definitions of poverty depending on the

context of the situation it is placed in, and usually references a state or condition in which

a person or community lacks the financial resources and essentials for a cert Q&ard
S

of living. Poverty is the same thing as hunger or the inability to provide €h . Poverty

is being sick and not being able to see doctor. é

Etymologically speaking, the word poverty is said to have @ﬁi from the old French
word poverté (modern French: pauvreté), from Lati@upertas from pauper which
means poor. Basically, poverty is the failure of B@ possibilities as well as selections,
an offense of human self-respect. It ind'é@%sence of fundamental capability to get
involved properly in culture. It su,gg&not having sufficient to outfit a household as
well as feed, not having an insti ctﬁ\n or center to visit, not having the come down on
which to expand one's fo. *a work to make one’s living, not having accessibility to
debt. It implies inst&b\@ powerlessness and also exemption of people, areas as well as

families. It S\@%ﬁr

in breakg‘r minimal settings, without accessibility to tidy water or sanitation®!.

Inerability to physical violence, and also it usually suggests living

FrNe global perspectives, poverty thrives in the following conditions: starvation,
reduced revenue, failure to obtain fundamental products or solutions needed for survival,
lack of wellbeing, no access to education or learning, inadequate accessibility to clean
water, poor physical safety, and absence of voice and lack of capacity to better one’s life.

One of the world institutions defined poverty as the deprivation in well-being and

68



comprises many dimensions. It includes low incomes and the inability to acquire the
basic goods and services necessary for survival with dignity. Poverty also encompasses
low levels of health and education, poor access to clean water and sanitation, inadequate
physical security, lack of voice, and insufficient capacity and opportunity to better one’s

life®2.

Similarly, the World Bank conceive poverty as a living condition that h@nerous

elements, including a lack of access to basic requirements and a low 1 Cogﬁvéssential for
human life. Poverty also entails deprivation of health and sanitati insufficient level
of protection from the elements as well as a lack of chat@%\/e a better life are all
aspects of poverty that must be addressed Poor infrastructuges, poor nutrition, poor health,

low self-esteem and incapacity to express oneéfb% also viewed as contributing to

poverty, as well as a lack of economic O@ﬁty, poor social conditions, and a low
N

income®>. . @

Defining absolute and re.lati&@&c?erty is possible. Relative poverty is defined as a
situation in which a gr @eople is impoverished. Poverty is relative and subjective in
this situation. ‘As a\result of this severe deprivation, absolute poverty is defined by
significan d@tion of fundamental human necessities such as food and safe drinking
water a as sanitary facilities. Poverty is more understood because its victims are
un?blvto meet their fundamental requirements. These requirements are lack of sufficient
food and clean water, lack of proper shelter, and lack of water. Nigerians are
malnourished, unclothed, uneducated, and in poor health. In a comparable interpretation,

poverty is figured out by elements such as instructional degree, health and wellness, kid

death, as well as various other group attributes. Poverty is as a result, the lack or

69



existence of those. Essentially, poverty is a problem in which an individual is incapable
to offer himself as well as his family members due to financial, social, political, as well

as emotional incapacitation.

The poverty situation in Nigeria is worrisome as over 70% of Nigerians are tagged as
poor but what is much more disturbing is the fact that half of those classified as pdor live
in absolute poverty32. Similarly, The National Bureau of Statistics (NBS@Q report
about poverty and inequality from September 2018 to October 2019 alg\M percent of
people in the continent’s most populous country lived below 1‘[% y line of 137,430

naira ($381.75) a year. This represents 82.9 million peoplegg

The statistics office said it did not include Borno, tk@&worst hit by the decade-long
Boko Haram armed uprising, because man s there were not safe to reach.
Regardless of the nation is just one o’i\\@ iggest globe oil manufacturers with a
populace of over 180 million, two-ﬂx@g which are poor, Nigeria is the 3rd nation with
the greatest variety of ba.d &@&uals worldwide. The poverty problem in Nigeria is
further compounded @r and dilapidated infrastructures and mass illiteracy in
addition to lon %\cﬁs o formal financial services. It is not surprising; therefore, that
Nigeria h§@xically been among the 25 poorest countries of the world since 2006.

Conse&% , the need arises to embark on measures to address the problem®.

The\ﬂst of the seventeen goal aims to eradicate extreme poverty and reduce overall
poverty rates by implementing social protection systems, promoting economic
opportunities, and ensuring equal access to resources and services. SDG 1, also known as
"No Poverty," is one of the 17 Sustainable Development Goals adopted by the United

Nations. "No Poverty," aims to eradicate extreme poverty and reduce overall poverty
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rates worldwide. By implementing comprehensive social protection systems, promoting
inclusive economic growth, ensuring access to basic services, and addressing inequality,

countries can make significant strides towards achieving this goal®.

The primary objective of SDG 1 is to lift people out of extreme poverty, defined as
living on less than $1.90 per day. This involves implementing social protection ;%ams,
promoting inclusive economic growth, and providing access to basic ser@uch as
healthcare, education, and clean water. The global Multidimensional Vgt)ﬂndex (MPI)
measures acute multidimensional deprivations in over 100 count '@yvering 5.7 billion
people in 2018, which represents over 90% of the pop % lower- and middle-
income countries and over three quarters of the W(@ population. Originally co-
designed and launched in 2010 by the OX@OVGH}/ and Human Development
Initiative (OPHI) at the University of G@ and the United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP) Human DeveJoKa'n%t Report Office (HDRO), the global MPI was

jointly revised by both instituti@?@ZOlS%.

The global extreme p e@ate reached 9.3 percent, up from 8.4 percent in 2019, with
the world's poE)re;%eople bearing the steepest costs of the pandemic. More than 736
million p op@one out of every ten people on the planet, currently live below this
povert old. However, poverty rates vary by country. For example, the 2021
po%wy threshold in the United States is $26,246 for a family of four. Poverty entails
more than the lack of income and productive resources to ensure sustainable livelihoods.
Its manifestations include hunger and malnutrition, limited access to education and other
basic services, social discrimination and exclusion, as well as the lack of participation in

decision-making.
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Poverty remains a significant challenge in Nigeria, with a considerable proportion of the
population living in poverty. Despite efforts to address poverty through various policies
and initiatives, the country continues to face significant socioeconomic disparities and

high levels of deprivation.

According to recent estimates, Nigeria has one of the highest poverty rates in th%)rld.
The National Bureau of Statistics (NBS) reported that in 2020, approxim@m% of
Nigerians were living below the national poverty line*®. This translate millions of
individuals and households struggling to meet their basic ne @cluding access to
adequate food, clean water, healthcare, education, and de@%r. More importantly,
poverty in Nigeria is multidimensional, encompassingrarious dimensions such as
income, education, health, living standards, 6@:&11 inclusion. Rural areas are
particularly affected, with a higher pr@fb of poverty compared to urban areas.
Factors such as limited employn& opportunities, inadequate infrastructure, low

agricultural productivity, and i@gaity contribute to the persistence of poverty in rural
communities. Q\A

Income inequaliqr\ﬁwsens the poverty situation in Nigeria. A significant proportion of
the count 's@h is concentrated in the hands of a few individuals, while many others
face li economic opportunities and income disparities. This inequality further
wi the gap between the rich and the poor, making it challenging to reduce poverty
effectively. Furthermore, Nigeria's rapid population growth adds to the complexity of
addressing poverty. The high population growth rate outpaces economic development,
making it difficult to achieve inclusive and sustainable growth that benefits all segments

of society.
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This is why the SGDs are so important to Nigeria. The UN advocates aggressive efforts
targeted at eradicating extreme poverty and to reduce poverty rates in all forms. This
includes addressing multidimensional poverty, which encompasses aspects such as lack
of access to education, healthcare, adequate housing, and social protection. Efforts to
alleviate poverty in Nigeria involve a combination of strategies, including social

protection programs, job creation, improved access to quality education an Qlth are,

and targeted interventions to empower marginalized groups. &<
To achieve SDG 1, countries are encouraged to establish compre social protection
systems. These systems aim to provide support to vul le *populations, including

children, the elderly, persons with disabilities, and those/facing temporary or chronic
economic hardships. Social protection meas%gbnay include cash transfers, food
assistance programs, healthcare coverag\ﬁ%ployment support. The government, in
collaboration with development pgu‘@s is implementing various initiatives to tackle
poverty, such as the Nation&@ial Investment Program (NSIP), which includes

interventions like conditi ash transfers, school feeding programs, and microcredit

schemes. Closely li go poverty alleviation if the need to eliminate hunger through
food security< ’\\'

2.1.3.2Q pt of Food Security
Food security is a fundamental concept that encompasses the availability, access,
utilization, and stability of food for individuals and communities. It is a

multidimensional concept that goes beyond mere access to food and encompasses factors

such as nutritional value, safety, and sustainability. Food security also refers to a state
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where all individuals, at all times, have physical, social, and economic access to
sufficient, safe, and nutritious food that meets their dietary needs and food preferences
for an active and healthy life®8. It is a condition that ensures people can acquire food
without compromising their dignity, and where the availability, access, and utilization of
food are stable and sustainable. Food security encompasses factors such as food
availability, access, utilization, and stability, and it is a fundamental aspect @ling

the well-being and prosperity of individuals and communities. <

¢\

Food security begins with the availability of an adequate qua@; variety of food. It
requires sufficient agricultural production, efficient digtri n systems, and access to

markets. Availability also includes factors such a p yields, agricultural practices,
climate resilience, and technological advan@\;s that contribute to a stable and

sustainable food supply. @

. 5\'
Access to food refers to the abi@ individuals and communities to obtain food in a
dignified and affordable m “1It involves social, economic, and physical factors that

influence a person'@ to acquire food. These factors include income levels,

employment @ties, market access, infrastructure, transportation, and social safety

nets. Ens@g equitable access to food is essential for addressing food security
ch@.

Food security extends beyond access to food; it also emphasizes the utilization of
nutritious and safe food to meet dietary needs. Utilization involves practices such as

proper food handling, storage, and preparation to maintain nutritional value and prevent

foodborne illnesses. Additionally, it encompasses education and awareness programs that
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promote healthy eating habits, nutrition knowledge, and the importance of a balanced

diet.

Food security requires stability and resilience in the face of shocks and disruptions, such
as natural disasters, conflicts, or economic downturns. Building resilience involves
diversifying food production systems, developing early warning systems, est%hing

emergency preparedness measures, and implementing social protection [@ms. By

enhancing stability and resilience, communities can mitigate the in}%gwf crises and

maintain access to food*’. &

Promoting food security necessitates sustainable (@ systems that consider
environmental, economic, and social aspects. Susta@l practices involve responsible
agricultural techniques, conservation of natur&ources, reduced food waste, and
support for local food production. By adbg\\@ sustainable approaches, food systems can
meet present needs without comprb@ the ability of future generations to meet their

own food needs. é

Food security is a Vi%&)t that encompasses the availability, access, utilization, and
stability of food S\Q:\dividuals and communities. It goes beyond ensuring access to food
and emphasiz e importance of nutrition, safety, and sustainability. By addressing the
multi@%nensions of food security through agricultural development, equitable access,
prop\e( utilization, and resilient food systems, societies can ensure the well-being, health,

and prosperity of their populations.

Food security is a critical issue in Nigeria, as the country faces challenges in ensuring

that its population has access to sufficient, safe, and nutritious food. This discussion will
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examine the current state of food security in Nigeria, the factors influencing it, and
potential strategies for addressing the issue*’. Despite being an agrarian nation, Nigeria
experiences significant food security challenges. The country has a large population,
rapid urbanization, and limited agricultural productivity. According to the Food and
Agriculture Organization (FAO), Nigeria ranks among the countries with the highest
number of undernourished people globally. Additionally, factors such as cli Q%‘l\ge,

conflicts, and inefficient agricultural practices further contribute to fo@d ifiSecurity in

certain regions*!. Q

Factors affecting food security in Nigeria include agri %productivity, climate
change, conflict and insecurity; poverty and ineg@ Farm yield in Nigeria is
notoriously low compare to other countries of nglorld. For instance, it was reported
that Nigeria's average yield per hecta %ybeans is 1.1MT, Ethiopia's soybean
average yield is 2.3MT, Kenya avp;@‘s 1.6MT and South Africa's average is 2.1MT
per hectare. Nigeria has the lo@%ds per hectare globally. Similarly, Nigeria's maize
yield per hectare is estim@ be around 1.5-2.5 tons, which is relatively low compared

to some other cou @For example, the average maize yield in the United States is

around 9 tonir;e’}shxct re.

Nigeriadbg of the largest rice producers in Africa, but its average rice yield is still
relaxbe y low compared to some major rice-producing countries. The average rice yield
in Nigeria is around 2-3 tons per hectare, whereas countries like China, India, and
Vietnam achieve much higher yields, ranging from 4 to 7 tons per hectare or more*?. This
same is true for wheat production. Wheat cultivation is not as common in Nigeria due to

climatic limitations. The average wheat yield in Nigeria is relatively low, ranging from 1
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to 2 tons per hectare. In contrast, countries like the United States, Canada, and Russia

achieve significantly higher wheat yields, often surpassing 3 tons per hectare®.

Low agricultural productivity, resulting from inadequate infrastructure, limited access to
credit and technology, and inefficient farming methods, hampers food production in
Nigeria. This leads to lower availability of food and increased vulnerability t§ food
shortages. In addition to lack of infrastructures, Nigeria is prone to cli Qchange
impacts, including erratic rainfall patterns, desertification, and ﬂm&ng&hese factors
affect agricultural production, livestock rearing, and fishing ac@eading to reduced

food availability and stability*4>, Q

Widespread poverty and income inequality in Nige@&it people's purchasing power
and access to food. Many Nigerians struggle &)rd a nutritious and balanced diet,
resulting in malnutrition and food insecu@ addition, in regions affected by conflicts,
such as the Northeast and part's’\ﬁw Middle Belt, food security is severely

compromised. Displacemen@pulations, destruction of farmlands, and disruption of

food supply chains e@ the already dire situation.

In recognition o@importance of food security to poverty alleviation, experts have
recomme &ﬂ'rious strategies to improve food security in Nigeria. Foremost of the
strate@% agricultural investment. It is opined that increasing investment in agriculture
is %ﬁal for enhancing food security in Nigeria. This includes improving infrastructure,
providing farmers with access to modern technology, credit facilities, and extension
services. Additionally, promoting sustainable agricultural practices and diversifying crop
production can improve yields and strengthen food availability. Another strategy

suggested is climate change adaptation. Implementing climate-smart agricultural
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practices, such as conservation agriculture and agroforestry, can help farmers adapt to the
changing climate. Investing in irrigation systems, water management, and early warning

systems can mitigate the impacts of climate change on food production.

Food security remains a significant challenge in Nigeria, requiring comprehensive efforts
to address the complex factors contributing to the problem. By enhancing agrt&ural
productivity, adapting to climate change, reducing poverty and in\@y, and
implementing social protection programs, Nigeria can improve its foc&gdﬁy situation.
Additionally, promoting market access, trade, and nutrition tion can further
contribute to achieving long-term food security and e@g the well-being of its

population. This is why SDG 2 which focuses on ‘Zero@ger” is so relevant to Nigeria.

QO

This goal focuses on ending hunger, achievin security, improving nutrition, and
promoting sustainable agriculture. It }\\@res increasing agricultural productivity,
supporting small-scale farmers, and@ ing access to nutritious and affordable food for

all. . é

SDG 2, or Zero Hun@Q}le of the 17 Sustainable Development Goals established by
the United Nat@‘ 2015. The goal is to end hunger, achieve food security and
improved ‘nutritién, and promote sustainable agriculture worldwide by 2030. However,
the w@ losing progress in the fight for Zero Hunger due to a combination of conflict,
thhfnate crisis, and the ripple effects of COVID-19. According to the United Nations,
in 2020, between 720 million and 811 million persons worldwide were suffering from

hunger, roughly 161 million more than in 2019,
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To achieve this goal, there are several solutions that can be implemented. Some of these
solutions include embracing Climate Smart Agriculture, responding to the refugee crisis,
advocating for gender equality, reducing food waste, investing in smallholder farmers,
promoting sustainable food production systems, and investing in climate-smart
agriculture. Additionally, it is important to increase the concentration of traditional
multilateral and bilateral investments to the countries in which food insecuri é%g\est.

There are also several indicators that can be used to monitor progress towardS“achieving

Zero Hunger, such as the prevalence of undernourishment, the pre of moderate or

severe food insecurity in the population, the prevalence :f%ting and wasting in

children under 5 years of age, and the proportion of po

2.1.4 Lagos State Example of MSMEs @

below the minimum level

of dietary energy consumption.

It is noteworthy that Lagos state gé@n‘[, a leading state in the south west is leading

the way for the rapid devel&@( of MSMEs in the region through a number of key

intervention projects %@ie&

Amid debilitatin@lopment realities that are associated with urbanization, Lagos state
is home tc& 3,224,324 small scale businesses, according to a recent statement from
the L@%inistry for commerce, industry, and cooperatives®’. This data may have been
unh(eported especially against the backdrop of the large informal economy that exists
in the state. This is not unexpected, as a former federal capital, the state inherits massive

infrastructure though with attendant burden of maintenance.

2.1.4.1 Lagos Demographic Structure
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By demographic analysis, Lagos State is the smallest state in Nigeria yet, it has the
highest urban population, which is 27.4 % of the national estimate. According to the
2006 National Census, Lagos State has a population of 9,013,534 in relation to the
National count of 140,003,542. However, based on the UN-Habitat and international
development agencies’ estimates, Lagos State is said to have about 24.6 million
inhabitants in 2015. Of this population, Metropolitan Lagos accounts for ove Q%’: an
area that is 37% of the land area of the State, and the fact that Lagds pJpulation is
growing 10 times faster than that of New York and Los Angel@ more than the

population of 32 African nations combined, the State populffo is expected to hit the 35

million marks in 2020. Q

2.1.4.2 Challenges of SME Development in Lw%@tate

Small and Medium Enterprises in Lagos &@ace a number of challenges. Some of them
include infrastructure deficits, inc’o@lcies in government policies, security issues,

multiple taxations, regulato @gdens, lack of entrepreneurship skill on the part of

operators and insufﬁci%@ling
The highlighted@enges require a coordinated strategy to surmount through the

provisioné enabling operating environment by the state government. The root causes of

these @nges are summarized under two broad headings as shown below:

Y

Status as a Former Federal Capital

Moving the federal capital from Lagos left in its wake a huge infrastructural maintenance
cost. In Lagos state, there exist a network of federal assets like roads, bridges and

massive housing structures. The Eko Bridge, Third Mainland Bridge, long stretch of road
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from Berger to Badagry, Tafawa Balewa Square and Federal secretariat, are among the

relics of federal government presence in the state.

Unlike Nigeria, most central governments that moved their national capitals continued to
nurture and assist the former capitals. The global norm is for sovereign states to provide

special annual grants to their former capital cities to maintain their infrastructure®®.
Topography and Population Explosion of Lagos State ( QQ

Development of infrastructure in Lagos is constrained by its pec@opography. Two
types of wetlands are prevalent in the Lagos area namely: the%mps and mangroves.
According to expert analysis the mangrove wetlan ased from 88.51km2 to
19.95km?2 at -3.12km2 annually while swamps decig%d from 344.75km?2 to 165.37km?2
at - 8.15km2 annually both between 1984 and . However, cost of providing essential
services like road, drainages are much Q\thhan if done on a plain land. The result of
analysis also further shows that @1 es which were widespread in seven council
areas around these lagoons i@, have dwindled to only four councils in 2006. These

decreases are attribut@lrban development pressures®®.

2.14.3 Lag{&@evelopment Strategy

In an aybg determination to grow SMEs, the Lagos state government has evolved
se\%&nitiaﬁves aimed at empowering the residents. The various initiatives are
conceived, coordinated and implemented by a collaborative input from agencies such as
the Ministries of Women Affairs and Poverty Alleviation (WAPA), Wealth Creation and
Employment, Education, Agriculture, Youth and Social Development, Commerce,

Industry and Cooperatives, Office of Civic Engagement, Office of Sustainable
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Development Goals (SDGs), Lagos State Employment Trust Fund (LSETF) among

others.

Few years ago, about 48,000 households have been rescued from poverty through
WAPA’s various social intervention programmes under which women got cash transfers
and acquired skills. About 1,050 rural women received intensive training in %ting
outputs in agricultural production and giving ‘the beneficiaries equal acce@%arkets.

Largely, the government has prioritized intervention programmes th&&dt women in

systems and stable means of livelihood.

achieving gender equality, self-reliance, skill balance, incl&@n social security

Other proactive interventions by the Ministry of Wo& ;ffairs and Poverty Alleviation
include Recently, over 3200 women and me&ding widows, vulnerable women,
graduates of skill acquisition centers anﬁ@or citizens were also empowered through

the State Government mega empov& programme?’.

The ministry also provides @ve training programmes in vocations such as Welding
Fabrication, Refriger@ Conditioner Maintenance and Repair, vulcanizing/Wheel
Balancing and A@ent, Catering and Hotel management, and others, were placed on a
three-mon datory Industrial Training program with Julius Berger Plc, Eko Hotels
and S%% Kots Catering, and Lagos Airport Hotel among others, in order to expose
them "to practical knowledge in relevant industries. In 2016, the Ministry's SACs

graduated a total of 6,105 students. Over 6,000 students are now enrolled in a variety of

training programs at various locations throughout the state.
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The Ministry of Women Affairs and Poverty Alleviation has empowered 250 retiring
officers who were trained on 4- weeks short term Skills Acquisition Programme, as part
of efforts to enhance their retirement lifestyles. Lagos State Ministry of Women Affairs
and Poverty Alleviation (WAPA) have trained wives of Police Community Relations and
Police Officers” Wives Association on various skills. The women, who were drawn from

s&vent

the Maryland community the state, were trained for four weeks on skills s CQ

centre decoration, tie and dye, Gele tying and make-up application, Ankara”craft and

leather works!%. Q

Other skills include hairdressing and wig making, fabric st@%embellishments, and
throw pillow. It is aimed to curb unemployment and ower citizens towards self-
reliance in a bid to achieve a viable economy@%rly, in a bid to help businesses
recover from the COVID-19 pandemic \@ﬁllion “Lagos Economic Acceleration
Programme (LSETF-LEAP)” was g&tﬂ&led. The LSETF-LEAP is a sector-specific
intervention programme aime(&{a\pporﬁng MSMEs businesses, driving growth and
enabling job creation 0%®1ities across targeted sectors that have been severely

affected by the pandeniic?’.

o \
The minis ry@'riculture in the state has also fashioned out an array of programmes to

encoura growth of SMES through the following intervention mechanisms:

e Launching of Agro-Processing, Productivity Enhancement and Livelihood
Improvement Support (APPEALS) Project in Agege - A total of 2,691 farmers
and small and medium enterprises (SMEs) have been supported directly by the

Lagos State government with physical inputs and equipment across poultry, rice
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and aquaculture and about 3,516 stakeholders have also benefitted from the

programme indirectly;

Regular training programme- practical training programmes for youth, retirees,
entrepreneurs, graduates, retired armed forces, school leavers are organized in the
important areas of poultry, crops, Pig production, fish farming, cattle, s% and

goat, rabbit /glasscutters farming, environmental studies as it affec@?&ulture,

farm management; &QJ

Provide effective link to relevant agricultural agenciese< state government

_ﬁ.

Laisa, ADA, Cooperatives, Lascoda, Agric @ri es Dept, Agric business, Vet

provides linkages to agencies like Agric Agen DA (bank of Agriculture)

Dept, fisheries Dept, APPEALS Projec éb

Development of agricultural ro %p — the state government has projected that
the total investments in t@atural sector in the State would run to $10B in
the next five yearsswi e formal launch of its five-year Agricultural and Food
Systems Roa&@, dding that most of the investments would be private sector-
driven '@xentaﬁon of the Roadmap would also lead to wealth generation,

va gﬁtion, food security, the industrialization of the agricultural sector and

\;@%ntrenchment of inclusive socio-economic development of the State'S.

Development of FADAMA Projects — the state government has implemented
several stages of Fadama projects through the LSADA system (1992 and 1999)
with significant impact on crop farmers whose yield increased within the period

and with significant increase in income. The emphasis in the first NFDP was on
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provision of wash bores to crop farmers through simple credit arrangement aimed

at boosting aggregate crop output.

e Building and maintaining farm settlements across the state - The Lagos State
Government has mapped out 17 farm settlements in three Local Government

Areas of the state, to boost food security and tackle poverty. \

The state government has reiterated the commitment of the State Gove owards
changing the face of the various agricultural estates and farm settle\@s in the State in

order to boost production and encourage youth participationei culture. There are

about 17 farm settlements across the states which are loca at Ikorodu, Epe, Badagry,

Ketu, Odongunyan, Ajara, Imota, Agbowa, Agboye(&

O

e C(Collaboration with World Bank — t b% is considering partnering with the
World Bank to implement Variszgric—based projects in the state, and it is
expected that the Agro-P \ssmg, Productivity Enhancement and Livelihood

Support Project (ARQQES) is one of such projects which would empower no

fewer than lm@grmers within the next four years.
Other strategéi@rked by the Lagos state government to stimulate the growth of

SMEs in t@tate include:

\%evelopment of Lagos State Employment Trust Fund (L.S.E.T.F) Loan
Programme — this is aimed at creating affordable access funding for small
businesses to grow, expand and create wealth and put people to work. The loan
scheme which attracts only 9% interest rate per annum is available to business

owners who are registered residents of Lagos state;
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e Establishment of vocational training centers — skill acquisition centers are

established across all the local government areas in the state;

e Improved Road Network — the state government opened the rural areas to
improve accessibility through massive road construction across the state. This
facilitates unfettered access to the rural communities for ease of traqg&rting
agricultural commodities to urban centers. Hitherto remote location yobo,

Ipaja, Imota and several others, are now effectively connecte&t{sdrban center

through good road networks; EQ

e Improved Transportation System - Under the % id Transit (BRT) system,
Lagos transportation “became faster, safer,,@dlctable, relatively cheaper and
more comfortable,” reported Vangua%@\rgBRT itself created jobs for 2,500
people. Most of Lagos’ notorious}?\Q and dangerous commercial buses, called

Molues, were replaced by é\a;ésk new ones that use designated bus lanes. With

support of private op@ the government procured about 1,300 taxicabs to run
in the city. QQ\
e Enha e@ﬁw — the state government drastically reduced crime rate by

prowiding logistic support to the law enforcement authorities like the police. It

@ installs CCTV cameras in most parts of the city, including establishing skill

N

the society.

acquisition programmes for the jobless who could have constituted nuisance to

2.1.5 Agro-based MSMEs and Government Intervention for Sustainable

Agricultural Development in Nigeria
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Government intervention in Nigeria's agricultural sector is instrumental in fostering
sustainable development, particularly through initiatives aimed at supporting Agro-based
Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises (MSMEs). The government has implemented

various measures to foster the sector development, including;

1. Increasing access to funding and agricultural inputs, including fertilisers ang plant

seedlings. OQ

2. Implementing price support mechanisms through protectioni&ﬂimes on tariffs

and taxes and %

3. Promoting business sector engagement throug@ -private partnerships and

land leasing programmes. &Q

Additionally, presidential initiatives aimaédbcreasing production of staple and cash
crops, coupled with fiscal incentivgs’&as import waivers and tax exemptions, further

stimulate agricultural growth and@\ower Agro-based MSMEs to thrive.

These interventions n@y enhance the productivity, competitiveness, and
sustainability of Agro®based MSMEs but also contribute to overall economic
.
development@giding financial support, input subsidies, and export incentives, the
govern ims to empower smallholder farmers and commercial farm holders,
pro\g(% mechanized agricultural practices, and stimulate export-oriented activities. This
collaborative effort between government interventions and Agro-based MSMEs not only
addresses barriers to growth but also fosters an enabling environment for
entrepreneurship and innovation, ultimately driving increased productivity, job creation,

and economic growth in Nigeria's agricultural sector!.
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Furthermore, government agencies such as NEXIM, CBN, Bank of Industry (Bol), and
Bank of Agriculture (BoA) play pivotal roles in providing credit to agro-based MSMEs
in Nigeria through various programs aimed at facilitating access to finance for

agricultural activities. These interventions, particularly those orchestrated by the CBN,

i. The Agricultural Credit Guarantee Scheme Fund (ACGSF) &

includes interventions such as;

ii. The Commercial Agricultural Credit Scheme (CACS), %

iii. The Agricultural Credit Support Scheme (ACSS),@

iv. The Anchor Borrowers' Programme. 66

v. Nigerian Incentive-Based Risk Sha@stem for Agricultural Lending (NIRSAL)

Each of these programs offers @nt interest rates and repayment terms tailored to
meet the diverse needs Of&S and promote the growth of the agricultural sector.
Additionally, the Nigb@ centive-Based Risk Sharing system for Agricultural Lending

(NIRSAL) st@s a dynamic initiative launched by the CBN, aimed at de-risking

agricultur@n ing and fostering confidence among financial institutions to lend to the

ag@ value chain through risk-sharing, insurance, technical assistance, and

incentives mechanisms. These concerted efforts not only enhance access to finance for
Agro-based MSMEs but also contribute to sustainable agricultural development and

economic growth in Nigeria'.

i. The Agricultural Credit Guarantee Scheme Fund (ACGSF)
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The Agricultural Credit Guarantee Scheme Fund (ACGSF) was started in 1978 by the
Nigerian government and the Central Bank. Its goal is to help banks give loans to farmers
by promising to cover some of the losses if the farmers can't pay back the loans!%.
Despite government efforts to bridge the credit gap in agriculture, challenges persist,
such as the reluctance of banks to provide credit due to perceived risks, collateral
constraints, and high default rates among borrowers. The ACGSF has under Qva ious
innovations, including the Trust Fund Model (TFM) and the Int@g

rawback

Programme (IDP), aimed at enhancing efficiency and achieving itc ives.

The IDP, introduced in 2003, incentivizes loan repayme@%ering beneficiaries a
post-payment interest rebate of 40%, ultimately encoura@g agricultural production and
fostering economic growth!3¢. The Agricultural %@%uarantee Scheme Fund (ACGSF)
extends a substantial guarantee of up to or loans issued by commercial banks to
support approved agricultural actj.v'q&Over its operational period, the ACGSF has
guaranteed a total of 1,020,29%&§a\valued at N98.860 billion, highlighting its pivotal

role in facilitating acces, %&redit for agricultural endeavours and fostering growth

within the agricultu gorm.

ii. TheC cial Agricultural Credit Scheme (CACS)

O

Qrbfgeria, recognizing the pivotal role of credit in fostering Micro, Small and

edium Enterprises (SMEs) and agricultural production, the Commercial
Agricultural Credit Scheme (CACS) was introduced in 2009 to promote
commercial agriculture. The scheme targets various agricultural commodities,
including rice, cassava, cotton, oil palm, wheat, rubber, sugar cane, jatropha carcus,

fruits, vegetables, livestock (dairy, poultry, and piggery), and fisheries. Credit
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support under the CACS encompasses the entire value chain, spanning production,
storage, processing, market access, and enterprise development!3®¥. The interest rate
under the fund remained at 9.0 percent throughout its duration. Over the period
from inception to May 2016, a total of N364.477 billion was disbursed to the
economy for 452 projects'*®. The Commercial Agriculture Credit Scheme %’\.CS)

aims to help small farmers become bigger and more profitable. It Qi s to

increase the production of different goods and reduce poverty all over Nigeria'*.

The scheme aims to: &
i.  Help the agricultural sector grow quickly by loans to big commercial

farmers at a low interest rate. Q

ii. Improve food security by increav@)od production and lowering prices,

which helps keep food infla 'm\%ﬂ

iii. Lower the cost of b \ng for farmers so they can make the most of the

agricultural sec@potentlal

iv. Boost %(wﬁtion, create jobs, expand Nigeria's income sources, increase
e

change earnings, and provide materials for manufacturing and

fb§ocessmg in a steady and lasting way®.

111\‘f he Agricultural Credit Support Scheme (ACSS)

The Agricultural Credit Support Scheme (ACSS) is a program created by the government
and the Central Bank of Nigeria to help farmers and businesses in agriculture. It aims to

make farming easier and more profitable, reduce the cost of food, increase exports, and
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bring in more money for the country. The program is managed by committees at both
national and state levels. Farmers and businesses involved in agriculture can get loans
through their banks or local farming groups. The loans have a low interest rate of 8.0
percent, and if they're paid back on time, farmers get a discount, making the interest even
lower!#!. Specifically, the ACSS offers loans at a 14.0 percent interest rate. However,
borrowers who repay their loans on time receive a refund of 6.0 percent (@brest
¢\
O

iv. The Anchor Borrowers' Programme %

they paid which makes their loan facility at 8 percent!*.

The Anchor Borrowers' Programme (ABP) aims to 1 llholder farmers with big
processors to increase agricultural output and b%t pfocessor capacity. It also aims
to increase bank funding to agriculture, de food imports, improve agricultural
firm operations, create new farmers a@s, encourage cashless transactions, reduce
poverty among smallholders, 5@‘9 them shift from subsistence to commercial
farming. Smallholder fa Kproducing specific crops form groups and apply for
loans through ban: s@ns come from a fund managed by the Central Bank of
Nigeria, w1th w Interest rate. Farmers repay loans with their harvest, which they
sell t @ors The programme is overseen by committees, either led by the
pr1 ctor or by state governments, ensuring farmers receive training, support,
\gd access to inputs. Collateral includes guarantees from farmers and agreements
between parties'®3. The CBN allocated N40 billion from the N220 billion Micro,
Small, and Medium Enterprises Development Fund (MSMEDF) to provide farmers

with loans at a low interest rate, capped at 9 percent per year!4
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v. Nigerian Incentive-Based Risk Sharing system for Agricultural Lending

(NIRSAL)

NIRSAL was launched in 2011 and later incorporated in 2013 by the CBN, with a
budget of USD500 million, as a comprehensive public-private initiative. Its main
goal is to manage, assess, and share risks associated with agricultural %ﬁng.
NIRSAL aims to strengthen the agricultural value chain, making@% more
confident to lend to the sector, by providing incentives and @b support. It
operates through five pillars: a risk-sharing facility of US illion to mitigate
banks' perceived high-risk loans, a USD30 million@ra ce facility to expand
insurance products for agricultural lending, a US million technical assistance
facility to enhance sustainable lending pr%f@, a USDI0 million holistic bank
rating mechanism to evaluate ba cultural lending effectiveness, and a
USDI100 million bank incenti,vg&echanism to encourage long-term lending to

agriculture through cash aWQﬁfsj
2.1.7 Overview of E%@Growth and Development

Economic gnévi@i development are intertwined but distinct concepts. Economic
growth reé to an increase in the production of goods and services, while economic
de\&lgment encompasses broader objectives such as poverty reduction, social progress,
and improved living standards. Achieving sustainable economic development requires
not only promoting economic growth but also addressing social, environmental, and

governance aspects to ensure a better quality of life for all individuals within a society.
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Economic growth and development are interconnected concepts that play a vital role in
shaping the prosperity and well-being of nations. While they share similarities, they have
distinct characteristics and objectives. Economic growth refers to an increase in the
production of goods and services within an economy over a specific period. It is
commonly measured by indicators such as Gross Domestic Product (GDP) and, Gross
National Product (GNP). Economic growth is typically associated with ris@nes,

expanding job opportunities, and higher standards of living for 1nd1v1dua1

Factors that contribute to economic growth include increased i % nt in physical and
human capital, technological advancements, improved inft: cture, favourable business
environments, and efficient resource allocation. Gove@nts often implement policies

that promote economic growth, such as providin% tives for private sector investment,

fostering innovation and entrepreneu @nd creating a conducive regulatory

framework. 5\%

On the other hand, economic @Mopment encompasses a broader set of goals beyond
mere economic growt I@mpasses social progress, improvement in living standards,
reduction of poy and inequality, and the overall well-being of individuals and
communit'es@nomic development involves not only increasing the size of the
econom also enhancing the quality of life for all citizens. To achieve economic
deMment, a comprehensive approach is required, addressing various dimensions such
as education, healthcare, social welfare, infrastructure development, environmental
sustainability, and good governance. It emphasizes the importance of inclusive growth,
where the benefits of economic progress are shared equitably among all segments of

society!'0!.
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From 2015 to 2023, Nigeria experienced a mixed picture of economic growth and
development. This period was marked by various challenges and opportunities that
impacted the country's progress. Nigeria's economic growth during this period was
volatile and influenced by several factors, including fluctuations in oil prices, security

concerns, policy reforms, and global economic conditions. As a major oil exporter,

Nigeria's economy is heavily dependent on oil revenues. The decline in glob Qp ces,
which began in 2014 and persisted during this period, significantly affec@ country's
economic performance. The volatility in oil prices had adverse @‘on government

revenues, foreign exchange earnings, and overall economic 6b1 ity.

In 2016, Nigeria entered into a recession due to a@xbination of low oil prices,

production disruptions, and foreign exchangb@ages. The recession led to a

contraction in GDP, rising inflation, job ’band reduced investment. In subsequent
N

years, Nigeria made efforts to recqu”\'*ﬂxgn the recession and promote economic growth.

The implementation of Varion\%.\@nomic reforms, such as diversification efforts,

infrastructure developme@iaﬁves, and improvements in the business environment,

aimed to stimulate g sectors and attract investment.

The COVIDQ;}Sa;ldemic, which emerged in 2020, posed additional challenges to
Nigeria' omic growth. The country faced disruptions in trade, reduced oil demand,
and\sbe implementation of measures to curb the spread of the virus, which impacted
economic activities. Poverty and inequality remained significant challenges in Nigeria.
The government implemented social intervention programs, such as the National Social
Investment Program (NSIP), which aimed to alleviate poverty, provide social safety nets,

and promote financial inclusion'?2.
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Nigeria took steps towards promoting sustainable development during this period.
Initiatives focused on environmental conservation, renewable energy, and climate change
mitigation. However, more comprehensive efforts are needed to address environmental
challenges and achieve sustainable development goals. While the country made efforts to
stimulate economic growth, address poverty, improve infrastructure, and enhance human
d

sustained and inclusive economic growth and development in Nigeria. QJO
cloy

guarantee equitable distribution of wealth or improve@s in human well-being.

development, there are persistent challenges that need to be addresse chieve

While economic growth is a vital component of economic d ment, it does not
Therefore, policymakers often focus on strategies that 1@0& inclusive growth, such as
investing in education and skills developn@expanding access to healthcare,

implementing social safety nets, and p 0{6@ sustainable practices that protect the

environment. . &
N\

Gross Domestic Product @cvgrowth is an important indicator of economic
performance and meas @e change in the total value of goods and services produced
within a counfrg\o' er a specific period. In the case of Nigeria, GDP growth has
experienced @aﬁons and varied trends in recent years. Prior to 2015, Nigeria
witness eriod of relatively high GDP growth, driven primarily by its oil-dependent
econemy. The country experienced robust growth rates, with GDP expanding at an
average annual rate of around 6% during this period. However, the growth was largely

driven by the oil sector, while other sectors, such as agriculture and manufacturing,

lagged behind!®.
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From 2016 onwards, Nigeria faced significant economic challenges, including a decline
in oil prices, production disruptions, and foreign exchange shortages. These factors
contributed to a decline in GDP growth and led to a recession in 2016. During this time,
the country experienced negative GDP growth rates, indicating a contraction in the
economy. Following the recession, Nigeria embarked on a path of economic recovery
and implemented various reforms to diversify its economy away from oil Q&&ncy.
As a result, GDP growth rates gradually improved. However, the gtowth”remained

volatile, influenced by fluctuations in oil prices, security concern lobal economic

conditions. : %

The outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020 ed additional challenges to
Nigeria's economy. The country experienced d@s in trade, reduced oil demand,
and the implementation of measures to b@%he virus, which had adverse effects on
economic activities. Consequently, &Qb'xia witnessed a contraction in GDP growth in
2020. It is important to note tl&t‘{%peciﬁc GDP growth rates vary from year to year.
However, Nigeria's GDP.&%vth rates in recent years have been relatively modest
compared to its po }bon growth rate. This implies that the growth has not been

inclusive eno{g&%ﬁ quately address poverty and unemployment challenges.

2.1.6.1 D&)pment Agenda for Western Nigeria (DAWN)

The\fAWN Commission (Development Agenda for Western Nigeria) is a regional
organization established to drive the sustainable development and economic integration
of the six southwestern states of Nigeria: Lagos, Oyo, Ogun, Ondo, Osun, and Ekiti. It

was created in 2013 by the governors of these states to address shared challenges and
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foster collaboration in key areas such as agriculture, education, healthcare, infrastructure,

and cultural heritage.

1. Regional Integration: DAWN promotes unity and collaboration among the

Southwestern states to enhance socio-economic growth and development.

2. Policy Development: The commission develops strategic policies tailor the

region’s unique needs and coordinates their implementation. ( O

3. Capacity Building: It strengthens institutional capacity in V&lt'@&ectors to ensure

effective governance and service delivery. %

4. Economic Growth: DAWN focuses on initiatives @sﬁmulate economic activity,

reduce poverty, and create jobs, especially throu%’@%rs like agriculture and industry!'%4,

DAWN's programs encourage the integ@g smallholder farmers and MSMEs into
broader value chains through cluste@ng models, access to machinery, and strategic

crop cultivation. MSMEs are (ayers in these strategies as they bridge gaps between
P

N

small-scale producers r@tger markets. The commission has worked on policies to
n;

ease access to land,\e ce security in farming zones, and improve rural infrastructure
° x
such as road@ orage facilities. These initiatives create an enabling environment for

MSMEss ed in the agribusiness sector to thrive.

Q

DA advocates for technology adoption and data-driven approaches to enhance
productivity and traceability in agriculture. This aligns with the needs of MSMEs,
helping them modernize operations and expand their market reach. Overall, DAWN's
initiatives reflect a strong recognition of the critical role MSMEs play in agriculture. This
connection is part of broader efforts across Africa to empower MSMEs as pivotal players
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in food systems transformation, as emphasized by reports from AGRA and other

organizations.

2.1.6.2 Role of United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) in Supporting

MSMEs in Nigeria

The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) has played a signific le in

supporting agriculture-based Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises (MS @1 igeria.

Their efforts focus on fostering sustainable development, improvin

enhancing entrepreneurial capacity. Here's an analysis of their ititiatives:

1. Capacity Building and Funding: UNDP collaborate te governments and local
agencies to provide financial and technical assista%Qor instance, in Edo State, UNDP
facilitated a N300 million grant to supp ,000 MSMEs, enabling innovation,
expansion, and job creation despite so '&\glomic challenges. Through its partnership

%NDP enhances skills and knowledge for small-

with Nigeria’s development insti@‘,’

scale agribusiness owners xo@bve productivity and access markets.

2. Empowering Wo}sé%ltrepreneurs: UNDP launched the HerAfCFTA Initiative,

specifically t(.gs:@women—led MSMEs to increase their participation in the African

Continent@ree Trade Area (AfCFTA). This initiative includes capacity building,
m&@esearch, trade facilitation, and digitalization support. Women entrepreneurs
involved in agriculture benefit from improved logistics and resources to scale their

businesses across borders.

3. Facilitating Trade and Market Access: UNDP supports agribusiness MSMEs by

simplifying trade processes, providing access to quality standard certifications, and
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creating networking opportunities. These interventions aim to integrate Nigerian

businesses more effectively into regional and international markets.

4. Promoting Innovation and Sustainability: Through its broader development framework,
UNDP emphasizes sustainable practices in agriculture and rural enterprise development.

These include resource-efficient methods and integrating digital tools to enhan%alue

chains and reduce waste. 02

The combined impact of these programs fosters economic resilien@romotes gender
equality, and aligns with Nigeria’s Sustainable Development SDGs). For more

details, visit or read about their specific projects like Her A0,

2.1.6.3 How Nigerian Institute of Social and Ec@c Research (NISER) Promotes

\Q’b

The Nigerian Institute of Social arld’&omic Research (NISER) has been involved in

MSME:s in Nigeria

promoting and studying Micro,@, and Medium Enterprises (MSMESs) in Nigeria,
focusing on policy recoﬁx@%ﬁions and analysis to foster growth and overcome

challenges. Below is %panded analysis of their involvement in key areas:

1. Research @cy Recommendations

NISE&%&QC'[S extensive research on the challenges and opportunities for MSMEs in
Nigetfa. Its studies aim to address critical barriers such as poor access to finance,
inadequate infrastructure, and weak regulatory frameworks. For instance, they emphasize
policy alignment to support MSME growth in the context of national economic goals,

including employment creation and poverty reduction.
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2. Capacity Building and Training: NISER collaborates with other government agencies
like SMEDAN (Small and Medium Enterprises Development Agency of Nigeria) to
develop training modules aimed at building the capacity of MSME owners. These

programs include financial literacy, business management, and leveraging technology for

S\

3. Advocacy for Financial Inclusion: NISER's studies have highlighted@ ed for

operations.

improved access to finance for MSMEs, which are often constrai& igh-interest
rates, lack of collateral, and complicated loan processes. Thei mendations have
influenced the design of financial products and schemes s@s he National Guarantee

Scheme and microfinance programs. Q

Q

4. Collaboration on National MSME Policie&ER plays a role in shaping and
reviewing national policies on MSMES,X\\QS the National Policy on MSMEs, which
seeks to enhance innovation, co%r@yeness, and growth within the sector. This

collaboration also involves @rmg and evaluation mechanisms to ensure effective
[ ]

policy implementationQQ\

5. Addressini.@gral Challenges: Through its research, NISER has pointed out

systemic %al

hinde ME development. They advocate for strategic public investments and

es like inadequate electricity, poor infrastructure, and insecurity that

infrastructure improvements to create a conducive environment for businesses!®.

NISER assesses the impact of government interventions, such as the MSME Survival
Fund and the Economic Sustainability Plan, offering insights into areas for improvement.

These evaluations help fine-tune initiatives to better meet the needs of MSMEs.
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In summary, NISER contributes significantly to shaping the MSME landscape in Nigeria
through research, policy support, and advocacy for better structural and financial
frameworks. However, challenges like corruption, lack of awareness, and inefficiencies

in implementation remain areas for improvement.

2.2 Theoretical Framework é

Human activities need to keep pace with a dynamic anging world to support
sustainable contributions to achieve economic growgh, and other envisioned objectives.
Here, theories can be valuable tools as they hel@rgticulate ideas, or a set of principles
to fast track actualization of such object\ ere are underlying theories that help to

explain the activities of Sustainablé@opment Goals (SDGs) as well as Micro, Small

and Medium Enterprises (M@éc0

A theory is a systemati organized postulation about a social phenomenon which can
result from testi@g an observation or phenomenon. The study intends to use four

theories to&&% the variables in this research out of which one will be used.

2.@%m Theory

Systems theory is the interdisciplinary study or approach of systems. A system is a
cohesive conglomeration of interrelated and interdependent parts which can be natural or
human-made. In other words, a system is also an entity, which is a coherent whole such

that a boundary is perceived around it in order to distinguish internal and external
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elements and to identify input and output relating to and emerging from the entity. Every
system is bounded by space and time, influenced by its environment, defined by its

structure and purpose, and expressed through its functioning!'?’.

A systems theory is hence a theoretical perspective that analyses a phenomenon seen as a
whole and not as simply the sum of elementary parts. The focus is on the interac% and
relationships between parts in order to understand an entity’s organizatio@tioning
and outcomes. Simply put, it is based on the belief that individual Qd operate in
isolation, but rather grow and develop in interaction with t yswal and social
environment. There are many proponents of the theory b se 0f the multidisciplinary
approach but some notable scholars of the theory. Syst&\eory is derived from general

systems theory, which explores the parts of a%g@l that interconnect and interact to

make a complete whole!%, @%

System theory describes a pheno@ be it physical, biological or social. It is

conceived as an orgamzed @&ture which is functional and identifiable through
interrelated parts or sﬁ\ s System theory is delineated by identifiable boundaries
from the supra- at is, the environment which it embedded. Thus, a system is

situated w1th®arger context and environment with which it engages that involves

inputs aﬂ&puts process which can be schematically represented'®.

Arhgganization is constructed upon various systems and subsystems. Human body is
built on different systems like skeleton, nervous, muscles, digestive, excretion and
reproduction. These systems and subsystems are inter-connected and inter-dependent and
more results could be achieved if their relationships and inter-connectivity are

strengthened. People who work in a conducive organizational environment say within the
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system and sub systems have a definite goal to achieve. Therefore, in this systematic

organization, all managers are to tend to work cooperatively.

In system theory, however, organization is visualized as a system consisting of
interacting parts. There are main ingredients in a system through which system analysis
also could be performed. These ingredients are parts of a system, interactions, linkks and
communication, processes, and the goals of the systems. Parts of a system a@%viduals,

formal organization, informal organization, status and roles and U&agulcal setting.
Hence, individual is the most significant element of the system@

While system theory has its appeal, applying it to policy of SDGs has its
difficulties. First, it requires great sacrifice, effectiv@a ge management and political
will in terms of selling it to fellow stakehol@r.qt also requires global agreement,

something that prove challenging, give® withdrawal the US from many climate

policies'?”. This can be an affront oh%e, stainability of development goals.
S
N
o
\?:b
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Figure 2.1: General Systems Theory (({Q
Source:'” ’@
The FAO arm of the United ns asserted that Production systems and the policies
[ ]

and institutions that L@)in global food security are increasingly inadequate.
Sustainable ag.rig\’ re must nurture healthy ecosystems and support the sustainable
management @d, water and natural resources, while ensuring world food security. To
be sustaﬁ'@ e, agriculture must meet the needs of present and future generations for its
prchsvts and services, while ensuring profitability, environmental health and social and
economic equity. The global transition to sustainable food and agriculture will require
major improvements in the efficiency of resource use, in environmental protection and in

systems resilience. Sustainable agriculture requires a system of global governance that
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promotes food security concerns in trade regimes and trade policies, and revisits

agricultural policies to promote local and regional agricultural markets.

Situating the theory to the study, it is very clear that achieving the SDG come 2030 is
largely reliant on the power of Agriculture to booster economic development and
eradicate poverty as well as securing food security. It is therefore, imperative&t all
hands must be put on deck starting from global organization like United N@then to

the Nations in particular, then cities and local areas. Since a sys&gd system by

coordination. &

It is therefore necessary to note that Sustainable dev (@nt must be viewed as a
process, rather than a fixed goal, if it is to help peo%&st to the ever-increasing rate
of change and the growing level of uncertain&y face. In turn, this calls for the
creation of policy, governance, and fundﬁ@uctures to back agricultural producers and
resource managers in a continuous @of innovation. In particular, we need policies

and institutions that incentiv@ adoption of sustainable practices, impose regulations

and costs for actions %@ete or degrade natural resources, and improve access to the
a

necessary knowledﬁn resources.

o \
In order t egagtainable, agriculture practices must make extensive use of technology,
resea@d development, but also incorporate local knowledge to a much greater extent
than in the past. The solution to this problem lies in the formation of brand-new and

stronger alliances between technical and investment-oriented organizations;

Appropriate statistics, geospatial information and maps, qualitative information and

knowledge are required for evidence-based planning and management of agricultural
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sectors. Production systems and underlying natural and socioeconomic resources should
be the primary focus of any analysis; issues involving stocks and utilization rates of
natural resources often go beyond national boundaries. In order to protect natural
resources and discourage collateral damage, international governance mechanisms and
processes must encourage sustainable growth (and the equitable sharing of ﬁﬁts)

R
O

2.2.2 Theories of Agricultural Development &

across all sectors of agriculture.

Agricultural production is an enabler for food security an@ic development of a

nation. Majority of rural dwellers rely on agriculture wellbeing and regrettably
there is an upsurge in rural —urban migratio % face of ever-increasing world
population. The consequence is a relative d of rural farmers who are producing
food. Agricultural development is a g&sectoral business that support and promote
positive change in the rural and u@areas. However, the main objectives of agricultural
development are the imp @s&nt of social wellbeing of the people. That is why
agriculture can be s@ous with rural development. Rural development cannot be

achieved wit&?@ynesmnding development in the rural agriculture because about
r

90% of th%a dwellers are engaged in agricultural businesses.

Af@éria joins other developing economies to race against time to meet the
sustainability development goals by 2030, the country needs to accelerate its economic
growth through coordinated development strategies in vital sectors of the economy like

education, energy agriculture and manufacturing. With the strategic importance of food
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security, agriculture remains the sector that can enable the country to accelerate its

development aspirations in the coming decades!!’.

Requisite developments in the agricultural sector can also address gender issues. For
instance, in some parts of the world, especially in south Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa,
women are identifiable players in farm work, but because they have less accesWital
resources like improved seeds, better techniques and technologies, and m@ yields
on their plots are typically 20 to 40 percent lower than on plots farme& . This gap
can be filled by helping households become more productive uce malnutrition
within poor families. Economic growth is seen as a lon@n ise in the capacity to
supply increasingly diverse economic goods to its popu@m It also entails a sustainable
rise in national output with a manifestation of 6@11@ growth!'!. The transformation
potentials of agricultural production of t@my can be felt in the important areas of
employment generation, food sequg&nd providing needed raw materials for the

nation’s manufacturing sector Q&&afrom being sustainable source of revenue for the

government. QA

Some scholars po@ a full developed economy, especially in agricultural sector,
means an nc&}m the production of export crops with an improvement in the quantity
and gra% such export crops. However, for a country to be industrialized, agricultural
oués;lwﬂl be said to have acquired growth if agriculture can supply enough materials to

agro-allied industries and concluded that agricultural development can promote

economic development of underdeveloped countries in four different ways:

a) By increasing the supply of food available for domestic consumption and release

labour needed for industrial employment.
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b) By enlarging the size of the domestic market for the manufacturing sector.
c¢) By increasing the supply of domestic saving and
d) By providing foreign exchange earned by the agricultural exports.

In effect, engendering a sustainable agricultural development implies activities like
improving living conditions in rural areas, ensuring enough food for present@uwre
generations and generating sufficient income for farmers. SuppoﬂQgJQstainable
agricultural development also involves maintaining and sustainin@&ductive capacity
for the future without affronting the environment or destreyifg natural resources.
Consequently, economic and environmental sustainalQQequate farmers’ income,
productive capacity for the future, improved food’&ity and social sustainability are

important elements of developing countries’ a% ural development!''2,

\®)

The central focus of agricultural de.vgk ent is people’s wellbeing and it is often seen as
a structured approach to improve@nvironment as well as the welfare of the people of

the community!'%7. Therefom&eories of agricultural development help to explain certain

agricultural concept?é they relate to improvement and sustaining agricultural

production. T, u@theories are:
2221 Tgﬁ*ontier Model

This model is often called “resource exploitation model”. The model holds the view that
expansion in the areas of cultivated and grazed lands has been the main means of
increasing agricultural production. This can be seen in the agricultural activities in North

and South America, Australia even to Europe settlement during the 18" and 19%
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centuries'®®. Although in slow pace in Asia and Africa, similar events also occurred.
Population pressure resulting in the upsurge in land use in the existing villages was
followed by pioneer settlement programs, the establishment of new villages, and the

opening up of forest or Jungle land to cultivation with a series of changes from Neolithic.

The frontier model is based on the assumption that land is physically infinite a%“ not
for transportation costs and problem of accessibility. In this model, trans@Qost and
accessibility play a crucial role in determining the land rent and the giicih&al frontier,
and thereby land area under cultivation. Thus, land is assumed ally infinite. The
reality is that there is, however, scarcity of good land that@n close to the cent (land
with low distance cost). Where soil conditions were@urable, as in the great river
basins and plains, the new villages gradually B@ﬁed their systems of cultivation,
where soil resources were poor, as in m@e hill and upland areas, new areas were
opened up to shifting cultivation, g&nomadic grazing. Under conditions of rapid
population growth, the limits &{g?\frontier model were often quickly reached. Crop

yields typically were lov@sured in terms of output per unit of seed rather than in
a

output per unit of pg .

cr
As regard to @ove, where soil conditions were favourable, as in the great river basins
and pla'ﬂ&e new villages gradually intensified their systems of cultivation. While
wlkt%oil resources were poor, as in many of the hill and upland areas, new areas were
opened up to shifting cultivation or to nomadic grazing. As a result of rapid population

growth, the model did not last, the limits to the frontier model were quickly reached'®.

The 1960s saw the “closing of the frontier” in most areas of South East Asia, in Latin

America and Africa, the opening up of new lands awaits the development of technologies
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for all control of pests and diseases (such as the Tsetse fly in Africa) or for the relation

and maintenance of productivity of problem soil.

In Africa especially Nigeria, the frontier model has obvious limitations. For instance, one
of the major challenges hampering agricultural production in the South West Nigeria as
well as other regions of the continent is problem associated with access to% for
cultivation. Lands are owned by families and prospective farmer who ne@% often
encounter difficulties in accessing them. Regrettably, the federal Vegdent has not
developed or implemented any favourable agricultural poli at will facilitate

unfettered access to land needed for agricultural productiorQ

Q

2.2.2.2 The Conservation Model Q

O

Advancements in crop and livestock hu@ssociated with the English agricultural

revolution and the concept of sqi austion suggested by the early German soil
scientists provided the foundati&&c@\\vhich the conservative model is built''. The model
highlights the evolution c&@mence of increasingly complex land and labour-intensive
cropping systern,th&\buction and use of organic manures and labour-intensive capital

[ ]
formation in@

resource .Gis model was the only approaches to intensification of agricultural

of physical facilities to more effectively use land and water

prb@bn that was available to most of the world’s farmers.

The challenges associated with meeting food production quota occasioned by ballooning
population renders this model ineffective as Agricultural development within the ambit
of the conservation model, clearly was capable in many areas of the world of sustaining

rate of growth in agricultural production around 1.0% per year over relatively long
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periods of time. However, this rate is not compatible with modern rates of growth in the

demand for agricultural output which typically fall between 3-5% in the developing

countries!' 4.

2.2.2.3 The Diffusion Model

The diffusion model to agricultural development observes through empirica@ the
differences in land and labour productivity among farmers and regions €nd phasizes

effective dissemination of technical knowledge to bridge the@vity gap among

The diffusion of better husbandry practices was a ma@mrce of productivity growth

farmers and among regions!!.

even in pre-modern societies. Before the deve%’r@nt of modern agricultural research
systems’ substantial effort was devoted NQS’Q exploration and introduction. Even in
nations with well-developed agriqu{@ research systems a significant effort is still
devoted to the testing and r@%ﬂ\ent of farmers’ innovations and to testing and

adaptation of exotic crop g\&es and animal species.

Model was developed emphasizing the relationship between diffusion rates and the
[ ]

personality, @cteristics and educational accomplishments of farm operators.

Diffusi del provides the major intellectual foundation of much of the research and

exé'von efforts in farm management and production economics since the emergence in

the later of the 19% century of agriculture economics as a separate sub discipline linking

the agricultural sciences and economics. The developments that led to the establishment

of active programs of farm management research and extension occurred at a time when
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experiment-station research was making only a modest contribution to agricultural

productivity growth!!®,

A further contribution to the effective diffusion of known technology was provided by
the research of rural sociologists on the diffusion process. The limitations of the diffusion
model as a foundation for the design of agricultural development policies&ame
increasingly apparent as technical assistance and community developm@%grams,
based explicitly or implicitly on the diffusion model, failed to g ergeléither rapid

modernization of traditional farms or rapid growth in agricultura tH7,

QQ

The inadequacy of policies based on the co@%m urban-industrial impact and

diffusion model led to a new perspec@he 1960s. The key to transforming a

traditional agricultural sector intp ,&oductive source of economic growth is an

2.2.2.4 The High Payoff Input Model

investment designed to make @@\, high-pay off inputs available to farmers in poor
countries. Peasants, in tr ~&al agricultural systems were viewed as rational, efficient
resource allocators. 'lmbremained poor because in most poor countries, there were only

limited techn@i@conomic opportunities to which they could respond. According to

an autho;‘E new high pay-off inputs were classified into three categories!!s.

a)\w capacity of public and private sector research institutions to produce new

technical knowledge

b) The capacity of the industrial sector to develop, produce and market new technical

inputs.
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c¢) The capacity of farmers to acquire new knowledge and use new inputs effectives.

The enthusiasm with which the high pay off input model has been accepted and
translated into economic doctrine has been due in part to the proliferation of studies
reporting high rates of returns to public investment in agricultural research. It was also
due to the success of efforts to develop new, high productivity grain varieties suit&t for
the tropic. New high-yielding wheat varieties were developed in Mexico,@uing in
the 1950s, and new high-yielding rice varieties were developed in t P&hﬁyines in the
1960s. These varieties were highly responsive to industrial inp h as fertilizer and
other chemicals and to more effective soil and water ma % However, the high

returns associated with the adoption of the new VarietQand the associated technical

inputs and management practices have led to rapid diffusion of the new varieties among

farmers in several countries in Asia, Afrib\@aﬁn America.

The model remains incomplete é’\& eory of agricultural development. However,
education and research are goods not traded through the market place. The
mechanism by whic n@rces is allocated among education, research and other
alternative public private sector economic activities are not fully incorporated into
.

the model N@, the model does not treat investment in research as the source of new
high- pa techniques. It does not explain how economic conditions induce the

Mment and adaption of an efficient set of technologies for a particular society. Nor
does it attempt to specify the process by which factor and product price relationships

induce investment in research in a particular direction'"

2.3. Review of Empirical Studies
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Micro, small, and medium-sized enterprises (MSMEs) are recognized as a vital
component in achieving sustainable development goals. In recognition of their global
impact, the United Nations General Assembly has designated June 27 as International
MSME Day, with the theme "Small Businesses, Big Impact." MSMEs can contribute to
the achievement of these goals in several ways, including through employment,

operational efficiency, corporate social responsibility (CSR) activities, and pliance

with laws and regulations!'?°. &< Q

Researchers have divided the contributions of MSMEs in the % nt of those goals
under four types of activity attributes namely: emplo;@t, perational efficiency,

corporate social responsibility, and compliance with laws\and regulations.

By hiring people at their businesses, MSMEs c&ctly contribute to the achievement
of goals such as poverty alleviation (Gomender equality (Goal 5), decent work and
economic growth (Goal 8), industr} oyation and infrastructure (Goal 9), and reduced
inequalities (Goal 10). In.axég MSMEs can contribute to the attainment of certain
goals through their secﬁp@tiﬁc operational efficiency, including zero hunger (Goal 2),

affordable and clean\energy (Goal 7), responsible consumption and production (Goal 12),

and partnq'rs@ goals (Goal 17).

MSMQ’bm also contribute to sustainable development goals through their CSR
acMs, which can support goals such as good health and well-being (Goal 3), quality
education (Goal 4), clean water and sanitation (Goal 6), and sustainable cities and
communities (Goal 11). MSMEs can play crucial roles in achieving targets for some
goals through ethical and lawful compliance with laws and regulations, and the

responsible use of local resources. These contributions can support goals such as climate
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action (Goal 13), life below water (Goal 14), life on land (Goal 15), and peace, justice,

and strong institutions (Goal 16)'%,

For many years, oil has been the main driver of Nigeria's economy. However, some
believe that agriculture has the potential to become a more sustainable foundation for the
country's development, as it has the potential to increase the country's gross domestic
product and even surpass oil as a source of revenue. This is especial@c given
Nigeria's vast arable land, which is suitable for the production of a wide g&ilty of crops,
including yams, maize, millet, sorghum, beans, potatoes, rice, , Vegetables and
many others. In 1990, it was estimated that about 82 mil ectares of Nigeria's total
land area of 91 million hectares were arable, but only o of this cultivable land was
farmed. Much of this land was farmed using the allow system, in which land is left
idle for a period of time to allow for na@eneration of soil fertility. The Nigerian
government promoted the use of ir@ic fertilizers in the 1970s. Approximately 18
million hectares were classiﬁe&ic?ermanent pasture, but had the potential to support

crops. Many of the 20 mi E&ectares covered by forests and woodlands are believed to

have agricultural p@m

N

Accordin to@ted Nations Development Programme report, the agricultural sector in
Nigeria des employment opportunities for about 70% of the population'??. In recent
yea}v e sector has been transformed by commercialization at the small, medium, and
large-scale enterprise levels, largely due to the adoption of technology. While only 1% of
Americans work in agriculture, the United States is the world's leading food exporter,
according to the World Bank. This is in stark contrast to Nigeria, where farming accounts

for nearly 73% of employment but the country still has to import food to meet domestic
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demand. The International Food Policy Research Institutes (IFPRI) defines "food
security" as "the condition in which all people always have ready access to sufficient,

safe, and nutritious food that allows them to follow their diets of choice and promotes

health!?”.

The aforementioned definition of food security highlights five main features. %izens’
dietary needs are met when they have access to food that meets their pr@?@es and
meets their needs in terms of quantity and quality. The prevalmﬁguuunger and
undernourishment are indicators of a nation's food security. Acc (@0 the World Food
Programme's hunger map, Nigeria, along with other countr@%s Mexico, Colombia,
India, Thailand, etc., will have a hunger index of betwe@ and 14.9 percent in 2020'%,
According to these numbers, Nigeria will not e@?ger in the country by 2030. The
prosperity of a nation can be traced dir N‘Q’bits citizens' ability to access nutritious
food and maintain a healthy lifestyleg&ut 8.9 percent of the world's population, or 690
million people, will go hung@%ﬂ\year. The impact of the Covid-19 pandemic is

125

expected to raise these n@ by 80-132 million, according to experts

In a study on ﬁlre 4.0: An Implementation Framework for Food Security
Attainment i@ria’s Post-Covid-19. Using data from six digital libraries, the Nigerian
Bureau tistics, and other internet sources, the researchers conducted a Systematic
Liéfq}ure Review (SLR using PRISMA) on Nigeria’s agriculture, food security, and
agriculture 4.0'?°. From the study, according to the National Bureau of Statistics, the four
main subsectors of Nigeria's agricultural sector are cropping production (87.6 percent),
livestock production (8.1 percent), fish production (3.2 percent), and forestry (1.1

percent). More than 36% (over 28.9 million) of Nigerians are employed in agriculture,
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the vast majority of whom are smallholder farmers. There are over a hundred million of
these smallholder farmers in Nigeria, and they produce more than 90% of the country's
food. Nigeria has a tractor density of about 0.27 hp/hectare, which is significantly lower
than the FAO-recommended minimum of 1.5 hp/hectare. Crude oil contributed roughly
76.5 percent of total export in 2019, while agriculture accounted for less than 2 percent.

In 2019, the Nigerian government plans to spend around 40 billion or@:u ral

R&D!'?7., <

In 2020, agriculture was allocated roughly 1.8% of the total bud 183 billion. When
looking at the total value of agricultural imports and expo@§0162019, we found
that imports totalled around 803 billion, which is near@:r times higher than exports,
which totalled around 335 trillion. Wheat, sug@ , and milk are Nigeria's top four
agricultural imports, while sesame see ew nuts, cocoa beans, ginger, frozen

shrimp, and cotton are the country.s 5@1% agricultural exports. Based on the average

family's spending habits, food &camts for nearly 56.65 percent of all money spent

(NBS)!28, QA

MSME:s help br1 gple out of poverty by creating jobs. 783 million people, or 11
percent o thQ}ld’s population, were in severe poverty in 2013, according to a new
worldw% timate. The vast majority of the poor in emerging nations are either
un}hﬂoyed or underpaid. It has been shown that private sector job development has
been a key factor in reducing poverty. During the past 30 years, the private enterprise has
helped to reduce the percentage of people living in poverty from 52% to 22% in the

developing world. Small and medium-sized businesses (MSMEs) play an important role

in the private sector's effort to create jobs. MSMEs accounted for 90 percent of all new
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jobs in developing economies, creating four out of every five new posts in the formal

sector!??,

In a study titled, MSMES and employment generation in Nigeria that employed dataset
for 473 enterprises across all sectors of the economy comprising 110 micro enterprises,
218 small scale enterprises, 116 medium scale enterprises and 29 large scale entefiprises.
The dataset was sourced from the 2014 World Bank Enterprise survey on@ia. The
variables employed in this study as indicators of employment gene@&dclude gross
job creation, net job destruction and net job creation for sam ﬂ@ firms. The non-
parametric variance analysis that uses the locally—weightG:a erplot smoothing. The
findings revealed that MSMESs performed better than lz@ﬁrms in term of employment

generation, with small and medium size enterpri@%rming exceedingly '3,

To put it simply, the term "agribusiness@s to the industry that deals with farming
and the commercial aspects of farmi entails producing, processing, and distributing
an agricultural product to @Sh consumers. The agricultural sector contributes

significantly to econ%@hh fertile land because of the export potential of the items

produced there. ’\%

The various _faeets of agricultural production are considered as a whole in the context of
agrib@. Modern farming practices, such as the use of global positioning systems for
direﬁﬂlg operations, have allowed farmers to successfully rear animals and produce
fruits and vegetables. More and more sophisticated self-driving machinery is being
produced by manufacturers. The optimum methods for cleaning and packaging cattle for

transport are determined by processing factories. Although most sectors of the industry

118



don't deal directly with customers, they all care deeply about maintaining low costs

through efficient operations!'3!.

In a study that used a bibliometric analysis of 110 scientific papers published between
2002 and 2022 to overview the publication trends and growth potential of sustainable
agricultural development assessment studies. The findings showed that the colthion
between authors and institutions was not strong, the journals published w@aﬁvely
scattered, the coverage of disciplines was wide, more papers were )Kb d in higher
impact journals, and the authors of the sample articles were from Asian and
European countries, the co-citation analysis pointed out®e nfluential authors and
journals. The temporal evolution of the keywords idehtified that researchers focused
more on the sustainable operation of agriculture e methods to assess the degree of
sustainability initially, as research progr more scientific methods were applied,
recent agricultural sustainability,@h focused on environmental impacts and
economic efficiency. This mea@ most of the authors in Africa countries of the world
are yet to fully delve {bt\*he importance of agriculture to achieving sustainable

development especi &the empirical studies'??.

Empirically, @[udy on Agribusiness strategy and rural development: A case study of
Thunga ounty, Ntungamo District, A sample of 395 respondents from 30,000 target
pop\lanon participated in the study by answering the questionnaire and took part in
interviews. The key study findings were: lack of provision of food security strategy, poor

policy articulation and lack of supply of agricultural inputs to farmers'*3.

2.3.1 Agriculture-Based MSMEs and Poverty Eradication

119



Poverty refers to a condition where basic needs such as food, clothing and shelter are not
met. It can be classified into absolute and relative poverty. Absolute poverty is the
condition where people cannot afford resources to support minimum level of physical
health, while relative poverty refers to the condition where people do not enjoy certain
standard level of living recommended by Government. More than 60% of Nigerians live
below the poverty line while 52.4% of urban dwellers live on a dollar per da Q&uld

suggest that about 52% of urban dwellers live in absolute poverty, while abdut 61.8%

live in relative poverty'**. Q

In a study on Agricultural Development’s Influence on R %ﬂy Alleviation in the
North Buton Regency, Indonesia—The Mediating Role_of Farmer Performance. The
study aimed to determine the influence of ag%%?al development on rural poverty
alleviation. Data were obtained from f: ’Qroups in the North Buton Regency in
2019 using questionnaires and ag&d using AMOS. The results showed that
mp@é&arm business performance and influences rural

agricultural development i

poverty alleviation'3. Q\A

Farm business ormance leads to rural poverty alleviation. The influence of
[ ]
agriculturzil @pment on rural poverty alleviation was magnified when supported by

improv
&0

ﬂag\b}p program for poverty alleviation of rural farmers in the North Buton Regency.

enterprise performance. Therefore, agricultural development is the

The study found that constructing roads, dams, reservoirs, bridges, and piers and
expanding agricultural land and the availability of fertilizers and medicines in rural areas
increase agricultural production. This was indicated by the regression coefficients of 0.82,

0.81, 0.74, and 0.80'33,
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The first positive effect was enhanced agricultural production facilities and infrastructure,
enabling farmers to increase their farming land productivity. More so, the study shows
that agricultural extension workers foster and train farmers and improve farm
management. They contribute to improving farming skills and increasing agricultural
production in the North Buton Regency, as shown by the positive regression coefficients
of 0.74, 0.82, 0.76, and 0.79. The production also increases due to @&umral
intensification and extensification programs supported by ruraﬁij structure
development. This increases farmers’ accessibility to capital and tion resources,
increasing production at reasonable prices at the farmer-legyel. results showed that
improving farming performance alleviates rural pove variable indicator showed
that farmers provide three meals daily for all e%%with a regression coefficient of
0.90. They buy cooking utensils, chairs, cu ds, and televisions with a regression
coefficient of 0.90 and 0.91. Every ye hﬂarmers buy one new pair of clothes for all
.
family members, indicating that g{ﬁ%@ome is also increasing, as shown by the regression

coefficient of 0.82. Furthen@g{nfrastructural development reduces transportation costs

for agricultural prodb@?and increases farmers’ accessibility to capital resources and

production in@ development also facilitates the accessibility of extension workers,

increasing@ Uction!?>.

In\{o/gér study on Aquaculture and poverty alleviation in Ben Tre Province, Vietnam.
The researcher asserts that Aquaculture production is one of the fastest growing
industries in the agricultural sector'*®. Global aquaculture production has increased at an
alarming rate, 8.4% from 1980s to 2010, and at an annual growth rate of 6.3% in the

1990s. Of the 300 households that participated in the survey, 285 were considered
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adequately completed for analyses. Of the 285 heads of households and spouses
completing the survey, 51 (18%) were females and 234 were males. A total of 203 of the
households indicated that their primary occupation was farming but only 144 were
actually involved in farming and 144 were involved in fishing. The average age of farmer
was 49 years, with the youngest 26 and the oldest 86. Heads of households had an
average of 5.93 years of schooling. About 7.0% of the sample reporte Qﬁ no
schooling, 51.7 had only received primary education, 29.7 had received somg&Secondary
education, 11.33 had some high school education and only 1.0% Xtended college.
Most farm households owned their homes and land. fishi %d increase the living
standard by 0.023, 0.045, 0.138 and 0.143, respecti@ owever, if the number of
household members working outside the home eprncrease by one unit the standard
of living would fall by 0.104 units. If the ho% d owned livestock, and an increase in
the distance from the coastline by one &ﬁe standard of living was reduced by 0.175
and 0.0224 units, respectively. {&;\ shows that Aquaculture which is an aspect of

Agriculture participation pos@sr influenced the standard of living!?’.

In another study (@n Agriculture (UA) and Its Effects on Poverty Alleviation: A
Case Study xa

socio—ec%@ics characteristics such as age, marital status, educational level, household

le Farming in Ibadan Metropolis, Nigeria. Data were collected on

siz\\i/gbme level and expenditure level. Data were analyzed using descriptive analysis,
budgetary analysis, Foster, Greer, and Thorbecke (FGT) index; and Probit regression
analysis. FGT index revealed that about 30% of the sampled vegetable farmers
experience poverty. Only 3.4% experience extreme poverty, while 7.9% were moderately

poor. Probit estimates further revealed that factors such as net income (p<0.05), cost of
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labour (p<0.05), and household size (p<0.01) had significant effects poverty status of
vegetable farmers in the study area. However, the study concluded that vegetable

enterprise is profitable and could help to reduce poverty to a minimum level'3®,

In a bid to Enhance Local Trade and Exports, the Nigerian government came up with
initiatives knowing fully well that the place of MSME:s is inevitable even if agri(%ure is
practiced to the maximum. We can summarize Nigeria’s federal govemme@ tiatives

to enhance local agricultural trade and export capacity in the followin@gpdintsm.

Presidential Economic Diversification Initiative (PEDI) was %Qd in July 2017 by
President M. Buhari’s administration. PED aims to enh. gricultural trade capacity
through the facilitation of new investments, rec@?regulatory bottlenecks, and
enabling access to credit facilities. The Presid@@Fertilizer Initiative (PFI): PFI was
launched in December 2016 as a pro&\\@)f the partnership between Nigeria and
Morocco'¥. Its implementation is'@ic-private partnership in Nigeria, led by the
Nigerian Sovereign Invest &uthority (NSIA) and the Fertilizer Producer and
Suppliers Association @ria (FEPSAN). The Presidential Initiative aims to ‘disrupt’
this import of b‘l@tilimr status-quo by negotiating subsidized contracts directly to
procure P](Qg ilizer’s four constituent raw materials-locally-sourced Urea, locally-
sourced estone Granules (LSG), Diammonium Phosphate (DAP) imported from

MNO, and Muriate of Potash (MOP) sourced from Europe-and blending these locally

to produce NPK Fertilizer at a reduced cost.

Youth Farm Lab (YFL): This is an initiative of the Federal government of Nigeria
(FMARDI10) and Synergosll to educate young Nigerians in the development of

livestock and sustainable urban agriculture. YFL searches for Nigerians between the ages
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of 18 and 35 who are excited about agriculture and believe in its profitability potential'4!.
Anchor Borrowers Programme (ABP): ABP was launched on 17th November 2015. Its
objective is to link anchor companies in processing and smallholder farmers with the
required key agricultural products. According to the CBN govern Godwin Emefiele, over
¥N55.526 billion has been disbursed to about 250,000 farmers who cultivated almost
300,000 hectares of farmland within the first two years of implementation, intated
890,000 direct and 2.6 million indirect jobs. The CBN facilitates interest=free credit

facilities for farmers through this program!'4. O

The Food Security Council (FSC) was inaugurated on 26 §2018, with President
M. Bubhari as chairman. Its objectives include the devel@nt of permanent responses to
the conflicts between farmers and herdsmen; cli%@nge and desertification and their
effect on farmland; grazing areas and da iers, and other bodies of water; oil spillage
and its impact on Niger Delta Fishi ommunities; piracy and banditry; agricultural
research institutions and exten%%vices; and smuggling issues. The Council will also
be interested in regiona .§$ global policies and developments with food security

consequences in Nigerial®.

Agricultural Q;\}tion Policy: Agricultural promotion policy aims to improve access to
intemat@rade. Its objectives include enhancing access to market information through
the\{zlonal Agricultural Information System and creating a specialized export market
support team to enhance export capacity. Economic and Export Promotion Incentive:
Through this program, the federal government placed trade barriers on selected goods to
protect local producers and stimulate their growth. The banned products include rice,

poultry, beef, egg, refined vegetable oil, fats, spaghetti, sugar, and sugarcane. The
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government also restricted forex access to the above-banned products. Nigeria-Africa
Trade and Investment Promotion Programme (NATIPP): NATIPP is a joint program of
African Export-Import bank, Nigeria Export-Import Bank, and Nigeria Export-Import
promotion council. NATIPP aims to facilitate the expansion of Nigeria’s trade and
agribusiness investment in Africa. All these and others, were the government ende&ours

X

The initiatives of the African Union Commission (AUC) comple%t SDGs and

to help improve agribusiness in Nigeria and create markets for MSMEs!#4

other national development efforts of member states, recognizi importance of the
agricultural sector in economic development and sustainab@'ve hoods on a continental
and global scale. For instance, "a prosperous Africa@ed on inclusive growth and
sustainable development" is the stated goal of % ican Union Commission's (AUC)
continental framework for ending ’band propelling inclusive economic
transformation and inclusive devels t. The modernization of the agriculture sector
"for increased production, pro&ét%[y, and value addition contributes to farmer and
national prosperity and A .\$collective food security" is an important part of this goal.
Further, the aspirati n\éhlights the importance of ensuring climate-resilient economies
and commun@ ell as the protection of natural endowments, environments, and
ecosyste ecause of this, it is clear that the agricultural sector must play a pivotal role
in\&g member countries' economies toward transformation and inclusive growth.

The fight against poverty, unemployment, and malnutrition in Africa relies in large part

on the success of initiatives to boost agricultural output'#>.

People in countries where food is plentiful usually lead more positive lifestyles. Food

security enhances people's quality of life, decreases social evils, and boosts health,
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especially for the youngest and most vulnerable members of society. It helps promote a
positive image of the local population abroad. It contributes to conditions favourable to
effective leadership. Reduces agitation among young people, who are less likely to be
peaceful when they're hungry. Hope for a better life for the next generation and an
environment conducive to effective leadership are both fostered by sugable

S
(R

eir bodies.

agricultural growth!46,

Consumers are given more leeway in deciding what foods to plyq

Increased cooperation, love, and understanding amongst peo contributes to a
more peaceful and secure community by preventing th ead of disease and other
problems. Sustainable agriculture improves leaders' mo generates job openings, and

paves the way for rural development, notabl@& areas of social amenities and

infrastructure construction in an agriculh@&ed setting. Trading with other countries

can boost a country's economy by @ng in more money and raw resources for its

manufacturers. It allows gover&cla\to boost output of products in which they enjoy a

competitive edge. It's ¢ " %to the survival of any nation, helps its citizens grow

intellectually, and &the path for a more just voting process under a democratic
.

government. <n ‘:K%'l g run, it helps a country become less reliant on foreign goods

imports r@ore capable of providing for its own needs'?’.

In\d'«% Agribusiness is known as Agripreneurship. A particular scholar in his book
asserts that Agriculture and its allied sector is the largest economic sector in India and
Indian economy depends heavily on the performance of this sector. Agripreneurship is
considered as an employment in the strategy in the country especially for rural people.

Agripreneur faces constraints in related to identification of scope, proper time
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management and allocating budget etc. and proper project management skills are
required to counter these constraints. A country’s economic growth and prosperity
depends on the performance of its enterprises. Women entrepreneurs are considered as
the new engines for the development of economies in the developing countries. In
developing countries, women entrepreneurs are faced with both internal and e&temal
constraints. Women face severe discrimination in all aspects of entreprenel@as it is

generally considered as a man’s province!*, <

Food safety and food security is a determinant of the well-bei the citizens of a

country and how it translates to the development and trans@at on of the economy in a
country specifically Nigeria was critically examined. @nt FAO figures indicate that
over 60% of the world undernourished people I% sia, and a quarter in Africa. Also,
there are 22 countries, 16 of which ’africa, in which the undernourishment
prevalence rate is over 35%. Hunger@ insecurity (chronic or transitory), malnutrition
involving micronutrient malnu@ MNM) and protein energy malnutrition (PEM) are

some of the issues arising ood insecurity'®.

In a study tha‘f examines the sustainability of food security and development among
Igbira co n@s in Ado-Ekiti Local Government Areas, twenty (20) villages were
identifi ugh a googled map with two hundred and six (206) dwelling places. A pole
cewzas identified based on their population as well as pull factors. Purposive random
sampling techniques were used to identify registration areas (wards) and their population
which was a total of 31,609, therefore, a 0.5% sampling size was used to select two
hundred and five (205) respondents in the areas. Research findings show that 64% of

foods produced in these villages were taken to the urban area, and bought at low prices.
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About 20% of it is wasted as a result of lack of good road and storage

facilities. Also, 16% of the products are consumed by the farmers and their households'°.

2.4 Conceptual Model

Independent Variable

Agribusiness in Nigeria
(MSMEs)

- Crop production
- Livestock
- Value Chain

Dependent Variable

P

RN

[

Sustainable Development
Goals Action Plan

Food Security

Good Health and
wellbeing

Poverty Eradication

Sustainable
Economic Growth

Figuxe 2.1 Conceptual Model of Agri-based MSMEs and SDGs

Source: Researcher’s Compilation
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2.5 Summary of Gap in Literature Reviewed

There is a lack of comprehensive studies specifically linking agriculture-based micro,
small and medium enterprises with the achievement of individual Sustainable

Development Goals. Most research focuses on general challenges and opportunities

without explicitly addressing how these enterprises contribute to or hind@:iﬁc

Sustainable Development Goals. ( O
Insufficient research exists on the extent of technological ad%@mong agriculture-

based MSME:s. Detailed studies on barriers to technology ration and the impacts of
digital and agricultural technologies on productivity 6@stainability are sparse. While
access to finance is commonly cited as a chal@ detailed analyses of the financial
landscape, including the effectiveness O@nance and other financial products, are
limited. The impact of recent finaneiad iclusion initiatives on agriculture-based MSMEs

N
is also underexplored. Q’\c?

There is limited anal 'Q}the specific policies affecting agriculture-based MSMEs.
Research often.(s\&oks detailed evaluations of policy impacts, government initiatives,

and the reiulg)y environment’s role in facilitating or hindering MSME growth.

\/QJ’Z}
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Chapter Three
Methodology

This chapter delved into the decisions and processes involved in determining the
methodology design for the study. It primarily drawn on the research problem and
provides logical guides to the choice of methods. It explained why a mix *{thod
approach was deemed suitable for the investigation. Moreover, the chagﬁ/@lined the
steps taken to gather, examine, and present the data. Additionally, i &ided a thorough

explanation of the measures taken to ensure the validity and re@y of the research.

3.1 Research Design QQ
This study employed a mixed method , it integrated both quantitative and
qualitative research design. This appg\'\aﬂowed for a comprehensive understanding of
the challenges and opportuniti& ced by agriculture-based MSMEs in Nigeria.

Quantitative methods pro numerical data and statistical analysis, allowing for

generalizations and\@?iﬁcation of patterns. Qualitative methods offer depth,

understandin@xt, and insight into human experiences or perceptions!. Together,

they prov%a more comprehensive understanding of the research problem than either

ma%/% ne.

3.2 Population of the Study

The population of the study is the total number of MSME operators in the agricultural

subset of the South Western States of Nigeria. According to data from the Nigerian
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Bureau of Statistics (NBS), there were over two million agriculture-based SMES in the

South-West?.

This number represents only those MSMES who have registered with the Nigerian
Corporate Affairs Commission (CAC) or the Small and Medium Enterprises

Development Agency of Nigeria (SMEDAN). However, none of these agencies %Vided

a comprehensive list of all Agriculture-based MSMEs in Nigeria. OQ
3.3 Sample and Sampling Technique ’\

The sample size for the research was 360 respondents compris@ 60 from each of the
six Southwestern States of Nigeria. Multi-stage strati dom sampling technique
was employed in selecting a target of 360 farmers an from the 6 states. Choose 20
farmers from each senatorial district from e;@zte (3 senatorial districts from each
state) to have a total potential responde @60 from the 6 states comprising of Lagos,

Ogun, Oyo, Osun, Ondo and Ekiti é%z{%s

Table 3.1 Study 86@

SN States _ % N Sample
>

1. L@V 60
{;&un 60

3. Oyo 60
4. Osun 60
5. Ondo 60
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6. Ekiti 60

Total 360

Source: Researcher’s Compilation

3.4 Description of the Research Instrument

S\
The research made use of a combination of research instruments. As the st@ied on
both primary and secondary data, the research made use of documel&gtﬂysis which
involves critical examination of published works, governm @cuments, internet
sources and data from international organisations suo@%ood and Agriculture

Organisation (FAO). The researcher also made use of nterview guide to interview

key informants in order to achieve the study obj 5&

O

For the quantitative aspect of the st y\,a structured questionnaire was used. The
°

questionnaire collect data on t@mographic information of the respondents, the

perception of the agricultm& landscape in Nigeria and the challenges facing agro-

based entrepreneurs 1@ west Nigeria

¢

3.5 Validi& e Research Instrument

O
R&ﬁe%ers develop a conceptual model that includes certain variables for the problems
they identify in their study or for the topics they want to investigate. The validity of the
research instrument was ensured by submitting the draft instruments to the supervisor
and other expert who evaluated the instruments to ensure there are no bias and that all

items in the questionnaire and interview guide are in line with the research objectives.
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3.6 Reliability of the Research Instrument

In this study, ensuring reliability was crucial to maintain the accuracy and consistency of
data across all research methods. Reliability, defined as the consistency and

dependability of research findings, was carefully considered in both the quantitative and
qualitative data collection phases. Q\

For the quantitative survey, internal consistency was assessed using Cr@’s alpha,
achieving a coefficient of 0.71, which indicates acceptable reli b11 € questionnaire
items. This measure ensured that the survey responses Wff %wtent across similar

items, contributing to the overall reliability of the ﬁndi@

In the qualitative component, inter-rater reliab '(&s applied to assess consistency
across different interviewers. This was a ﬁ@ny training interviewers and employing
standardized protocols to guide theg i&ew process. By establishing these procedures,
the study minimized potentlal Qf{é@lty in responses that could arise from differences in

interviewer approaches

3.7 Admlnlstratlo Qsearch Instrument

(}
The stud ployed field methods and content analysis to gather comprehensive data.
Pr@data collection involved offline questionnaires and unstructured interviews with
business owners in the South West region of Nigeria. The interviews focused specifically
on exploring the challenges and opportunities that Micro, Small, and Medium
Enterprises (MSMESs) face in achieving Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) within

this region.
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3.8 Method of Data Collection

The method of data collection focused on gathering both quantitative and qualitative data
from a range of sources to capture the diverse experiences of MSMEs within thi%text.
Structured and semi-structured questionnaires, distributed in person a@?&th the
assistance of two trained research assistants, to reach agro-based W h urban and
rural areas in Nigeria. The questionnaire was pilot tested am ers in Ido, Ido
Local Government Area of Oyo State. This was done \@the assistance of trained
personnel for this purpose. The pre-test helped ogertain the accuracy of the
instrument and the competence of the assistant r%%hers on the field.
O
\®

Also, secondary data was gathered XIysing government reports, policy papers,
financial reports of MSMEs, and @s conducted by development agencies, to examine

trends in MSME perform h@%thelr alignment with the SDGs.

3.9 Method of Dat stm

The data a@rsw method employed in this study reflects the nature of the research which
is {i/%tgethod research (primary and secondary method). For the secondary data
collected in the study, documentary analysis was conducted to extract fact and
extrapolate them in the context of the research questions. In the same vein, the primary
data collected through interview was analysed using thematic analysis in which the

researcher identify themes and patterns that aligns with the research objectives.
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In addition to the documentary and thematic analysis, the research also used descriptive
analysis to analyse the quantitative data obtained through the research questionnaire.

Statistical analysis like pie-chart, histograms and percentiles were used to analyse the

data obtained.
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Chapter Four
Results and Discussion of Findings

This chapter presents the results of the quantitative and qualitative data col Qtoward

the achievement of the objectives of this research. The quantitative at{vys collected

using a structured questionnaire administered to individuals an &ses engaged in

commercial agricultural activities in Southwest Nigen qualitative data was

gathered through published articles, government docu techmcal reports and other

sources of relevant information. The chapter al @e a discussion of findings which
S

relates the findings of this study to ex1st1n{éér

study.

and identified the gaps filled by this

4.1 Demographic DlStFlbUthlQ{?e Respondents

Table 4.1: Demogrz@strlbutlon of the Respondents

D

Respondbuthhéracteristics Frequency Percentage

Gender,. () Female 174 48.33
\?:b

Male 186 51.66

Total 360 100.0
Farming Experience (Years) 1-5 168 46.67
6-10 90 24.87
11-15 36 10.13
16 - 20 24 06.66
21-25 18 05.00
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More than 25 24 06.67

Total 360 100.0
Age (Years) 20-29 132 36.67
30 -39 96 26.66
40 - 49 54 15.00
50 - 59 36 10.00
60 — 69 30 8.34 \
7079 12 3.33 Q

Total 360 {(G! )
Number of crops grown 1 66 O 33
66 % 18.33
3 960 26.67
g:;) 16.67
5 4 11.67
6 6Q24 06.67
9 6 01.67
@ 360 100.0
*— 246 68.00
\C)\ 6-10 42 11.67
.\A@ 11-15 30 08.33

16-20 18 05.00

Years of land cropping

Q 20 24 06.67
. \% Total 360 100.0
Main occip@ Farming 276 76.67
fb Non-farming 84 23.33

N4
Total 360 100.0

Source: Researcher’s Fieldwork, 2023

The demographic distribution of respondents in the study is presented in Table 4.1,
offering insights into various characteristics shaping the study sample. Gender

distribution reveals a relatively balanced representation, with 174 female respondents
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comprising 48.33% and 186 males which represents 51.66% of the total respondents.
Moving on to farming experience, the majority of respondents (46.67%) reported 1-5
years of experience, while a significant portion (24.87%) fell within the 6-10 years
category. This information provides a nuanced understanding of the diverse levels of

expertise within the sampled population.

The age distribution showcases a broad range of participants, with the high@]uency
(36.67%) falling within the 20-29 age group. This is followed by the O—g).dge group at
26.66%. The distribution across different age brackets offe$ able context for

interpreting the study's findings, considering potential V@io s in perspectives and

practices across different age cohorts. Q

QO

The number of crops grown by respondents @ its a diverse range of agricultural
practices. A notable proportion (26.67%)@%&65 three crops, while others engage in
varying numbers, such as 18.33% g a single crop and 18.33% cultivating two

crops. This diversity in croppi@attems is essential for understanding the agricultural

landscape and the pote%i@\plications for the study's objectives.

The years of .@*ropping further illuminate the agricultural landscape, with a
signiﬁcan@&cﬁty (68.00%) reporting 1-5 years of land cropping. The distribution
acros@étent time frames provides insights into the varying levels of experience and

la@e patterns among respondents.

Focusing on the main occupation, the majority (76.67%) of respondents identify farming

as their primary occupation, emphasizing the agricultural focus of the study. However, a
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substantial proportion (23.33%) engages in non-farming occupations, showcasing the

potential for diverse perspectives and experiences within the study population.

In conclusion, the demographic distribution outlined in Table 4.1 serves as a
foundational understanding for the subsequent analysis, allowing for a nuanced

interpretation of the study's findings within the context of the diverse characteristl&and

experiences of the respondents. OQ

4.2  Presentation of Research Questions &

Research Question One: What is the current lant@e of agriculture-based

MSMEs in South-West Nigeria, including their d@)ution, types, and scale of
operations? &Q

In Southwest Nigeria, agriculture-focu‘a\&&icro, Small, and Medium Enterprises
(MSME?s) operate across a range of @apes and agricultural areas, capitalizing on the
region's diverse climate and @.\ality. Some key areas and landscapes in Southwest

Nigeria associated wit%a@lture-based MSMEs include:

1. Oyo State: Kn\ or large areas of fertile farmland, particularly around Ibadan, Oyo,
and Iseyirﬁgﬁtate hosts MSMEs involved in crop production (cassava, maize, and
yam),éhal husbandry, and agricultural processing. The region has seen growth in agri-

business clusters and cooperatives, promoting sustainable practices.

2. Osun State: With fertile lands along river valleys, Osun State is active in cocoa
farming, palm oil, and cashew production. MSMEs in the state support both raw

production and the processing of these crops. The terrain in areas like Ilesa and Osogbo
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supports farming, while MSMEs in Ife focus on agricultural technology and value-added

services.

3. Ondo State: Known as one of Nigeria's major cocoa producers, Ondo State has
MSMEs engaged in cocoa farming, processing, and export. The Akure and Owo regions
are major hubs for these businesses. Besides cocoa, MSMEs also support ru% oil

palm, and timber production, using the state’s forested landscapes. 02

4. Ekiti State: With highlands and fertile lowlands, Ekiti is suited t(fﬁ'qerse crops such

as yam, cassava, and rice, as well as livestock rearing. MSMES@ tate focus on crop

cultivation, processing, and trade. The government alsg rts agri-entrepreneurship

through various programs, especially around Ado Ek&n kere.

O

5. Lagos State: Although primarily urban, La ate has agricultural MSMEs focusing
on urban farming, fish farming, poul%g; value-added food processing. The Lagos
imtiatives, with zones for vegetable cultivation,

State government supports agric’u&@Jﬁ"

particularly in peri-urban ar%@& Epe and Badagry.

\

These MSMEs benehbom various agro-industrial zones and government initiatives

aimed at boo{rﬁi\@suctivity, sustainability, and market access.
USAID/@Qwering MSMEs in Nigeria

Thé{ricultural MSME sector in Southwest Nigeria has grown considerably, driven by
the government's focus on improving food security and economic resilience, alongside
support from international organizations. Agriculture-based MSMEs in Nigeria
contribute approximately 23.69% to the national GDP and involve around 35% of the
labor force. This sector's activities are predominantly in agro-processing, crop cultivation,
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livestock farming, and distribution of agricultural inputs. The push towards agriculture-
based MSMEs has been essential due to high youth unemployment rates and a rising

demand for local food production to reduce import dependency.

Digital technology and innovative farming practices are helping small-scale farmers
access markets, credit, and training. Platforms like USAID-backed programs\bring
modern agricultural practices to millions of farmers. For example, over SMEs

were supported to deliver agritech services to smallholder farmers, e@gﬂgcrop yields

and productivity. However, MSMEs face significant challenges, 1 ing limited access
to finance, poor infrastructure, and regulatory constraints@ can impact their growth

and efficiency. Additionally, high costs for electricit@adequate roads, and limited

market access are common barriers for small—sca%@erprises in the sector.

Efforts from organizations like AGRA h&@tt the importance of private-sector support
for agribusiness MSMEs. Recent’@nents emphasize agro-processing, access to
modern farming technol?gy @& the development of rural infrastructure to link
producers with urban s. Addressing these barriers and continuing investment
could enhance t%grlcultural MSME landscape and improve food security and

[ ]
employment @tunities across the Southwest region.

The a%%tural landscape for micro, small, and medium enterprises (MSMESs) in South-
West Nigeria is vibrant but faces several challenges and opportunities influenced by both
government and private sector interventions. Agriculture-based MSMEs in the region
play a significant role in economic development, as agriculture remains a primary
contributor to Nigeria's GDP and employs a substantial portion of the population. Recent

government initiatives and partnerships, such as those with USAID’s Feed the Future
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program, have empowered hundreds of MSMEs to drive innovation and productivity in

agriculture by enhancing access to extension services, markets, and financing.

Programs by USAID have supported over 311 MSME:s to offer advanced agricultural
extension services to smallholder farmers, helping to introduce modern farming
techniques and improve productivity. These efforts have especially targeted wor%and
youth, creating job opportunities and fostering rural development. This coll@%on has

also strengthened agricultural value chains by equipping MSMEs t rg% improved

seeds, machinery, and advisory services, which increase fs and resilience
among smallholders. Q

However, challenges persist, including limited acces@@pital, high inflation rates, and
fluctuating foreign exchange rates, all of wl@erfect MSME growth in Nigeria's
agriculture sector. Efforts by the Nigeria@emment to stabilize inflation and support
financial reforms aim to create 5@ predictable business environment, which is
critical for MSMEs' plaflni&@&i? investment. Despite these hurdles, MSMEs in
agriculture continue t @tential growth, driven by Nigeria’s need for food security

and rising demand%agricultural products.))

Agricultu%QMSMEs (Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises) in South-West
Niger'%% a crucial part of the region's economy, contributing significantly to job
crea}ﬁl, poverty alleviation, and GDP. These enterprises span across various
agricultural activities, including crop cultivation, livestock farming, fish farming, and

agro-processing, and are generally classified by their operational scale and structure.
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1. Distribution and Types: A substantial proportion of agricultural MSMEs in South-
West Nigeria are concentrated around Lagos, Ogun, and Oyo states due to urban access,
infrastructure, and markets. Enterprises range from micro-level subsistence farms to
small and medium-scale operations that engage in commercial agriculture and value-
added processing. Key sectors include food crop production, animal husbandry, and
processing of agricultural products, such as cassava into garri, yams into ﬂ@Q% oil

palm into cooking oil.

2. Scale of Operations: Most agriculture-based MSMEs are mi, often limited by

access to capital and resources like land, equipment, and ing. Larger enterprises in
this category are typically more mechanized and engaged in higher levels of value
addition, with some participating in export m@ particularly in Lagos and Ogun,
where logistical facilities are more deve ’aowever, the majority still operate with

minimal technology and rely on lahowur=initensive processes, limiting their productivity.

3. Challenges: These entm;pﬁ&@ce significant challenges, including limited financing,
inadequate infrastruct @ outdated farming practices. Issues like high production
costs due to ‘rg\' t subsidy removals and currency devaluation have increased
operational es, squeezed profit margins and affected growth. Additionally,
competi ith imported food products poses a further challenge, although initiatives

un&&e African Continental Free Trade Area (AfCFTA) aim to open up regional

markets and enhance competitiveness.

To foster growth among agricultural MSMEs, government initiatives like the Anchor
Borrowers’ Program and policies for market access improvement are being implemented,

supporting efforts to expand both domestic and regional trade. These measures aim to
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improve resource accessibility and boost the value-added segment, which remains

underdeveloped relative to production.

Research Question Two: What is the impact of agriculture-based MSME@IOcal

communities, focusing on income generation, job creation, and pov@eviation
in South-West Nigeria? é

Agriculture-based MSMESs in South-West Nigeria have a t@foﬁuive impact on local

communities, particularly through income generati job creation, and poverty
alleviation. E be

Agriculture-based MSMEs provide a sig@ source of income for many individuals
and households in South-West Nigeﬁ\o\' creating a diverse array of revenue streams—
from crop farming and ani% usbandry to processing and distribution—these
businesses allow lo%@rease their household earnings. For example, MSMEs

ssing generate value-added products, which can be sold at a

involved in cassa\%
premium co@ raw produce. This not only raises income levels for MSME

owners Pbém benefits those employed in the supply chain.

Acﬁ&ﬁnally, the presence of agriculture-based MSMEs fosters local economic
circulation, as income earned within the community is often spent locally, boosting
small-scale retail and services. By enhancing local demand, these MSMEs further

stimulate income generation across related sectors, such as transportation and retail.
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Agriculture-based MSMEs are a major source of employment in South-West Nigeria,
especially in rural areas where formal job opportunities are limited. These businesses
employ a substantial percentage of the local labour force, both directly on farms or in
processing units and indirectly in related services like logistics, marketing, and
equipment maintenance. Given Nigeria’s high unemployment rates, MSMES&: a

critical role in reducing joblessness, particularly among youth and women Q} ten

S
C

For instance, small-scale poultry farms, vegetable producti its, and cassava

find work in these enterprises.

processing plants employ both skilled and unskilled , Creating jobs that are
accessible to a wide demographic. This employr@ not only offers financial
independence to many community members bu%f&ows for skill acquisition, which
further enhances employment opportunitiés g long term.

)

S

By providing reliable inm“@d employment, agriculture-based MSMEs contribute

3. Poverty Alleviation

directly to poverty %%\on in South-West Nigeria. The income generated helps
families afford.e'a\%%‘al goods and services, including food, education, and healthcare,
thereby i% g their quality of life. MSMEs also empower local farmers and
produgrbo reduce dependency on low-profit subsistence farming, enabling them to

invest in their businesses and increase productivity.

Moreover, many MSMEs support local sourcing of raw materials, which strengthens
supply chains within the community. This approach helps retain economic benefits

within the region, rather than outsourcing income-generating activities. Over time, these
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enterprises contribute to upward mobility for families and reduce rural poverty through

sustainable economic development.
Broader Community Benefits

Beyond immediate economic impact, MSMEs contribute to community resilience and
development. Through job creation, they help to reduce urban migration, retaini oung
talent in rural areas. Many MSME:s also engage in community-based trai(;@i iatives,

which enhance local skills and prepare future generations for entre Aqlria ventures in

agriculture. %

In summary, agriculture-based MSMEs in South-Wes are essential engines of
economic development in local communities, pro%@ income generation, job creation,
and poverty reduction. They enable local uild sustainable livelihoods, foster
economic inclusion, and play a crucia h\gn the broader goal of regional economic

N

growth and stability. &(0

Research Question T .%hat are the existing government policies and

interventions aimed\élpporting agriculture-based MSMEs

Government @Js levels have consistently shown interest in supporting agri-
busines@igeria, especially as it relates to agriculture-based Micro, Small, and
Mediut Enterprises (MSMESs). This is mainly due to the perception of agriculture and
agribusiness as potent solution to the socio-economic challenges facing the country.
Consequently, federal, state, and even local governments in Nigerian have implemented
various policies and interventions to support agriculture-based MSMEs. Some of these

interventions are outlined here;
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Anchor Borrowers' Programme (ABP): this programme was launched by the Central
Bank of Nigeria (CBN) to provide farm inputs in kind and cash to smallholder farmers to
boost agricultural production, stabilize inputs supply to ago-processors, and address the
country’s negative balance of payments on food. The targeted beneficiaries are
smallholder farmers and medium to large scale farmers engaged in the production of
agricultural commodities across the country. The smallholder farmers are ex Qd be
in groups, cooperative(s), associations or under out-grower arrangeme@g)rding to
reports, close to five million agriculture-based MSMEs hav@&ﬁted from the
Q
O

Nigeria Incentive-Based Risk Sharing System for A@Jltural Lending (NIRSAL):

programme.

This is an initiative of the Central Bank of Nigetia® (CBN). The aim is to facilitate

improved access to funding for Agriculty MSMEs. The initiative was borne out
\é

of government recognition of the, s&nges faced by small scale farmers to access

financing and the reluctance oféa\\cial institutions to grant loans to businesses with

high risk of defaulting. .Q§nment therefore took the step to minimise this risk to

encourage increased\gﬁng by financial institutions to the agricultural sector. It

[ ]
provided riskqa:\gge ent and insurance services to protect farmers and lenders.

Agricu!}@Credit Guarantee Scheme Fund (ACGSF): This scheme guarantees
cre’}'\t%:ilities extended to farmers by banks up to 75% of the amount in default, net of
any security realized. The scheme is similar to NIRSAL in that it focused on how to
secure the much funding for entrepreneurs in the agricultural sector. It is however, more

expanded as it allowed entrepreneurs to source funds from any banks in Nigeria
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National Agricultural Land Development Authority (NALDA): the National
Agricultural Land Development Authority (NALDA) has been in existence for decades
but its operations had dwindled. It was revitalized on return to democratic rule in 1999 to

boost land development for agriculture. It focused on empowering rural farmers, youth,

3\

Presidential Fertilizer Initiative (PFI): this initiative is aimed at deliverin izers to

and MSMEs by providing them with land and agricultural inputs.

farmers at affordable prices. The initiative involved the blending of fegtili locally and
ensuring their timely distribution. The need for this initiative aro to low crop yields
and difficulties faced by farmers in obtaining critical fam@ut such as fertilizer. The
initiative has kept the price of fertilizer affordable for s@scale farmers and boost trade
for entrepreneur in the agricultural input sectob@s because as prices of fertilizer

became affordable so did the patronage fro@ers increased.
State Government Policies and Int\ V%tions

In addition to federal progra@h state in the South-West region (Lagos, Ogun, Oyo,
Osun, Ondo, and Ekiti \&o come up with various programmes, projects and policies

to support agri(.:ug&based MSMEs. Some of these initiatives are discussed in the next
section. 60

Lago@

The\L/agos state government has the Lagos State Agricultural Youth Empowerment
Scheme (Agric-YES). The programme focuses on training and empowering young

people in modern agricultural practices and encouraging them to participate in the

agriculture value chain.
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In addition to this, Lagos State is also involved in boosting rice production and ensuring
food security. The state once partnered with Kebbi State to introduce the Lake (Lagos
and Kebbi) Rice. The scheme involved Kebbi state farmers planting rice while Lagos
state bags and distribute it. In addition to this, Lagos state has established a large Rice

Mill at Imota, a significant investment to boost rice production and processing ca&city.

Ogun State OQ
Ogun State Anchor Borrowers' Programme: Supports farmers by QQ them with

inputs and linking them with off-takers. EQ

Ogun State Agricultural and Multipurpose Credit Ag SAMCA): Provides low-

interest loans to farmers and agro-entrepreneurs. Q
Oyo State fbb

Oyo State Agribusiness Developme Xency (OYSADA): Promotes agribusiness

through capacity building, tecl@ support, and facilitating access to finance and

markets. '\A%
Oyo State FADAM \b\F Project: Supports smallholder farmers with grants, training,
and infrastru@v lopment.

Osuné%b

Osun“State Agricultural Land and Water Development Project: Focuses on developing

agricultural land and water resources to support farming activities.

Osun Rural Enterprise and Agricultural Programme (O-REAP): Aims to improve rural

enterprise development through agriculture.
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Ondo State

Ondo State Agricultural Empowerment Programme: Provides training, inputs, and

financial support to farmers and agro-entrepreneurs.

Cassava Revolution Programme: Focuses on enhancing cassava production and
processing. Q\
EKkiti State E

Ekiti State Youth in Commercial Agriculture Develo @ (YCAD): Encourages youth

participation in agriculture by providing land, in@bnd technical support.

Ekiti State FADAMA Project: Supports fa % s with infrastructure, inputs, and capacity-

building activities. &

These programmes and proj e&% federal and state government in Nigeria points to high
interest from the pub%%r in the development agriculture as both business and social
services to ens.u@d security, generate employment, and earn income for both the
citizens a ;wfmment of Nigeria. Majority of the initiative were certainly focused on

boosti mmercial activities in the agricultural sector by ensuring available of fund,

Skh{ﬂd farm inputs.

Research Question Four: How effective are existing government policies and
interventions aimed at supporting agriculture-based MSMEs in promoting
sustainable development in South-West Nigeria?
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This research question aims to understand how various government interventions and
initiatives have empowered Agriculture-based MSMEs to promote sustainable
development by reducing unemployment, food insecurity, and general economic growth.
In order to obtain an objective result, the researcher relied on secondary data from
various sources such as the Federal Government of Nigeria, multilateral @:ies,

X
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Figure 4.6 Meaa&ent Criteria for Food Security in Nigeria

Nigeria

Availab@ature has shown that, despite various efforts of government, there is still a
sigﬁ&ant level of food insecurity in Nigeria. There are numerous tools and techniques
for measuring food security across the world. These criteria include The Household Food
Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) developed by the Food and Nutrition Technical
Assistance Project (FANTA), Household Food Security Survey Module (HFSSM) by

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), The Food Insecurity Experience
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Scale (FIES), developed by the FAO, The Food Consumption Score (FCS) created by the
World Food Programme (WFP) and several others®. Each of these scales is made up of
series of questions designed to measure availability, access, utilisation and stability of

food sources in each society.

Review of literature has shown that the most adopted of measurigafood
security/insecurity is the Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIA@%e food
security/insecurity prevalence measured through the HFIAS module }%gd-ﬁom 36.9%,
reported from a study that investigated the dynamics of FI using ary data collected
in 2010/2011 and 2015/2016 among households in rural @ria, to 98.8%, reported in
research of household FI and feeding patterns of pre@ol children in north—central
Nigeria. Several studies that have used the H@%ﬁ reported high level of food
insecurity in Nigeria. Majority of the m@ave reported food insecurity levels of
above 90 percent, especial in the q&areas which is expected to be the source of

N
agricultural produce. cj
S

Apart from the HFIA I‘@}Man researchers also made use of Household Food Security
S

Survey Module (’\'Hﬁ

16-item fi m@he HFFSM while other studies used the conventional full 18-item

. It is common for researchers to adopt the either the 10-item or

module! use of the minimum recommended daily calorie required per adult
eqhk;%lt is another common method for measuring FI in Nigeria in recent times. Other
researchers utilized the same minimum value of 2100 Kcal for their studies in the
southwestern and north—central states of Nigeria. Scholars also utilized 2260 Kcal from

Kwara and Oyo states, respectively.
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Other studies used different daily calorie requirements. Some studies used 2250 Kcal,
while others used 2500 Kcal; 2550 Kcal; 2470 Kcal; and the highest value of 2710 Kcal.
Furthermore, an approach through the per capita food expenditure of households was
used in other studies. Apart from this method, a scholar added other methods, such as
dietary diversity score (DDS) and Foster— Greer—Thorbecke (FGT), while another only

%reau

added DDS to their study using nationally representative data from the NatifQ

of Statistics (NBS).

Based on the household survey of expenditures conducted ptember 2018 to
October 2019, it has been determined that the cost @e ing the daily caloric
requirement of 2251 calories (adjusted for age and w to ensure food security) is
approximately 82,000 naira per person per yea rding to this report, over 40% of
the Nigerian population is classified as@%secure. Mekonnen et al. 2021 present
comparable findings utilising the identieal data survey, contending that approximately 28

percent of the populace experi&g@food insecurity as determined by the expense of a

meal incorporating local @\oices that meets food-based dietary standards.

Nigeria has expeq’@ an increase in severe food insecurity since the most recent
[ ]

N

household,' sm&e}conducted in 2019, due to the negative effects of the COVID-19

epidemi
e

su%b&to 23 percent in September 2022. In contrast to wealthier households that have the

the significant spike in food inflation in 2022. Food inflation in Nigeria

means to purchase a variety of foods, individuals with lower incomes have limited

alternatives when it comes to basic food items, which constitute approximately two-

thirds of their daily dietary intake.
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According to the World Food Programme (WFP) data from November 2022, 34 percent
of the population in 26 states of Nigeria and the Federal Capital Territory (FCT) are
experiencing challenged food security circumstances, with minimum adequate food
intake at levels 2 and higher. Over the course of the past year, the number of persons
experiencing severe food insecurity has increased by 5.4 million, reaching a to&f 17

X

Nigeria's food security is inferior to that of other countries in Africa, &d ituation has

million individuals. This represents about 9 percent of the population.

worsened since 2019. Examination of a group of 14 nations ba Q; factors such as
income, geographical location, and other commonalities@he buttressed this point.
Researchers utilised two widely used metrics to an@ Nigeria's food security in
comparison to these countries. An analysis of t%@%mean Intelligence Unit (EIU) and
the International Food Policy Research L@%(IFPRI) indices for Nigeria and similar
countries shows a strong positive @onship between the two indicators of food
insecurity (Figure 4.6). This di@cla\demonstrates that Nigeria is positioned close to the
top in terms of both meaé{q%of food insecurity compared to the other countries being

analysed. Although t&has been some progress in reducing world hunger in absolute

terms, there @inimal improvement on the EIU food insecurity scale.

Before %Qset of Covid-19 pandemic, Nigeria's ranking among 113 countries was 97th,
pla\chg it below only Angola, Burundi, Ethiopia, and Sierra Leone among Sub-Saharan
African countries. China is the top-performing country in the comparator sample, with a
ranking of 34. Since 2019, Nigeria has consistently maintained its food security score

according to the EIU. However, due to recent improvements in Ethiopia and Angola,
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Nigeria is now ranked as the lowest among the countries in the comparison sample

(Figure 4.7.

GFSI 2022: Scores for Nigeria

55.6

Food security Affordability Availability Quality and Safety Sustainability and
Environment Adaptation

Figure 4.7 GFSI 2022: Food Security Score for Nige%\)
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Figure 4.8: Poverty Level in Southwest Nigeria
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Data on the poverty level among states in Nigeria is often hard to come by. However as
shown in figure 4.8, the state in the Southwest region of Nigeria with the highest poverty
rate is Ekiti State (28%) and the least is Lagos State (4.5%). Other states such as Oyo,
Osun and Ogun hovers between nine and ten percents. This poverty level is better
understood by the data released by the National Bureau of Statistics (NBS). The bureau
estimated that 13.0% Nigerians are multidimensionally poor and live in Q&mold
where no member 15 years and above has completed primary school. hisQeans that

only one state in the Southwest is above the national average. 6\

However, the NBS also added that 63% of Nigerians @ﬁﬁdimensionally poor,
meaning that they have to give up, at least, one conve@ce they would have loved to
enjoy for reasons such as lack of money, access} %ey. Even based on this criterion,
there is still a high disparity between nor&@’bouth Nigeria with the north account for
65% and south accounting for 35.0/9\' poor people in Nigeria. Again, going by the
regional average, the south wes&%e is below the Southern regional average which

Q

consist of Southwest, Soutl and South-South.

N
¢

O
&
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Research Question Five: How effective are government interventions in eliminating the
challenges facing agro-based entrepreneurs in South west Nigeria?

Table 4.2: Challenges Facing Agro-based entrepreneurs in South West Nigeria

Item Strongly Agree Disagree Strg 3
Agree P % ee

Lack of access to Finance (35%) 126 90 (25%) 72 (20% ’\WZO%)

Lack of storage facilities 108 (30%) 126 (35%) 72 ( 54 (15%)
for perishable goods

Poor Policy 144 (40%) 126 (35%) QO% 18 (5%)
Implementation

Lack of Access to 108 (30%) 90 ( '76 90 (25%) 72 (20%)
Relevant Technology

Lack of Expert Support 144 (40%) Q%% 72 (20%) 54 (15%)

Expensive production @y) 72 (20%) 90(25%) 90(25%)

Processes

High post-harvest losses $4 (40%) 72 (20%) 36(10%) 54(15%)

Lack of market ac§ 108(30%) 72 (20%) 54 (15%) 72 (20%)
N\

Source: l%eﬁmlﬂer’s Fieldwork, 2023

T@ outlines the challenges confronting agripreneurs in Nigeria, categorizing

responses into distinct levels of agreement. A predominant concern is the "Lack of
Access to Finance," where a substantial 35% of respondents strongly agree that financial

constraints pose a significant hurdle, with an additional 25% expressing agreement. This
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indicates a widespread acknowledgment of the crucial role finance plays in agricultural

entrepreneurship.

The issue of lack of basic infrastructure emerges as another prominent challenge, with
35% of respondents agreeing that deficiencies in infrastructure, encompassing
transportation, energy, and storage facilities, present obstacles for agripreneursy Only

15% strongly disagree, indicating a consensus on the infrastructure-relat@llenges
faced by the agricultural sector. ’\(/

"Poor Policy Implementation" is identified as a critical ¢ e, with 40% of
respondents strongly agreeing and an additional 35%ressing agreement. This

underscores a perception among agripreneurs t@licies designed to support

agricultural entrepreneurship are not effective%’éplemented, necessitating a closer

o . (> .
examination of policy frameworks and ttlon.

"Lack of Access to Relevant Tec@" is recognized as a significant concern, with
30% strongly agreeing and @I agreement. This underscores the perceived need for

improved access to @gricultural technologies, which can enhance productivity

and efficiency iy@usines&

Similarly,&ghﬂlenge of the "Lack of Expert Support" is prominent, with 40% strongly
agree% d 25% in agreement. This emphasizes the perceived importance of
men&ship and advisory services for agripreneurs, highlighting the need for knowledge-

sharing and professional guidance in the agricultural sector.

"Expensive Production Processes" is acknowledged as a challenge by 30% of

respondents, with 25% strongly agreeing. This draws attention to the financial burden
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associated with the cost of production in agriculture, reflecting a need for cost-effective

and sustainable farming practices.

Post-harvest losses emerge as a notable concern, with 40% strongly agreeing and 20% in
agreement. This underscores the urgency of implementing strategies and interventions to

reduce post-harvest losses in the agricultural value chain, ensuring more &:ien‘[

utilization of resources. OQ
Finally, "Lack of Market Access" is identified as a challenge by %&espondents,
with 20% strongly agreeing. This implies a perceived difficulty™ ching markets for

agripreneurs, signalling a need for improved market linkagd istribution channels.

In summary, the table illuminates the multifaceted CPQQnges faced by agripreneurs in
Nigeria, offering insights that can inform targe)ebéftgrventions and policy adjustments to

foster a more conducive environment for@nable agricultural entrepreneurship.

Nigeria's agricultural sector enccé%t}% umerous obstacles that adversely affect its
productivity, despite its sigru@k contribution to the economy. The factors contributing
to this issue encomp%Q\equate land tenure system, limited use of irrigation farming,
climate change, @soil degradation. Other challenges include outdated technology,
expensive&iu‘tion processes, inadequate distribution of resources, limited financial

suppoé@niﬁcant post-harvest losses, and limited market access.
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4.3 Discussion of Findings

The study has examined the opportunities offered by agricultural entrepreneur in
achieving sustainable development in Nigeria with the aim of developing on plan
for boosting entrepreneurship in this sector and also improve %&n}nt revenue
generation capabilities. The study found that agricultural busi n in Nigeria still
engage in sustainable practices such as crop rotati@%hing, intercropping,

composting and others which minimize the use of chem@dditives.

N\
Firstly, the observation that the southwest is@%engaged in agricultural activities
compared to other regions underscores (@(Qrse economic activities and livelihoods
present in the region. The southwest @Wn for its urbanization, industrialization, and a
more diversified economy co@ﬁ% to some other regions. This economic diversity
might lead to a percepti . educed emphasis on traditional agricultural practices. It
N

also suggests that g

to tackle the € su?N\)ff od insecurity facing the region'.

ent in South-West Nigeria have not taken a holistic approach

The rev n that the southwest is the leading cassava producer globally introduces a
fas%bazmg dimension to the discussion. While the overall engagement in agriculture
might be lower, the specialization in cassava production highlights a strategic and
perhaps highly efficient approach to agricultural activities boosted by intervention from
the government and research institutions. This specialization could be a result of

favourable agro-ecological conditions for cassava cultivation, extensive knowledge and
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expertise in cassava farming, or deliberate government economic strategies that

capitalize on the global demand for cassava products?.

The prominence of cassava production in the southwest might also be linked to global
market dynamics. Cassava is a versatile crop with various applications, including food,
feed, and industrial uses. The region's focus on cassava production may be a res%e to
market demands, export opportunities, or the cultivation of cassava varieti l-suited
to the region's climate and soil conditions®. An example of P ltgg,[c\ternational

Company is worth mentioning whose major interest is cass@ company annual
10

earning runs into $12M /annum, working with 5,000 farm@ d Ado Awaye in Oyo

State. Q

Additionally, the findings could be indicativﬁa broader trend in which regions
specialise in specific crops or commod\\f@rgsed on comparative advantages. Such
specialization allows regions to optﬁ@resources, enhance productivity, and position

A\

themselves as key players in gl%faarkets for specific agricultural products®.

This apparent contradieti \Between lower overall agricultural engagement and global
leadership in .c%&l production prompts further inquiry into the factors shaping
agricultural \}opment strategies at the regional level. It also underscores the
importaﬁé‘bft recognizing the diversity and complexity of agricultural landscapes within
a cotmtry, emphasizing that success in the agricultural sector can take various forms and

be driven by distinct regional strengths and priorities>.

The findings regarding the southwest region of Nigeria underscore the need for a
nuanced understanding of regional agricultural dynamics. The juxtaposition of lower

overall agricultural engagement with global leadership in cassava production highlights
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the complexity of agricultural systems and the importance of considering diverse factors,
including economic diversification, market dynamics, and regional specialization, in

shaping the agricultural landscape of a given region®.

The study also showed the contribution of agriculture to employment creation, poverty
alleviation and food security in South-West Nigeria. The finding revealed that m«ethan
70 percent of Nigerians are involved in the agricultural industry, majority @om can

be categorised as small and medium enterprises. However, the ’ﬁﬁuyural sector

accounted for 22.35 percent of the overall Gross Domestic Prod inding confirms

previous assertions that the agricultural sector is a huge em@er f labour”8.

However, while it was found that the agricultural se&@ploys seven out of every ten
Nigeria, the contribution to National Gross D%ra Product (GDP) is proportionally
low at just above twenty percent. This mo{@’gthe Nigerian agricultural sector is made
of mainly MSMEs majority of whoh\\' micro businesses barely catering to the basic
needs of the owners®. This hig%ﬁ? an opportunity for government to build capacity in
this sector by comin L@& relevant programmes and interventions that can boost

%ﬁ\e earning power of participants in the sector. In line with this,

value and, consequent
S
the third rese rclNue tion of this study focused on the interventions by government at all

levels 1 ria, particularly in South-west Nigeria to help agriculture-based MSMEs

anﬁﬁgft economic activities in this sector'?.

Further findings have shown that government at various level in Nigeria have initiated
interventions, policies, and project to help agriculture-based MSMEs across the country,
including the South-west. These programmes include Anchor Borrowers' Programme

(ABP); Nigeria Incentive-Based Risk Sharing System for Agricultural Lending
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(NIRSAL); Agricultural Credit Guarantee Scheme Fund (ACGSF); National Agricultural

Land Development Authority (NALDA); and the Presidential Fertilizer Initiative (PFI).

In term of food security, the study found that the southwest along with the rest of the
country suffers food insecurity which means that agricultural production does not meet
the food demand in the region. The identification of food insecurity in the southwest
suggests a misalignment between the supply and demand for food with@region.
Food insecurity is a multifaceted challenge that encompasses aspects&gayinsufﬁcient

production, distribution inefficiencies, economic constraints, aer systemic issues

affecting access to nutritious and affordable food. 0

The acknowledgment that the southwest experien(@ d insecurity underscores the
urgency of addressing the root causes of this iss%%rompts a closer examination of the
factors contributing to the gap betwee@)roduction and demand in the region.
Possible factors may include popl%' growth outpacing agricultural productivity,
challenges in the distribu&o@{n? marketing of agricultural products, economic

constraints affecting peoptels\purchasing power, and vulnerability to external factors such

as climate change a ket fluctuations'!.

Furtherm%e,(ghy finding underscores the need for a comprehensive approach to

enhanci
o

interwe¢htions to increase agricultural productivity, improve post-harvest handling and

od security in the southwest. This approach could involve targeted

storage, enhance market access for farmers, and implement policies that address

economic inequalities affecting food access'?.

The study's discovery of food insecurity in the southwest aligns with a broader global

concern, highlighting the importance of sustainable and resilient food systems. In light of

177



this finding, policymakers, agricultural stakeholders, and the community at large may
need to collaborate on implementing strategies that promote food security, considering

the unique challenges and opportunities present in the southwest region.

The study also showed that Agriculture has not been able to reduce the prevalence of
poverty in the southwest. The finding indicated that Ekiti state has the highest prxﬂence
of poverty in the region while Lagos State has the lowest. However, it was that all
states in the southwest region of Nigeria have poverty prevalence low tg,u)he National
Average. The recognition of Ekiti state as having the highest prevalence in the
southwest signals a need for targeted interventions and ec ﬁvelopment strategies
in the state. Understanding the specific factors contri g to higher poverty rates in
Ekiti could involve considerations of lo%ﬁomic structures, employment
opportunities, educational attainment, and\Q to social services. This information is
invaluable for policymakers and sta&&ders seeking to implement initiatives aimed at

poverty reduction in EXkiti state. ’\C?

Conversely, the findi @agos state has the lowest poverty prevalence within the

southwest ahgns § gos' status as Nigeria's commercial and economic hub. The
W

state's relat1v<1y

job opp ies, and urbanization. However, this finding also highlights the need for

ef poverty rate could be attributed to its diverse economic activities,

inc\sg% growth strategies to ensure that the benefits of economic development reach all

segments of the population'?.

The overarching observation that all states in the southwest have poverty rates lower than
the national average is a positive aspect. It suggests a relatively better economic situation

in the region compared to the country as a whole. This could be indicative of the region's
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economic activities, natural resources, governance structures, or other factors
contributing to its economic resilience. Understanding the contextual factors behind these
variations in poverty rates is crucial for designing targeted poverty alleviation programs.

Policymakers can leverage this information to tailor interventions that address the

=\

The findings from research question two also highlight the heterogene Qture of

specific challenges faced by each state within the southwest region'“.

poverty prevalence within the southwest region. While disparities ex&ggpg states, the
overall lower poverty rates compared to the national avera gest a relatively
favourable economic situation in the region. Addressing t}@% challenges faced by
each state can contribute to more effective poverty r@ion strategies tailored to the

specific contexts within the southwest. E’bQ

The study also found that agribusiness eur in Nigeria face a lot of challenges

ranging from lack of storage facﬂ\!@%s outdated technology, expensive production
processes, inadequate distribu@g f resources, limited financial support, significant
post-harvest losses, an @ market access. These issues have hindered agribusiness
and by extension, a ﬁural output, impacting the sector's contribution to the country's
GDP and le@’sﬁ) igher food imports as a result of population growth, therefore
reducin%@s of food sufficiency. Between 2016 and 2019, Nigeria's total agricultural
im}q&amounted to N3.35 trillion, which is four times greater than the agricultural

exports of N803 billion over the same period".

The Government has implemented various initiatives and programmes to tackle the
situation, such as the Agriculture Promotion Policy (APP), Nigeria—Africa Trade and

Investment Promotion Programme, Presidential Economic Diversification Initiative,
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Economic and Export Promotion Incentives, Zero Reject Initiative, Reducing Emission
from Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD+), Nigeria Erosion and Watershed
Management Project (NEWMAP), and Action Against Desertification (AAD%)

Programme, among others.

The purpose of all these endeavours is to enhance agricultural production with th%ﬂ of

meeting both the domestic demand for food and the need for surplus comm@mps to

be exported in the global market. In addition, their objective is to C(}Kt&;y the decline
and deterioration of forests, advocate for the sustainable utilisat' natural resources,

restore damaged lands, and mitigate erosion and susceptibi@o climate change'®.

Nigeria possesses a total of 70.8 million hectares of %&ral land, primarily dedicated
to cultivating important crops such as maize, ca%/r‘bguinea corn, yam beans, millet and
rice. In 2018, Nigeria's rice production from 3.7 million metric tonnes to 4.0
million metric tonnes. However, a 7% of the annual rice consumption in Nigeria,

which amounts to 6.7 million %ﬁ? tonnes, is produced within the nation. As a result,

N

there is a shortfall of aE(@mately 3 million metric tonnes, which is either imported or

illegally brought into country through smuggling. In order to promote domestic

[ ]
manufacturinQ%c&G vernment implemented a prohibition on the importing of rice in

2019. %6

In}Nﬂ, Nigeria was the leading global producer of cassava, with a production of 59
million tonnes, accounting for nearly 20 percent of the world's total production. The
economic prospects are vast, with significant returns from both domestic value addition

and derived income, as well as government revenues'’. Anticipated output growth is
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expected due to the implementation of enhanced varieties and advanced production

processes.

The utilisation of animal output has been insufficient. The primary livestock species
raised by agricultural households in Nigeria are small ruminants, including 76 million
goats, 43.4 million sheep, and 18.4 million cattle. The ecological condition& the
northern region of the country have been advantageous for its suitabili animal
husbandry. The poultry population, as reported by FMARD in 2017 isQﬁVnated to be
180 million. In this context, domestic demand surpasses outp tpite many efforts
made by development partners to enhance production @p%ﬁcect against diseases,

particularly transboundary animal diseases. Q

To ensure food security and nutrition, it is im@re to boost agricultural production

through the use of new technology an@ations, given the projected population

growth to 400 million by 2050. Sup@om all stakeholders is crucial for the successful

attainment of this objective, as %@ ins to both federal and state governments'8.

Qﬁ\
Qv&

O
&
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Chapter Five
Conclusion

This chapter concludes the whole study on the role of agriculture-based micro, small and
medium enterprises in achieving sustainable development goals in the face @ious
challenges and opportunities in the sector. This chapter provides the sumnﬁ/ findings,

conclusion, and proffers relevance recommendations to guide polic@&nractice.

5.1 Summary of Findings Q$

Access to affordable finance is one of the biggest chall s facing agro-based MSMEs
in Nigeria. Many financial institutions impo%’b%gent conditions, such as high
collateral requirements, which are oftewfbf reach for small-scale entrepreneurs.
Additionally, high-interest rates on @make borrowing unsustainable, discouraging
many MSMEs from taking on &%D ue to these financial barriers, agriculture-based
MSMEs often lack sufﬁ@&apital to invest in new equipment, expand production,
adopt modern farmingechnologies, or hire skilled labour. This results in limited
productivity,éc‘}gxd ompetitiveness, and ultimately affects their ability to contribute to

the broadeéonomy and SDGs.

Q
Insbﬁ:ient infrastructure, especially in rural areas where most agriculture-based MSMEs
operate, significantly hampers operations. Poor road networks make it challenging and
costly to transport goods, especially perishable items like fruits and vegetables, from
farms to markets, leading to high post-harvest losses. Limited and unreliable electricity

supply affects production activities, making it challenging to operate machinery or

184



process goods effectively. Furthermore, inadequate access to water sources limits
irrigation, reducing crop yields and livestock productivity. These infrastructural deficits
not only increase operational costs but also prevent agriculture-based MSMEs from

achieving economies of scale, curtailing their growth potential.

Agriculture-based MSMEs struggle to find stable and profitable markets due t({nited
knowledge of market demand, weak distribution networks, and lack @rketing
expertise. Without reliable market access, these enterprises often s gﬂproducts at
low prices or depend on intermediaries, which reduces their prof ms Additionally,
the absence of structured value chains for agriculture—base ducts limits opportunities
for direct access to larger retail chains and export @ets. This challenge restricts

MSMEs’ ability to reach consumers efﬁciently@capitalize on market opportunities,

thereby reducing their contributions to fo@ty and poverty alleviation.

Many entrepreneurs in agr1culture-b®SMEs lack the technical skills and knowledge
required to adopt modern &@&Itural practices or efficient business management
techniques. Limited trai on sustainable farming practices, pest management, soil
health, and efﬁ01e roduction methods results in suboptimal crop and livestock yields.
A lack of bu@ management and financial literacy skills also restricts their ability to
budget, l@‘ast demand, and manage resources effectively. This skill gap constrains
inrwmn and productivity, making it harder for agriculture-based MSME:s to thrive in a

competitive market and limiting their capacity to contribute toward SDG goals.

A lack of supportive policy frameworks and regulatory challenges hinders the growth of
agriculture-based MSMEs. The complex and often costly process of registering a

business and obtaining necessary permits deters small enterprises from formalizing.
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Furthermore, frequent changes in government policies and inconsistencies in policy
implementation create uncertainty, discouraging investment in long-term growth. High
taxes and tariffs on agricultural inputs like seeds, fertilizers, and machinery further

reduce profitability. Streamlined regulatory processes and consistent policies are needed

S\

Both the Nigerian government and international development agencies @ize the

to foster a business-friendly environment for agriculture-based MSMEs.

importance of agriculture-based MSMEs for economic devew and have
implemented various initiatives to support them. Government
Central Bank of Nigeria's (CBN) Anchor Borrowers’ @Ta provide small-scale
farmers with low-interest loans and access to in@ International organizations,
including the World Bank and USAID, are a@’b?ermg financial aid, training, and
infrastructure development to suppor@ture -based enterprises. By providing
MSMEs with the resources and trajr@ecessary to grow, these programs can enhance

productivity, create jobs, and @c%e contributions to the SDGs related to economic

growth, food security, a ® y reduction.

The rise of agrltec ﬁlons in Nigeria offers agriculture-based MSMEs opportunities to
overcome tra@}lal challenges and modernize their operations. Digital technologies,
such aszQle banking and digital payment systems, make financial services more
accessible, even for those in remote areas. Additionally, mobile applications provide real-
time weather forecasts, pest control advice, and market price information, helping
farmers make more informed decisions. Technologies like solar-powered irrigation
systems, low-cost storage solutions, and precision farming tools can improve yields,

reduce waste, and lower operational costs. The adoption of such technologies enables
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MSMEs to increase productivity and efficiency, aligning with SDGs focused on

innovation, responsible production, and economic growth.

Investing in value addition, such as processing, packaging, and branding, offers
agriculture-based MSMEs a way to increase revenue and expand market reach. Value
addition not only enhances the shelf life of agricultural products but also allows MSMEs
to create premium products that can attract higher prices in domestic and a@%arkets.
For example, processing raw cassava into flour or transforming Q&) packaged
juices creates a diversified product range that appeals to a w ience. By adding

%Waste and contribute

value to raw products, MSMEs can boost profitability, red

to SDG 12 (Responsible Consumption and Productio@rhile also creating more job
opportunities in rural areas. b’b

The engagement of youth and women \@rlculmre based MSMEs can drive social
inclusion and economic empower'r)\&.t, any development programs and NGOs are
focused on providing these with the training and financial resources needed to
start and grow agro-¢ @s. Youth are often open to adopting new technologies and
innovative farrr‘li@ds, which can increase productivity and make the sector more
competitive. Qr.r}‘drly, empowering women in agriculture helps reduce gender inequality
and im household incomes. By creating an inclusive environment for youth and

wo}w in agriculture-based MSMEs, Nigeria can harness a larger workforce to meet

SDGs related to decent work, gender equality, and economic growth.

Emphasizing sustainable agricultural practices can help agriculture-based MSMEs attract
investment and access markets that value environmentally friendly products. Practices

like organic farming, crop rotation, integrated pest management, and water conservation
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not only improve environmental health but can also improve crop yields over time. By
adopting these sustainable methods, MSMEs can appeal to the growing number of
conscious consumers and businesses that prioritize sustainability. This approach aligns
with SDG 13 (Climate Action) and SDG 12 (Responsible Consumption and Production),
contributing to environmental sustainability while opening up new market opportunities

X

Agriculture-based  MSMEs are indispensable to Nigeria’s prg% oward the

for MSMEs in both local and international market

Sustainable Development Goals, especially in reducing poverting food security,
t

fostering economic growth, and promoting environmental@al ability. By addressing
the challenges they face, particularly in finance, infrast@re, market access, skills, and
policy—their productivity and impact can % ificantly enhanced. Leveraging
available opportunities such as governm rt, technology adoption, value addition,
youth and women empowerment, @ustainable practices can unlock the sector’s

potential. This approach will &c@le Nigeria’s agriculture-based MSMEs to make

Q

substantial contributions @ sustainable development, while also building a resilient,

inclusive, and vibrant omy.

5.2 Conclggz\\'

Agric@%—based Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises (MSMEs) in Nigeria are
cruél{ players in the nation’s pursuit of sustainable development, particularly in
addressing poverty, enhancing food security, fostering economic growth, and promoting
responsible production and consumption. However, these enterprises face significant
barriers that hinder their potential contributions to the Sustainable Development Goals

(SDGs). Key challenges include restricted access to affordable financing, inadequate
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infrastructure, limited market access, skill shortages, and complex regulatory
environments. These issues limit MSMEs’ productivity and reduce their competitiveness,
preventing them from scaling their operations and effectively meeting the demands of

Nigeria’s growing population.

Despite these challenges, agriculture-based MSMEs also have a wealth of oppc%ities

to leverage. Governmental and international support programs, alongs@erging

agritech solutions, offer avenues for financial access, productivity smprex€ments, and
capacity-building. Opportunities in value addition, such as food @ing and branding,
enable these enterprises to increase their market reach and %ity. Additionally, the
inclusion of youth and women in agriculture-based M@s offers a pathway to social
inclusion and poverty reduction. The adoptiob%?ustainable farming practices can
further attract new investments and opeﬁ\e@ to environmentally conscious markets,

aligning these enterprises with, g& standards in responsible production and

consumption. Q;\C'J\

For Nigeria to fully @}Ss the potential of agriculture-based MSMEs, a multi-
stakeholder approa%is needed. Policy reforms are essential to create a more business-
[ ]
friendly e Vi@m, simplifying regulatory requirements and offering tax incentives to
encoura; alization and investment. Infrastructure development, particularly in rural
are}s,ﬁ's crucial for connecting MSMEs to broader markets and reducing operational
costs. Further, targeted training programs to enhance technical and business skills among
MSME operators will empower these enterprises to innovate, compete, and grow

sustainably.
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By addressing the challenges and capitalizing on the available opportunities, agriculture-
based MSMEs in Nigeria can become powerful agents for achieving the SDGs.
Strengthening this sector will not only improve food security and economic stability but

will also contribute to a more inclusive and resilient Nigerian economy, setting the

In view of the findings and conclusions reached in this @y&, the following

foundation for long-term sustainable development.

5.3 Recommendations

recommendations are considered relevant for all stakeholdeﬁ %

i.  Government and all other stakeholders should promote sustainable practices. It is
important to encourage and support t6 ption of sustainable agricultural
practices among businessmen thm\%’a/areness campaigns, training programs,
and incentives. Govemmeng& non-governmental organizations can play a
pivotal role in providin%&c&\cessary resources and knowledge.

ii.  Policy makers an y keholders should make attempts to diversify agricultural
engagement Q southwest region of Nigeria. appropriate strategies to diversify

e
agrlcﬁ$
t

@gion’s potential as the leading cassava producer. This may involve

agement in the southwest should be implemented, acknowledging

\/%tomoting other high-value crops, value addition, and exploring opportunities for
agro-processing industries.

iii.  Government should also revaluate and revamp targeted measures to enhance food
security in the southwest. This includes large scale involvement of people at the

local government level. It is important to encourage local governments to also
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invest in agricultural infrastructure, improved post-harvest handling, and the
formulation of policies that ensure equitable access to food resources.

iv.  More effort should be directed at harnessing the potentials and opportunities
offered by the agricultural value chain to create more employment opportunities
for states such as Ekiti where poverty is high, mostly due to unemployment and
low level of economic activities. Government should tailor povert Qvi tion
programs to the unique challenges faced by each state in the Sout%@

v. In order for agri-business to serve its purpose in br unemployment,
government needs to increase infrastructural fundi % important to tackle
challenges such as outdated technology, expens @uction processes, resource
distribution disparities, and limited fi %Q support. Policymakers should
formulate interventions to modernjze %‘ Itural practices, make resources more

accessible, and provide targete@cial support to agribusinesses.
5.4 Contribution to Knowl%gv

The study significa tributes to the existing body of knowledge by offering a

nuanced unde of the agricultural dynamics in the southwest region of Nigeria.

The dual reyelafion of sustainable agricultural practices coexisting with challenges such

as li@’bengagement, food insecurity, and varying poverty rates provides a more
A\

comprehensive picture. This nuanced understanding can inform targeted interventions,

policies, and strategic initiatives aimed at fostering sustainable development in the

agribusiness sector. The study's findings offer valuable insights for policymakers,
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researchers, and practitioners working towards the advancement of agriculture, food

security, and poverty reduction in the region and beyond.

5.5 Suggestion for Further Studies
Building on the findings of the current study, there are several areas within the context of

agribusiness and sustainable development in the southwest region of Nigeria t%ould

benefit from further research. OQ

1. Impact of policy interventions on the developmer&f‘ agribusiness

entrepreneurship in Nigeria. %

2. Assessment of the socio-economic factors c% g to food insecurity in
southwest Nigeria

3. The role of community engagement i&oting sustainable development in

agribusiness ®%
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Appendix
Questionnaire OQ\
Dept. of Politics & International Relations

Faculty of Social and Management Sciendg\
Lead City University Ibadan 0

O

I am a student of the above-named institution. I am curre onducting a research work on
“Agro-based Micro, Small and Medium Enterprises in Nigecia: Challenges and Opportunities in
Achieving Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) %32”. I, therefore solicit your support

% information supplied by you in this

in completing this instrument. Please note th
questionnaire shall be treated with utmost co lity and will be used for academic research

only.
Thank you for your anticipated coopera i

Dear Respondent,

Section A: Demographic Analy@

Instruction: Please tick V the riate answer from the alternatives given as they best

describe your opinion: QQ\
Gender: (F@[ ];  Male[ ]

Farming @e ence (Years): 1-5[], 6-10[ ],11-15[ ], 16-20] ],
Q0

AgeYears): 2029 1,30-39[ ], 40—49[ 1.50—-59[ 1,60 —69[ 1,70—79 ]

21 —-25] ], More than 25 [ ]

Number of crops grown; 1[ ],2[ ],3[ 1,4[ ], 5[ 1,61 |
Years of land cropping; 1-5[ ];6-10[ ], 11-15[ ], 16-20 [, >20[]

Main occupation: Farming[ ] Non-farming]| ]
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Section B: Sustainable Strategies in the Agricultural Sector in The South West

Nigeria

Instruction: Please select the option that best apply to you Key: 4 = Awar

3 = Aware, 2 = Aware but not Applicable, 1 = Not aware

»
S ": plied,

Sustainable practices Aware and | Aware Awar t- | Not-aware
applied appli
Composting
PN
Mulching \ ;
O\
Crop rotation éfb\
Intercropping N r‘b
IS

Agro-forestry

Biological pest control

Green manure

\Q

. . 9
Erosion prevention \)

Water harvesQ.g:\\'\\

’Z)S
N
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Section C: Challenge Facing Agricultural Sector in the South West Nigeria

Instruction: Please select the option that best apply to you Key: 4 = Strongly Agree
3 = Agree 2 = Disagree 1 =Strongly Disagree

Item Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree
Lack of access to Finance *
Q)
Lack of storage facilities O‘(
for perishable goods < )

Poor Policy 6\\
Implementation &

Relevant Technology

Lack of Access to 0 N

Lack of Expert Support b‘
expensive production . fb
processes \\\Q
High post-harvest losses .
ghp . "\“
Lack of market access o\
(@

o
¢
\3566

209



Bio-data

A. Personal Data

Full Name: Adekunle Julius TOLUJU
Address: 3, Olaoluwa Street, Ojodu-Abiodun, Ojodu. Lagos
E-mail: atoluju@gmail.com Q

Phone Number: +2348023933307 ;\Q’

Date of Birth: 3t July, 1967 %

Place of Birth: Ilorin, Kwara State Q
Nationality: Nigerian &Q
Name of Next of Kin: Oluwabunrﬁ\\@trice TOLUJU

3, Ola@Street, Ojodu-Abiodun, Ojodu. Lagos
B. Educational Background ’\C’)

Educational Instituti(% ﬁ:d with Dates and Qualifications

* Lead City Um\@, Ibadan — PhD in Public Administration - In view
* Universigynof [lorin — Masters of Public Administration 2004
. Uﬁ{\gﬁty of Ilorin — Bachelor of Science, Geography 1992

C. Working Experience with Dates

* Managing Director / Principal Consultant/CEO, Glosol Network Limited. 2010 — Date

* Business Development Manager/ Head, Imperial Product Limited 2004

210


mailto:atoluju@gmail.com

Principal Consultant/ Training Manager, Tyenovilth Consulting Limited 2010

* Resource Person (External Consultant) Nigerian Institute of

Management (Chartered). 2022
* Training Consultant, MMC Limited 1999
Assistant Lecturer, Kwara State Polytechnics, Ilorin. 1995

D. Awards and Fellowship (if any)

Nil &(/
E. Membership of Academic and Professional Bodies %2

= Member, Nigerian Institute of Management (Ché

= Fellow, Institute of Classic Entrepreneurship of Nigeria

= Fellow, Institute of Business Administration and Knowledge Management
= Fellow, African Council for Small Business and Entrepreneurship

= Fellow, Global Academy of Entrepreneurship and Innovation

= Fellow, Academy of Technology Innovation Management and Entrepreneurship

F. Publications Q\‘
Upcoming <. @

G. Majcbénferences Attended with Dates

Q
N(Met

H. References

1. Prof Akeem Amodu
Department of Politics & International Relations
Lead City University, Ibadan
amodu.akeem@lcu.edu.ng
+2348033372228

211


mailto:amodu.akeem@lcu.edu.ng

ii. Dr Modupe Albert
Department of Politics & International Relations
Lead City University, Ibadan
albert.modupe@lcu.edu.ng
+2348132552540

Signature Q

212



mailto:albert.modupe@lcu.edu.ng

The University Compliance Certification

This is to certify that, this thesis written by Julius Adekunle TOLUJU with Matriculation
number LCU/PG/002364 in the Department of Politics and International Relations,
Faculty of Management and Social Sciences, Lead City University, Ibadan is in full

compliance with the approved University format and style.

Signature fbb Date

213


















136. Eyo, E. O., gu, M. A., & Agenson, M. E. Agricultural Credit Guarantee in
Nigeria an & ncertainties of the Macroeconomic Environment. International

Journal o E&no ics and Financial Issues, 10(20), (2020). 20-29.

137. Olasupo, C.A. Afolami, & A.M. Shittu, Impact of the Interest Drawback
Pr me (IDP) on Loan Repayment Under the Agricultural Credit Guarantee
heme (ACGS). Research in Applied Economics, 6(1), (2014). 147.

138. E.N. Okolo-Obasi, & J.I. Uduji, Government Enterprise and Empowerment
Program (GEEP) and Women'’s Performance in Entrepreneurship Development in
Nigeria. Development in Practice, 34(1), (2024). 3-20.

139. F. Rotimi, S. Olubiyo, M. Agbonlahor, & S. Adeogun, Determinants of Loan
Repayment among Agricultural Beneficiaries of Public Funded Credit Scheme in Ekiti
State, Nigeria. Journal of Contemporary African Studies, 42(1), (2024). 88-103.

219



140. Adamgbe, E. T., Belonwu, M. C., Ochu, E. R., & Okafor, 1. I. Analysis of the
Impact of Central Bank of Nigeria's Agricultural Intervention Funds on the Economy.
Economic and Financial Review, 58(1), 2020, 3.

141. I. Abu & Y. Rohana, “Commercial Agriculture Credit Scheme: An Agenda
Setting for Poverty Alleviation in Nigeria-Challenges and Prospects,” Journal of

Education and Social Sciences 4 2016, April 27, 2024, https://www.jesoc.com/wp-
content/uploads/2016/06/KC4 201.pdf.

142. CBN, “Agricultural Credit,” 2021, https://www.cbn.gov.ng/devfin/acg *

143. E.T. Adamgbe, M.C. Belonwu, E.R. Ochu & L.I. Okafor, Analy. @e Impact
of Central Bank of Nigeria's Agricultural Intervention Fundsgon Economy.
Economic and Financial Review, 58(1), 2020, 3. ’<

144. G.O. Evbuomwan & L. U. Okoye, “Evaluating th%pects of the Anchor

Borrowers’ Programme for Small Scale Farmers in Nigerig,” ¥ 1st International Farm
Management Congress, John Mclntyre Conferenc e, Edinburgh, Scotland,
United Kingdom (2017).

220






Endnotes

222






Bibliography %
&

N\

Akuriba, .@udugu, M.A. & Alhassan, A.R. Agribusiness for Economic Growth in

* Practical Models for Tackling Poverty. Springer Nature. 2021.

Anastasi, A., & Urbina, S. Psychological Testing. Prentice Hall/Pearson Education, 1997.

Babenko, V. Zomchak, L. Nehrey, M. Salem, A.B.M. & Nakisko, O. Agritech Startup
Ecosystem in Ukraine: Ideas and Realization. In Digital Transformation

Technology. Springer, Singapore. 2022. Pp. 311-322

224



Bollen, K. A. The Consequences of Measurement Error. Structural Equations with

Latent Variables, John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Coopers, P.W. Transforming Nigeria’s Agricultural Value Chain: A Case Study of the

Cocoa and Dairy Industries. PWC. 2017.
Field, A. P. Discovering Statistics Using SPSS, Sage Publications Inc2005. Q\

Galli, B.J. Comparison of Change Management Models: Similarities, (} ces, And

Which Is Most Effective? In R&D Management in The Kn@é Era. Springer,

Cham. 2019. Pp. 605-624 %

Ghauri, P. & Gronhaug, K. Research Methods in Busi@&'tudies, Harlow, FT/Prentice
Hall. 2005. &Q

Hayami, Y. & Ruttan, V.W. Populat@wth and agricultural productivity. In

Technological Prospects and%%' tion Trends. Routledge. 2020. pp. 11-69
Irani, L. Chasing Innovati_o@asing Innovation. Princeton University Press. 2019.

Jahan, S. Achieving\@%ﬁum Development Goals: Partnership and Participation,

New Y@@P. 2018.

Malizia, bFeser, E. Renski, H. & Drucker, J. Understanding Local Economic

O
\%welopment. Routledge. 2020.

Miller, C. & Jones, L. Agricultural Value Chain Finance: Tools and Lessons. Practical

Action Publishing. 2010.

Okigbo, B.N., Sustainable agricultural systems in tropical Africa. In Sustainable

agricultural systems. CRC Press. 2020. pp. 323-352

225



Osabuohien, E. ed., The Palgrave Handbook of Agricultural and Rural Development in

Africa. Palgrave Macmillan. 2020.

Raimi, L. & Uzodinma, 1. Trends in Financing Programmes for the Development of
Micro, Small and Medium Enterprises (MSMEs) in Nigeria: A Qualitative Meta-

synthesis. In Contemporary Developments in Entrepreneurial Finance, Springer,

Cham. 2020. pp. 81-101 OQ

Structural Equations with Latent Variables, John Wiley & Sons Inc. f%, 1-178.

Takeshima, H. & Lawal, A. Evolution of Agricultural Mec@tion in Nigeria. An

Evolving Paradigm of Agricultural Mechanizati opment: How Much Can

Africa Learn from Asia? 2020. P.423. er

Thomas, A., & Turk, R. Food Insecurily\@eria: Food Supply Matters. New York:

International Monetary Fund.. %O\ZR\

Tidd, J. & Bessant, J.R. Man@fgjlnnovation: Integrating Technological, Market and

Organizational%@ ohn Wiley & Sons. 2020.

UN.D.P., Afri'cas\s%ica Human Development Report 2012 Towards A Food Secure

F ut%e gu 267636). United Nations Development Programme (UNDP). 2012.

VJ@ Lytras, M.D. & Aljohani, N.R. Eds., Research and Innovation Forum 2020:

Disruptive Technologies in Times of Change. Springer Nature. 2021.

Wahome-Evara, R. Social Sustainability in Africa: The Contribution of MSMES. In

Management and Leadership for A Sustainable Africa, Volume 1: Dimensions,

226



Practices and Footprints. Cham: Springer International Publishing. 2022. Pp. 137-

153

World Health Organization, The State of Food Security And Nutrition In The World 2020:

Transforming Food Systems For Affordable Healthy Diets (Vol. 2020). Food &

Agriculture Org.. 2020. \

Conference Proceedings 6\

Oyelaran-Oyeyinka., B. ‘Nigeria Yesterday and T omorm@nomic Perspective of

Industrial Regress, Dreams and Visions’. Invitper at Lead City University
Ibadan, 2011 E ’bQ

Pitan, O “MSME as an Engine of Growt@onomic Development” 25th ~ Annual

Chartered Institute of Stockbr(\ onference” 2021 pg 5 of 23.

C.)
&
Internet Sources QQ

Agricultural <ec®owth in Nigeria from the Ist Quarter Of 2019 to the 2nd Quarter

of @ Available: Https://Www.Statista.Com/Statistics/1193510/ Agricultural-

\/gétor-Growth-In-Nigeria/

FAO. Nigeria At a Glance Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations.
2023. Available:  Https://Www.Fao.0Org/Nigeria/Fao-In-Nigeria/Nigeria-At-A-

Glance/En/

227


Https://Www.Statista.Com/Statistics/1193510/

Igbuzor, O. Transition From MDGS To SDGS In Nigeria. The Punch Newspaper, 2015.
P.27. Available At: www.Opinionnigeria.Com/Transition-From-Mdgs-To-Sdgs-In-

Nigeria-By-Otiveigbuzor/# Sthash, 2015

Lagos  Reiterates Commitment  to  Empower  Smes  Available  At:

Https://Lagosstate.Gov.Ng/Blog/2019/08/ 08/Lagos—Reiterates—CommitmenQ—

Empower- Smes/ OQ

Nigeria Agriculture, Information About Agriculture in Nigeria." E@opaedia Of the

Nations - Information About Countries of The World, i ations, and World

Leaders. Accessed December E 2023. Available:
Https://Www.Nationsencyclopedia.Com/EconQQ(:s frica/Nigeria-
AGRICULTURE.Html. {bbrb

Nigeria at a glance | FAO in Nigeria@nd agriculture organization of the United
g

Nations. (n.d.). https://www. ’\' igeria/fao-in-nigeria/nigeria-at-a-glance/en77.

Nigeria Poverty Map (NP]%&) 3. Available: Https://Www.Nigeriapovertymap.Com/

Nigeria: Pover@ate, By  State. (2020, May 15).  Available:
t

Https:/ v:%

3’}5@

Okoji€, J. Nigeria’s Farm Yield Lowest Among Peers. Businessday NG. 2020, Available

tista.Com/Statistics/1121438/Poverty-Headcount-Rate-In-Nigeria-

online: https://businessday.ng/agriculture/article/nigerias-farm-yield-lowest-

among-peers/

228


https://lagosstate.gov.ng/blog/2019/08/08/lagos-reiterates-commitment-to-empower-smes/
https://lagosstate.gov.ng/blog/2019/08/08/lagos-reiterates-commitment-to-empower-smes/

PriceWaterhouseCoopers. Harnessing The Economic Potential of Cassava Production In
Nigeria. 2020 Available: Https://Www.Pwc.Com/Ng/En/Publications/ Economic-

Potential-Of-Cassava-Production-In-Nigeria.Html

Sasu, D. D. "Nigeria: Agricultural Activities, By Type and Region 2019." Statista. Last
Modified December 31, 2019.
Https://Www.Statista.Com/Statistics/111961 3/H0useholds—Participati@

Agricultural-Activities-In-Nigeria-By-Zone-And-Type/. &Q/
Journal Articles %Q

Abina, A.P. & L. Maria, Capital Market and Pce of Nigeria Economy.

International Journal of Innovative Fina@nd Economics Research, 7(2),

%Q’b

conomic Growth: Evidence from Nigeria.

2019. Pp.51-66.

Abubakar, S., Institutional Quali.ly

O

African Journal of Econo@eview, 8(1), 2020. 48-64.

W

Adams, K.M. Hester, .@(adley, J.M. Meyers, T.J. & Keating, C.B. Systems Theory
io

as The Found

N

or Understanding Systems. Systems Engineering, 17(1), 2014.

Pp.112

Adam@ n Assessment of the Impact of Millennium Development Goals (MDGS) On
\%verty Reduction in Gombe State. Qualitative and Quantitative Research

Review. 4(3): 2019; 140-55.

Ademola, A.E. Impact of Agricultural Financing on Nigeria Economy. Asian Journal

of Agricultural Extension, Economics & Sociology, 31(2), 2019. pp.1-13.

229


https://www.pwc.com/ng/en/publications/%20economic-potential-of-cassava
https://www.pwc.com/ng/en/publications/%20economic-potential-of-cassava

Adeomi, A.A.; Fatusi, A.; Klipstein-Grobusch, K. Food Security, Dietary Diversity,
Dietary Patterns and The Double Burden of Malnutrition Among School-Aged

Children and Adolescents in Two Nigerian States. Nutrients 14, 2022, 789.

Aderonmu, J. A. Local Government and Poverty Eradication in Rural Nigeria.

Canadian Social Science, 6(5), 2015, 200-208 \

Adewoyin, Y. Nwosu, I.G. Ossai, O.G. & Onuh, J. Rural-Urban Differ in Levels
and Correlates of Financial Inclusion Among Nigerian WoWged 18 To 49.

Journal of Population and Social Studies [JPSS], 30, 2% 448-462.

Adeyemo, R., Ogunleye, A. S., Kehinde, A. D., & A % O. A. Urban Agriculture
(UA) And Its Effects on Poverty Alleviation:’@se Study Of Vegetable Farming

In Ibadan Metropolis, Nigeria. Enviro% And Sustainability, 1(3), 2017. 68-

O
)

N

Agboola, J. T., Daramola, J. O., {ggmtunde, T. The Sustainability of Food Security and
Development of T h‘e@im Rural Region of Ado-Ekiti, Nigeria. Journal For

Environmenta@nces, 1(1),2022. 8-21.

Ahmed, Z., @Q\B., & Cary, M. Linking Economic Globalization, Economic Growth,
Fi | Development, and Ecological Footprint: Evidence from Symmetric and

\%/mmetric ARDL. Ecological indicators, 121, 2021, 107060.

Ajuwon, O. S., Ikhide, S., & Akotey, J. O. Msmes and Employment Generation in

Nigeria. The Journal of Developing Areas, 51(3), 2017. 229-249.

230



Akinsorotan, O. A. Nigeria’s Development Process, Methodology and Milestones
Planned for VISION 20: 2020-13 Years After. Research Journal of Health

Sciences, 9(2), 2021. Pp.176-181.

Akinyetun, T. S., Alausa, J. A., Odeyemi, D. D., & Ahoton, A. S. 2021. Assessment of
the Prevalence of Multidimensional Poverty In Nigeria: Evidenc%rom

Oto/ljanikin, Lagos State. Journal of Sustainable Social Change, 13@

Akinyetun, T.S. Alausa, J.A. Odeyemi, D.D. & Ahoton, A.S. sessment of The

Prevalence of Multidimensional Poverty in Nigeria: EVi ‘from Oto/ljanikin,

Lagos State. Journal of Social Change, 13(2), 20% @

Akpan, S.B. Access and Demand for Credit amonﬁb@wll Scale Agro-Based Processors
In Uyo Agricultural Zone, Akwa Ibmb ate, Nigeria. Nigeria Agricultural

O

Journal, 51(1), 2020. pp.1 32-14&

Alkire, S. & Kanagaratnam, U. @ons of the Global Multidimensional Poverty Index:

Indicator Options aﬁ@ir Empirical Assessment. Oxford Development Studies,

49(2), 2021, 16‘9@?

Allen, N. J., yer, J. P. The Measurement and Antecedents of Affective, Continuance

ar@rmative Commitment to The Organization. Journal of Occupation

\g§'chology, 63(1), 1990. 1-18.

Alonso, E. B., Cockx, L., & Swinnen, J. Culture and Food Security. Global Food

Security, 17, 2018. 113-127.

231



Amare, M., Abay, K. A., Tiberti, L., & Chamberlin, J. Impacts Of COVID-19 On Food
Security: Panel Data Evidence from Nigeria. Intl Food Policy Res Inst. Vol.

19562020.

Amolegbe, K.B.; Upton, J.; Bageant, E.& Bloom, S. Food Price Volatility and

Household Food Security. Evidence From Nigeria. Food Policy 2021, 102, 102061

Ani, K. J., Anyika, V. O., & Mutambara, E. The Impact Of Climate C n Food
And Human Security in Nigeria. International Journal aﬂ({limate Change

Strategies and Management, 14(2), 2022, 148-167. %

Anuoluwapo, D. & Dominique, U. Achieving Sustainu@elopment Goal 1 In Ogun

State, Nigeria: Lessons from The Mille@ Development Goals Poverty
Reduction Strategy. African Journ Development Studies (Formerly
AFFRIKA Journal of Politics, @maics and Society), 11(1), 2021. Pp.79-105.
Aphunu, A. & Otoikhian, C.S. @n\ers’ Perception of the Effectiveness of Extension

Agents of Delta Sta rlcultuml Development Programme (DADP). African

Journal of Ge&rlculture 4(3). 2021.

Ascolese, R. Ga wlo, S. R. Pace, P. Nappa, R.Griffo, F. Nugnes, & Bernardo, U.

E@ A Valuable Monitoring Tool to Be Improved. EPPO Bulletin, 52(1),

\%2. Pp.175-184.

Asogwa, V.C. Isiwu, E.C. Nwakpadolu, G.M. Ibe, V.S.O. & Ubah, G.N. Plantain
Value Addition: Opportunities, Challenges and Prospects in Enugu State, Nigeria.

Journal of Agricultural and Crop Research, 9(3), 2021. Pp.50-59.

232



Ayeni, A.O. Ogunsesan, A.A. & Adekola, O.A. Provisioning ecosystem services
provided by the Hadejia Nguru Wetlands, Nigeria—Current status and future

priorities. Scientific African, 5, 2019. p. e00124.

Ayinde, 1. A., Food Security in Nigeria: Impetus for Growth and Development. J. Agric.

Econ, 6, 2020, 808-820 \

Ayre, C., & Scally, A. J. Critical Values for Lawshe's Content Validity @evisiting
the Original Methods of Calculation. Measurement A&Evaluation in

Counselling and Development, 47(1), 2014.79-86 %

Azare, I. M., Abdullahi, M. S., Adebayo, A. A., Dantal& Duala, T. Deforestation,

Desert Encroachment, Climate Change % gricultural Production in the
Sudano-Sahelian Region of Nigeria(bglrnal of Applied Sciences and
Environmental Management, 2 %20, 127-132.

Babatunde, R.O.& Qaim, M. Imp@ Off-Farm Income on Food Security and Nutrition

in Nigeria. Food P0fi®5, 2010, 303-311.

Bamidele, S. Fo gsecurily in Sub-Saharan Africa: A Review of Agricultural
T ransf@n Agenda (ATA) In Nigeria. Food Security and Food Sovereignty

C 'ges in Africa, 2022. P.221.

Bz%,/ U., & Lavacchi, A. A simple interpretation of Hubbert’s model of resource

exploitation. Energies, 2(3), 2009. 646-661.

Belton, B. Win, M.T. Zhang, X. & Filipski, M. The Rapid Rise of Agricultural

Mechanization in Myanmar. Food Policy, 101, 2021. P.102095.

233



Benjamin, E. O., Ola, O., Lang, H., & Buchenrieder, G. Public-Private Cooperation and
Agricultural Development In Sub-Saharan Africa: A Review Of Nigerian Growth

Enhancement Scheme And E-Voucher Program. Food Security, 13, 2021.129-140.

Benjamin, E.O., Ola, O., Lang, H. Public-private cooperation and agricultural
development in Sub-Saharan Africa: a review of Nigerian growth enha&nent

scheme and e-voucher program. Food Sec. 13,2021.129-140, OQ

Bhatti, S.H. Santoro, G. Khan, J. & Rizzato, F. Antecedents arﬁ\Consequences of

Business Model Innovation in The IT Industry. Journal (@ ess Research, 123,

QO

Boni, Y., Agricultural Development’s Influence @ml Poverty Alleviation In The

2021. Pp.389-400.

North Buton Regency, Indonesia—The ating Role Of Farmer Performance.
Economies, 10(10), 2022. P.240\\:
Buchheim, L. Krieger, A. & Am@ Innovation Types in Public Sector Organizations:

A Systematic Revi@% Literature. Management Review Quarterly, 70(4),
2020. Pp.509-5§~b

[ ]
Cadoni, P. & n,\ﬁcci, F. Analysis of Incentives and Disincentives for Rice in Nigeria.

Gf@)pen Research, 3(643), 2019. p.643.

Chietdela, S.N.; Chiemela, C.J.; Apeh, C.C.; & lleka, C.M. Households Food and

Nutrition Security in Enugu State, Nigeria. J. Agric. Ext. 26, 2022,11-23.

234



Chukwuji, C.N. Tsafe, A.G. Sayudi, S. Yusuf, Z. & Zakariya, J.A. Awareness, Access
and Utilization of Information on Climate Change by Farmers in Zamfara State,

Nigeria. Library Philosophy and Practice (E-Journal), 20106, 2019. Pp.1-10.

Cillo, V. Petruzzelli, A M. Ardito, L. & Del Giudice, M. Understanding Sustainable
Innovation: A Systematic Literature Review. Corporate Social Responsibwand

Environmental Management, 26(5), 2019. Pp.1012-1025. OQ

Creswell, J. W., & Plano-Clark, V. L. Designing and Conductié\Mlxed Methods

Research. Thousand Oaks, Calif: SAGE Publications. 20%

Crosby, G. Lewin’s Democratic Style of Situational@hip: A Fresh Look at A

Powerful OD Model. The Journal of AR‘pl}B havioral Science, 57(3), 2021.

\Q’b

Daneji, M.1., Agricultural Develo;zns&ntervention Programmes In Nigeria (1960 To

Pp.398-401.

Date): A Review. SavannaKgg.l\rnal Of Agriculture, 6(1), 2011.Pp.101-107.

N4

Darma, S., & Darma,%ﬁood security management for Indonesia: the strategy during
a

the Covid-19

8(4), 2(@)@1 81.

emic. Management Dynamics in the Knowledge Economy,

Dau echanization and sustainable agri-food system transformation in the Global

\Kouth. A review. Agronomy for Sustainable Development, 43(1), 2023.p.16.

Donkor, E. Onakuse, S. Bogue, J. & De Los Rios Carmenado, 1. Income Inequality and
Distribution Patterns in The Cassava Value Chain in The Oyo State, Nigeria: A

Gender Perspective. British Food Journal, 124(13), 2022. Pp.254-273.

235



Durokifa, A.A. & ljeoma, E.C. Neo-Colonialism and Millennium Development Goals
(MDGS) In Africa: A Blend of an Old Wine in A New Bottle. African Journal of

Science, Technology, Innovation and Development, /0(3), 2018. Pp.355-366.

Dziallas, M. & Blind, K. Innovation Indicators Throughout the Innovation Process: An

Extensive Literature Analysis. Technovation, 80, 2019. Pp.3-29. \
Elder, M. & Olsen, S. H. The Design of Environmental Priorities in The Q.Global

Policy, 10, 2019, 70-82. '\
Embry, E. York, J.G. & Edgar, S. Entrepreneurs as Essentiaﬁ%ﬁssing Actors in The

Sustainable Development Goals. In Handbook usiness of Sustainability.

Edward Elgar Publishing. 2022. '§

Endris, E., & Kassegn, A. The role of mi@@ﬂ | and medium enterprises (MSMEs) to
the sustainable development Qf@aran Africa and its challenges: a systematic

review of evidence from Et@z. Journal of Innovation and Entrepreneurship,

11(1), 2022. 20. $
Q

Eriegha, O.J. & Sz@ Characterization of Crude Oil Impacts and Loss of Livelihood
Ita,

in the QigSk\D
Il@ciplinary Research, 1, 2020. pp.255-273.

Ew\ubfre, D. B., & Oriji, E. C. Role of International Financial Institutions in Promoting

Nigeria: A Fisheries Perspective. International Journal of

Agriculture Value Added In Nigeria. Asian Journal of Economics, Finance and

Management, 2022. 207-214.

236



Fadele, O.K. Amusan, T.O. Ariyo, C.O. Afolabi, A.O. Onwuegbunam, N.E.& Oni, B.O.
Sustainable Agricultural Mechanization in Nigeria in Context of COVID-19.

Journal of Scientific Research and Reports, 2020. Pp.53-59.

Fadeyi, O.A., Smallholder Agricultural Finance in Nigeria: The Research Gap. Journal

Of Development And Agricultural Economics, 10(11), 2018. Pp.367—376.\

Falola, O.A. Assessing Farmers’ Household Food Insecurity Access ce and
iss

Food Security Status in Southwest Nigeria. Ethiopian R . J. Soc. Sci.

Humanity. 7, 2020, 39-52. %

Farooq, N. Ullah, A. Shah, M. & Idrees, M. The Inﬂ@/igricultuml Land Access

on Youth's Attitude Towards Agricultura/becupation. Sarhad Journal of

\Q’b

Fayomi, O. S. L., Okokpujie, I. P..,@m, G. U., & Okolie, S. T. The challenge of

Agriculture, 38(3). 2022.

Nigeria Researcher in M@ up with Sustainable Development Goal in 21st

Century. Energy Prbg{&a, 157,2019, 393-404.

Finch, M. E. & H aQez Finch, W. H., Poverty and Covid-19: Rates of Incidence and

Deaths<in§l7€ United States During the First 10 Weeks of The Pandemic.

Fv@‘ts in Sociology, 5, 2020,47.

Fo&a, L. M. Domingues, J. P. & Dima, A. M.  Mapping the Sustainable

Development Goals Relationships. Sustainability, 12(8), 2020, 3359.

237



Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. Evaluating Structural Equation Models with Unobservable
Variables and Measurement Error. Journal Of Marketing Research,18(1), 1981.

39-50

Fortado, L. & Terazono, E. Aerofarms Raises $100 M as Investors Rush to Indoor

Farms. Financial Times [online]. 2019. \

Friday, A.C. Ikechukwu, E.C. Pamela, A.C. Jonathan, U.O. & Sixtus, %lysis of
Resource Management Among Male and Female Cassava Fa&s in Fadama 111

(AF) In Anambra State, Nigeria. Journal of Agricultur@ omics, 4(6), 2019.

QO

Gil, J. D. B., Sustainable Development Goal 2: /@ved Targets and Indicators for

Pp.259-266.

Agriculture and Food Security. Ambio, , 2019, 685-698.

\O

Ibikunle, J.A. & Oyerinola, DS. ’&omic Discomfort and Wellbeing In Nigeria:
Evidence From Dynamic A@imukztion. KIU Journal of Social Sciences, 8(1),

2022. Pp.37-47. \QQ

Idike, A. N., Cons@s for Sustainable Development Goals in Ebonyi State, Nigeria.
iz

Public Q.r%§

tion Review, 21, 2021, 263-280.

Ifean}@ . Ibe, A. & Alwell, N. Challenges of The Domestication of Sustainable
\ﬁevelopment Goals in Nigeria. International Journal of Innovative Science and

Research Technology, Volume 6, Issue 12, 2021

238



Ikuemonisan, E.S. Mafimisebi, T.E. Ajibefun, I. & Adenegan, K. Cassava Production
in Nigeria: Trends, Instability and Decomposition Analysis (1970-2018). Heliyon,

6(10), 2020. p.c05089.

Imoagwu, C. P., & Ezeanyeji, C. 1. Financial Development and Economic Growth Nexus

in Nigeria. International Journal of Business and Management Invention, 8(3),

2019. 50-63. OQ

Inegbedion, H., Impact of COVID-19 on Economic Growth in ]%Q:deinions and

Attitudes. Heliyon, 7(5), 2021.606943. %

Inegbedion, H., Obadiaru, E., Obasaju, B., Asaley&& Lawal, A. Financing

Agriculture in Nigeria Through Agriculturcﬂd@knsion Services Of Agricultural

Development Programmes (Adps). F10 arch, 7. 2018.

Iyoboyi, M. & Musa-Pedro, L. Op.ti@gricultural Value Chain in Nigeria Through
Infrastructural Developme@gricultural Economics Research Review, 33(2),

2020. Pp.205-218. \QQJ

Katrakazas, P. Pz&? K. Bibas, A. & Koutsouris, D. A General Systems Theory

Approa@sﬁu

0] ral Systems Theory In Healthcare. IEEE Access, 8, 2020. Pp.53018-53033.

lic Hearing Health: Lessons Learned From A Systematic Review

Kc%ﬁ&e, P. M. Menzies, N. W., Wang, P., McKenna, B. A., & Lombi, E. Soil and the
Intensification of Agriculture for Global Food Security. Environment

International, 132, 2019, 105078.

239



Lawal, A. Obasaju, B.& Rotimi, E. Towards Achieving Millennium Development Goals
in Nigeria: Prospect and Challenge. Journal of Economics and Sustainable

Development, 3(9), 2016, Pg Pp. 74-82

Lawal, N.A. Osinusi, K.B. & Bisiriyu, S.O [Inflation and Life Expectancy In Nigeria: A

Causal Analysis. Acta Universitatis Danubius. (Economica, /7(5). 2021.

Liu, F. Park, K. & Whang, U. Organizational Capabilities, Export @%ﬂd Job

Creation: An Investigation of Korean SMES. Sustainability, 1¥(44), 2019. P.3986.

Lucky, L. A., & Sam, A. D. Poverty and Income Inequality in @'a: An Illustration Of

Lorenz Curve From NBS Survey. American E & Social Review, 2(1),
2018. 80-92. '§
Mamudu, Z.U. & Aliu, M.\M. Micro, S Medium-Scale Enterprises (MSMES)

Financing and Economic Grg\' in Nigeria: Evidence from Error Correction
°

Model. Journal of Econor@ (2),2022. P.13.

Mapiye, O. Makon§® Molotsi, A. Dzama, K. & Mapiye, C. Towards a

Revolutioniz% cultural Extension System for The Sustainability of Smallholder
0

Livesto‘k% ction in Developing Countries: The potential role of ICTS.

Sv@%bility, 13(11), 2021. p.5868

Ma\sl\ﬁe, E.A. Kimata, B. Ogendo, J.O. Mulwa, R.M. Mkamilo, G. & Maruthi, M.N.
Developing Dual-Resistant Cassava to The Two Major Viral Diseases. Crop

Science, 61(3), 2021. Pp.1567-1581.

240



Mgbenka, R. N & Mbah, E. N 4 Review of Smallholder Farming in Nigeria: Need
for Transformation, International Journal of Agricultural Extension & Rural

Development Studies, 3 (2), 2016, 43-54,

Modibbo, U. M. Ali, 1., & Ahmed, A. Multi-objective Optimization Modelling for
Analysing Sustainable Development Goals of Nigeria: Agenda 2030. Enviwent,

Development and Sustainability, 23(6), 2021, 9529-9563 OQ

Moyer, J. D. & Hedden, S. Are We on The Right Path to Achl&the Sustainable

Development Goals? World Development, 127, 2020, 1

NBS. 2019 Poverty and Inequality in Nigeria: Execu@gmmary. Nigeria: National

Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2020. Https://Nig@ﬁktat.Gov.Ng » Download.

Ndubuaku, V. & Kabiru, B. Agric F. inan@nd Its Impact on Agricultural GDP: An

ARDL Approach. Internatio.ng&lrnal of Sustainable Agricultural Research,
6(1), 2019. Pp.47-60. &C—J\

Nguyen, K. A. T., Jo l)@d., Bui, C. N., & Le, T. T. Aquaculture And Poverty

Alleviation I n Tre Province, Vietnam. Aquaculture Economics &

Mana@ (1), 2016. 82-108.

Nkan@ Re-Engineering Entrepreneurial Education for Employment and Poverty
\Alleviation in The Niger Delta Region of Nigeria. Journal of Education and

Practice, 4(2), 2013. Pp.88-94.

241



Nwele, J. & Ngene, A. Economics of Optimizing Value Chain in Agriculture Sector of
Nigeria Through Mechanised Crop Processing and Marketing. Asian Journal of

Basic Science & Research (AJBSR), 2(1), 2020. Pp.80-92.

Obiefuna, J.N. Nwilo, P.C. Atagbaza, A.O. & Okolie, C.J., Spatial Changes in The

Wetlands of Lagos/Lekki Lagoons of Lagos, Nigeria. Journal of Sustdinable

Development, 6(7), 2013. P.123. OQ

Ogunjinmi, O.0O. The Impact of Domestic Investment on Economia&«wt in Nigeria:

Further Evidence. Asian Research Journal of Curreg ce, 2022. Pp.134-

142. QQ

O'Hara, S., & Toussaint, E. C. Food Access in ;@ Food security and COVID-19.

Ecological Economics, 180, 2021, 106859

N>

Okwuonu, I.C. Narayanan, N.N.. @i, C.N. & Taylor, N. J. Opportunities and
Challenges for Biofortiﬁca@f Cassava to Address Iron and Zinc Deficiency in

Nigeria. Global Foo‘dQXurity, 28, 2021. p.100478.

Olotu, G.E. Pove%gd Poverty Alleviation Policies in The North Central Zone of
ca

Nigeri@ Journal of Public Administration and Environmental Studies,

1 %2. Pp.115-141.

OlMayo, J. A. Validity and Reliability Issues in Educational Research. Journal Of

Educational and Social Research. 2(2), 2012. 391-400

242



Omachi, B.A.; Van Onselen, A.; & Kolanisi, U. The Household Food Security and
Feeding Pattern of Preschool Children in North-Central Nigeria. Nutrients 14,

2022, 4112.

Omorogiuwa, O. Zivkovic, J. & Ademoh, F. The Role of Agriculture in The Economic

ipler ;ntation

9 Era. IEEE

Development of Nigeria. European Scientific Journal, 10(4). 2014.

Oruma, S. O., Misra, S., & Fernandez-Sanz, L. Agriculture 4.0: An

Framework for Food Security Attainment in Nigeria’s Post—(&i—

Access, 9, 2021.83592-83627. %Q

Osabohien, R. Akinpelumi, D. Matthew, O. Okafor, @ Olawande, T. & Okorie,
U. Agricultural exports and economic growt@!igeria: An econometric analysis.

In IOP Conference Series: Earth and Envitenmental Science. IOP Publishing. Vol.

331, No. 1, 2019, p. 012002 @

Osabohien, R., Ufua, D., Moses, .\., & Osabuohien, E. Accountability in Agricultural

Governance and F@ Security in Nigeria. Brazilian Journal of Food

Technology, 23@&

Osho, G.S. @1% , O. The Effects of Macroeconomic Variables on Lagos State
Eg@y As Lagos Economy Goes, So Goes the Economy of Nigeria. Journal of

\%momics and Development Studies, 7(1), 2019. Pp.1-9.

Ota, E.N. Ecoma, C.S. & Wambu, C.G. Creation of States in Nigeria, 1967—1996:
Deconstructing the History and Politics. American Research Journal of

Humanities and Social Sciences, 6(1), 2020. Pp.1-8.

243



Otekunrin, O.A. Investigating Food Insecurity, Health and Environment-Related Factors,
And Agricultural Commercialization in Southwestern Nigeria: Evidence from
Smallholder Farming Households. Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res. 29, 2020, 51469—

51488.

Otekunrin, O.A., Investigating and Quantifying Food Insecurity in Nigeria: A Sy@atic

Review, Nutrition & Food Science 2022. OQ

Oyeyipo, E. Oluyemi, F.F. Iwelumor, O.S. Osijo, B. Oye, O.O. 'ﬁ&mnmola, JI. &
Oyekola, I.A. Poverty: Place of Agricultural Developme@ onomic Growth of

Nigeria. International Journal of Research ant @vation in Social Science

(IJRISS), (IX), 2021. pp.511-519. Q

Pizzi, S. Management Research And The Un inable Development Goals (Sdgs): A
Bibliometric Investigation And. &matic Review. Journal Of Cleaner

Production, 2020 ‘ ’\\'
&

Pizzi, S. Caputo, A. Corvi . & Venturelli, A. Management Research and the UN
Sustainable D pment Goals (SDGS): A Bibliometric Investigation and

System ’c@w. Journal of Cleaner Production, 276, 2020. p.124033.

Raghuv;@ J. Agrawal, R. & Ghosh, P.K. Measuring the Innovation Capability of
\%cro Enterprises in India: Construct Development and

Validation. Benchmarking: An International Journal. 2019.

Regenerative Ocean Farming with Greenwave." Musings Magazine (Blog). November
20, 2020. Https://Www.Musingsmag.Com/Regenerative-Ocean-Farming-With-

Greenwave.

244


https://www.musingsmag.com/regenerative-ocean-farming-with-greenwave
https://www.musingsmag.com/regenerative-ocean-farming-with-greenwave

Roberts, A.A. Osadare, J.O. & Inem, V.A. Hunger in The Midst of Plenty: A Survey of
Household Food Security Among Urban Families in Lagos State, Nigeria. Journal

of Public Health in Africa, 10(1). 2019.

Roberts, A.A.; Osadare, J.O.; & Imem, V.A. Hunger in the Midst of Plenty: A Survey of

Household Food Security Among Urban Families in Lagos State, Nigékia. J.

Public Health Afr. 10, 2019, 885. OQ

Rubio, D. M., Berg-Weger, M., Tebb,S. S., Lee, E. S., & Rauch, S. Objectifying Content

Validity: Conducting A Content Validity Study In Soci@ Research. Social

QQ

Saka, L. & Adebiyi, O.M. Women, Land Disposs@ and Agricultural Production in

Work Research, 27(2), 2003. 94-104

South-East Nigeria: An Eco-Feminis ;pective. African Journal on Land
Policy and Geospatial Sciences, (})\,%21. Pp.423-436.

Sakanko, A.M., Re-Examinatia@ Nigeria Agricultural Expenditure: Governance
Perspectives: Gove‘@e and The Agricultural Expenditure in Nigeria.

International \b'nal of Economics Development Research, 1(2), 2020.

Pp.1 66(‘7/&

Sambo, & Mshelia, A.G. Magnitude, Vicissitudes and Remedies of Urban Poverty
\%North—East Nigeria. Asian Journal for Poverty Studies (AJPS), 5(1), 2019.

Pp.15-24.

Sambo, U. & Sule, B. 4 Review of the Performance of Millennium Development Goals
(MDGS) In Nigeria (2005-2015). FUDMA Journal of Politics and International
Affairs, 3(1), 2020. Pp.114-126.

245



Sandeepa, M., & Sarala, K. S. Opportunities and Challenges of Agriprenuership In
India—Some Reviews. Palarch's Journal of Archaeology of Egypt/Egyptology,

17(7), 2020. 9541-9554

Sector, B., Goal 16 of the UN Sustainable Development Agenda and Its Implications for
Effective Governance. The Future of the UN Sustainable Developmen{oals:

Business Perspectives for Global Development in 2030, 2019. p.99.0Q

Shani, B.B. The Upsurge of Farm Mechanization and Its Impact %\Land Occupancy

System in Nigeria. Journal of Engineering Research orts, 18(3), 2020.

QO

Shittu, O. Emerging Sustainability Concerns f@f’olicy Implications of Urban

Pp.36-45.

Household Consumption: A Systemati rature Review. Journal of Cleaner

Production, 246, 2020. p.119034 @

Siami-Namini, S. & Hudson, c?}kn‘ion and Income Inequality in Developed and

Developing Countriés&urnal of Economic Studies. Vol. 46 No. 3, 2019. Pp.
1.0rg/10.1108/JES-02-2018-0045

611-632. Https: %

Singh P. K. C@ama, H. Evaluating Poverty Alleviation Strategies in A Developing

C@. Plos One. 13;15(1): 2020, E0227176.

Tijax,/I.A. Alawode, O.0. Gafar, A.O. & Kolade, O.A. Policies and Agribusiness

Development: The Nigerian Experience (No. 2223-2019-1707). 2017.

246


https://doi.org/10.1108/JES-02-2018-0045

Tochukwu, O. R., Omoyele, O. S., Olanipekun, W. D., & Aderemi, T. A. Is agriculture
still a strong force in employment generation in Nigeria? An empirical

investigation. EuroEconomica, 40(2). 2021.

Udemezue, J. C., & Osegbue, E. G. 2018. Theories and models of agricultural

development. Annals of Reviews and Research, 1(5), 555574. \

Ukegbu, P. Nwofia, B.; Ndudiri, U.; Nwakwe, N.; & Uwaegbute, A. Foo ity and

Associated Factors Among University Students. Food Ndatgition. Bull. 40,

2019,271-281. %Q

Umar, M.B. Yarima, M.M. Yusuf, O.E. Adetayo, A@ thu, M. Tractor Use and

Agricultural Productivity in Nigeria: Prosngand Challenges. Agro-Science,

\Q’b

Vahdati, K. & Sarikhani, S. An ?@W of Sustainable Agriculture Development in

20(2), 2021. Pp.1-8.

Iran and in the World. Strﬂsgc\ Research Journal of Agricultural Sciences and

Natural Resources,‘é@%ﬁ& pp.19-32.

Van Der Voet, J. OQrganizational Decline and Innovation in Public Organizations: A

Conteral ramework of Cutback Management. Perspectives On Public

N@ment and Governance, 2(2), 2019. Pp.139-154.

Vc%ér, F. & Alkire, S. Consolidating and Improving the Assets Indicator in the Global

Multidimensional Poverty Index. World Development, 158, 2022, 105997.

Wackett, L.P. Plant Microbiomes. Microbial Biotechnology, 12(4), 2019. P.814.

247



Wang, H. Wang, X. Sarkar, A. & Qian, L. Evaluating the Impacts of Smallholder

Farmer’s Participation in Modern Agricultural Value Chain Tactics for
Facilitating Poverty Alleviation—A Case Study of Kiwifruit Industry in Shaanxi,

China. Agriculture, 11(5), 2021. P.462.

Wang, X. The Evolution of Thinking About The Concept Of Poverty. In multzdzm{onal

Poverty Measurement. Springer, Singapore. 2022, Pp. 1-22 OQ

Weicheng, C.U.I.  On the Philosophical Ontology for A Geneé\System Theory.

Philosophy, 11(6), 2021. Pp.443-458. %

Whiston, S. C. Principles and Applications of Asse@bin Counselling. Cengage

Learning USA, 2012.
2

Williams, E.A. & Orokpo, O.F The Ecor%’\b‘ﬁecovery and Growth Plan (ERGP) As
Developmental State Paraa:ig&n Introspection. International Journal of

Public Administration an %nagement Research, 5(3), 2019. Pp.12-20.

Xiong, H. Dalhaus, T P & Huang, J. Blockchain Technology for Agriculture:

Applzcatzon @tzonale Frontiers In Blockchain, 3, 2020. P.7.

Yahaya, 5 us1 R.A.; Eyinla, T.E.; & Samuel, F.O. Household Food Insecurity
utrient Adequacy of Under-Five Children in Selected Urban Areas of Ibadan,

\gouthwestern, Nigeria. Afr. J. Biomed. Res. 2021, 24, 41-46.

Yasmeen, R. Padda, .LU.H. Yao, X. Shah, W.U.H. & Hafeez, M. Agriculture, Forestry,
And Environmental Sustainability: The Role of Institutions. Environment,

Development and Sustainability, 24(6), 2022. pp.8722-8746.

248



Yu, S., & Mu, Y. Sustainable Agricultural Development Assessment: A Comprehensive

Review and Bibliometric Analysis. Sustainability, 14(19), 2022. 11824.

Zameer, H. Yasmeen, H. Zafar, M.W. Waheed, A. & Sinha, A. Analyzing the
Association Between Innovation, Economic Growth, And Environment: Divulging

the Importance of FDI And Trade Openness in India. Environmental Sci%and

Pollution Research, 27(23), 2020. Pp.29539-29553. OQ
Theses/Dissertations Q

Denis, S.S., Agribusiness Strategy and Rural D@ment: A Case Study of Thunga Sub

County, Ntungamo District. Kabala@tgsity: Masters’ Thesis 2018.

Gillman, R. Challenges and Pré%‘% Reducing US Methane Emissions Via Red
Macroalgae (Asparczg@axiformis) Feed Additives to Inhibit Enteric Methane

Production fro@mnt Livestock, Doctoral Dissertation, Yale University. 2022.

Kralovec, S. curity in Nigeria: An Analysis of The Impact of Climate Change,

Econoiic Development, And Conflict on Food Security. Malmo Universitet/Kultur

\/@&amhélle , Master’s Thesis, 2020.

249



250















Contents

(@ 0T o1 =T ol @ o1 TSR 1
T oY [0 4o o TR 1
1.1 Backgrod 0 the STUAY ....ceiiiiiei et e e e e e saea e e ennes 1

1.2 Statement of the Problem ... Q\ 9
1.3 Aim and Objectives of the STtUdY .......ccoevriiiiei e < ... 0 .......... 10

1.4 ResSearch QUESTIONS ........oovivieieeeeeececciiravereeerereeeeeeeeeeegedteeeee Beeeereeeeeeeeeeeeeeenenens 10

1.6 Significance of the StUAY ......ccccevveeieecieciececeeeeee e N e 11
1.7 Scope of the Study ....coovcveeiiciiiiie e Q 12

1.8 Operational Definition of Terms................ é ............................................................ 12

e -\
S

Literature Review.................. o \ ................................................................................................. 18

2.1  Conceptual R%/ ........................................................................................................ 18
¢ o
2.1.1 Conce tN tainable Development.......cccccveviicieeennnen. Error! Bookmark not defined.

N

.1.1.1'b§verty and Poverty AHeviation ..o 67

PN A 0o gTolT o o il HeToTe INY=Tol Ul o oY SRS 73
2.1. 2 Overview of Economic Growth and Development.........cccccuvveeeciiieecciie e 92
2.2 Theoretical FrameWOrK ........cooviiiiieiiieieeie ettt et sve e saee e 101
B A B V73 =T o 4 I I o T=To Y PRSP 101

255



Figure 2.1: General systems theory (GST) was first proposed by Ludwig von Bertalanffy, a

o1 o] Lo =13 Ml 1o Tt K 1 O U ST 104
2.2.4 Lewin and Complexity TheoristS........cccceevvveeeircreeeennnne. Error! Bookmark not defined.
2.2.5 Theories of Agricultural DevelopmeNnt.........coovciieeiiciie e 106
221 The Frontier MOdel .........ooeiiiiieeee e A\...108

2.2.2 The Conservation MOAEl .........uuueeeeiiiiiiiiiiiieiee et eeeeeevg® e B Y 110
2.2.3 The DIffUSION MOGE .v.eeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e ee s eeee e seeeseene 0’\ .................... 111

2.2.4 The High Payoff Input Model % .............................. 112

2.3. Review of Empirical StudlesQ ............................................ 113

2.3.1 Agro-Based MSMEs and Economic Growth gb%opmentﬂror! Bookmark not

defined. @fb
ngradication

231 Agro-Based MSMEs and P.pK

2.3.1 Agro-Based MSMEs a@i?d SEeCUrtY cvveeeerieeeeciieeeeas Error! Bookmark not defined.

2.4 Conceptual Fram%@ ................................................................................................. 128

Figure 2.1 Coch& Model (Source: ReSEArChEr) ....ccuvicieeiieeeiee et 128
2.5 Summary 6f Gaps in Literature REVIEWEM .........coocvviiieciiee et 129

(00T o1 =T ol I o[l SRR Error! Bookmark not defined.
V=14 VoY Fo] [o} -4V A PSSR Error! Bookmark not defined.
3.1 ReSEArch DESIZN .....uvvveeiieieeieee et Error! Bookmark not defined.
3.2 Population of the Study ........ccceeeeciiieececcee e, Error! Bookmark not defined.



33 Sample and Sampling Techniques........ccccceeevveeeecieeeennen. Error! Bookmark not defined.

3.4 Description and Administration of Research Instrument.Error! Bookmark not defined.

35 Validity of Research Instrument .........ccccoceeveieiiincveeennee, Error! Bookmark not defined.
3.6 Reliability of Research Instrument.........ccccceeeecvieeeiineens Error! Bookmark not defined.
3.7 Method of Data Collection .......cccceevieevceenceeeceecrieesieens Error! Bookmark n ined.

3.8 Method of Data ANalysis......ccceceeeircieeeiiiiee e Error! Book@ defined.
(00 FT o1 =T gl o 11 | PSP Error@hark not defined.

Results and Discussion of Findings...............................................Gﬁookmark not defined.

4.1 Demographic Distribution of the Respondents............ Q .Error! Bookmark not defined.
Table 4.1: Demographic Distribution of the Respo@s .......... Error! Bookmark not defined.
4.2 Research Questions.........cccceeun.eee. \ ......................... Error! Bookmark not defined.

Table 4.2 Sustainable Strategies Bé;@)pted by The Existing MSMES In The Agricultural

Sector In The South West Ni@ ....................................................................................... 208

Figure 4.1: Agricultura &ties of Households in Nigeria 2019, By Zone and TypeError!

Bookmark not g&d.

Figure 4.5 Measurement Criteria for Food Security in Nigeria. ....Error! Bookmark not defined.
Figure 4.6 GFSI 2022: Food Security Score for Nigeria®............... Error! Bookmark not defined.

Figure 4.7: Poverty Level in Southwest Nigeria.........cccccvveeennneenn. Error! Bookmark not defined.

257



Table 4.3: Challenges Facing Agro-based entrepreneurs in South West Nigeria Error!

Bookmark not defined.
4.3 Discussion of FINAINGS .....ccccvieiiiiiieiiiiec et Error! Bookmark not defined.

[ g Lo LYo 1 (=TSPt 222

CRAPTEE FIVE .ttt st st st st s bt s bt sbe e she e sae e saeesaeenbeenree s ~\ 184
(070 ol (U1 e Yo PR l( .. .....184

5.2 (000 Y o] 1T 1Y [o o T E%ookmark not defined.

258



	Chapter One
	Introduction
	1.1 Background to the Study
	 1.2Statement of the Problem
	1.3 Aim and Objectives of the Study
	1.4 Research Questions  
	1.5Significance of the Study
	1.6 Scope of the Study
	1.7 Limitation of the Study
	There could be biases in self-reported data from M
	1.8 Operational Definition of Terms

	Endnotes 
	           Chapter Two
	       Literature Review
	2.1 Conceptual Review
	2.1.3.1 Poverty and Poverty Alleviation
	2.1.3.2 Concept of Food Security 
	Food security is a fundamental concept that encomp
	2.1.7 Overview of Economic Growth and Development 
	2.2 Theoretical Framework
	2.2.1. System Theory
	Figure 2.1: General Systems Theory (GST) 
	2.2.2Theories of Agricultural Development
	2.2.2.1The Frontier Model 
	2.2.2.2The Conservation Model
	2.2.2.3 The Diffusion Model
	2.2.2.4The High Payoff Input Model
	2.3. Review of Empirical Studies
	2.3.1Agriculture-Based MSMEs and Poverty Eradicat
	2.4 Conceptual Model
	Figure 2.1 Conceptual Model of Agri-based MSMEs an
	Source: Researcher’s Compilation
	2.5Summary of Gap in Literature Reviewed
	There is a lack of comprehensive studies specifica

	Endnotes
	3.1Research Design
	 3.2Population of the Study
	3.3 Sample and Sampling Technique
	The sample size for the research was 360 responden
	Source: Researcher’s Compilation
	3.4 Description of the Research Instrument
	3.5 Validity of the Research Instrument
	3.6Reliability of the Research Instrument
	3.7 Administration of Research Instrument
	The study employed field methods and content analy
	3.8 Method of Data Collection
	The method of data collection focused on gathering
	3.9 Method of Data Analysis

	Chapter Four
	Results and Discussion of Findings
	4.1 Demographic Distribution of the Respondents  
	Table 4.1:  Demographic Distribution of the Respon
	4.2 Presentation of Research Questions
	Figure 4.6 Measurement Criteria for Food Security 
	Figure 4.7 GFSI 2022: Food Security Score for Nig
	Figure 4.8: Poverty Level in Southwest Nigeria
	 Table 4.2: Challenges Facing Agro-based entrepren
	4.3 Discussion of Findings 

	Chapter Five
	Conclusion
	5.1Summary of Findings
	Access to affordable finance is one of the biggest
	5.3Recommendations 
	5.4Contribution to Knowledge 
	5.5 Suggestion for Further Studies


	Bibliography 
	Section B: Sustainable Strategies in the Agricultu
	Instruction: Please select the option that best ap
	Section C: Challenge Facing Agricultural Sector in
	Instruction: Please select the option that best ap

	Endnotes 
	Bibliography 

