A REVIEW ON THE  ROLE OF GOVERNMENT IN POVERTY ALLEVIATION IN NIGERIA

ABSTRACT

The study is focused on a a review on the  role of government in poverty alleviation in Nigeria using Kaduna State as case study. From the NAPEP register, 52 participants and 52 non-participants were randomly selected. Data were collected through the use questionnaire and analysed, using descriptive  statistical tools presented in frequencies and tables. Findings indicate that majority (67%) of the participants were male while 33% were female. About 40% of the participants were of the age range of 44-53 and 62% were married with 60% having a household size range of 5-8 persons, with about 38% having trading as their major occupation. The mean income of NAPEP participants increased from N106,556 before the intervention to N249,675.00 after the intervention (134%). Income of the non-participants increased from N98,351 before the intervention to N120,127 after the intervention. The level of living of participant increased from N77,523 before the intervention to N233,268 (200%) after the intervention as a result of participation in the programme. It was recommended that NAPEP should be left to continue irrespective of the administration that initiated it. NAPEP should set up a special monitoring and recovery committee to monitor the disbursed loan transactions right from when it is disbursed to when it is due for repayment. 
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.1 
Background to the Study 

Every government has as one of its main goals enhancing the wellbeing of its people. The fundamental principle of welfareism embraces all coordinated efforts made to ameliorate and raise the standard of life of the populace, hence fostering economic progress. Nigeria is a nation with an abundance of natural, human, and material resources. Given political leadership, sound administration, exceptional leadership, and the growth of human talents, these abundant resources are capable of creating a strong foundation for socioeconomic development. Nigeria has a strong chance of becoming a powerful country. As observed by Jikwoyi  and Biajin (2019) Nigeria had great hopes for entering a takeoff phase within a realistic timeframe when it gained its independence. The economy was divided among a sizable traditional agriculturally based rural sector and a tiny contemporary urban sector, nonetheless. Urban regions housed practically all of the modern infrastructure and the majority of manufacturing businesses. The bulk of the population resided and operated farms in rural regions with little to no economic or social infrastructure. They also lacked the necessary skills to advance themselves.

Dudian  and Ike (2016) assert that the post-independence administration had considerable developmental difficulties. These developmental problems included, at a minimum, the supply of social and economic infrastructures to the overwhelming majority of the population, the management of the enormous human and material resources, and the development of people's abilities to improve their economic well-being. It is important to note that the adoption of a four-year demand management economic policy in the form of the Economic Stabilization Act of 1982, the Austerity Program of 1984, and the National Economic Emergency Measures of 1985 for economic recovery and self-reliance was one way some of these challenges were addressed. However, due to the lack of consistency in prior rules, all had only sporadic consequences. And a two-year Structural Adjustment Programme (SAP) had to be implemented in order to widen the economy's base of resources and production, remove distortion, scale back government involvement, foster competition, and create economic independence.

The SAP's short timeline, weak reform sequencing, inconsistent policy execution, and lack of political will on the part of the majority of administration to maintain the current policies were all blamed for its failure to meet its stated goals. It is apparent that the Nigerian economy suffered from deep structural flaws and stayed in a protracted state of disequilibrium due to policy mistakes caused by non-continuity in the previous policies. The urban-based infrastructures were poor, insufficient, and poorly maintained, and the efficiency of incentives was low, leading to an insufficient use of the forces of production. These issues were caused by non-policy programs on the development of people's potentials, initiative, and abilities as observed by Faareida(2019).
The discovery of the effects of the prior policy mistakes made the necessity for policy redefinition in Nigeria even more clear. The need for this policy reorientation arises from the fact that every good government frequently places a high priority on improving the living conditions of its citizens. The problem of rural/urban migration, which has decreased the number of young and vibrant members of the rural community, the reduction of the pressure poor people have on their representatives in government as well as their local council, and other factors led to a shift in emphasis toward policy programs that will develop people's skills, initiative, creativity, and potentials with a view to empowering them to become economically productive and self-reliant.

According to Dudian et’al  (2016)., between 65 and 75 percent of people in rural regions live in poverty, and throughout the years, this figure has risen nationwide. Whatever the case, it is for the aforementioned reasons that policy programs on acquiring occupational skills and youth empowerment for self-reliance, self-development, and self-sustenance have emerged as a major issue for all Nigerian governments. Prof. Jery Gana claims that under General Ibrahim Babangida's leadership, this issue becomes a clear preoccupation and truly receives the highest priority ranking. He believed that the country had never previously seen the type of coordinated and all-encompassing fight that the government had ruthlessly waged against rural poverty, against the deprivation of the people, and against the people's helplessness. In actuality, although numerous sectoral policies frequently touched on human development, there was no overarching national strategy on youth empowerment, occupational skill development/acquisition for self-reliance until the mid-1980s. However, efforts have been made to transform these urgent notions of human growth through the acquisition of skills for young into acceptable aims, cogent methods, and effective action for empowerment in Nigeria.

In light of the aforementioned, General Ibrahirn Babangida's administration made "self-reliance" the centerpiece of its policy agenda through the National Directorate of Employment (NDE). As a result, in addition to developing occupational skills and empowering young people, the Directorate was also tasked with "building the enabling environment that will allow the youth to express their creative energy and exercise their initiative in pursuing their developmental objectives (Faareida 2019). As its primary value, the construction of an enabling environment entails mobilizing the populace and establishing "all the facilities for skill acquisition/training the populace needs to pursue and/or realize their developmental objectives." The Directorate kept on with its empowerment and skill-building initiative. However, in keeping with the custom of discontinuity in the previous policies, the Obasanjo government launched the National Poverty Eradication Programme (NAPEP) in 2002 with self-sufficiency as its main goal. Thus, the main goals of NAPEP are youth empowerment and skill development. The development of vocational skills and the empowerment of Nigerian youth to be self-reliant, self-sufficient, and self-employed in order to improve their socioeconomic well-being are among the main goals and activities of NAPEP. In Nigeria, unemployment and poverty are two issues that the program aims to solve.

1.1.1
National Poverty Eradication Programme (NAPEP)

NAPEP was established in 2001.  Different ministries and agencies were recognized as core poverty alleviation ministries and agencies.  Some of these ministries and agencies are:  Agricultural and Rural Development, Education, water resources, Industry, employment, labor and productivity.

Women affairs and youth development, health, NACRDB, NDE etc. Some of the functions of NAPEP through the different ministries and agencies are:

Capacity building and vocational training through the capacity acquisition  programme in the major pro-occupations of the nation’s labor force e.g. plumbing, glazing and painting, mechanical, electrical and electronics technicians apprenticeship. 

Data generation and statistics on employment among, by  maintaining a record of unemployment among  youth and others at the “labor office in each state and local government council”.

Job and employment opportunity creation.  This is to expose as many youth as possible to the opportunities for or the –job training and skills acquisition and concurrently maximize employment opportunities.

Promotion of awareness in the activities and opportunities in the expiration of solid minerals resources for employment and promotion investment.

Co-ordination and control of activities in teaching and application of science and technology in the locality.

Enterprises development and promotion like establishment of local resource based cottage industries.

Rural infrastructural development, like power supply, water supply, transportation, housing, communications and farm development etc.

Social welfare services like, quality special education, quality health care delivery services, rehabilitation programmes for destitute and the disabled, credit delivery for all group.

Despite the excess of poverty alleviation programmes which past governments had initiated and implemented, by 1999 when the Obasanjo administration came to power a World Bank’s report indicated that Nigeria’s Human Development Index (HDI) was only 0.416 and that about 70 per cent of the population was vegetating below the bread line.

These alarming indicators prompted the government to review the existing poverty alleviation schemes with a view to harmonising them and improving on them. Three presidential panels were set up in this regard.

They were: the Presidential Panel on the Rationalisation and Harmonisation of Poverty Alleviation and Agencies headed by Alhaji Ahmed Joda; Presidential Technical Committee on the Review of all Poverty Alleviation Programmes headed by Professor Ango Abdullahi; and Committees on Youth Policy, Concept of the Youth Empowerment Scheme and the Blueprint for Poverty Eradication Programme headed by Professor A.B. Aborishade.

The findings and recommendations of these presidential panels coalesced in the formation of the National Poverty Alleviation Programme (NAPEP) in January 2001. This new scheme has been structured to integrate four sectoral schemes.

The first is the Youth Empowerment Scheme (YES), which is concerned with providing unemployed youth opportunities in skills acquisition, employment and wealth generation. To achieve this, the scheme has been further subdivided into Capacity Acquisition Programme, Mandatory Attachment Programme and Credit Delivery Programme.

The second is the Rural Infrastructure Development Scheme (RIDS). The objective of this scheme is to ensure the provision and development of infrastructure needs in the areas of transport, energy water and communication especially in rural areas. The scheme has been broken into four parts: the Rural Transport Programme, the Rural Energy Programme, the Rural Water Programme and the Rural Communication Programme.

The third is the Social Welfare Services Scheme (SOWESS) which aims at ensuring the provision of basic social services including quality primary and special education, strengthening the economic power of farmers, providing primary health care, and so on. This third scheme consists of four broad sub-categories which are, the Qualitative Education Programme, Primary Health Care Programme, Farmers Empowerment Programme and Social Services Programme.

The last is the Natural Resources Development and Conservation Scheme (NRDCS). The vision of this scheme is to bring about a participatory and sustainable development of agricultural, mineral and water resources through the following sub-divisions: Agricultural Resources Programme, Water Resources Programme, Solid Minerals Resources Programme and Environment Protection Programme.

The target of the National Poverty Eradication Programme is to completely wipe out poverty from Nigeria by the year 2010. The formulators of the programme have identified three stages to the attainment of this ambitious target.

The first stage is the restoration of hope in the mass of poor people in Nigeria. This involves providing basic necessities to hitherto neglected people particularly in the rural areas.

The second stage is the restoration of economic independence and confidence. The final stage is wealth creation.

1.2       Statement of the Problem

Traditionally speaking, the primary business of government and its institutions is the promotion of social wellbeing through policy programmes that are designed specifically for such purpose. However, before embarking on programme implementation, there is often the need to appraise the institutional capabilities of the implementing organization to ascertain its competence in implementing such programme. If they lack the institutional capacity, then government can decide whether to create new institution, upgrade the existing ones or retain their staff in order to equip them with the technical competence needed to implement the policy programme accurately. In Nigeria the tendency to proliferate policy programmes is very high, resulting in too many programmes without clearly defined areas of responsibilities and authority, rather than  strengthening the performance capabilities of the existing programmes and re-orientating them for innovative task, new policy programmes are created and more often than not on top of the existing ones. For instance, NAPEP created on top of NDE. In actual functioning, these programmes run into conflict with one another, largely because of the duplication, overlapping functions and lack of coordination.

The incremental theory by Charles Lindblorn holds that “an administrative action of past policies usually involve a continuation of past policies which are tried with least possible (incremental) modification to suit the changing circumstances”. But policy continuation or modification has been one of the greatest challenges facing successive administration in Nigeria. For instance, the National Directorate for Food, Roads and Rural Infrastructure (DFRRI), a policy programme of government in 1986 was designed to open up rural areas, through a boost in agricultural production, provision of basic infrastructural facilities — potable water, electricity, health-care services, roads, etc with the involvement of  the rural people in the implementation of its goals. Thus, DFRRI was to utilize/encourage creative potentials of the rural people, develop their skills for effective participation in the implementation process. Policy discontinuity stay-maid the programme, as it was replaced by the Petroleum (Special) Trust Fund (PTF) whose objectives and activities were similar. Also the Family Economic Advancement Programme (FEAP) introduced in 1985 with the aim of boosting the productive capacity of the rural people by empowering them to support in establishment of cottage industries and other related businesses to raise their income and standard of living, could not go beyond the administration that established it.

In a similar vein, the National Directorate of Employment (NDE) whose programmes of Youth Empowerment and Vocational Skills Development was aimed at training of youth for skills acquisition into various trades, after which they are empowered for self-reliance as well as make them economically productive in the  society was instead of strengthening and re-orientating it for effective performance, replaced with the National Poverty Eradication Programme (NAPEP) whose programmes of Youth Empowerment Schemes (YES) has similar  objectives and activities as well as the targeted masses. The NAPEP, like NDE, has as its core objective skill acquisition and empowerment of youth for self reliance.

The question now is, why has there been no continuity in policy programmes especially those that relate to socio-economic wellbeing of the people? Put differently; why the change from NDE to NAPEP when both emphasized on skills acquisition and youth empowerment for self-reliance? Do the NAPEP’s skills acquisition/development and youth empowerment programmes more focused? If the answers to the above are affirmative, then, why the heap of problems militating against the contributory role of the scheme to the socio-economic development of the people of Kachia Local Government Area of Kaduna? 

1.3
Research questions

Thus this study is intended to provide answers to the following research questions: 

What are the socio-economic characteristics of the NAPEP participants? 

What is the extent of the people’s participation in the activities being implemented by NAPEP in the study area? 

What is the impact of NAPEP on the poverty alleviation in the study area? 

What are the constraints encountered in the implementation of the programme in the study area? 

 1.4 
Objectives of the Study 

The broad objective of the study was to assess the of the role of government in poverty alleviation in Nigeria.  The specific objectives were to:    

describe the socio economic characteristics of the NAPEP participants; 

examine the extent of people’s participation in the activities being implemented by NAPEP in the study area; 

assess the impact of NAPEP on the poverty alleviation in the study area, and 

identify the constraints encountered in the implementation of the programme in the State. 

1.5       Significance of the Study

Achieving significant results reducing poverty often hinges on what is done, how it is done, when it is done and whom it is targeted at. It is obvious from several studies that poverty reduction policies in Nigeria have failed to achieve their stated objectives. Several reasons may be adduced for this failure. It therefore requires concerted efforts by all stakeholders to contribute to the success of this all-important but elusive goal. Such efforts can only be meaningful if it stem from an empirical study in order to realize not only her own local targets and objectives, but also to help her in achieving the global lofty objective of eradicating poverty by the year 2015. Pointedly therefore, this study is going to be significant for a number of reasons.

The study is expected to be a concerted effort to identify, articulate and highlight the existence, causes, and effects of poverty in Nigeria.

It is an effort at streamlining poverty reduction strategies towards making them more potent, and hence more beneficial to the target population.

The study is also expected to benefit a number of groups, especially stakeholders of poverty reduction efforts such as public and private sector players, planners, managers, coordinators and monitors of poverty reduction agencies and the poor who are the ultimate beneficiaries of the efforts and indeed the general public.

The research is expected to become part of a data bank for operators as well as policy makers in poverty reduction activities.

It will also arouse the interest of students and researchers to conduct more researches in the field of poverty reduction.

1.6       Scope and Limitations of the Study

This study will be limited to an appraisal of the role of government in the alleviation of poverty.  The researcher intends to centre the study on NAPEP.

Certainly, time, financial and other unforeseen constraint has precluded a detailed coverage of the study and could not permit the investigation of the whole programmes of NAPEP. The study is therefore limited to specific areas of NAPEP programmes with unique activities and objectives.

Under this NAPEP, the specific areas to be studied are: Youth Empowerment Scheme (YES) which has

Capacity Acquisition Programme (CAP) and

Mandatory Attachment Programme (MAP) 7

The study also intends to cover the periods between 1999-2007. The periods and programmes are chosen bearing in mind the ushering in of democratic dispensation and the peak of poverty situation in Nigeria, and the objectives of this programme in making the people self-reliant via bringing the dividend of democracy to the grass-root level.

Added to the above limitation is the non-disclosure of relevant information especially those tagged “secret” in NAPEP office as well as lack of authentic and accurate data.

Despite all these limitations, the researcher has tried to make this work a success.

1.8       Definition of Terms

Poverty: The term poverty is defined in the perspective of this study as a state where an individual is unable to cater for his basic needs of food, clothing and shelter, unable to meet social and economic obligations, lack of gainful employment, skills, assets and self-esteem and has limited access to social and economic infrastructures such as education, healthcare services, potable water and sanitation and also has limited chances of advancing his welfare to the limit of his capabilities.

Unemployment: For the purpose of this study, unemployment is defined as a condition and/or situation in which able bodied persons who are physically and mentally fit and are willing to work, are unable to find work because of lack of employment opportunities. It is a condition in which those who are able or capable and eager to work find it difficult to obtain suitable jobs.

Development: The researcher views the concept of development as the fulfillment of the necessary conditions for the achievement or realization of universally acceptable aims and potentials of human personality, through the eradication of poverty, inequality and unemployment within the economic system of a nation. So development is therefore the realization of the full potentials of the society, which is the sustained improvement of the wellbeing of the people.

Self Reliance: In operation terms, self reliance is to be understood as the will to build up and use a capacity for autonomous decision making and implementation on all aspects of the development process including human development. It is an essential component of alternative strategies, pattern or mode of development which are directed at the satisfaction of the maximum needs of the entire population as the primary development objective. It is development through one’s own efforts.

Economic Development: The researcher look at economic development as a necessary element in development, a more equitable distribution of wealth and a cumulative rise in the material standard of living of an increasing proportion of the total population. In conclusion, all these definitions imply that it involves rising living standard. 
CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Socio-economic Characteristics of the Participants in Various   Development Programmes 

In a study on the impact of poverty reduction programmes in Nigeria Joseph (2005) found that few young people were engaged in poverty eradication   programmes. He also found that most of the participants in poverty eradication programmes in Nigeria were middle aged men and women who were between the ages of 51 and 60 years.  Joseph (2005) further showed that the overall average age of the rural dwellers was 60, and that the rural population contained a disproportionate number of people who have passed their prime age or who were retired civil servants whose productivity on the farm was likely to be low. 

In a related study conducted in Bauchi State,   Idi et al. (2006) found that the participants were older, with a mean age of 48.6 years with the non-participants having a mean age of 45.33 years. In the same vein, Fidelis (1998) in his work “An appraisal of poverty eradication strategies in Nigeria” reported that the ages of the participants were between 30-59years with non- participants in the age group of 21-30years. His study concluded that the young ones were not interested in rural poverty eradication programmes as they had migrated to the cities to seek for white collar jobs. Similarly, an impact study of poverty eradication programmes in Abia -State, conducted by Nwachukwu et al. (2007) reported that the participants of the programmes within the age group of 30-39 years were only 5%, while those above the age group of 50 years were 53%. Eze et al. (2009) in their impact assessment of the Community-Based Poverty Reduction Agency (CBRA) and the Civil Resources Development and 

Documentation Centre (CRDDC) in Ebonyi State showed that 72.03% (majority) of CBRA and 64.42% of CBRA participants were 50 years and above, implying that the participants in the government planned development programmes were elderly in the area. Fasina et al. (2004) in their study of the impact of the Youth in Agriculture Programme in Ondo State revealed from their findings that 50.9% of the respondents were between the age of 20 and 35. Followed closely by those between 35-40years (39.2%) leaving only 10% of the respondents below the age of 35. 

In another impact study, Ekwe et al. (2006) revealed that the average age of the participants was 43 years with (62.81%) of them in their middle age group (41-50) years. Similarly, Ogunwale et al. (2006) in their study reported that 36% of the participants were in the age range of 40-49, 13% were below 39years, while 16.7% of them were above 60years of age. Sabo (2005) in a study of the impact of women in agriculture programme in Borno State Nigeria, found that majority of the respondents (52%) were within the age range of 40 to 50 years. Eze et al. (2009) in their study of a  poverty eradication programme in Ebonyi State reported that about 93.31% of the participants were married while only about 6.69% of them were unmarried; singles, widows or divorced. Sabo (2005) and Agwu et al. (2009) in their separate study reported that majority of the participants (90%) and non participants (75.3%), respectively were married.  

Nwachukwu et al. (2007) also has it that in terms of family size, participating farmers fell between 5-9 persons.  On the household size their study revealed 0-5 members, 6-10 and above 10 was put at 25%, 63.8% and 11.25%, respectively. Agwu et al. (2009) reported that (55.0%) have family size of between 6-10 members. Sabo (2005) has it that the average family size according to her findings was put at between 5 and 10 members. The large family size of participants as indicated by the findings above implies more labour supply and utilization on the farm which can subsequently translate into high productivity on the farm, thus increasing participants income and further better their livelihood.   

Eze et al. (2009) studied the impact of poverty eradication programmes, which include the Community-Based Poverty Reduction Agency (CBRA) and the Civil Resources Development and Documentation Centre (CRDDC) in Ebonyi State. They found that majority (60.7%) of CBRA participants were male while the CIRDDC had 46.88% of the participants as males. They also recorded a near equal ratio of 51.88% and 48.12% for male and female participants respectively. Similarly Agwu et al. (2009) in an impact study reported that slightly more than half of the respondents interviewed were males. These studies indicate that more males participate in poverty eradication activities than females. Nwachukwu et al. (2007) in their study found that in terms of income levels, participants were better when compared with their non-participating counterparts. Agwu et al. (2009) showed that 76.3% of their respondents had above 10 years of farming experience. Similarly, Sabo (2005) in a study of the impact of the women in agriculture programme in Borno State Nigeria found that 34% had farming experiences ranging from 16 to 20years. 
Idi et al. (2006) in their findings reported that the participants of the programme were more educated with tertiary education (43.3%) than the non-participants (26.6%). In the same vein, Fidelis (1998) found that 23% of the participants had tertiary education, while 77% of them had secondary education and 66% of those who were formally educated were gainfully employed. In a related impact study of poverty eradication programmes in Abia -State, Nwachukwu et al. (2007) showed that most of the respondents were averagely educated. Fasina et al. (2004) in their impact study of youth agriculture programmes in Ondo State found that 52.5% of the respondents were literate with secondary education while 31.7% had tertiary education. Ekwe et al. (2006) found that half of the participants (51%) had at least a secondary education while the other half had either primary (28.44%) and 20.68% of them had no formal education. In another study by Ogunwale et al. (2006) 40% of the participants had primary education, 11.7% had secondary while 8.3%, 20% and 20% had post primary school, adult and no formal education at all respectively. Yet Sabo (2005) in their impact study of women in agriculture programme in Borno State Nigeria found that 52% of the participant farmers had at least primary education. 

On the other hand, Fidelis (1998) and Ogunwale et al. (2006) found the educational level of participants of poverty reduction programmes to be low, a situation which contradicts most of the other findings on poverty eradication programmes in Nigeria.  Fasina et al. (2004) in their work on impact of youth in Agriculture programme in Ondo State found that a 90% (majority) of the respondents had farming as their major occupation, teaching (37.5%), while 23.5%, 20.8% and 18.2% were civil servants, traders and artisans, respectively. Agwu et al. (2009) study shows that 41.2% and 20.6% were farmers and either traders or civil servants respectively.  

2.2 Extent of People’s Participation in Poverty Eradication Programmes  Nkom (1989) reported a low level of people’s participation in poverty eradication programmes in Nigeria. He attributed this to non-involvement of the participants in programmes planning and implementation.  Joseph (2005) in a similar study found that the participants were not actively involved in all the activities of the programmes but instead they were passive and patiently waiting to take whatever gets down to them from the policy makers and implementers of the programmes. He also blamed this situation on non-involvement of the rural poor to whom the programme was meant in the planning and implementation process.  However Fidelis (1998) has contrasted the above findings. In his study, Fidelis (1998) reported a high level of people’s participation in poverty eradication programmes and other related programmes. Wallace (1980) in her study on the impact of irrigation projects noted a non-participation rate of about 40% during the 1976/77 dry season farming as many farmers could not afford the increasing cost of inputs thereby giving out their land to other farmers or left  it fallow.  
2.3 
Impact of Poverty Eradication Programmes on Livelihood of the People 

The concern over the deteriorating food supply in Nigeria led to the launching of series of programmes on poverty eradication and food security since the 1960s till date (Joseph, 2005; Nwachukwu et al., 2007). As reported by Nwachukwu et al. (2007) some of these programmes have been able to reduce the amount of foreign exchange spent on importation of rice and other staple food items, as well as increased local production. Similarly, Idi et al. (2006) found some positive impact among his project’s participants compared with the non-participants in terms of land acquisition and post harvest activities. The study further found that in terms of labour utilization, the participants spent an average of 44.33 man days compared to 36.67 man days by nonparticipants. In terms of loan acquisition for agricultural production, Idi et al. (2006) found that the project participants benefited more than the non-participants with an average of N 21,333.33 and N 7,333.33 respectively. Akpoko et al. (1998) in a study of impact of a non-governmental agricultural extension training programme reported a significant impact on the farmer’s livelihood in terms of ownership of commercial vehicles, motor-cycles, bicycles, clothing, food crops and food consumption as a result of their participation in the programme.  

In another impact study by Fasina et al. (2004) of the Youth in Agriculture Programme in Ondo State, the previously unemployed youths were able to secure a better level of living as a result of their participation in the programme. The study further showed that there was increase in the total land area under agricultural production as an additional 2 ha were allocated to participants apart from what they were cultivating prior to the programme. Another impact was in the area of increased agricultural labour utilization in agricultural production. Ogunwale et al. (2006) in a related impact study in Ogbomosho agricultural zone of Oyo State found a positive impact as all the farmers sampled adopted the recommended practices which increased their level of productivity while 98% indicated increase in their net farm income. The study also revealed a 30% reduction in production costs and 25% reduction in associated risks in farming. 

Agwu et al. (2008) found significant impacts on the activities of Fadama I Project in Kachia L.G.A, Kaduna State. The study revealed that there was remarkable increase in food production and the farmers’ income. In another related work by Atala et al. (1992) on the impact of the Training and Visit   Extension System, they found that before 1986 when the System was introduced, only one of the thirty two selected farm innovations were adopted by less than 50% of the farmers whereas by 1990 twenty of the innovations were adopted by over 50% of the farmers. There was therefore, a considerable increase in the rate of adoption of farm innovations. The study further revealed a gross farm output for sorghum, maize, cowpea, and ground nut increased from 9% to15% for all categories of farmers with increased production output of over 200kg for each crop in 1990. They attributed the increase to the impact of the T&V Extension System.  Adegbehin et al. (2001) studied the impact of T&V Extension System in Nigeria. They recorded a significant impact on agricultural production as the result of the study revealed that the system led to increase in crop output and yields ranging between 5.23-67.8% for maize, sorghum, millet, rice, maize, yam and cassava. They also reported high levels of technology adoption for crops such as cassava and maize production. The most widely adopted technology was improved crop varieties for cassava, and fertilizer use in maize production for the livestock sub-sector however.  For rabitry, the rate of adoption was very low.  On the contrary, however Joseph (2005) in his work on the impact of poverty reduction strategies of the Federal Government of Nigeria since independence till date has reported that no significant impact have been achieved in terms of improvement in the lives of Nigerians especially the poor. Contrary to popular impression  Ekwe et al.  (2006)  in their study revealed a no impact situation of the NCRRI/IITA improved technology aimed at boosting food production, as the level of adoption and its subsequent impact was put at below average as evidenced by a figure of 42.50% of people using all the practices. 

The National Accelerated Food Production Programme (NAFPP) was launched in 1972 as a Federal and State programme designed to develop technologies to rapidly increase the production of six major food crops; sorghum, millet, wheat,  rice, and cassava, including agro-services through input supply, credit and farm services like tractor hiring, storage and marketing (FMARD,1977). Unfortunately the agro-service component was poorly developed, and the extension component used the contact farmer strategy and invariably focused on the progressive large scale farmers especially for the production kits. Omokore (2009) reported that the programme lacked commitment from both state and Federal government thereby resulting in the poor funding which led to its gradual death. Meaning the programme failed to achieve its main objective of improvement in the socio-economic wellbeing of the rural people. Mijindadi (1991) found that though this programme was the first attempt to get farmers involved  in some form of field research it failed to achieve that aim due to lack of commitment on the part of stakeholders. 
The Operation Feed the Nation (OFN) programme introduced in 1996 was aimed at mobilizing able bodied Nigerians in the drive for self sufficiency in food and socioeconomic improvement.  Omokore (2009) had it that all land, human, material and natural resources   were committed to ensuring the success of this programmes. There was an increase in food production as reflected in the prices of food items in parts of the country. This means that farmers’ social importance was recognized since the dignity of farming was restored. Omokore (2009) further stated that one thing did not and has not happened and that is the fact that Nigeria has not become self sufficient in food, the purpose for which the programme was launched. Thus, it can be argued that Operation Feed the Nation was a resounding National developmental catastrophe. Although the campaigns generated a lot of awareness it went largely to urban dwellers and missed the farmers who were the real producers (William, 1981). Fertilizers and other inputs either did not reach the farmers at the appropriate time or reached them at prices they could hardly ever afford (Wilmot, 1979). He further added that the result of the impact study conducted on OFN could not have been otherwise given the disarticulated structure of the economy, Wilmot (1979) maintained that the scheme failed because it did not go beyond the question of growth. The principle and premise was participating in farming will lead to bumper harvest whereas the peasants may grow more food than the nation can eat, yet there will be hungry and poor people so long as no institutional structures were created to ensure equitable distribution. Uwaka (1980) studied farmers’ response to the OFN Campaign in Imo and Anambra States and found a weak correlation between awareness of the OFN innovations and the adoption of the recommended packages. 

The River Basin Development Authorities (RBDAs)  It was set up to increase food production  Federal Republic of Nigeria (FRN) (1988) has it that by 1960 we had eight irrigation schemes spread all over the country, Kano River project in Kadawa, the Sokoto Rima Project at Bakolori and Goronyo and the lake Chad Basin development scheme in Borno are the notable ones. Wallace (1980) appraised the Kano River Project and found that like other irrigation projects, it has impacted positively on the farming system. On the contrary Adesina (1995) in his findings, reported that the Rima project did not achieve its objective of socio-economic transformation of the rural areas and individual livelihoods improvement. It was affected by a myriad of problems among which are; unpopular use of manure. Again, River Rima over-flooded its banks and it washed away most of the crops leading to low crop yield, thereby rendering the aim of socio-economic wellbeing improvement unachievable. Otaki (2006) had from his findings that although farmers can now grow specific food crops on and off seasons, they cannot choose what to grow, as they are expected to give up the production of food for their own consumption but only for market. Many farmers could not afford to finance the purchase of all the necessary inputs such as water, seed, tractor, fertilizer and labour. So, they hired their irrigated land out to farmers who had the necessary inputs or left it to fallow. 

The performance of irrigation programmes in Nigeria when viewed against the backdrop of its major objective has not substantially mitigated poverty within the affected rural communities in spite of their impact on farming systems (Omokore, 2009). Igbozurike et al. (1982) reported that the RBDAs have failed to tackle the problem of inequality in both its spatial and social context. 

Despite the large chunk of money committed to the RBDAs, the programme is yet to prove its value. Nigeria still imports wheat to the tune of 1.3million metric tons   in 

1980-1981 while domestic production is put at between 20,000-25,000 tonnes (Otaki, 2006).  Otaki (2006) went further to state that up till 1985, Nigeria was a net importer of wheat, rice, sugar, and other legumes from Europe, America and Asia. Therefore one could be right to say therefore that the programme is a wasteful programme of self reliant development. 

The Green Revolution (GR) was also another development programme of the Nigerian State. It was practiced in Mexico in 1943 as one of the outcomes of a research work sponsored by Rockefeller foundation. Four years   (1979-1983) when the GR was fully operational, over N158 million was committed into the programme. It still failed because it toed the same path which OFN lived and terminated and it was capital intensive (Otaki, 2006; Omokore, 2009).This is evidenced in the fact that Nigeria government, sensing a disturbing signal from the failure of the programme resorted to importation of rice from Thailand, wheat and other grains and legumes from the United States of America (Idachaba, 2005).  

The Agricultural Development Projects (ADPs). The ADPs, started in 1975 with a tripartite arrangement between the Federal Government, State Government and the World Bank (WB) with the WB as the major financier in the form of loan. This programme has among its activities a sophisticated, largely expatriate management and heavy use of extension workers, improved seeds, chemical fertilizers, insecticides, ploughs and tractors to raise productivity of farmers in the rural areas (Idachaba 2005; Omokore, 2009; Otaki, 2006). Titus et al. (2005)  reported that the era of ADPs was characterized by provision of farm inputs both in the form  of technical advice and/or input supply and also construction of feeder roads, agro-service centre’s, staff training and borehole water supply, as part of the integrated rural development’s approach. 

Otaki (2006) viewed the lives span of the programmes as it has only pretended to be agents of peasant welfare, the ADPs approach neglected the social structural obstacles which prevent peasantry from gaining from the process of development. William (1981) is of the same view that the WBADP was directed and accrued to the rich and some projects excluded the poor and small holder or peasants. He further buttress the foregoing by saying that there is evidence of misdirection of funds and creaming off monies by members of local political and landowning elites. From the foregoing it can be argued that the WBADP rather than serving as instrument for the improvement of the rural peasants welfare, the WBADP strategy became instrument of polarizing the peasantry into classes of rich farmers on one hand and poor peasants on the other. Because of the imperial origin of the programme the ADPs have become agents of penetration, expansion and domination of the Nigerian economy by both local and international monopoly capitalism, as peasants are dispossessed of their land, and their subsequent gradual transformation into rural proletariat (Otaki, 2006; Sanda, 1991). Just like the irrigation schemes, the farmers were expected to change their cropping patterns to meet the market requirements. In order to do this, they were expected to grow crops for sale primarily and to abandon some of his risk minimizing strategies such as mixed cropping and the growing of traditional seeds which though not very responsive to fertilizer were drought resistant. Voh (1982) noted that many farmers relying on 1-2 hectare plots could not afford these risks and make themselves dependent on bought seeds which needed a lot of fertilizer and were not drought resistant in an environment where both the rains and market were unpredictable. The consequences of all these, was under-performance and failure, since the WB assistance to the ADPs has more or less ended, the farmers are left with no option than to grapple with inadequate input supply and adulterated chemicals and other farm inputs (Sanda,1991). 

Nigerian Agricultural and Cooperative Bank (NACB): It is a product of bilateral arrangement between the Federal Government and Central Bank of Nigeria.  NACB assist all her clients to adopt modern agricultural technologies and good management practices through advice from specialists among its staff (NACB, 1986; Ndakwakwa, 1989). In his study on the role of NACB in financing farm production in 1989 found that small scale farmers did not benefit much for one to say that the programme has had significant impact on the livelihoods of the rural people. He further stated that his respondent complained of inadequacy of fund and late disbursement whenever available. Also the requirements for securing the loan were stringent such that the rural people could not afford. In order to address the problem of high collateral or security, the NACB later metamorphose into Nigerian Agricultural Cooperative and Rural Development Bank (NACRDB) with same mandate as the NACB but with relaxed conditions, whereby farmers were encouraged to form cooperative groups to facilitate access to credit facilities. Even in the phase of this modification, the programme still leaves much to be desired as it is yet to impact positively on the lives of the rural people (Agbamu, 2005). 

The Directorate for Food, Roads, and Rural Infrastructure (DFRRI) It was established in 1986 to improve the level of living in the rural areas in terms of rural infrastructural development but the programme failed to achieve this   objective due to inadequate funding. Great emphasis on quantity than quality, diversion of resources, poor feasibility studies, problem of conceptualization and defective operational methods (Omokore, 2009). Sanda (1991) in a critical analysis of the impact of DFRRI, found that quantitative achievement were recorded in terms of infrastructural development, but the effectiveness leaves much to be desired. Jibowo (1996) noted that it made noticeable achievement during its years of operations in areas of infrastructural development. It failed to make significant impact on rural housing, food and agriculture, rural industrialization, rural technology, socio-cultural and recreation programmes due to change in government and its policies. 

The National Fadama Development Projects (NFDP) were ideas conceived by the 
World Bank, African Development Bank (ADB) and the Federal Government of Nigeria with the participation of the States and Local Governments. They are nationwide projects targeted at dry season farming and related agro processing and marketing activities all aimed at raising rural productivity and income. In the initial stage of the programme, twelve states were selected covering about 1million families 

(Akinola, 2003). The National Fadama Development Projects (NFDP) implemented in 

1992 and 1999 and was adjudged successful in terms of increase in access to inputs, improved social relations, access to inputs resources, farm size, access to loans, knowledge of improved marketing, marketing systems increase and increased family income. Only improved technology adoption was low (Akinola, 2003). He further added that as result of its success it was covering more States and communities in the form of Fadama (ii) project. These “success” has culminated into FGN requesting the second phase of fadama project (AESON, 2006). 

The Nigerian Special Programme for Food Security (SPFS) is A bi-partite project signed between Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (UN) and the Federal Government of Nigeria (FGN) to improve the productivity and sustainability of agricultural systems with the ultimate objective of contributing to better livelihood of poor people, (Omokore; 2009 and   Jibowo, 1996).  In an impact study of the, Jibowo (1996) found that the programme had impacted positively on the socio-economic wellbeing and livelihoods pattern of the rural people he studied. 

2.4 
Constraints Encountered in the Implementation of Poverty Eradication                    Programmes 

Research findings on the constraints in the implementation of agricultural, food security and poverty eradication programmes revealed that lack of appropriate institutional frame-work is a constraint to the achievement of its goal of improving the socioeconomic wellbeing of the people (Agbamu, 2005). A study of some agricultural development programmes conducted by the Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO) (2000) indicated that there had been many more failures than success in the programme implementation. Omokore (2009) and Titus et al. (2005) maintained that the failures of most of these programmes could largely be ascribed to administration and management. 

Titus et al. (2005) observed that though federal and state bodies were set up, the confusion as to who does what and the roles in relation to the minister of agriculture appears confusing and nebulous. He further observed that non-involvement of local councils in commodity oriented rural development frame-work create the problem of ensuring participation of greater majority of people in the rural areas. Also Idi et al. (2006) and Gumwa (2009) in their separate studies on the impact of poverty eradication programmes  reported lack of logistics, shortage of qualified extension staff, lack of coordination within the programme implementers and other relevant government agencies and the participants, lack of flexibility in the programme design, lack of fund, and duplication of efforts as major constraints. Other constraints include lack of understanding the socio-economic and socio-cultural factors of the people by the project implementers (Wallace, 1980). These factors according to him are land possession, village-family structure; income and lack of understanding on the part of the people due to the programmes non-participatory nature, are among the major constraints to programme implementers.  
Fidelis (1998) in his work “An appraisal of poverty Reduction Strategies in Nigeria” has it that the reduction of poverty is the most difficult challenge facing any country in the developing world where on the average majority of the population is considered poor. Research findings in the implementation of poverty eradication programmes revealed that lack of proper institutional frame-work, lack of coordination and effective monitoring and evaluation as well as lack of understanding of the socio-economic and cultural factors of the communities or participants by the project implementers are constraints (Nkom, 1989). According to him, land possession, village-family structure and income were the most important. According to Aliu (2001) experience from the past poverty alleviation programmes has shown the inability to involve the people in their planning and implementation. 

Gumwa (2009)   identified poor loan repayment culture of the participants and delay in the receipt of funds from the Federal Government and other stakeholders for the implementation of the different activities as the major constraints faced by programme implementers. Dhanarajan (2001) has it that absence or inadequate special provisions for Women vulnerable groups also pose a major constraint to the successful implementation of any meaningful poverty eradication programme given the fact that poverty is felt more by the women folk.  Garuba (2009) went further to state that lack of Adult education component, popular participation component, religious extremism, social intolerance are capable of making the attainment of objectives of poverty eradication difficult if not impossible.   

Similarly, Abdullahi (2005) Ekong (2003) and Akanya (1989) in their respective studies revealed that participating farmers encounter several problems associated with the implementation of poverty eradication programmes. These constraints could limit the output of production thus affecting the programme’s goal. The constraints according to them range from technology attributes, cost, complexity, compatibility; visibility and divisibility to socio-economic, cultural and political factors. Mijindadi (1985) also identified lack of coordination of efforts within the programme at all levels and also disruption and inadequate cooperation from the state and local governments and the effect on the population. Agbamu  (2006) has it that so many factors such as the nonparticipatory nature of the various programmes, lack of conducive environment to operate, lack of proper management and coordination among other constraints are major hindrance to people’s participation in development programmes. Idi et al. (2007) identified labour intensive farming types and high dependency of household income on farming activities as a constraint to people’s participation. 


2.5 
Theoretical Framework  

The theoretical framework is the social change theory, with specific reference to planned social change. Under the theory, the following perspectives have been used for this study, namely: (i) the community development, (ii) participation, and (iii) project impact analysis perspectives.   

Social change is an ever present phenomenon in any society. It is the essence of human existence, development and growth (Robinson, 1982). Moore (1963) seed a social change as the significant alteration of social structure in the society. Rogers (1995) posited that social change is the process through which significant alteration occurs in structure and function of the society. The process of change involves interaction and so individuals must be understood in terms of the group in which they belong or participate. Saltman (1972) defined social change as a term used to describe change in social and economic lifestyle and values of people, technological innovation and social institutions. Thus, for this study, the social change theory has helped to analyze the changes in income and level of living of participants occasioned by the implementation and participants’ subsequent involvement in NAPEP activities in the study area. 


2.5.1 
Community development perspective 

Community development is restructuring of the economy in order to satisfy the needs and aspirations of the masses in the   community and to promote individual and collective incentives to participate in the process of development (Dike, 2006). It involved a host of multi-faceted and multi-sectoral activities, including the improvement of agriculture, the promotion of industries in the community, the creation of the requisite infrastructure and social overheads, as well as the establishment of appropriate decentralized structures in order to allow mass participation. Diejomoah (1973) has it that rural development is a process of not only increasing the level of per capita income in rural areas but also the level of living of rural population measured by increase in food and nutritional level, health, education, housing, recreation and 

security.  

The World Bank (1978) defined community development as the process of rural modernization and monetization of the rural society leading to its transition from traditional isolation to integration with the economy. The success of community development is therefore measured in terms of generation of new employment, equitable distribution of income, health improvement housing, and maintenance of law and order (Williams, 1978). Battalanffy (1968) relates theory of community development to systems theory and treats community as a system that is concerned with most important causes for community development that are structure, power, and shared meanings.  

General System’s theory, provided an analytical framework which was used to describe some of the many factors involved in community development (Dike, 2006). Some of the key issues or concerns in community development, such as accessing power and influence, understanding the dynamics of intergroup relationships, and considering the changes involved in planning development activities can be understood and described using systems theory. 


2.5.2 
Concept of participation 

Participation is the informed autonomous and meaningful involvement of persons in decision making and actions affecting their livelihoods. Bob (2002) defined participation as the act of providing meaningful structures that allow individuals to direct their energies. It builds the social structure from the participation on individuals. Participation is a process which provides private individuals an opportunity to influence public decisions and has long been a component of the democratic decision-making process. The roots of citizen participation can be traced to ancient Greece and Colonial New England. Before the 1960s, governmental processes and procedures were designed to facilitate "external" participation. Citizen participation was institutionalized in the mid-1960s with President Lyndon Johnson's Great Society programmes (Bob, 2002). 

Public involvement is a means towards ensuring that citizens have a direct voice in public decisions. The terms "citizen" and "public," and "involvement" and "participation" are often used interchangeably. While both are generally used to indicate a process through which citizens have a voice in public policy decisions, both have distinctively different meanings and convey little insight into the process they seek to describe. Bob revealed that the term "citizen participation" and it's relationship to public decision-making has evolved without a general consensus regarding either it's meaning nor its consequences (Bob, 2002). 

Many agencies or individuals choose to exclude or minimize public participation in planning efforts claiming that citizens’ participation is too expensive and time consuming. Yet, many citizen participation programmes are initiated in response to public reaction to a proposed project or action. However, there are tangible benefits that can be derived from an effective citizen involvement programme. Bob (2002) identified five benefits of citizen participation to the planning process: 

Information and ideas on public issues;  

Public Support for planning decisions;  

Avoidance of protracted conflicts and costly delays;  

Reservoir of good will which can carry over to future decisions, and  

Spirit of cooperation and trust between the agency and the public.  

However, input from citizen groups outside organizational boundaries can help provide more comprehensive information on all aspects of the policy analysis process. Bob (2002) stated: In a democracy, it is the public that determines where it wants to go and the role of its representatives and bureaucratic staff is to get them there. In other words, 

ends should be chosen democratically even though the means are chosen 

technocratically (Bob, 2002). 

 Poverty eradication programmes often advocate the empowerment and participation of the poor peasants whom the programme package is meant for as a way of enabling them to gain greater control of their lives which then translates to the success of the programme. The concept of citizen’s participation in this study will help in the analysis of the extent of the people’s participation in the NAPEP programme. 

CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY 

3.1
Research design

This study made use of descriptive research design in assessing the role of government in alleviating poverty.

3.2
Methods of Data Collection and Sources 

The study made use of primary and secondary data.  The Primary data were obtained through the use of structured questionnaire administered to the participants and nonparticipants, as well as checklist for NAPEP officials, with the aid of well trained enumerators. 

3.3

Population and sampling of the study

A study population is a group of elements or individuals as the case may be, who share similar characteristics. These similar features can include location, gender, age, sex or specific interest. The emphasis on study population is that it constitute of individuals or elements that are homogeneous in description (Prince Udoyen: 2019). In this study the study population constitute of residents in Kachia L.G.A, Kaduna state.

A study sample is simply a systematic selected part of a population that infers its result on the population. In essence, it is that part of a whole that represents the whole and its members share characteristics in like similitude (Prince Udoyen: 2019). In this study, the researcher used the simple random sampling to select 52 participants.

3.4
Instrumentation 

This is a tool or method used in getting data from respondents. In this study, questionnaires and interview are research instruments used. Questionnaire is the main research instrument used for the study to gather necessary data from the sample respondents. The questionnaire is structured type and provides answers to the research questions and hypotheses therein.

This instrument is divided and limited into two sections; Section A and B. Section A deals with the personal data of the respondents while Section B contains research statement postulated in line with the research question and hypothesis in chapter one. Options or alternatives are provided for each respondent to pick or tick one of the options.

3.5
Reliability

The researcher initially used peers to check for consistence of results. The researcher also approached senior researchers in the field. The research supervisor played a pivotal role in ensuring that consistency of the results was enhanced. The instrument was also pilot tested.

3.6
Validity

Validity here refers to the degree of measurement to which an adopted research instrument or method represents in a reasonable and logical manner the reality of the study (Prince Udoyen: 2019). Questionnaire items were developed from the reviewed literature. The researcher designed a questionnaire with items that were clear and used the language that was understood by all the participants. The questionnaires were given to the supervisor to check for errors and vagueness.

3.7
Method of Data Collection 
The data for this study was obtained through the use of questionnaires administered to the study participants. Observation was another method through which data was also collected as well as interview. Oral questioning and clarification was made.

3.8
Method of Data Analysis

The study employed the simple percentage model in analyzing and interpreting the responses from the study participants.

3.9
Ethical consideration

The study was approved by the Project Committee of the Department.  Informed consent was obtained from all study participants before they were enrolled in the study. Permission was sought from the relevant authorities to carry out the study. Date to visit the place of study for questionnaire distribution was put in place in advance.

CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

4.1 
Socio-economic Characteristics of Respondents 

4.1.1 
Sex 

Table 1 shows that majority (67%) of the participants were male, while 33% were female. About 65% of the non-participants were male while 35% were female. This implies that sex distribution for the participating respondents was skewed towards male in the programme. This indicates a dominance of male folk in the programme. This agrees with the findings of Emodi (2009) who found that majority of the respondents were male.  


4.1.2 
Age 

Results of the analysis on age of the participants show that about 40% of the respondents were between the age range of 44-53 years. About 29% of the respondents were within the age range of 34-43 years. The result on the age of the non-participants shows that majority (46%) were between the age range of 44-53 years. This was followed by 35% that were within the age range of 34-43 years.  This result agrees with that obtained by Erinle (1999) who noted that participants were younger in age when compared to their non-participating counterpart. The need for persons in this virile age to increase their income in order to cater for both personal needs as well as that of their dependants could have been the reason for their participation in the programme. This implies that majority of the participating respondents were within their middle age and were more likely to be more productive. 


4.1.3 
Marital status 

It is evident from Table 1 that 62% of the participants and 58% of the non-participants were married.  About 15% of the participants were widows and 6% were widowers. The result implies that majority of the participants have partners who could encourage them to participate in the programme for increased income. The percentage of widows and widowers indicates a high level of participation of vulnerable groups in the programme. 

The result on the participant’s marital status tallies with the findings of Eze et al. (2009). They found that majority of the participants were married. The result of this study also agrees with the findings of Sabo (2005) which revealed that majority of the participants and the non-participants were married.  
 
Table 1: Socio-economic characteristics of participants and non participants 

Items 
 
 
	Sex: 
Male 
	35 
	   67.3 
	 
	34 
	  65.3 

	Female 
	17 
	   32.6 
	 
	18 
	  34.6 
 

	Age(years): 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
 

	23-33 
	12 
	  23.0 
	 
	  7 
	 13.3 
 

	34-43 
	15 
	  28.8 
	 
	18 
	 34.5 
 

	44-53 
	21 
	  40.1 
	 
	24 
	 46.0 
 

	54-73 
	  4 
	    7.6 
	 
	  3 
	   5.8 
 

	Mean 
	13.0 
	 
	 
	13.0 
	 
 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
 

	Marital status: 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
 

	Single 
	  7 
	  13.5 
	 
	  4 
	    7.7 
 

	Married 
	32 
	  61.5 
	 
	30 
	  57.7 
 

	Widowed 
	  8 
	  15.3 
	 
	  5 
	    9.6 
 

	Widower 
	  3 
	    5.7 
	 
	11 
	  21.1 
 

	Divorce 
	  2 
	    3.8 
	 
	  2 
	    3.8 
 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
 

	Educational level: 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
 

	No formal education 
	  3 
	   5.8 
	 
	12 
	  23.1 
 

	Adult education 
	  7 
	 13.4 
	 
	15 
	  28.8 
 

	Primary education 
	16 
	 30.8 
	 
	13 
	  25.0 
 

	Secondary education 
	11 
	 21.2 
	 
	10 
	  19.2 
 

	Post secondary education 
	15 
	 28.8 
	 
	  2 
	    3.8 
 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
 

	Major occupation: 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
 

	Farming 
	17 
	 32.7 
	 
	10 
	 19.2 
 

	Trading 
	20 
	 38.4 
	 
	29 
	 55.7 
 

	Civil servant 
	15 
	 29.0 
	 
	13 
	 25.0 
 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
 

	Household size: 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
 

	1-4 Persons 
	11 
	  21.2 
	 
	21             
	  40.0 
 

	5-8 Persons 
	31 
	  60.0 
	 
	27           
	  52.0 
 

	9-12 Persons 
	  9 
	  17.3 
	 
	  4 
	    7.6 
 

	12 and above 
	  1 
	    2.0 
	 
	  0 
	    0.0 
 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
 

	Farm size: 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
 

	0.0 
	10 
	  19.2 
	 
	22 
	  42.3 
 

	0.1-1.50 
	18 
	  34.7 
	 
	17 
	  32.6 
 

	1.51-3.00 
	16 
	  30.7 
	 
	12 
	  23.0 
 

	3.1-4.5 
	  8 
	  15.3 
	 
	  1 
	    2.0 
 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
 

	Mean 
	13.0 
	 
	 
	13.0 
	 
 


 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 




4.1.4 
Household size 

Household size is an important factor in traditional agriculture because it influences the supply of labour for immediate employment and determines consumption pattern (Akinyemi, 1998). Findings in Table 1 reveal that majority (60%) of the participants’ have on the average household size of between 5-8 persons. About 21% of the participants had a household size of about 1-4 persons. Also 17% of the participants had between 9-12 persons in a household. Result on the non-participants’ household size reveals that 52% had a household size of between 5-8 persons  while about 40% had household size of between 1-4 persons.  Also, 8% of the non- participating respondents had between 9-12 persons in a household. The implication of this is that the participants had a fairly large household size, which could be harnessed as labour force for high productivity to increase the family income and level of living. Conversely, large household sizes have been noted to have relationship with food insecurity and poverty, especially when the household head is engaged in agriculture as the main source of income and livelihood (Ike and Uzokwe, 2011). The fairly large family size could be the reason for participants’ participation in the programme as a means of generating and diversifying income and livelihood in order to cater for the family. The results agree with the findings of Agwu et al. (2009) in which they reported a fairly large household size. 


4.1.5 
Educational level 

The level of education of the respondents in Table 1 reveals that 31% of the participants completed primary school, 21% had secondary education and 29% attended post secondary education. For the non-participants, 29% attended adult education while 25% attended primary education. This result tallies with the findings of Idi et al. (2006) in which they reported that participants of the programme were more educated than the non-participants. This implies that majority of the participant’s attended one form of formal education or the other. Education has been shown to be a factor in the adoption of modern practices and it is generally considered an important variable that could enhance participants’ adoption of recommended practices (Obinne, 1991).  


4.1.6 
Major occupation  

Table 1 reveals that a greater proportion (38%) of the participants were traders. About 33% were farmers and 29% were civil servants. For the non-participants, 56% were traders, 25% were civil servants and 19% indicated farming as a major occupation. Respondents with trading and civil service as their major occupation had farming as their secondary occupation. The implication of this finding on the income and level of living of participants is that it could promote or enhance livelihood diversification which could also make more money available for investment in farming and poverty reduction. This agrees with the findings of Yahaya (2002) who noted that the everincreasing socio-economic crises and poverty had forced people to opt for livelihood diversification in order to support their families. 


4.1.7 
Total farm land area cultivated 

 Table 1 reveals that 35% of the NAPEP participants had farm size of about 0.1-1.50ha while 31% of the participants had farm size of 1.51-3.00ha. About 15% of the participants had farm size of about 3.1-4.5ha. For non- participants 33% had farm size of about 0.1-1.50ha while 23% of them have 1.51-3.00ha and 2% of the nonparticipants had 3.1-4.5ha cultivable farm size. About 42% of the non-participants had no farm size while 19% of the participants are without farms. The participants have more farm size than the non-participants, although the farm sizes are below the international standards. According to the International standards judgment for farm sizes, farms less than 10ha are classified as small scale farms (Ozowa, 2005). This implies that most of the participants in the study area were small scale farmers and may find mechanization difficult.  This is consistent with the findings of and Sanginga et al. (1999) in the study of the social impact of soya beans in Nigeria’s southern guinea savannah, which revealed that small holder farmers’ income was low. Ekong (2003) stated that Nigerian farmers’ income varies with the type of crop (cash or export crops), farm size, farming type and status in farming-weather he is a part time or full time farmer.  


4.1.8 
Formal credit received in 2011 

Table 1 reveals that all the participants of NAPEP received formal credit facilities in 2011, while non-participants did not receive any form of formal credit. The credit facility received was to increase the participant’s capital base and subsequently have a positive impact on their productivity. This implies that more credit is available to the participants and may cause them to participate actively in the programme and adopt recommended practices. This agrees with the findings of Nasiru (2010) who noted that access to micro-credit could have prospect in improving the productivity of farmers and contributing to uplifting the livelihoods of disadvantaged rural farming communities. 


4.1.9 
Sources of income 

Table 2, reveals that all (100%) the participants indicated NAPEP schemes as a source of income. About 29% indicated trading as their source of income, while 19% got their income from farming.  These finding implies that the various sources of income of the participants has impacted more on their income positively, as these has resulted in the acquisition of household productive assets that helped to add value to their level of living and occupation. The result tallies with the findings of Nasiru (2010) who found that reliable source of income could have a positive impact on livelihoods of rural farming communities. 

Table 2: Sources of income of the participants and non-participants 

	Sources of income 
	           Participants 
Frequency            Percentage 
	        Non-Participants 
Frequency     Percentage 

	NAPEP Schemes 
	 52 
	100.0 
	- 
	     - 

	Trading 
	 15 
	  29.0 
	41 
	  79.0 

	Farming  
	 10 
	  19.2 
	  7 
	  13.4 

	Salary (Govt.) 
	   5 
	    9.6 
	  4 
	    7.6 

	Fishing 
	   2 
	    3.8 
	   - 
	      - 

	Total 
	 84*    
	         - 
	52 
	100.0 


*Multiple responses 
4.1.10 Membership of cooperative societies 

The result reveals that all the participants (100%) were members of co-operative societies. The non- participants were not members of cooperative society. The implication of this is that, the participants in the study area are members of cooperative societies because they know the benefits inherent in being a member of cooperative society. Ekong (2003) and Ajayi (2002) stated that participants in cooperative societies have the following advantages, such as micro-credit, input subsidy and also as avenue for cross breeding ideas and information.  

4.2.0 
Extent of the People’s Participation in NAPEP Activities 

Objective (ii) of the study, to determine the extent of the people’s participation in NAPEP activities. 


4.2.1 
Respondent’s Medium of Awareness 

Table 3 reveals that majority (100%) of the participants knew about NAPEP through its officials. Also, 96% of the participants knew about NAPEP through radio. About 71% respondents had the knowledge of NAPEP through the television. Also friends created awareness that benefitted 82%.The implication of this is that, the most accessible sources of information to NAPEP participant’s is the NAPEP officials. The result also revealed that the radio compliments the effort of NAPEP officials, and so NAPEP could consolidate on that by exploring the possibility of utilizing the media to disseminate information to participants. 

Table 3: Respondent’s medium of awareness 

	Medium of awareness 
	Frequency 
	Percentage 

	NAPEP official 
	   52 
	  100.0 

	Friend 
	   43 
	    82.7 

	Television 
	   37 
	    71.2 

	News paper 
	     3 
	      5.8 

	Fliers 
	   15 
	    28.8 

	Campaigns 
	   18 
	    34.6 

	Kachia L.G.A, Kaduna ADP 
	   20 
	    38.5 

	Radio 
	   50 
	    96.2 

	Total  
 
 
         
	 238* 
                           
	   


*Multiple responses 

4.2.2 
Respondents who Benefited in Cash (credit) 

Table 4 reveals that about 71% of the respondents got N150, 000, while approximately 10% got N500,000 from the loan disbursed by NAPEP. The result revealed that the highest amount disbursed was N500,000 per person. 

Table 4: Number of Respondents who got Benefits in Cash Per Annum 

	Amount ( Yearly) 
	Frequency 
	Percentage 

	150000 
	37 
	  71.2 

	200000 
	  3 
	    5.8 

	250000 
	  2 
	    3.8 

	300000 
	  5 
	    9.6 

	500000 
	  5 
	    9.6 

	Total 
	52 
	100.0 



4.2.3 
Respondents who Got Production Material Resources 

Table 5 shows that about 100% of the participants got NAPEP’s production material resources in terms of training while about 64% of the respondents got input supply initiatives of NAPEP. From the result, it can be observed that these production materials could increase participant’s income and level of living. Table 5 also reveals that 62% of the respondents also got production material from NAPEP programmes worth 300,000, about 25% of the participants got production material worth N5,000. This implies that the participants have more assets, which could make them more comfortable. This agrees with the findings of Idi et al. (2006) who found positive impact among his project’s participants compared with the non-participants in terms of income and level of living. 

Table 5: Distribution of Respondents according to Production Material Resources                  Received from NAPEP expressed in Monetary terms. 

	Benefits in kind 
	Monetary Value of  the benefits in kind 
	Frequency 
	Percentage 

	Wheel barrow 
	12000 
	  1 
	      1.90 

	Sewing machine 
	15000 
	  1 
	      1.90 

	Knapsack sprayer 
	25000 
	  1 
	      1.90 

	Fertilizer 
	5000 
	13 
	    25.00 

	Setting up of vulcanizing shop 
	120000 
	  2 
	      3.80 

	Maize thresher 
	250000 
	  1 
	      1.90 

	Tricycle (Keke NAPEP) 
	300000 
	32 
	    61.50 

	Training 
	n.a 
	52 
	   100.0 

	Employment 
	n.a 
	23 
	     44.2 

	Inputs supply 
	n.a 
	33 
	     63.5 



*Multiple response 
 
 
 

n.a = Not available 


4.2.4 
Extent of the People’s Participation in NAPEP Training Activities  

Table 6 reveals that 6% of the respondents took part in the welding training activity of NAPEP. Also 27% of the participants were beneficiaries of workshops while about 14% benefitted from NAPEPs training on tailoring. The above finding implies that respondents participated actively in most of the activities carried out by NAPEP and this could boost their income level as well as improving their level of living. The result is consistent with the findings of Fidelis (1998) who reported a high level of people’s participation in poverty eradication programmes in Nigeria. 

Table 6: Distribution of respondents according to extent of the peoples participation in NAPEP training activities participated 

	Activities 
	Frequency 
	Percentage 

	i. Welding 
	  3 
	   5.8 

	ii.Carpentry 
	  1 
	   1.9 

	iii.Fashion designing 
	  4 
	   7.7 

	iv.Interior decoration 
	  6 
	 11.5 

	v.Tailoring 
	  7 
	 13.5 

	vi.Provision of work  materials/inputs 
	14 
	 26.9 

	vii.Workshop/ seminar training 
	14 
	 26.9 



4.2.5 
Visits by NAPEP Trainers 

Table 7 reveals that 100% of the respondents were visited by NAPEP officials. The table shows that 71% and 23% of the respondents had NAPEP officials visiting them three and two times respectively, while 6% of the respondents had NAPEP officials visit once during the period under study. The result implies that NAPEP trainers visit and number of visits could cause increased participation and could help the respondent’s judgment towards efficient investment of the credit granted by NAPEP either in cash or in kind which has the potential of improving their level of living as well as their income. The findings agrees with Sabo (2005) who reported that most of the participants of women in agriculture (WIA) programme say the inclusion of extension services as one of the activities carried out by WIA was the primary objective of their participation.  

Table 7: Respondents distribution according to NAPEP trainers visit and number of               visits 

	NAPEP trainers visit 
	Frequency 
	Percentage 

	Yes 
	52 
	  100.0 

	No 
	- 
	    - 

	Total 
 
	52 
 
	  100.0 
 

	Number of visits 1 
	   3 
	      5.8 

	2 
	12 
	    23.1 

	3 
	37 
	    71.2 

	Total 
	52 
	  100.0 



4.3 
Impact of NAPEP on Income and Poverty alleviation 

Objective (iii) of the study is to test the significant difference between the income as well as level of living of participants and non-participants. 


4.3.1 
Income of participants and non-participants 

The result of DDE on Table 8 shows that the mean annual household income for the participant’s was N143,118 compared to N106,556 before the programme implementation, showing an increase of   N36,562 (34.3%). However, the mean annual household income for the non-participants was 21,776 compared to 98,351 before the programme implementation, showing an increase of 21,776 (22%). The current national mean income for Nigeria is N66,802 (NBS, 2011), which is by far lower than the mean income of the participants (N143,118). This implies that the NAPEP participants have higher income than the national average income of an ordinary Nigerian. The increase in income for the participants in NAPEP was also positive and significantly higher than that of the non-participants (P< 0.01) with a double difference of 121,342. Hence, the null hypothesis which states that there is no significant difference between income of participants and non-participants was rejected and the alternative that there is significant difference between the income of the NAPEP participants and non-participants was accepted. Comparing the percentage increase in the mean income of participants at 134% and that of their non-participating counterpart at 22%, with a difference of 112%, it is clear that NAPEP has achieved considerable success in its operation in the state. This result is in agreement with the findings of Abdullahi (2005) who found a significant difference in income between participants and non-participants in his study of some poverty eradication programmes. 

Table 8: Results of DDE showing the impact of NAPEP on the income of the               respondents in the study area 

	Group 
	Mean 
Income(N)  
	Std Err. 
	Std Dev 
	95% confidence  - 
	Interval 

	Participants 

Non-participants 

Combined 

Difference 

Prob.(<0.01)*  
	143,118.6 

21,776.23 

82,447.39 

121,342.3 
	16885.06 

5745.112 

10700.17 

17835.68 
	121759.9 

41428.59 

109120.7 

 
	109220.4              - 

10242.44              - 

61226.14              - 156719.3              - 

 
	177016.7 

33310.02 

103668.6 

85965.33 


* P < 0.01 


4.3.2 
Level of living of participants and non-participants 

In the context of this study, level of living is used synonymously with poverty status. Thus, level of living (poverty status) is defined (World Bank, 2010) according to the internationally accepted poverty line of $1.25 (N 202.50) per capita per day. The current national level of living for Nigeria is N66,802 (NBS, 2011), The second hypothesis that there is no significant difference between level of living of participants and nonparticipants was tested using the DDE. In netting out the level of living of participants, their material possessions and annual expenditure on food and fuels were quantified in monetary terms and the prevailing market price of each item was taken to represent their level of living.  

Table 9 reveals that the mean household level of living for the participants was N155,745 which was far below the poverty line, but higher than the non-participants. This implies that the increase in level of living of the participants in NAPEP was positive and significantly different from that of the non-participants (P< 0.01). Hence, the null hypothesis which states that there is no significant difference between the level of living of participants and non-participants is therefore rejected, and the alternative that there is significant difference between the level of living of participants and nonparticipants is accepted. This result is in agreement with the findings of Akpoko et al. (1998) in their study of impact of non-governmental agricultural extension training programme in Zaria, Nigeria. The result is also in agreement with Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) (2010) which reported that about 70% of Nigerians live below the poverty line as majority of the NAPEP participants were still living below the poverty line though were far better than the non-participants as revealed by this study. 

Table 9: Results of DDE showing the impact of NAPEP on the level of living of the               respondents in the study area 

	Group 
	Mean 
livelihood (N) 
	Std Err. 
	Std Dev 
	95% conf. 
	Interval 

	Participants 

Non-participants 

Combined 

Difference 

Prob.(<0.01) 
	155,745.2 

19,714.06 

87,729.63 

136,031.1 
	25623.64 

11597.67 

15516.54 

28126.09 
	184774.7 

83632.02 

158238.3 

 
	104303.6 

-3569.25 

56956.23 

191819.1 
	207186.8 

42997.36 

118503 

80243.16 

 


* P < 0.01 


4.4.1 
Constraints faced by the participants. 
The result in Table 10 shows that majority (69%) of the participants had insufficient credit facility to invest in their enterprise as their major constraint. This implies that credit facility being disbursed to the participants was inadequate. This is in agreement with the findings of Gumwa (2009) in a mid-term assessment of NAPEP activities in Kachia L.G.A, Kaduna State who found that disbursable funds available to was insufficient. The findings show that delay in receipt of funds from the federal government as well as its insufficient nature was a major constraint. This implies that without adequate or sufficient credit facility to facilitate the expansion of their business or farming, participants will remain at the small scale level and these cannot lead to poverty eradication. 

Another constraint faced by the respondents was political interference in the programme of which about 60% of the respondents ranked second. This is in agreement with the findings of Ekong (2003) and Akanya (1989) in their separate findings. They identified political factors as one of the major constraints faced by participants in poverty eradication programmes. 

About 46% of the respondents indicated lack of farm mechanization implements as a constraint. Absence of farm mechanization practices which is evident in the non availability of tractor hiring services is a major constraint as this is hindering the farmers from cultivating large expanse of land. Absence of farm mechanization services means that respondents engaged in farming still depend on the use of crude implements like the hoes and cutlasses with its attendant drudgery effects. This implies that agricultural practice in the study area depends largely on human efforts. Therefore, low output could be expected for market surplus especially with high cost of labour. This agrees with the findings of Idachaba (1985) who reported that farm mechanization had become a missing input needed to accelerate Nigeria’s agricultural production. In addition Idi et al. (2007) in comparative study of participants and non-participants of women in agricultural cooperatives in Tafawa Balewa Local Government Area in Bauchi State, Nigeria. They identified labour intensive farming types which include the use of crude implements in farming activities as a very serious constraint. 

Insufficient supply of farm inputs, late supply of input, lack of storage and processing facilities and high cost of inputs were identified as constraints with 27%, 21%, 10% and 8% of the respondents’ population respectively. This is in agreement with the findings of Akanya (1989); Abdullahi (2005); Ekong (2003) in their separate studies which revealed that participating farmers encounter several constraints associated with poverty eradication programmes.  

Table 10: Distribution of participants according to the constraints faced  

	Constraints 
	Frequency 
	Percentage 
	Rank 

	Insufficient credit facilities 
	  36 
	   69.2 
	1st 

	Political manipulation 
	  31 
	   59.6 
	2nd 

	Farm mechanization not encouraged 
	  24 
	   46.1 
	 3rd 

	inadequate farm inputs 
	  14 
	   26.9 
	4th 

	Input supply not timely 
	  11 
	   21.1 
	5th 

	Lack of storage and processing facilities 
	        5 
	      9.6 
	 6th 

	High cost of inputs 
	    6 
	  11.6 
	7th 

	Lack of access road 
	    4 
	    7.6 
	8th 

	Inadequate training and retraining programmes for participants 
	    2 
	    3.8 
	9th 


*Multiple responses 

4.4.2 
Constraints 
faced 
by 
NAPEP 
agency 
in 
the 
implementation 
of              its programmes  

Table 11 shows that about 90% of the respondents indicated that the funds released were not adequate to cater for their outlined activities. About 60% of the respondents indicated corrupt practices as a constraint. About 40% of the respondents observed that delay in released of fund by the federal government is a major constraint in the implementation of NAPEP activities in the study area. 

 Another 80% of the respondents said poor loan repayment culture among beneficiaries is a major constraint. This implies that some beneficiaries often receive loan either in cash or in kind but default. 

Table 11: Constraints faced by NAPEP agency in the implementation of its programmes                    as elicited by the checklist for NAPEP staff 
	Constraints 
	Frequency 
	Percentage 
	Rank 

	Inadequate release of funds  
	9 
	90.0 
	 1st 

	Poor loan repayment 

culture 

 
	8 

 
	80.0 

 
	2nd 

 

	Political 

manipulation 

 
	6 

 
	60.0 

 
	3rd 

 

	Delay in release of 

fund by the Federal Government 
	4 
	40.0 
	4th 


*Multiple responses 
CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 
Summary 

This research was designed to present a  review on the  role of government in poverty alleviation in Nigeria using  Kachia L.G.A, Kaduna State as case study. The result of the descriptive statistics revealed that majority of the respondents were males (67% for participants and 65% for non-participants) with an age range of 23years and above for each group. Majority of the respondents (62% for participants and 58% for non-participants) were married. Most of the household sizes of the respondents range from 5-8 people per household which was 60% for participants and 52% for non-participants. 

Majority of the respondents (94% for participants and 76% for non-participants) had one form of formal education or the other.  Major occupation of respondents has it that 33% of the participants were farmers and 56% of the non-participants were traders. The result also show that all (100%) the participants had NAPEP schemes as their source of income apart from income from their major occupation while most of the nonparticipants have trading as their major source of income. All (100%) of the participants were members of cooperative society while the non-participants were non members. The land area cultivated by respondents ranged from 0.1-1.50 ha with 35% for participants and 33% for non-participants. All (100%) benefitted from NAPEP credit, while the non-participants did not benefit. Most of the participants (82%) had increased knowledge of NAPEP in 2010. All the participants received training on entrepreneurial skills and credit facility either in cash or in kind. The NAPEP officials visited the participants for at most 3 times in a year for participants while the non-participants did not get any visit. The constraints faced by the implementers of the programme are corruption, delay in release of fund by the Federal government and poor loan repayment culture on the part of the beneficiaries. Double difference estimator (DDE) method was used to test for the impact of NAPEP on the income of the participants using nonparticipants as the control group. The DDE analysis result revealed that the income of participants after the intervention increased by N143,118 (134%) after the intervention (from N106,556 before the intervention to N249,675 after the intervention). Income of the non-participants increased by N21,776 (22%) after the intervention (from N98,351 before the intervention to N120,127 after the intervention). The difference between participants and non-participants (DDE) [(143,118)] - [(21,776)] equals to N121,342, it was positive and statistically significant (p <0.01) as such the null hypothesis was rejected; the implication was that there was a significant difference between the income of participants and non-participants after the intervention.     

The DDE analysis result show that the level of living of participants after the intervention increased by N155,745  (200%) after the intervention. While the nonparticipants level of living increased by N19,714 (20%) after the intervention (from N94,159 before the intervention to N113,873 after the intervention). The difference between participants and non-participants (DDE) [(155,745)] -[(19,714)] equals to N136,031, it was positive statistically significant (p < 0.01) as such the null hypothesis was rejected; the implication was that there was a significant difference between the level of living of participants and non-participants after the intervention. Hypotheses tested were both rejected because there is significant difference in income and livelihood of participants. Thus, the programme has made significant impact on the income and livelihood of its participants in the study area. 


5.2 
Conclusion 

The findings revealed that participants were stable than their non-participating counterparts because the income of participants was higher, as it increased by N143,118 (134%) than that of the non-participants which only increased by N21,776 (22%) after the programme intervention. Also the level of living of participant increased by N155,745 (200%), while that of non-participants increased by only N19,714 (20%). This marked an immense acceleration in the development of the participants in terms of level of living. The result implies that the participants were more comfortable as they had more household basic needs and assets, means of transportation and farming implements which reduce drudgery in farming, and translates into increased income and better level of living among the participants. This indicates that the programme has made considerable positive impact on the lives of the participants in the study area.  


5.3 
Recommendations 

Based on the findings of this study the following recommendations were made: 

In order to ensure sustained income generation, better level of living among the NAPEP participants, it was recommended that NAPEP and its activities should be left to continue even after the administration that initiated it.  

It was found that the major constraints facing participants of NAPEP were insufficient funds. To this end, it is recommended that NAPEP should increase the amount of soft loan or credit facility to participants.  
Untimely arrival and costly nature of inputs were observed from the study. In view of this, it is recommended that NAPEP should make inputs available to the participants on time and at subsidized rate. 

It was observed that non repayment of loan was an impediment to the scheme. As a result, NAPEP should set up a special monitoring and recovery committee  to monitor the disbursed loan, right from when it is been disbursed throughout the period the money will be with the beneficiaries till it’s being paid back and/or recovered. 

The findings reveals the absence of good quality storage and processing facilities. The government and private investors through NAPEP should construct/build a cottage industry in the study area, to ease the plight of its participants. 

Education is a key factor in reduction of rural poverty in general, whether the households are headed by men or women. Welfare levels increase as educational attainment increases. Household heads without any formal education are always the poorest among the rural farming households (Ike 2012). Hence, there is the need for improved extension programme in the state so that the NAPEP participants can improve themselves. 

Large household size was found to have relationship with poverty especially where the household head engages in agriculture for livelihood and income. Hence, there is the need for efforts at further sensitizing the populace on the need to control birth and to remove all cultural beliefs that tend to lead to overpopulation should be encouraged through proper advocacy. 
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APPENDIX I: 
SECTION A: BACKGROUND INFORMATION OF THE FARMER 

Questionnaire No……………………..….. Name of Respondent……………………… 


Village……………………………… 
L.G.A……………………  

Date……../……../2011.                                                                                                      

SECTION B: SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FARMER 

Sex:     Male   (   )      Female    (    ) 

Age of respondent (years): …………………………………………………… 

Marital status: (a)Single (  )   (b) Married (  )    (c) Widow  (   ) (d) Widower (   )  (e) Divorce (   ) 

Household size: ………………………………………………………………… 

Level of education………………..…………………………………………….. 

No formal education: (       ) 

Adult-education: ………………………. Years 

Primary education: ……..……………….Years 

Secondary education: …….……………..Years 

Post-secondary education : …………………………years 6. What is your major occupation 

                (a)Farming: ………………………….…………………                 (b)Trading: ……………………………………………. 


 
      (c)Civil servant: ………………….……………………. 

                 (d)Others (Specify): …………………………………… 

Have you any other source(s) of income? (a) Yes (   ) (b) No (   ) 

If yes, name it (them):     (i)………………………………………… 


 
 
 
 
     (ii)………………………………………… 


 
 
 
 
     (iii)………………………………………… 

Estimated annual income: …………………………………………….Naira. 

Extension contact in 2011 :……………………………………………(Times) 

Are you a member of any cooperative groups?  Yes (   ), No (   )      12. If yes, give names of such groups: ……………………………….. 

Total farm land owned: ……………………………..…..ha. 

Total farm size cultivated in 2011: ………………………..ha 

Amount of formal credit received in 2011: ……………………………….Naira.       

    SECTION C. EXTENT OF PARTICIPATION 

When did you get to know about NAPEP?............................................................. 

How did you get to know about NAPEP?.................................................................                         (a) Radio 

Friends 

Television 

News paper 

Fliers 

Awareness campaign 

Kachia L.G.A, Kaduna ADP 

NAPEP officials 

Other (specify) ………………………………………………………      

Which year did you start participating in NAPEP activities?............................... 

In what ways have you benefitted from NAPEP? (Tick as many as applicable) 

                             (a) Loan 

                            (b)Training 

Employment 

Input Supply 

Others (specify) ………………………..…………………….. 


 
 
 
 
      ………………………………………………….. 


 
 
 
 
      …………………………………………………… 

If you have benefited from cash loan from NAPEP, please give total                   amount:……………… Naira. 

If you have benefited from loan in kind, please give monetary value of such kind                        loan(s):…………Naira. 

           Kind 1 …………….value: N ……………            Kind 2 ……………. Value: N ………….. 

How many times have you benefitted from empowerment training organized and            facilitated by NAPEP to create employment opportunities?............... Time(s). 

After the training, have you ever had any of the NAPEP trainers visiting you to       monitor your progress?  

            Yes (     ), No (     ). 

If yes, give number of visits: ……………………………..time(s) 

If no, give reason(s) if any: ………………………………………........................... 


 
 
 
              …………………………..…………………………….. 


 
 
 
              …………………………………………………………. 

Other activities carried out by NAPEP in Kachia L.G.A, Kaduna State to achieve its objectives of        empowering   people      

Youth Empowerment scheme: 

        (i)Welding (    ) 

                     (ii)Carpentery (     ) 

                    (iii)Mechanic (    ) 

                    (iv)Fashion design (     ) 

                    (v)Interior and exterior decoration (     ) 

                    (vi)Others (specify)………………………………………………………… 

Capacity Enhancement scheme: 

               (i)Computer training 

               (ii)Tailoring 

               (iii)Catering services    

              (iv)Provision of work material (Loan in form of kind, like welding                    machine, sewing machine, sprayers. 

Community enlightenment scheme: Awareness creation on rural poverty eradication for  better livelihood through: 

          (i) Radio programmes 

                      (ii)Television programmes 

                      (iii)Information brochure 

                      (iv)Workshops 

                      (v)Seminars      

                     (vi)Mobile video units 

        (d)Social welfare service scheme: 

                          (i)Special education     

                          (ii)Formal education 

                          (iii)Soccer competition among minors, such as youths or young ones                           (iv)Soccer competition among physically challenged            (e)Rural infrastructure development scheme: 

                         (i)Portable water for irrigation 

                         (ii)Access roads  

                         (iii)Rural power supply      

                         (v)Equipment(s), like sprinklers for dry season farming        (f)Natural resources development and conservation scheme:   

        (i) Reclamation of hitherto degraded farmlands due erosion and making them               cultivable or arable for farmers   

         (ii)Water 

         (g)Multi partner micro finance scheme:  

          (i)Credit facilities 

SECTION C: IMPACT 

     27.   Give a list of your household items and/or properties…………………… 

(a)Household Assets 

	       Assets 
	Total number  owned before 
joining 
NAPEP2001 
	Estimated monetary value(N)2001 
	Total number  
owned 
after joining 
NAPEP(2011) 
	Estimated monetary value(N) (2011) 

	Cell phone 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Video 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Radio 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Television 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Keke NAPEP 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Car 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Motor cycle  
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Bicycle 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Wheel barrow 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Hoes 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Machets’/cutlasses  
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Axes 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Spade/Shovel 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Sprayers 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


(b) Livestock Assets 

	Livestock Type 
	Total number owned(before 
joining 
NAPEP) 
in 2001 
	Estimated monetary value (N) in 2001 
	Total number 
owned 
(after joining 
NAPEP) 
in 2011 
	Estimated monetary value (N) in 2011 

	Bull 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Cows 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Goats 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Sheep 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Ducks 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Chickens 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Turkey 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Pigs 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Rabbits 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Dog 
	 
	 
	 
	 


(C) What type of dwelling house does the household live in? 
	(a).Roofing materials of household’s 

main                   residents 
	Thatch, wood, zinc, concrete, tiles. 

	(b).Walls materials of the household’s main            residents. 
	Mud, cement, bricks, stone. 

	(c). Floor materials of household’s main resident 
	Mud, concrete, cement, tiles. 

	(d).Number of rooms excluding Kitchen and        bathrooms 
	 

	  Estimated value of household residential buildings as at 2011. 
	Naira…………………………………… 


(D).Give crops grown, estimated area cultivated, output and income for the most important crops        grown in 2010. 

	Cops/ mixture 
	Area 
(ha)cultivated 
	Output 
	Unit price (N) 
	Estimated total value 
(N) 

	(i)…………………………………. 

(ii)………………………………… 

(iii)………………………………… 

(iv)………………………………… 

(v)…………………………………. 

(vi)………………………………… 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Grain = 100kg bag. 

Tubers= use local unit of measurement. 

Leafy=Use local unit of measurement.   

(E). Fisheries production 

Give the pond size, pond type, feeding practices, stocking density, output, and unit price (N) per fish, estimated total value. 

	(a)Number of ponds  
	1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

	(b)Pond size 
	50m2, 100m2, 200m2, 300m2 

	(c)Type of pond 
	Earthen, concrete, burrow pits, tank  

	(d)Stocking density 
	1-2fish/m2, 3-4fish/m2 

	(e)Output size (kg) 
	 

	(f)Unit price /(kgN) 
	Naira…………………………….. 

	(G) Estimated total value/ sales per yr. 
	Naira…………………………….. 


28. Household food security 

Food storage (drying, salting, canning, frying, roasting)………………………… 

Mixed cropping …………………………………………….. 

Dry season farming/irrigation ……………………………… 

Processing into finished products…………………………… 

Integrated farming (crops and animals)……………………… 

CONSTRAINTS 29. What are your constraints as a participant in the NAPEP in Kachia L.G.A, Kaduna State 

      (i) ………………………………………………….      (ii)………………………………………………….. 

     (iii) ………………………………………………….      (iv)…………………………………………………. 

30. Suggest ways in which the above constraints can be reduced for participants in the 

      NAPEP in Kachia L.G.A, Kaduna State 

       (i) ………………………………………………………        (ii)……………………………………………………… 

       (iii)………………………………………………………        (iv)……………………………………………………… 

        (v)……………………………………………………… 

Thank you. 

APPENDIX II: Farmers’ Research Questionnaire, for non-participants 
SECTION A: BACKGROUND INFORMATION OF THE FARMER 

Questionnaire No……………………..….. Name of Respondent……………………… 


Village…………………………………… 
L.G.A……………………………. 

Date……../……../2011.                                                                                                      

SECTION B: SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FARMER 

Sex:     Male   (   )      Female    (    ) 

Age 
of 
respondent 
(years): ………………………………………………………………. 

Marital status: (a)Single (  )   (b) Married (  )    (c) Widow  (   ) (d) Widower (   )  (e) Divorce (   ) 

Household size: ………………………………………………………… 

Level of education……………………………………………………… 

No formal education: (       ) 

Adult-education: ………………………. Years 

Primary education: ………………………Years 

Secondary education: ……………………Years 

Post-secondary education : …………………………years 

What is your major occupation 

               (a)Farming: …………………………………………… 

               (b)Trading: …………………………………………….  
     (c)Civil servant: ……………………………………… 

               (d)Others (Specify): ……………………………. . 

Have you any source(s) of income? (a) Yes (   ) (b) No (   ) 

If yes, name it (them): (i)…………………………………………..……… 


 
 
 
 
(ii)………………………………………………….. 


 
 
 
 
(iii)…………………………………………………..   

Estimated annual income: ………………………………………………Naira 

Have you ever had any extension contact?  (a)Yes (    )   (b) No (   )  

Extension contact in 2011, if any :……………………………………(Times) 

Are you a member of any cooperative groups?  Yes (   ), No (   )      13. If yes, give total number and names of such groups: ……………………… 

Total farm land owned: ……………………………..…..ha. 

Total farm size cultivated in 2011: ………………………..ha 

Have you ever benefitted from any form of loan facilities granted by any             organization or cooperative group(s)………………………………. 

If yes, amount of formal credit received in 2011: ……………………..Naira.       

    SECTION C: IMPACT 

     27.   Give a list of your household items and/or properties…………………… 

(a)Household Assets 

	       Assets 
	Total number owned in 2001 
	Estimated monetary value(N) in 2001 
	Total number owned in 2011 
	Estimated monetary value(N) in 2011 

	Cell phone 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Video 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Radio 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Television 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Keke NAPEP 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Car 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Motor cycle  
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Bicycle 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Wheel barrow 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Hoes 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Machets’/cutlasses  
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Axes 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Spade/Shovel 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Sprayers 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Others(specify): 
……………………
……… 
                                    
	 
	 
	 
	 


(b) Livestock Assets 

	Livestock Type 
	Total number 
owned 
in 2001 
	Estimated monetary value (N) in 2001 
	Total number in 2011 
	Estimated monetary value(N) in 2011  

	Bull 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 

	Cows 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 

	Goats 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 

	Sheep 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 

	Ducks 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 

	Chickens 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 

	Turkey 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 

	Pigs 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 

	Rabbits 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 

	Dog 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 

	Others(specify):……………… 
 ……………………………. 
 …………………………….              
	 
	 
	 
	 


 (C) What type of dwelling house does the household live in? 
	(a).Roofing materials of household’s main residents 
	Thatch, wood, zinc, concrete, tiles. 

	(b).Walls materials of the household’s main residents. 
	Mud, cement, bricks, stone. 

	(c). Floor materials of household’s main resident 
	Mud, concrete, cement, tiles. 

	(d).Number of rooms excluding Kitchen and bathrooms 
	 

	  Estimated value of household residential buildings as at 2011. 
	Naira…………………………. 


(D).Give crops grown, estimated area cultivated, output and income for the most        important crops grown in 2010. 

	Cops/ mixture 
	Area 
(ha)cultivated 
	Output 
	Unit price (N) 
	Estimated total value (N) 

	(i)…………………………………. 

(ii)………………………………… 

(iii)………………………………… 

(iv)………………………………… 

(v)…………………………………. 

(vi)………………………………… 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Grain = 100kg bag. 

Tubers= use local unit of measurement. 

Leafy=Use local unit of measurement.   

(E). Fisheries production 

Give the pond size, pond type, feeding practices, stocking density, output, and unit price (N) per fish, estimated total value. 

	(a)Number pond  
	1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

	(b)Pond size 
	50m2, 100m2, 200m2, 300m2 

	(c)Type of pond 
	Earthen, concrete, burrow pits, tank  

	(d)Stocking density 
	1-2fish/m2, 3-4fish/m2 

	(e)Output size (kg) 
	 

	(f)Unit price /(kgN) 
	Naira…………………………….. 

	(G) Estimated total value/ sales per yr. 
	Naira…………………………….. 


28. Household food security 

Food storage (drying, salting, canning, frying, roasting)…………………… 

Mixed cropping ……………………………… 

Dry season farming/irrigation ………………………… 

Processing into finished products……………………… 

Integrated farming (crops and animals)………………… 

CONSTRAINTS 

What are your constraints as farmer? 
………………………………………………….      (ii)………………………………………………….. 

     (iii) …………………………………………………. 

     (iv)…………………………………………………. 

Suggest ways in which the above constraints can be reduced for farmers in Kachia L.G.A, Kaduna 

      State 

…………………………………………………………… 

       (ii)……………………………………………………………. 

       (iii)……………………………………………………………  

       (iv)…………………………………………………………… 

        (v)…………………………………………………………… 


         
 
Thank you. 
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