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 This study analyzed the level of contributions of Shell Petroleum Development 
Company (SPDC) to agricultural development and transformation in rivers 
state, Nigeria. The specific objectives were to; determine the level of 
contributions of SPDC to agricultural development and transformation in the 
study area, and assess the level of farmers’ benefits from SPDC agricultural 
programmes. Structured and interview schedule questionnaire were used to 
source relevant information from ninety-seven respondents. Data obtained were 
analysed using descriptive statistics and analysis of variance (ANOVA). The 
study revealed that the SPDC contributions to agricultural development in the 
study areas were high, but the farmers claimed that they have benefited little or 
nothing from the agricultural programmes the SPDC claimed to have carried 
out in their host communities. The recommendations are that SPDC should base 
their agricultural programmes on the felt needs of the farmers and make the 
programmes people oriented by using bottom-top approach from planning to 
share programme benefits. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
All over the world, much emphasis has been laid on 

agricultural production because it is paramount in the 
life of every human being. According to Food and 
Agriculture Organisation (FAO) of the United Nations 
(1995), the world population over the last 35years has 
increased by 70% while per capita supply of food 
increased by 20%. 

In Nigeria, agriculture is said to be one of the main 
stay of the economy and about 75% of the estimated 
population depends either directly or indirectly on 
agriculture for their livelihood (Mofat, 1995). Agricultural 
development denotes an overall increase in the use of 
inputs, adoption of improved technologies and higher 
returns from land (Ezeano, 2010). On the other hand 
agricultural transformation refers to complete change in 
form and practice from peasantry/ subsistence and 
domestic consumption to mechanized/commercial and 
export venture. Obibiaku (1983), remarked that 
development in agriculture involves especially the 
improvement of physical and social environment of the 
most ill fed, ill housed and ill clothed sector of the 
population. 

The government, the private sector and the farmers 
have key roles in bringing about agricultural development. 
Government has approached agricultural development 
through agricultural education and training, agricultural 
extension, agricultural research, land resource 
management, land policy and administration and gender 
issues in agriculture. The special agricultural development 
schemes introduced by the Federal government aimed at 
boosting food production and farmers income through 
provision of agricultural infrastructure, inputs and 
effective extension include; National Accelerated Food 
Production Projects (NAFPP) 1972, Agricultural 
Development Projects (ADP) 1975, Accelerated 
Development Area Projects (ADAP) 1982, Multi-state 
Agricultural Development Project (MSADP) 1986, 
Operation Feed The Nation (OFN) 1976, River Basin 
Development Authority (RBDA) 1973, Green Revolution 
(GR) 1980, Directorate of Food, Roads and Rural 
Infrastructure (DRFRI) 1986, National Directorate of 
Employment (NDE) 1986, National Agricultural 
Insurance Scheme (NAIS) 1987, National Fadama 
Development Projects (NFDP ie FADAMA I&II ) 1992, 
Poverty Alleviation Programme (PAP) 2000, National 
Economic Empowerment and Development (NEEDS) 
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2004, National Special Programmes For Food Security 
(NSPFS) 2003, Root and Tuber Expansion Programmes 
(R-TEP), 1999 FADAMA III and Commercial  
Agricultural Development Project (CADP) 2006 
(Ezeano,1996 and jibowo, 2005). 

Some Non Governmental Organisations (NGOs) such 
as Shell Petroleum Development Company (SPDC), 
Nigeria Agip Oil Company (NAOC) and TOTAL 
FINAELF Nigeria Limited implemented agricultural and 
community development programmes in Rivers state. 
Their belief is that the best way to compensate for the 
ecological havoc its operation is causing their host 
communities is to be involved in community development 
programmes with greater emphasis on agriculture. Shell 
Petroleum Development Company (SPDC) started her 
social investment programme in the Niger Delta Zone 
in1965 with agricultural extension services. Research and 
multiplication centers were established to address the 
input and technical needs of farmers in the host 
communities. She adopted the strategy of replacing local 
varieties of crops that were disease-prone, late maturing 
and low yielding with improved crop varieties that are 
high yielding, disease resistant/tolerant, and early 
maturing. This later broadened into fisheries, livestock, 
agriculture and processing (SPDC and agriculture, 2005). 

Despite the presence of multinational oil companies 
in the area, the local economy of the people of Etche, 
Ahoada and Ikwere local government Areas have 
remained largely primitive. The people have been 
displaced and disorganized from their traditional farming 
occupation. The acquisition of their farmlands by oil 
companies have resulted in the loss of their means of 
economic survival as a result of oil spillages, pollution, 
and other associated environmental problems (Saro-
Wiwa, 1995, Obuzor, 1998 and Don, 2005). Some people 
from these areas buy food from the neighboring markets 
instead of harvesting from their own farms as they are 
used to. They live below poverty level and suffer from 
deprivation and malnutrition. The people on whose land 
the oil mineral is pumped are like strangers in their own 
land when it comes to sharing the benefits of the oil 
revenue (Don, 2001). The long presence of these oil 
companies in Rivers state have not impacted positively on 
the agricultural development of these areas. 
 
Problem Statement 

The questions yearning for answers are then;  
1. What is the level of the contributions of Shell 

Petroleum Development companies (SPDC) to 
agricultural development in the study area?  

2. What is the level of farmers’ benefits from Shell 
Petroleum Development Company agricultural 
programmes in the study area? 

 
Objectives           

The objective of the study was to ascertain the level 
of contributions of Shell Petroleum Development 
Company to agricultural development in the study area. 
Specifically the study was to: 
1. Determine the level of contributions of Shell 

Petroleum Development Company to agricultural 
development in the study area. 

2. Assess the level of farmers’ benefit from Shell 
Petroleum Development Company agricultural 
programmes in the study area. 

 
Hypothesis               

Ho1: There is no significant difference between the 
contributions of Shell Petroleum Development Company 
to agricultural development and farmers’ benefits from 
Shell Petroleum Development Company agricultural 
programmes in the study area. 
 
Literature review  

Development implies changes or growth. 
Development can be viewed as a type of social change in 
which new idea are introduced into a social system in 
order to produce higher per capita income and levels of 
living through modern production methods. Ogbazi 
(1990) opined that development is the reduction of 
poverty, inequality and unemployment within the context 
of a growing economy. In his contribution, Nyere (2000) 
defined development as man’s capacity to expand his own 
consciousness, his power over himself , his environment 
and society. According to Alukogu (2010), the SPDC in 
order to fulfill her social responsibilities to her host 
communities, selected some agricultural programmes to 
improve the traditional farming techniques and methods in 
her host communities. These included;            
1. Use of participatory rural appraised techniques. 
2. Operation of extension zones with community based 

offices manned by competent agricultural extension 
advisers. 

3. Provision of technical advice and capacity building 
opportunities for farmers in various agricultural 
enterprises (crops, fisheries, livestock, processing, 
and marketing).  

4. Youth empowerment through sustainable projects to 
reduce youth unemployment and rural urban 
migration. 

5. Encouraging farmers to form cooperative ventures in 
production, storage, processing and marketing. 

6. Facilitating the establishment of community based 
agro-processing enterprises and multiplication and 
distribution of improved varieties of planting 
materials and livestock.         
Commenting on the roles and responsibilities of the 

private sector in agricultural production in Nigeria, the 
Federal Ministry of Agricultural, Water Resources, and 
Rural Development (FMAWRRD) (1991) stated that the 
philology of government is that agriculture is essentially a 
private-sector activity with the government playing 
largely support roles and providing facilitating services. In 
this regard, the private sector will be expected to spear-
head the drive for the realization of the objectives of 
agricultural policies in Nigeria. In particular, the private 
sector will be expected to play a leading role with respect 
to: 
i. Investment in all aspect of agricultural production; 

ii. Agricultural produce storage, processing and 
marketing; 

iii. Agricultural input supply and distribution; 
iv. Agricultural mechanization; 
v. Provision of certain types of rural infrastructure and 

vi. Support for research in all aspects of agriculture. 
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MATERIALS AND METHODS 
 
Design of the study 

The design of the study was a survey design which 
made use of structured questionnaire and interview 
schedules for literate and illiterate respondents 
respectively. 
 
Area of study 

The study was carried out in Rivers state, Nigeria. 
The state is bounded in the north by Anambra, Imo and 
Abia states, in the south by the Atlantic ocean, in the east 
by Akwa-Ibom state and in the west by Bayelsa and Delta 
states. It is located within longitude 50 and 80 east and 
latitude 40 and 60 north and has a population of five 
million (NPC, 2006). 
 
Population of the study  

The population of the study is made up of 250 contact 
farmers in the three agricultural areas of Rivers State 
Agricultural Development Programme (RISADP) namely; 
Ikwere, Etche and Ahoada and 72 Sustainable Community 
Development (SCD) staff of SPDC. 
 
Sampling techniques and sample size  

Simple random sampling techniques was used to 
select 75 contact farmers and 22 SCD staff to give a 
sample size of 97 respondents. The simple random 
sampling techniques gave all the elements in the 
population equal chances of being selected for the study. 
 
Data collection 

Data for the study were collected using structured and 
interview schedule questionnaire. A four point Likert-type 
scale was developed and used to determine the level of 
contributions of SPDC to agricultural development and 
the level of farmers’ benefit from SPDC agricultural 
programmes. The response option and values assigned 
were as follows: Very low contribution (VLC) =1; Low 
contribution (LC) =2; Moderate contribution (MC) =3 and 
High contribution (HC)=4.Very low benefit(VLB)=1;Low 
benefit(LB)=2;Moderate benefit(MB)=3; and High benefit 
(HB) =4.  
 
Decision rule; 1+2+3+4=10/4=2.5 
 
Therefore any  ≥ 2.5=high contribution or benefit and 
any  <2.5 =low contribution or benefit. 
 
Method of data analysis  

Data collected from the survey were analyzed by use 
of descriptive statistics. Objectives 1and 2 were achieved 
by use of mean scores. Hypothesis 1 was analyzed using 
inferential statistics (ANOVA). The essence was to 
determine if any significant difference existed between the 
variable under consideration. Decision was; if F-cal > F-
tab, reject Ho, otherwise accept Ho. 

 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 
The level of contribution of SPDC to agricultural 

development in the study areas is shown in Table 1. 

Table 1: Level of Shell Petroleum Development Company 
(SPDC) contribution to agricultural development in the study 
areas (n=97) 

Contributions of SPDC Agricultural 
areas 

Mean 
( ) 

  
Training farmers and field officers  Ikwere 3.2** 

Etche 3.0** 
Ahoada 2.9** 

Provision of farm inputs like fertilizer 
and, improved planting materials 

Ikwere 2.7** 
Etche 3.0** 
Ahoada 2.5** 

Provision of storage/processing 
facilities  

Ikwere 2.8**
Etche 2.5** 
Ahoada 2.9** 

Road Constructions  Ikwere 2.8** 
Etche 2.6** 
Ahoada 3.0** 

Establishment of demonstration farms Ikwere 2.7** 
Etche 2.5**
Ahoada 2.5** 

Granting of agricultural loans to 
farmers 

Ikwere 3.2** 
Etche 2.6** 
Ahoada 2.8** 

Formation of cooperative societies Ikwere 2.2* 
Etche 1.6* 
Ahoada 2.4* 

Support for research or linkage with  
Research Institutes 

Ikwere 1.2* 
Etche 1.4* 
Ahoada 1.6* 

Source: Field survey, 2012. **=High contribution; *=Low 
contribution. 
 
Table 2: Level of farmers’ benefits from Shell Petroleum 
Development Company (n=97)         

Contributions of SPDC Agricultural 
areas 

Mean
) 

   
Training farmers and field officers Ikwere 2.0* 

Etche 2.0* 
Ahoada 2.0* 

Provision of farm inputs like fertilizers, 
Improved planting materials 

Ikwere 2.6** 
Etche 2.6** 
Ahoada 2.5** 

Provision of storage/processing 
facilities 

Ikwere 2.6** 
Etche 2.4* 
Ahoada 2.5** 

Construction of roads Ikwere 2.3* 
Etche 2.2* 
Ahoada 2.0* 

Establishing of demonstration farms Ikwere 2.5** 
Etche 2.6** 
Ahoada 2.6** 

Granting of agricultural loans to 
farmers 

Ikwere 1.0* 
Etche 1.5*
Ahoada 1.6* 

Formation of cooperative societies Ikwere 2.2* 
Etche 2.3* 
Ahoada 2.0* 

Support for research or linkage with 
research institutes  

Ikwere 1.0* 
Etche 1.2* 
Ahoada 1.4* 

Source: Field survey, 2013: **=High benefit; *=Low benefit. 
 
Data in Table 1 showed that Shell Petroleum 

Development Company contributions to agricultural 
development in the study areas were high in the following 
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areas: training farmers and field officers; Ikwere( =3.2), 
Etche (  Ahoada ( ; provision of farm 
inputs like fertilizer and improved planting materials; 
Ikwere ( =2.7), Etche ( =3.0), Ahoada ( =2.5); provision 
of storage/processing facilities, Ikwere ( =2.8), Etche 
( =2.5), Ahoada ( =2.9); road Construction, Ikwere 
( =2.8), Etche ( =2.6), Ahoada ( =3.0); establishment of 
demonstration farms, Ikwere ( =2.7), Etche ( =2.5), 
Ahoada ( =2.5); granting of agricultural loans to farmers, 
Ikwere ( =3.2), Etche ( =2.6), Ahoada ( =2.8); However 
SPDC contributions to agricultural development were low 
in the following areas; formation of cooperative societies, 
Ikwere ( =2.2), Etche ( =1.6), Ahoada ( =2.4); and 
support for research or linkage with Research Institutes, 
Ikwere ( =1.2), Etche ( =1.4), Ahoada ( =1.6). 

The implication of this finding is that out of eight 
agricultural programmes SPDC made impact in six areas 
as they claimed which indicated that she is not living up to 
her cooperate responsibilities in the study areas as 
mandated by the Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Water 
Resources and Rural Development (1991). This might be 
one of the causes of restiveness experienced in those areas 
which has affected the agricultural transformation agenda. 
This is confirmed by Obuzor (1998) who asserted that 
some people from these study areas buy food from the 
neighbouring markets instead of harvesting from their 
own farms due to insufficient food caused by the loss of 
basic life supporting systems of the farmlands in the 
course of oil exploration. The acquisitions of their 
farmlands have resulted in the loss of their means of 
economic survival. Thus the people on whose land the oil 
mineral is pumped are like strangers in their own land. 

Table 2 showed the level of farmers’ benefits from 
Shell Petroleum Development Company agricultural 
programmes. 

Table 2 revealed that farmers from Ikwere, Etche and 
Ahoada benefited highly from the following areas; 
provision of farm inputs like fertilizer and improved 
planting materials; Ikwere ( =2.6), Etche ( =2.6), 
Ahoada ( =2.5); establishment of demonstration farms, 
Ikwere ( =2.5), Etche ( =2.6), Ahoada ( =2.6). On the 
provision of storage/processing facilities, only Ikwere 
( =2.6) and Ahoada ( =2.5) benefited highly. 

Farmers from the three areas confirmed that they had 
low benefit in the following areas; training of farmers and 
field offices; construction of roads, granting of 
agricultural loans to farmers, formation of cooperatives 
and support for research or linkage with Research 
Institutes. The implication of this finding is that SPDC 
failed in their social responsibilities to their host 
communities or that their activities were not based on the 
farmers’ felt needs. Thus, despite the presence of 
multinational oil companies in the area, the local economy 
of the Etche, Ahoada and Ikwere have remained largely 
primitive. According to Ugorji (2000), the collapse of the 
environmental economy of the area led to a collapse of the 
local economy. The people are displaced and disorganized 
from their traditional farming occupation leaving them 
impoverished and malnourished. Also environmental 
conflicts have assumed a disturbing dimension recently in 
the areas and the impact of climate change is highly felt 
the people. 

Table 3: ANOVA result showing the significant difference 
between the contributions of SPDC to agricultural development 
and farmers’ benefits from the SPDC in the study area 
Source of 
variation 

Sum of 
square 

Df Mean of 
square 

F-cal Sign. 

Between items 1.278 1 1.278 9.54 0.012
Residual  1.665 12 0.134 1  
 P≥0.05: Grand mean=2.4736: F-cal=9.54: F- tab=4.75:df٭
=(1,12):Level of significant difference=0.05. 
 
Hypothesis 

A parametric test of significance for two means was 
employed in testing the hypothesis which stated that there 
is no significant difference in the contribution of Shell 
Petroleum Development Company (SPDC) to agricultural 
development and farmers’ benefit from the SPDC 
agricultural programme. 
 
Decision 

Since F-cal (9.54) >  F-tab (4.75), the null hypothesis 
which stated that there is no significant difference between 
the contributions of SPDC to agricultural development and 
farmers’ benefit from the SPDC agricultural development 
programmes is hereby rejected. This means that there is a 
significant difference between the contributions of Shell 
Petroleum Development Company to agricultural 
development and farmers’ benefit from the SPDC 
agricultural projects. The implication of this statement is 
that the social responsibilities the SPDC claim to be 
offering to their host communities are either not beneficial 
to them or not based on their felt needs or do not exist at 
all. This finding agreed with a pri-ori expectation that the 
oil companies are not living up to their social 
responsibilities in their host communities. Thus the 
restiveness often experienced in these areas. 
 
Conclusion 

From the foregoing, the Shell Petroleum 
Development Company has performed below expectation 
as regards agricultural development in their host 
communities. What they claimed to have done to their 
host communities, the farmers claimed were of little or no 
benefit to them, probably because these agricultural 
programmes may not be people oriented or based on the 
farmers’ felt needs due to top-bottom planning approach 
which did not involve the farmers.        
 
Recommendation 

The Shell Petroleum Development Company should 
base their agricultural programmes on the felt needs of the 
farmers by involving them from the planning stage till 
sharing the programme benefits. That is using the bottom-
top approach. This will help in the present agricultural 
transformation resulting to increased food production and 
poverty alleviation. 
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