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Abstract
Trade liberalization is a global public policyended to stimulates growth incentives that coddttanslated
into poverty reduction. The growing economy of tleveloping Nations contend with this fact, as thgnpw
sluggishly under the weight of trade liberdii@a without growth, and where growth exist it hast been
translated to poverty reduction inspite of governmeefforts in poverty reduction practice in NigeriThis
study investigated the influnce of trade liberaian on poverty reduction programmes in Nigeriahilev
focusing on Edo state. To achieve this, primarg aacondary data were utilized. With simple random
sampling, nine(9) Local Governments were setkatoss the three senatorial districts in theestdtrough
multi stage sampling, 1,350 respondents were sgleatross 27 communities and they were adminstered
guestionnaires on the core subject areas. @uestire served as the research instrument usetisnstudy.
The collected data were analysed by simple pergerdad chi-square statistical instrument. In thalyesis, it
was revealed that trade liberalization hindersftiewings: the growth of infant industries, skidtquisition,
self-reliance due to increase inflow of foreign gwots and self-employment which are the core tibgesx of
poverty alleviation programmes in Edo state, NigeriOn the aggregate, the study revealed that trade
liberalization has limiting effects on the perf@nce of poverty alleviation programmes in the stadsas in
Edo state in particular and Nigeria in generagaifast this background, the following recommendetiamong
others were adopted, that: small scale indusstiesild be protected; safe net should be providedhk poor
against the harsh effects of trade liberalizatoyision of better and modern infrastructure tmatate growth;
etc.
Keywords: Trade liberalization, Poverty reduction, Programenomeven-development, communities

INTRODUCTION

Liberalisation as a discourse, lies more within thentext of commodity trade among nation-statéhouigh
international trade is not a new phenomenon, baitctbncept of liberalization as it bothers on oas of
border for the free flow of goods and services agnasitions accompanied the wake of globalizatiotihémost
recent century. The reason being that, trade dsivang force for economic growth in industrial&zeand
developing countries as well as tool for stimulgtolevelopment in the poorest nations of the wéoldthe
achievement of New Mellinium Development Goals(Aisiaj2006). While the industrialized nations arereno
integrated in the global market, developing natigeem to be fenced out, a situation that éadd deficit in
their current account. This deficit is either lidk their non-participation in the global market the sale of
commodities or the few oil producing states thatip@ate only do so on a single commodity. Thisll
scheme has a huge debt maintenance and poveytlingcin Africa. The world bank and IMF have inteeded
in encouraging the third world states on the nemdiberalized their trade with the aim of expanditigir
economic growth and development through diverdificeof production for export(Offiong, 2001). Agat this
background, a large number of developing counsstarted participating intensively in global netrknd this
made them major implementer of trade liberalizaimlicy since it has been packed together withcstral
adjustment programmes(Murlidhar,2013). Literatueplete with debate surounding trade liberadbseatvithin
the context of poverty alleviation in the develapinations and elsewhere in the world. This debatebeen
divided between the optimists and pessemists détlideralization.

Dollar (1992), Sachs and Warner (1995), Edwards§},9%8gued that trade liberalisation is good favgh as it
ultimately alleviate poverty. In a related deyetent, Jones(2001), White &Anderson(2001), Lundbgrg
Squire (2000) , drawing similar experience fromIB0[(1992), Sachs &Warner (1995), Edwards(198&)unt
that openess is good for growth, while growth iasesthe income of the poor. These scholars in shaily did
not consider the nature and position of the traldegbods of African States which Amin(1976)consiteas
suplementary to autocentric products. Because efstipplementary status accorded to their produdimin
emphatically inferred that international tradelwihot benefit the African States and the entiegigheral
nations.
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Hay (2001), Ferriera & Rossi(2001), Jonsson & Soianaian(1999), Lee(1996) &Kim(2000), in their seizb
studies on trade liberalisation and productivity some selected countries like, Brazil, South égriKorea etc,
found that trade liberalisation leads to econarhgcales thereby stimulating technological coritipgt The
importance of their study is the logical provisiofthe idea of economic growth as a measure of fppve
alleviation. They however fail to identify the gind principles of economic formation that couldrgriabout
growth, and how an achieved growth could be sledad into poverty alleviation.

Ravallion(2003), examines the relationship betweade openness and poverty. He reported in hityshat
trade openness is a powerful force in reducing pgva the developing countries. Dollars & Kraa3001b),
used regression for the selection of the most djkdsh countries growth rate against their tradenepe and
found that increase in the volumes of trade suleesetty influence the growth and living standardttoé poor.
They concluded in their study that trade openessukites growth while growth enhances the inconfethe
poor. To put differently, openess of trade redugoverty.

Inspite of the growth advantage associated witthetliberalization, some scholars equally obseritscdhdverse
effects on the living standard of the poor populadgenor (2002), observed that trade liberalisatian reduce
unskilled labour. .His observation is based onaksumption that openess through technology massibly
displace the role of thumb or manual labour, bsealiberalization of trade stimulates autocentwirld
resulting to a cut in the use of unskilled wogkerhis decline in the demand for unskilled workeilsincrease
the level of unemployment especially among uJhekipoor populace that lack the capacity to campe the
modern sectors employment. This perhaps, was dchbg Vasquez (2002), when he said that trade has
negatively affected the wellbeing of the poor. Wi2000) contributing to this intellectual invegttion, found
that liberalization of maize in Zambia resultectiosure of market for corn in the rural commursitie Zambia
causing more poverty for the poor rural farmers.

By and large, the popular ovation for trade l#ieation is that it spawns growth and allevigteserty. On
the basis of its strenght, the Nigerian governmmatle a practical effort to intensify its intetinagl trade
engagement as well as engaging in domestic poliaies programmes to fight against poverty. Nigeria
prominent role in the campaige for trade liberdicain Africa and its sub- region has not alleg@ipoverty in
Nigeria, as she hitherto classifield among thergesionations in the world(Aremu, 2006), and iteens feed
on less than one dollar a day( Shepard, el t@7R0Against this background, one may ask; doedetra
liberalization limits government’s efforts in ngiating poverty in Nigeria? Does trade liberaliaatlimits the
growth of infant industries which government’s pdy reduction policies and programmes intended to
nurture? Does trade liberalization hurts the spfi self reliance which is the major core for ecmic
recovering of any nation? These and many otheral bk assessed upon the interface of governmditigso
and programmes esterblished to curshion povertyngrthe people.

Theoretical Framework

The Uneven development approach is adopted foexpination of this study. The notable scholars in
this school of thought are Prebisch(1950) ,Sin@#&(), usually known as Prebisch- Singer doctrine,
Myrdal(1956), Amin(1976), etc. Uneven developmeasta trade and development related thoery. Theryhe
does not negate the concept of comparative costndgge but emphasized on gain desparity accruéainie
openness among the two participating worlds( thldustrialized and developing Nations) The tenetghef
approach is that the gain of international traddl Wwe unequally allocatted between the exportefs o
manufactured goods and that of primary produidtss will precipitates into inequality in resouraiocation
between the industrial and developing nations.

According to the theory, the term of trade in ifternational market arena is unequal and is giesi
against the developing nations in favour of theustdalized states. This will bring about economadversity
since the term of trade tends to move against éweldping nations. The proposition holds that teeghery
economies suffer in the term of trade because themnand and supply are affected by the term ofdetra
relationship that tends to be slop-sided in natlites implies that on demand side, the indusiréi nations
have high demand eleticity while the developingaret have low demand elasticity. On account o, timcome
rises in the industrialized nations due to increasput that stimulates inrease in consumers demdrilé on
the part of the developing, increase in output dogslead to corresponding increase in demanduch
products because the demand of the developingcis ipelastic.

Singer(1950) ascerted that the existing struttlifierences between the industrialized and depialp
nations, is decline against the producer of prim@oducts that stimulates unequal distributiorinebme in
favour of the industrialized nations that hasrémponsibility to produce manufactured goodsis Tidicates a
decline in the prices of primary products in favefithe manufactred goods. While the industretions are
benifiting from the producer of indusrial goods ahé consumer of primary products, been the consuhe
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primary product as well as the producer of martufac goods), the developing nations tend to besevoff,
as the consumer of the manufactured goods anddlckiger of the primary products.

Applicably, uneven-development approach is adeguatee management and discussion of this studsuseit
rationalized the pooverty of the developing natidmsorder words, the developing nations are #eeiving
end of the arbitrary allocation of internationavision of labour in which the industrialized nai® have
absolute control. Today, many African nations dnat liberalized can not fully realized the gairibé&ralization
and many as a result live in an abject poverty beeaf the adverse trade relationship that manifetheir
balanced of payment deficit. while the industriatiavorld benefit on account of trade liberalizatfonbeen an
autocentric suppliers, the third world states ayssing been the producer of primary products that a
supplementary in nature which the industrialavai feel they can equally produce, even betteis &kplains
the controversy over the supply of agriculturabdarcts which the third world nations have compeeat
advantage of in the world trade organization.

As the industrialized nations is getting reachertloa account of trade openness, the developingmsatiare
either getting poorer or stagnated on accounteftiverse trade relationship

RESEARCH METHOD

This study assessed the impact of trade libetaizaon Poverty Alleviation Programmes in Nigesiad Edo
State in particular, with special focus on NagibnPoverty Eradication Programme (NAPEP) and Matio
Directorate of Employment (NDE). These two prograesnare selected because of their wide range of
popularity among the people. To achieve this, ntyw¢27) Communities from nine (9) Local Governnsefiom
the three senatorial districts in Edo State welecsed with the aid of simple random samplinghe
communities are Uhi, Ehor and Ugbiyoko in Uhunmwagdeal Government, Okada, Ekiadolor and Okhu in
Ovia North East Local Government, Ugbor, Ogbe anohlin Oredo Local Government of Edo South Seraltori
District, Auchi, Jattu and lyerekhu in Estako Wketal Government, Uzebba, Ozalla and Sabongiddai®ra
Owan West Local Government, Igara, Ikpeshi and GkpE&stako Central Local Government of Edo North
Senatorial District, Ebelle, Ewossa and Okalo inelgen Local Government, Irrua, Opoji and UgbeguBsan
Central Local Government, Ujolelen, Emaudo andKpas in Esan West Local Government of Edo Central
Senatorial District.

Primary and Secondary methods of data collectierevutilized in this study. The population of tkisidy is
the adult residents of the selectd Local Goverrimesth population of about 1,347,101(FGN, 2006).

The selected Nine Local Governments in this smdyJhunmwode Local Government, Ovia North East Loca
Government and Oredo Local Government (Edo Soutiat8aal District); Etsako West Local Government,
Owan West Local Government and Etsako Central Ladavernment (Edo North Senatorial District) and
Igueben Local Government, Esan West Local Goventraad Esan Central Local Government(Edo Central
Senatorial District)

The sample size is 1,350, selected from 27 comiesniin this study. The sample size of 1,350 selected
with the help of multi-stage sampling done in tokofwing order: the selection of three local gaweents from
each senatorial district bringing to a total numb&nine local governments. Three communities wanavn
from each local government, bringing to a total bemof 27 communities in the study. In each comityysio
respondents were drawn, thus making a total of p&ficipants from each local government, which
cummulatively resulted to 1,350 respondents ftbm nine local governments selected for the stiide
choice of multi-stage technique was informed byl#igeness of the study areas as well as abséncensus
list(Aghayere, 1997; Baley,1978 and 1982; Nachraia Nachmias ,1987)

Questionnaire is used in this study as reseasthuiment designed by the researcher to elicitoresp from the
research participants. It is divided into sewdioA and B. While section “A” dealt with the degnaphic data

of the respondents such as age, sex, marital sedusational level, local government of origirg.etSection
“B” contained critical items that elicited respoasen the impact of trade liberalization on poyetfieviation
programmes. In section B the likert scale formas used. This format requires respondents ithere
strongly agree, agree, un-decided, strongly digagredisagree. It was designed in this order tabknthe
uneducated person to provide answer. The resptsmdempleted these sets of questions by tickingctneect
answer as applicable.

Data were analyzed with simply percentage anesghare ¢°). The simple percentage was used for personal
data and responses on the research variableg sfutsiect matter while the chi-squaté) (was used for the
hypothesis . Similarly, GAMMA (y) was used to megsthe degree of relationship between the visab
DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS

A total of 1,350 respondents from the thremasarial districts in Edo State were used forghely. Out of
this number, 1278 respondents were found to hawpeply completed the questionnaire. This repres@hig%
return rate.
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In Edo South Senatorial District, 92.2% properlynpteted and returned the questionnaire, 95.1% m Makth
Senatorial District while 96.7% in Edo Central Senial District. These show a high return rateoas the
three senatorial districts. The analysis of theadat based on the return rate which is organinta three
sections; the social profile of the respondents, dpinions of the respondents on the researchblasiaand
testing of hypothesis.

ANALYSISOF THE SOCIAL PROFILE OF RESPONDENTS

In the analysis of the age distribution of resportd drawn from the three senatorial districts do State. It
shows that 31.1% of the respondents from Edo SSetiatorial District fall within the age bracket2d and
30years, 31.3% in Edo North Senatorial District &0d6% in Edo Central Senatorial District. Cumuwlely,
31.0% of the respondents fall within this age &&fithin the age bracket of 31-40 years, 28.4% of the
respondents in Edo South Senatorial District, 28i8%do North Senatorial District and 28.1% in Edentral
Senatorial District. Cumulatively, 28.3% of theperdents are within this age grade. Furthermor92Df the
respondents in Edo South Senatorial District, 22id%do North Senatorial District and 23.2% in Edentral
Senatorial District fall within the age bracket 4f and 50 years. This represents a cumulative 224386,
19.3% of the respondents in Edo South Senatortibi, 18.0% in Edo North Senatorial District at#l2% in
Edo Central Senatorial District are 51years andr@b@umulatively, 18.47% of the respondents fathimi this
age set.

Also, in the analysis of sex distribution of thespondents in the three senatorial districts in Btage. It
indicates that 74.73% of the respondents in EdatiS&e@natorial District, 74.86% in Edo North Seniator
District, 76.3% in Edo Central Senatorial Districe males. Conversely, the distribution of femalgpondents
shows in 25.3% of the respondents in Edo South tS8eakDistrict, 25.2% in Edo North Senatorial Dist,
23.7.00% in Edo Central Senatorial District. Curtiukly, while the male respondents constitute 75@%he
sample, the female respondents constituted 24i3.distribution indicates that there are more mmaspondents
than female respondents in the sample. Howeveuyrnm the proportionality represents a fair disttitou

Further more, the analysis of respondents thatisedjtertiary education shows that 43.8% of trepomdents
in Edo South Senatorial District acquired tertiaducation, 44.9% in Edo North Senatorial Distractd 44.4%
in Edo Central Senatorial District. This presentstal number of 45.0% of the respondents. Alsachaabove
table, 44.3% of the respondents in Edo South $dabhDistrict, 43.9% in Edo North Senatorial Distr and
44.8% in Edo Central Senatorial District acquiredadary education. This represents a total nuiwibéd.4%
of the respondents. In the same vain, 9.9% ofdébpondents in Edo South Senatorial District, %ili@ Edo
North Senatorial District West, and 10.6% in Edontt& Senatorial District had primary education.isTh
represents a total number of 10.6% of the respdad@&his distribution indicates that a larger pndjom of the
respondents acquired tertiary education in thestBenatorial Districts.

In the same vein, the analysis of the occupatidisttibution of the respondents in the three SemaltDistricts
shows that 36.6% of the respondents in Edo SoemiatSrial District are employed in the public sec&3.8%
in Edo North Senatorial District, and 29.0% in Bdentral Senatorial District. This represents a datiue of
29.0% of the respondents. Similarly, the aboveetaiiows that 32.0% of the respondents in Edo South
Senatorial District are employed in the privatet@e4.1% in Edo North Senatorial District, and726 in Edo
Central Senatorial District. This represents a datiue of 27.2% of the respondents. Also, the tablealed
that 10.8% of the respondents in Edo South Semdistrict are self-employed, 33.9% in Edo Nor#ém&torial
District, and 27.6% in Edo Central Senatorial DéstrThis represents a cumulative of 24.3% of #spondents.
Also, 20.5% in Edo South, 18.2% in Edo North, aidd’% in Edo Central Senatorial District of the @sgents
are respectively unemployed.

4.3 ANALYSISOF CORE RESEARCH VARIABLES

The reseach survey established the impact o€ tlidéralization from the rrespondents in threeaserial
districts which assessed trade liberalization omdimg up of infant industries, discouraging slkittquisition,
increasing dependence on foreign products and wliaging self-employment. The results are preseimete
table below.
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Table: 1a PERCEPTION OF IMPACTSOF TRADE LIBERALIZATION ON POVERTY
ALLEVIATION PROGRAMME

EDO SOUTH EDO NORTH EDO CENTRAL
S/N | Variables SA A U D SD | SA A U D SD | SA A U D | SD
1 Winding up of | 30 379 6 - - 21 374 18 15 - 18 390 27
infant
industries (7.2) | (91.3) | (1.9) (4.9) | (87.4) | (4.2) | (3.5) (4.1) | (89.7) | (6.2)
2 Discouraging | 30 382 3 - - 29 379 20 - - 20 391 34
skills
acquisition (7.2) | (92.0) | (0.7) (6.8) | (88.6) | (4.7) (4.6) | (89.9) | (5.5)
3 Increasing 33 378 2 2 - 20 354 39 15 - 20 381 34
dependence
on foreign| (7.9) | (91.1) | (0.5) | (0.5) 4.7) | (82.7) | (9.1) | (3.5) (4.6) | (87.6) | (7.8)
products
4 Discouraging | 22 362 22 9 - 29 379 20 - - 20 381 34
self-
employment (5.3) | (87.2) | (6.3) | (2.2) (6.8) | (88.6) | (4.7) (4.6) | (87.6) | (7.8)

Percentage in parenthesis

Source: Field study

In Edo South senatorial district, 7.2% of the resjents strongly agreed that trade liberalizatiadseto the
winding up of infant industries, 91.3% agreed, whill.4% undecided. In Edo North senatorial dis#i&%
strongly agreed that trade liberalization leadsvitading up of infant industries, 87.4% agreed, 4.@8¢lecided
while 3.5% disagreed. Also in Edo Central senakdatistrict 4.1% strongly agreed, 89.7% agreed ar&¥%6
undecided that trade liberalization results in wigdup of infant industries.

Furthermore, 7.2% of the respondents in Edo Soethat®rial district strongly agreed that trade liization
discourages skills acquisition, 92.0% agreed, whilé% undecided. In Edo North senatorial distric2%
strongly agreed that trade liberalization discoasagkills acquisition, 88.6% agreed, while 4.7% aaidled.
Similarly, 4.6% of the respondents in Edo Centtebrigly agreed that trade liberalization discousagkills
acquisition, 89.9% agreed while 5.5% undecided

Also in table 1a in Edo South,shows that 7.9%mgfhpagreed that trade liberalization increasesddpnce on

foreign products, 91.1% agreed, 0.5% undecidedenhib% disagreed. In Edo North senatorial distdci%
strongly agreed that trade liberalization increadependence on foreign products, 82.7% agreed, 9.1%
undecided while 3.5% disagreed. In the same vabt64of the respondents in Edo Central senatorgttidi
strongly agreed that trade increases dependenfmra&ign products, 87.6% agreed while 4.7% undecidésb,
in Edo Central senatorial district 4.6% of the wggtents strongly agreed that trade liberalizatimrdases
dependence on foreign products, 87.6% agreed wit886 undecided if depending on foreign productsf ithe
increase; it means the goal of self-reliance igtekkf

In another plane, the respondents rated the intjaitaof trade liberalization on self employmemtHdo South
senatorial district, 5.3% strongly agreed that erdileralization discourages self employment, 87 2§teed,
5.3% undecided, while 2.2% disagreed. In Edo Nsethatorial district 6.8% of the respondents strpagireed
that trade liberalization discourages self employtng8.6% agreed, while 4.7% undecided. Also in Eéatral,
4.6% of the respondents strongly agreed that thééealization discourages self employment, 87.68tcad
while 7.8% undecided.
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Table: 1b PERCERTION OF IMPACTS OF TRADE LIBERALIZATION OMN POVERTY ALLEVIATION PROGRAMME

PUBLIC SECTOR EMP PRIVATE SECTOR EMP SELF-EMPLOYED UMEMPLOYED
S/M | Wariable SA A U D SD | 5A A U D 50| SA A U D SD | 5A A v] D 5D
1 Winding up | 29 335 13 3 - 15 307 19 7 - 12 290 7 1 - 13 211 12 4
of infant
industries (78] | [B6.2) [ (3.4) | (0.8) [43) | (BB.2) | (5.5) | (7.0) (39| (935) | (2930 | (0.3) (5.4 | (87.9) | (500 | (17)
2 Discouraging | 23 336 19 - - 24 308 16 - - 20 2684 6 - - 1z 222 &
skills
acquisition (81| (BB.% | (5.00 [6.%1 | (88.5]) | (4.8) (651 | (%18) | (1.1) [5.00 | (225 | (25)
3 Increasing 30 318 26 3 - 17 302 17 10 - 12 268 30 - - 14 225 1
dependence
on  foreign (797 (83.7) | (6.8) | (1.8) [4.9) | (86.8) | (49| (29) (3.9 | (8a5) | (2.7) [5.8] | (93.8) | (0.4)
products
4 Discouraging | 28 322 30 - - 16 305 18 9 - 13 272 25 - - 14 223 3
self-
ernployment (747 | (B47) | (7.9 (48| (B7.6) | (5.2 (2.4) [(42) | (8770 (8.1) (58] | (2290 | (13)

Percentage in parenthesis

Source: Field study

Table 1b shows the views of the respondents inouarioccupational groups on the implications of érad
liberalization on infant industries, skills acqtiish and self employment. In all the occupationalugps a greater
percentage of the respondents agreed that tradeliiation leads to winding up of infant indusgtieln the
public sector employment, 7.6% strongly agreed2®8agreed, 3.4% undecided, while 0.8% disagreethdn
private sector employment, 4.3% strongly agreed2%®8agreed, 5.5% undecided respondents 3.9% syrong|
agreed, 93.5% agreed, 2.3% undecided, while 0.3#gdeed. Also among the unemployed respondents 5.4%
strongly agreed, 87.9% agreed, 5.0% undecided il disagreed.

Also, larger percentage of the respondents in #méowus occupational groups agreed that trade lizaten
results in discouragement of skills acquisition.the public sector employment, 6.1% strongly agré&8d9%
agreed while 5% undecided. In the private sectqrlepment 6.9% strongly agreed, 88.5% agreed whé&o4
undecided. Among the self employed respondent&p &tsongly agreed, 91.6% agreed while 1.1% unddcide
Similarly, among the unemployed respondents 5.08hgty agreed, 92.5% agreed while 2.5% undecided.
Furthermore, table 1b shows that greater percenthgbe respondents across various occupationalpgro
agreed to the view that trade liberalization engesdncrease dependence on foreign product. Imptindic
sector employment, 7.9% strongly agreed, 83.7%ealyr@.8% undecided, while 1.6% disagreed. In theafm
sector employment 4.9% strongly agreed, 86.8% dg#8% strongly agreed, 86.8% agreed, 4.9% unddcid
while 2.9% disagreed. Among the self employed redpats 3.9% strongly agreed, 86.5% agreed whil&9.7
undecided. Similarly, among the unemployed respotsd&.8% strongly agreed, 93.8% agreed while 0.4%
undecided.

Also, table 1b indicates that a greater percentagdl the occupational groups agreed that tralderdilization
discourages self employment. In the public seatapleyment 7.4% strongly agreed, 84.7% agreed, whiéo
undecided. In the private sector employment 4.6%ngty agreed, 87.6% agreed, 5.2% undecided whdéo2
disagreed. Among the self employed respondents 4t@8agly agreed 87.7% agreed, while 8.1% undecibfed
the same way, among the unemployed respondents$&irBfgly agreed, 92.9% agreed while 1.3% undecided

Testing of Hypothesis. The hypothesis that says that; there is a positive relationship between trade
liberalization and the performance of poverty aiéon programmes in Edo State was tested aswsllo

Ho: There is no positive relationship between tréderalization and the performance of poverty aléon
programmes

Hr: There is a positive relationship between tréileralization and the performance of poverty ecation
programmes.
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In testing the hypothesis, the question that tritoleralization leads to winding up of infant induss was
adopted. The data obtained are computed into tie keelow.

Table 1c Relationship between trade liberalization and the performance of poverty alleviation

programme
RESPONSE EDO SOUTH EDO NORTH EDO CENTRAL ROW TOTAL
Strongly agreed 30 (22.41) 21(23.11) 18(23.49) 69

Agreed 379 (371.16) 374(382.79) 390 (389.05) 1143
Undecided 6 (16.56) 18 (17.08) 27 (17.36) 51
Disagreed -(4.87) 15(5.02) -(5.11) 15

Strongly disagreed -(0) -(0) -(0) -

Column total 415 428 435 1278

Expected frequencies in parenthesis
Source: Field Survey

Resear ch Result
Data are statistically significant because caledat® = 46.2833 exceeds criticaf = 5.99 at 20% probability of
sampling error. With calculated Gamma és 0.25 it means that there is medium positileiomship between
variables. The implication of the result is a réjmt of the null hypothesis and a confirmation loé tresearch
hypothesis.
Statistical inference
Arising from the research result, it can be gleathad there is a positive relationship betweendr#ukralization
and the performance of poverty alleviation prograsrm Edo State. This implies that trade libersiirahas a
limiting effects on the performance of poverty aifgion programmes.
DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS
The field study revealed that trade liberalizatiomders the realization of the objectives of gbyealleviation
programmes in Nigeria with particular referenceEdo State. As it engenders liquidation of infanméstic
industries through massive importation of foreignducts. Also, the patronage of the foreign proslattthe
expense of the locally manufactured goods hurtst sfi entrepreneurship and self-development whiclhe
overall negate self-reliance which is a criticajugement for economic growth of every nation.

The result of the field study supports the thdoattcontention that liberalization as a componeit
globalization limits poverty alleviation. Libera$ifion of sectors hitherto monopolized by the goment is
expected to unleash competition by private seator flkence spur growth and employment generatioalst
encourages free flow of goods and service acrassdtional borders. The increase in the volumenpforted
goods on account of liberalization undermines tistence of infant industries which the governm@APEP
AND NDE) intend to groom. According to key respontjdiberalization results in the ‘tokunbonizatioof the
economy. With the flooding of the local marketshwétiecond hand foreign items, the small scale etisespor
cottage industries such as shoe making, cloth wagaamd tailoring which the government intend toamage
as a call to poverty alleviation, suffer serioathack.
Another respondent noted that “import liberalizatiourts industrial development. Only small propmrs of
firms operating at the frontier gain from compettipressures in a liberalized economy. The cottgge-of
industrial development nurtured by government safiender the big bang of liberalization. This obwrates
with Murlidhar(2013), Tabarrok(2013), Bardham(20083ward (2004), Lee and Vivanlli (2006), Khor (200
Manda and Sen (2004) and Ruz (2009), who agretiteinrespective studies, that trade liberalizationits the
prospect of infant industries. Also, a sampler ddteat under the big bang of liberalization, th@mpon such
small-scale enterprises as food processing, andlidraft that are victims of the aggressive comjmetit
engender through liberalized importation of goods.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Although trade liberalization intended to promgtewth and improve standard of living in both isttialized
and developing nations, but the gain is of moreefie to the industrialized countries. What led ttos
unbanlanced growth is explained with the help & theory adopted in this study. The poverty of the
developing countries is partly an association & #uverse trade relationship between the indugkaland
developing nations of the world. Since trade litization has undermines growth and poverty allésiatin
developing nations particularly in Edo state ingétia, there is the need to adopt the following
recommendations;
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Protection of Small Scale IdustrieSmall scale enterprises are the engine and stesteghich poverty
eradication revolved. These enterprises are qdien dhe victims of the swash effects of trade rltieation.
The small scale businesses are usually not stromyigh to march the competition generated by trade
liberalization. Thus, the state should device amaeaz protecting these industries from the intecm®mpetition
from the global giants and massive importation.

Providing Safety Net Against The Effects Of Traibefalization: Within the context of trade liberalization, the
poor who are the target beneficiaries of povergdaation programmes are disadvantaged becausdatiey
access to infrastructure, good road network, they@moted from the market.

These interlocking inequalities raised the cosimafketing output and increased cost of inputs fodpction.
When the economy is liberalized, it is often dificfor owners of small scale business to compeité the
bigger business enterprises. Also they can hardgtrthe cost of advertisement which is a majorunsént of
the multi-national corporations. These and mareioteasons made the proprietors of small scadnéss
enterprises difficult to compete with imported geoth this way, this study seeks to recommenddhtgty nets
should be put in place for owners of small scatkigtries to cushion the swash effects of liberatisa

The owners and managers of the small scale erdemprust be exposed to management support services,
business extension and liaison services.

There should be provision of better infrastructurestimulate growth in the domestic and internaglomarket.
Such infrastrucrures may include; roads, port, romcation, power,etc in order to achieve inteoradl best
practice.

Nigeria as a nation must diversify its export eatthan solely depending on the sale or revenua thade oil.
Other areas such as cocoa, cotton. Weath, rubégsaca, etc that are agriculture related shouleixplored to
achieve a higher revenue and a balanced growth.tAadyrowth should be properly channed into the stmo
useful areas were they are needed in order toaepigverty reduction in Nigeria and particuldggo state.
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