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POVERTY ALLEVIATION POLICIES AND RURAL SPACE DEVELOPMENT: IMPLICATIONS IN CROSS RIVER STATE, NIGERIA  


Abstract 
[bookmark: _Hlk191243836]The study examined poverty alleviation policies in Cross River State and its implication on rural space development. Despite the fact that most of the rural development policies seem to be focused on poverty alleviations, the problem of poverty, unemployment, income inequality, insecurity and other social vices still persists. The ex-post facto research design was adopted, and stratified random sampling technique was used to sample a total of 606 respondents from a population of 6,600 in the study area. Three research questions and three hypotheses were formulated and tested using regression analysis at .05 Alpha level of significant. The questionnaire titled “Poverty Alleviation Policies and Rural Space Development Questionnaire (PAPRSDQ)” was used for data collection for the study. The Cronbach Alpha reliability test was used to ascertain the reliability of the instrument. The result of the Cronbach Alpha test produced a coefficient of 0.98, which indicates a high reliability of the instrument. The finding from the studies reveals that socioeconomic and cultural factors affect poverty alleviation policies and rural space development. 
The study recommends that rural people participation in all development processes using the bottom-top approach as module for poverty reduction should be encouraged. Government should adopt integrated policy approach and provision of appropriate infrastructural facilities in the rural areas to reduce rural - urban migration and provide platform to attract investors to rural areas. 
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1. [bookmark: _Hlk191243660]Introduction
Poverty alleviation policies and programs remain the most viable option to promote rural space development in Nigeria and Africa at large. These policies and programmes are intended to stimulate subnational economies, rural infrastructures and increase the per capita inertia of the rural poor and the national in general. Admittedly, most rural communities and populace benefited from various poverty alleviation programs such National Poverty Alleviation and Eradication Programme (NAPEP), Directorate of Food, Road and Rural Infrastructure (DFRRI - 1987), Operation Feed the Nation (OFN - 1976), Green Revolution Programme (GR -1979), established to promote agricultural production and eliminate food problems in Nigeria (Obeten & Isokon, 2018; Gana, 2017; Madunagu, 2011; Obadan, 1996). River Basin Development Authority (RBDA), N-Power (Youth Employment Scheme), Family Economic Advancement Programme (FEAP) etc., regrettably, a greater percentage of people and rural communities do not have access to these programs (Okereke, 2019). The consequence is that, majority of rural communities and people are faced with increasing challenges and widening poverty gaps. These challenges were further worsened by the removal of oil subsidy in 29th May, 2023 by the Bola Tinubu led administration, compounding insecurity, banditry and terrorism, soaring inflations, oil theft and the involvement of non-state actors in almost all the sectors of Nigeria’s national, sub-national economies and wellbeing. According to World Bank (2024; 2015), the economic restructuring, and oil subsidy removal aligned with global market demands and global political dynamics, which aims to combat systemic corruption not only in the oil sector, but to ensure economic and social surplus that promotes sustainable livelihood in the long term. However, the immediate impact of this policy has deeply affected the overall well-being of Nigerian, escalating poverty rates, hardships, increasing criminal activities, intensifying food insecurity, and worsening the energy crises. These issues also significantly impeded human development and disproportionately burden sectors like transportation, security, health, education, manufacturing industry, agriculture, environmental sustainability while challenging Nigeria’s ability to meet the demands of oriental markets as well as the pace of development and the living conditions of the citizens (Obeten, Eyang & Nigim 2024). However, Okereke (2019), Obeten & Isokon, (2018), observed that, despite all these efforts, poverty alleviation policies and programs, the rural areas, has continued to be deprived, undeveloped, and faced with poor sanitary conditions and healthcare services, poor road network and transport services, poor markets networks to promote peripheral economies while a greater percentage of the population lives in squalor.
	The Nigerian environment is today a symbol and display of worldwide negative demographic indices; environmental, political, economic and social maladies characterized by hunger, disease, kidnaping, terrorism, killer herdsmen, cattle rustling, gangsters, vote buying, ritual murders, drug peddling and abuse. Others include scarcity of fuel, kerosene, gas and even water, absence of electricity supply, ethnic militia, over population, scarcity of resources, poverty, crime and violence (Obeten & Isokon 2018). These escalating problems make Nigerian environment and life almost intolerable for majority of citizens, especially the rural communities. This according to Ering, Nwagbara & Ushie (2006), calls for a sober reflection, and urgent actions to move the nation out of these social ills.  Among these social ills, the increasing rates of rural poverty ranks the highest and has over bearing effect on the socio-economic development of rural areas in Nigeria (World Bank 2024, Obadan, 1996).  
	The World Bank, 2006; Obadan, 1996), description of Nigeria as a paradox has continued to be confirmed by events and official statistics, which indicated rural impoverishment and mass rural poverty in the country. This assertion by World Bank in 2006, is further amplified by the poverty rates of about 104 million people living in poverty between 2023 - 2024 (World Bank, 2024), and has continued to negatively screw Nigeria sub-national economic frontiers making it difficult for the rural poor to survive and to meet basic minimum living standard. Rather than record remarkable progress in national socio-economic development which should trickle down to the rural communities, Nigeria is rather retrogressing with widening poverty gaps because of corruption, poor infrastructural network, bad governance, and economic challenges. These indeed are the indices used to rank Nigeria as one among the 25 poorest countries in the world in this 21st century, whereas she was among the richest 50 in the early - 1970s (Obadan, 1996; World Bank, 2024). As noted by Abdulahi (2013), Nigeria is sliding into being one of the poorest nations in the world, and had since June 2018, progressed to be the poverty capital of the world as described Jim Yong Kim World Bank President, and Shubham Chaudhuri, the World Bank’s Country Director during the Nigeria Economic Society’s (NSE) annual conference in 2018. Since then, there are no noticeable economic reforms that positively impacted on the lives of the rural Nigerians. The World Bank projected Nigeria poverty rate around 40.7% in 2024 implying that 40.7% of Nigerian will live in poverty based on the international poverty line. This is compounded by the fact that the inflation rate was 24.7% driven by the rising food and energy crisis (World Bank 2024). However, the removal of oil subsidy in May 29th, 2023 has contributed to increasing the poverty margin, and the devaluation of the naira worsening inflationary rates, and poor economic policy management escalating hardship, increasing criminality, corruption, which disproportionately affects transportation, education, agriculture and food security, environmental sustainability affecting sub-national economies and the rural space.  
	Nigeria’s rural communities is measured as the poorest in the world, and is confronted not just with disadvantaged or marginalized areas, group and individuals, but with mass poverty, a situation in which most of the rural people have a very substandard existence with high propensity for insecurity of human and material resources (Isokon, Obeten & Tangban, 2017). The rural areas in Nigeria have remained the most backward enclaves of economic space when compared to other developing countries in Africa like South Africa, Ghana, etc.  As observed by scholars that the place of domicile of more than 70 percent of the nation’s population resides in rural areas and they constitute an indispensable factor in the overall production of agricultural products and contributes up to 35 per cent to the nation’s export earnings (Imoleayo 2024).
	The eradication of rural poverty in Nigeria require a concerted and comprehensive efforts at removing blockages that limit the growth and development of rural space and economy. According to Obadan (1996), one sure way of addressing rural development is through macro-economic adjustments that requires an increase in certain categories of public spending that specifically benefit the poor especially. This can be achieved through conditional cash transfers and grants, access and linkages to economic opportunities and poverty alleviation policies and programmes that promote growth and development. 
Poverty alleviation policies are therefore, integrated and deliberate attempts to improve not only the rural people but also the rural space. National Center for Economic Management and Administration (2011), assert that rural development should be seen as a metamorphosing force that engender not only the provision of jobs, increase income but also make available a high quality of rural living through improved poverty alleviation policies and sustainable livelihood options
The vehicle for achieving these objectives must include a restructuring priority framework for rural development policy and implementation of programs that promote inclusiveness. 
Rural development in this context, would mean a cross-cultural and socio-economic transformation of rural societies or communities.  Indices for this transformation lie barely on the extent of planned efforts or strategies put in place by the government or through community development efforts to develop the rural societies (Akeredolu, 2001). For example, to address and meet the needs of the rural poor, the Cross River State government established the Cross River State Poverty Reduction Agency and Community Development Initiatives as a panacea to reduce rural poverty and provide access to economic opportunities. Despites these efforts the rural pace in Cross River State has remained without basic amenities and infrastructures to make life meaningful and.
Cross River State has a current estimated population of about 4,406 million people in 2023 (https://citypopulation.de ; Wikipedia ). The total land area is 23,000 square kilometers and about 75 per cent of the population are engaged in subsistence agriculture and reside in the rural areas (Akeredolu, 2001). Amid all the poverty alleviation programs, rural development and comparing their spatial growth and development to other locations, Rural areas in Cross River State are economically backwards. It is against this background that this study, investigates poverty alleviation policies and rural space development implications in Cross River State, Nigeria.  

[bookmark: _Hlk191245156]1.2 Objectives of the study:
The main objective of this present study was to investigate poverty alleviation policies and rural space development in Cross River State, Nigeria. specifically, the study sought to:
i. Find out the influence of poverty alleviation policies on rural space development in Cross River State, Nigeria
ii. Determine the influence of socioeconomic determinant on rural space development in Cross River State, Nigeria
iii. Establish the influence of cultural determinants on rural space development in Cross River State
  
1.3 Research questions
The following research questions were raised to give the study a direction
i. How do poverty alleviation policies influence rural space development in Cross River State, Nigeria?
ii. To what extent does socioeconomic determinant influence rural space development in Cross River State, Nigeria?
iii. To what extent does cultural determinants influence rural space development in Cross River State?

Hypothesis
The following hypotheses were tested:
1. There is no significant influence of poverty alleviation policies on rural space development in Cross River State, Nigeria
2. Socioeconomic determinants do not significantly influence rural space development in Cross River State, Nigeria
3. Cultural determinants do not significantly influence rural space development in Cross River State

2.  Literature review
2.1. Poverty and rural development efforts in Nigeria. 
The history of rural development efforts in Nigeria has obviously been that of experimenting with one concept after other and recycling strategic processes and ideologies. This has helped the country throughout her post-independence period to develop different reforms and strategies to put the nation in the space of developing nation.  As noted by Theodor Roosevelt, the twenty-sixth American President (190 -1909), “Far better it is to dare mighty things, to win glorious triumphs, even though checkered by failure, than to take ranks with those poor spirits who neither enjoy much nor suffer much, because they live in the grey twilight that knows not victory nor defeat.”  This contention actually shows the nature of the “poor” especially in the rural areas (Abasiekong, 2012). Poverty is the insufficiency of means relative to human needs.  Poverty defies objective definition because of its multidimensional nature.  It has often been defined as a situation of low income or low consumption.  Essentially, it is not difficult to recognize the poor, the poor are those who are unable to obtain adequate income, find a stable job, own property or maintain healthy living conditions. They lack an adequate level of education and cannot satisfy their basic health needs. Obeten & Isokon (2018), assert that the poor are often illiterate, in poor health and have a short life span.  They have no access to the basic needs of life such as food, clothing and decent shelter and are unable to meet social and economic obligations. They lack skills and gainful employment, have few economic assets if any, and sometime lack self-esteem (Olayemi, 2015).  This depicts the life of the rural - rural people.  Very often, the poor lack the capacity to escape from their situation themselves. These characteristics, are what causes the social condition of extreme poverty to persist and to be transmitted from one generation to the next, thus forming a culture and vicious cycle of poverty in most rural societies.  There is no established yardstick against which to measure poverty.  Ideally, such a yardstick would be applicable to all societies and should establish a fixed level, usually known as the poverty line below which poverty begin and above which it ends (Obeten & Isokon, 2018). Obviously, the situation in our rural societies especially in Cross River State cannot be measured against any indices, other than comparing them (rural societies) to one another to ascertain the level of growth and development.  Measuring poverty in rural areas is a difficult task, because it involves the valuation of both environmental and socio-economic diameters. Thus, development from the grassroots implies alternative conditions or criteria for factors allocation, going from current principle of maximizing returns for selected factors to one of maximizing integrated resource mobilization for rural development (Ekong, 2008).
Some of the programs in Nigerian are the third Development Plan (1980 - 85), focused on the widening gap between the rural and urban areas and sought grounds to achieve balanced development between the urban and rural areas (Daniel, 2008), Directorate of Food, Road and Rural Infrastructure (DFRRI - 1987), Some notable programs and policies that have been implemented in Nigeria to develop rural areas. Operation Feed the Nation (OFN - 1976), was meant to address food crisis and rural-urban migration, the Green Revolution Programme (GR -1979), established to promote agricultural production and eliminate food problems in Nigeria (Obeten & Isokon, 2018; Gana, 2017; Madunagu, 2011; Obadan, 1996). River Basin Development Authority (RBDA), which was stablished to harness water resources for agricultural production  and stimulate local farm production for export and focusing on agricultural technologies, supply of farm, National Poverty Alleviation Program (NAPEP - 2001), Family Economic Advancement Programme (FEAP, 1989 - 1997), National Economic Empowerment Development,(NEED),  Structural Adjustment Programe  (SAP -1987, State Economic Empowerment Development (SEED), and Local Government Economic Empowerment Development (LEED) -2003), (Obeten & Isokon, 2018; Madunagu, 2011). Subsidy Reinvestment Programme (SURE-P - 2012), Presidential Youth Empowerment Program (P-Yes), Youth Enterprise and Innovation Program N-Power (2015-2023), National Integrated Farm Seedling Program, Agricultural Transformation Agenda (ATA - 2011), Anchor borrowers program (ABP), National Programme for Food Security NG-Cares, TraderMoni. Others are, National Agriculture Development Funds (NAGF - 2024) SMEDAN, AgriBusiness Empowerment and Development Programme- 2025). It is worthy to note that, Nigeria development emerged with different rolling plans - the Era of Rolling Plan (1990-1998), which covered three plans, including: First National Rolling Plan (1990-1992), basically focused strengthening programs implemented by the National Directorate of Employment (Gana, 2017; Madunagu, 2011).The Second National Rolling Plan (1993-1995), addressed monetary lapses and increasing unemployment and third National Rolling Plan (1996-1998), prioritized employment generation and economic growth and providing irrigation facilities to promote food sufficiency and security across the nation amongst others had been campaign and administration-based palliative programs and interventions without sustainability plan, and therefore does not guarantee rural space development. (Ebong (2006; Ering, 2000).
The rural sector is saddled with a great burden of poverty and its attendant characteristics.  At the current level of national development, it does appear that certain fundamental micro-economics variable has not been properly attained to enhance rural income and reduce the rate of impoverishment.

2.2. Rural development conceptual clarification 
The root of rural development and poverty lies in the socio-cultural and religious constraints, which combines with the unfavorable macro-economic environment to trap rural people in a vicious circle of poverty.  This affects the marginal productivity and reduces the standard of living of the rural people. Akande (2016), and Ebong (2006), noted that in 1945, the concept of rural development as a mass education was redefined as a movement designed to promote better living for the whole community. Since then, the need to consciously accelerate the pace of rural development has increasingly become quite compelling, if only it stems the high incidence of selective rural to rural, and rural - urban migration. Rural development implies expanding the social and economics options available to the rural people to promote sustainable livelihood.
For instance, in Nigeria a number of development agenda had been put in place and particularly, the Nigerian third Development Plan (1980 - 85), focused on the widening gap between the rural and urban areas and sought grounds to achieve balanced development between the urban and rural areas (Daniel, 2008), since then no concrete development plan had been implemented in Nigeria. 
The third Development Plan (1980 - 85), focused on the widening gap between the rural and urban areas and sought grounds to achieve balanced development between the urban and rural areas (Daniel, 2008), Directorate of Food, Road and Rural Infrastructure (DFRRI - 1987), Some notable programs and policies that have been implemented in Nigeria to develop rural areas. Operation Feed the Nation (OFN - 1976), was meant to address food crisis and rural-urban migration, the Green Revolution Programme (GR -1979), established to promote agricultural production and eliminate food problems in Nigeria (Obeten & Isokon, 2018; Gana, 2017; Madunagu, 2011; Obadan, 1996). River Basin Development Authority (RBDA), Structural Adjustment Programe (SAP -1987), Vison 2020, National Integrated Farm Seedling Program, Agricultural Transformation Agenda (ATA - 2011), Anchor borrowers program (ABP), TraderMoni - 2020, National Agriculture Development Funds (NAGF - 2024) SMEDAN, The Second National Rolling Plan (1993-1995), was established to addressed monetary lapses and increase employment opportunities  and industrial development while the third National Rolling Plan (1996-1998), prioritized employment generation and economic growth by providing irrigation facilities, food sufficiency and security across the nation. (Ebong (2006; Ering, 2000). these development policies, therefore focused on efforts to “increase rural productivity and income, diversify rural economy and generally enhance the quality of life in rural areas”.  However, in the fourth Development Plan period, Government tried to develop an integrated urban rural development aimed at reducing population pressure on urban areas by raising the quality of rural life through correcting investment imbalance between them (Daniel, 2008). Despite, these efforts, pressure within rural centers increased, causing rural - urban, and progressive rural - rural space migration till today. 
All other plans implemented in Nigeria from 1990-2024 for example National Poverty Alleviation Program (NAPEP - 2001), Family Economic Advancement Programme (FEAP, 1989 - 1997)  National Economic Empowerment Development, (NEED), State Economic Empowerment Development (SEED), and Local Government Economic (LEED) Empowerment Development -2003), Subsidy Reinvestment Programme (SURE-P - 2012), N-power  (2015-2023), amongst others  had been political campaign propaganda and administration-based palliative interventions without any sustainability plan, and therefore does not guarantee rural space development.

2.3.  Rural space development and rural poverty: Causes and dimensions 
 
Rural development, is a process or strategy designed to improve the economics and social life of the core rural people. It is an integrated approach to direct developmental efforts in rural areas that are yet to experience development and growth, thus by comparing them and spatial location to one another. Rural space development, is a planned process that effectively links developments (projects/infrastructures) in the core rural peripheries that has not, at the time experienced any modern-day characteristics and local urban life (Madunagu, 2011). Generally, farming, pastoral and collecting enterprise form the basis of the rural space economy, which depends on high sense of cultural matrix; customs, folkways, mores and language held closely together. Their responses to situations are homogenous and ethnically derived, while their social interaction and unity are mechanical in nature.
Poverty has been described as a monster, which denies the individual the basic needs of food, shelter and clothing and sometimes social status.  It is said to rob one of freedom, dignity, education and good health, and reduces the life span of the poor to forty-two years (Isokon & Obeten, 2019). Madunagu (2011), defines poverty in purely economic terms; as the percentage of people living below a specific minimum level of “income”, an imaginary international poverty line which recognizes neither National boundaries nor levels of national per capita income. Aluko (2012), defined poverty as lack of command over basic consumption needs such as food, clothing and/or shelter. Central Bank of Nigeria (1999), depicts poverty as a state where an individual is not able to cater adequately for his or her basic needs of food clothing and shelter, is unable to meet social and economic obligations; lacks gainful employment, skills assets and self-esteem; and has limited access to social and economic infrastructures such as education, health, potable water and sanitation and therefore has limited chance of advancing his/her welfare.
Also, Townsend (2014) noted that, poverty exist when individual families and groups in a population lacks the resources to obtain the type of diet, participate in activities and have the living conditions and amenities which are customary or at least widely encouraged and approved in the societies which they belong. Their resources are so seriously below those commanded by the average individuals or family that excluded from ordinary patterns, customs and activities. 
According to Encyclopedia Americana (1989), poverty can be seen from two different perspectives. 
(i)	“Money lessness” which means both an insufficiency of cash and chronic inadequacy of resources of all types to satisfy basic human needs such as nutrition, rest, warmth and body care; and 
(ii)	“Powerlessness” meaning those who lack the opportunities and choices open to them, and whose lives seem to be governed by forces and persons outside their control (i.e. people in positions of authority, by perceived “evil forces” or “hard lack”) (Abass, 2012).  
From the forgoing therefore, most of the rural areas and populace are entrapped in the poverty web as indicated above by Encyclopedia Americana (1989).

2.4. Causes and dimensions of poverty
Nigeria as a developing nation, despite its giant efforts in reducing poverty, had continued to be swallowed by the many-sided factors contributing to its poverty persistence.  The causes of poverty as identified by World Bank (2015); World Development Report (1990); Central Bank of Nigeria - (1999); Obandan (1996), are as follows:
- 	Inadequate access to employment.
· Inadequate physical assets such as loans and capital and minimal access by the poor to credit facilities even on small scale.
- 	Poor economic investment management and sustainability through prudent maintenance culture.
- 	Sustainable infrastructural development accompanied by social development.
- 	Inadequate access to markets where the poor can sell goods and services.
- 	Inadequate access to the means of supporting rural development in poor region, especially in rural communities.
- 	Low endowment of human/capital resources.
- 	Destruction of natural resources leading to environmental degradation and reduced productivity.
- 	Lack of participation that is failure to draw the poor into the design of development policy and programme by transitory poverty. 
Other factors that contribute to poverty are; insecurity, procrastination, overpopulation, communal violence and wars, illiteracy, inadequate education, inadequate resources base, instability of government, mismanagement and insensitive leadership (Abass, 2012). 

2.5. The consequences of poverty:
Generally, the consequence of poverty has no boarder line as it cut across regions. The inability of the system to provide the basic necessities of life to its members has been consequential in myriads of ways.  A society where majority of its members are poverty stricken, like Cross River State, there is general loss of confidence in the constituted authority, thus generating to disrespect and rendering government policies ineffective. According to Gana (2017), so long as people feel alienated, insecure and poor, their loyalty to the system is not being reciprocated, the expectation effect which is expected to facilitate the success of programs, would in this case incapacitate the success of policies. Gana (2017 Obadan 1996, Aluko, 2012), further stated that poverty has the consequences of breeding social disillusionment with respect to what the societal objectives are and members’ responsibilities towards the attainment of these objectives. Just as ignorance maintains poverty, so can poverty perpetuate ignorance since the victim cannot think and plan beyond where the next meal is coming from.  To some extent, corruption, nepotism, crime and other social vices are by products of poverty. 

2.6. Overview of efforts at poverty alleviation/ reduction strategies
If history is to guide future policies towards poverty, it is important to be as accurate as possible about what has actually happened.  More than ever before, the Nigerian Government and Cross River State have become more apprehensive of the problem of rural, rural to rural poverty, hunger, malnutrition, prevalence of disease, low income, unemployment, destitution, poverty, and general squalor constitute the most obvious and conclusive evidence of human suffering in the rural Nigeria and Cross River State in particular (Okereke, 2019).  Todara & Stilleind (2011) stated that within the last 58 years, Nigeria had grabbled with more than nines rural development programs/strategies for poverty alleviation.  These includes: Operation Feed the Nation (OFN) (1976), River Basin and Rural Development Authority (RBRDA) (1978). Green Revolution (GR), Structural Adjustment Programme (SAP) (1985), River Basin and Rural Development Authorities (1976) Mass Mobilization for Rural Dwellers (MANSER) (1985), Better Life Programme (BLP) (1986), Family Support Programme (FSP) (1974) Family Economic Advancement Programme (FEAP) (1989), The World Bank Assisted Programme (ADP) (1986), Peoples Bank and Community Banks initiative (1987), National Directorate of Employment (NDE) (1987), National Poverty Eradication Programme (NAPEP) (2001), National Economic Empowerment Development Strategy (NEEDS), The Directorate of Food, Roads and rural Infrastructures (DFRRI) (1986), Subsidy Reinvestment Programme (SURE-P)2012, N-Power 2015, Future Assured 2015 among others.
However, Todara & Stilleind (2011) claimed that each successive government in rapid succession ushers in new programme and fades away un-noticed, leaving no tangible impact on the rural socio-economic space and life.  This implies that rural- rural development problems are not being effectively tackled by the several pieces of reforms in alleviating poverty.  Thus one can note that there has been immense waste of human resources in Nigeria due to poverty, which can be partly attributed to the unhealthy state of the Nigeria economy and political mismanagement. A number of factors have contributed to the failure of post poverty-related programs and efforts.  Some of them are: 
i.	Lack of targeting mechanism for the poor and the fact that most of the programs do not focus directly on the poor.
ii.	Inadequate coordination of the various programs has resulted in each institution/government carrying out its own activities with resultant duplication of effort and inefficient use of limited resources.
iii.	Severe budgetary, management and governance problem have afflicted most of the programs, resulting in facilities not being completed, broken down and abandoned, unstaffed and ill equipped.
ii. Lack of accountability and transparency, thereby making the programs to serve as conduit pipes for draining national and State resources.
iii. Over extended scope of activities of most institutions resulting in resources being spread thinly on too many activities. Example, DFRRI and Better Life Programs, which covered almost every sector and over lapsed with many other existing programs.
iv. Inappropriate programme design reflecting lack of involvement of beneficiaries in the formulation and implementation of programs.
v. Absence of target setting for Ministries, Agencies, Parastatals and programs.
vi. Absence of effective collaboration and complementation among the three tiers of government.
vii. Absence of agreed poverty reduction agenda among the three tiers of government, NGOs, and International Donor Community.
viii. Most of the programs lacked mechanism for their sustainability.
ix. Political and policy instability have resulted in frequent policy changes and inconsistent implementation, which in turn have prevented continuous progress.
The over-riding aim of rural development is to bring about improvement in the living conditions of the people.  This means poverty must be attacked in a direct and purposive manner.

2.7 Theoretical framework
In order to analyze poverty alleviation policies and rural space development implications in Cross River State, Nigeria, the culture of poverty theory was adopted as its background. 
This theory was advanced by Oscar Lewis (1959). It assumed that the culture of poverty is a design for living, which is transmitted from one generation to another.  The culture of poverty is seen as a response by the poor to their position in society.  Relating this theory to rural space development, Obadan (1996), noted that it is this culture and value system that cobwebs the rural people and space, because it is a reaction of the poor to their marginal position in class stratified and highly individualistic society.
The culture of poverty goes beyond a mere reaction to a situation. It takes on the force of culture, since its characteristics are guides to action which are internalized by the poor and passed on from one generation to the other.  This aptly described the poor state of rural society which has to revolve their economic activity within a subsistence level.
The culture of a society tends to perpetuate poverty, despite the reforms or strategies adopted to alleviate or reduce poverty level, since its characteristic can be seen as a mechanism which maintains poverty attitude, fatalism and resignation lead to acceptance of the situation, because basic values, attitudes and belief patterns are absorbed and maintained by the people, in such poverty areas.
The lifestyle of the poor differs in certain respect from that of other members of society. The circumstances of poverty are similar in many respect, in different societies similar circumstances and problems tends to produce similar responses and these responses can develop into a culture – that is learned, shared and socially transmitted behavior of a social group. Thus a relative distinct subculture of the poor with its own norms and value is formed. 
Lewis contended that the culture of poverty has the following elements.
(i)	On the individual level, the major characteristics are strong feeling of marginality, of helplessness, of dependence and inferiority, a strong present-time orientation with relatively little ability to defer gratification, a sense of resignation and fatalism.
(ii)	On the family level, life is characterized by free union or consensual marriages, a relatively high incidence of the abandonment of mothers and children, a trend towards mother-centered families and a much greater knowledge of maternal relatives. There are high rates of divorce and desertion of matrifocal families headed by women. 
(iii)	On the community level, the lack of effective participation and integration in the major institutions of the larger society is one of the crucial characteristics of the culture of poverty.
Hamington (1980) in Haralambos, Holborn & Healds (2004), noted that there is a “language of the poor, a psychology of the poor, a world view of the poor”; to be impoverished is to be an internal ally to grow up in a culture that is radically different from the one that dominates the society. Miller (1980), commented that lower class sub-culture is functional in providing the necessary adoption for a low skilled labouring force, very common in the rural society, which affects economic development.  It is claimed that those low skilled labour contributes to national development because their activities to an extent are measured in GNP.

 3.   Methodology
[bookmark: _Hlk191245359]This study investigates the influence of poverty alleviation policies on rural space development in Cross River State, Nigeria. The ex-post facto research design was adopted and stratified random sampling technique was used to sample a total of 606 respondents from a population of 6,600 in the study area. The questionnaire titled “Poverty Alleviation Policies and Rural Space Development Questionnaire (PAPRSDQ)” was the main source of data collection for the study. A trial test was carried-out outside the sample area with 66 respondents who were not part of the sample. The Cronbach Alpha reliability test was used to ascertain the reliability of the instrument. The result of the Cronbach Alpha test produced a coefficient of 0.98, which indicates a high reliability of the instrument. Three research questions were raised and three hypotheses were formulated and tested using regression analysis at .05 Alpha level of significant.  

Results

Ho 1:	There is no significant influence of poverty alleviation policies on rural space development in Cross River State, Nigeria

TABLE 1: Regression analysis showing the influence of influence of poverty alleviation policies on rural space development in Cross River State, Nigeria
R						=			      .310
R Square					=			      .096
Adjusted R Square				=			      .095
Standard Error of Estimate			=			5.39720

Source of		Sum of Squares	df	Means		F		Sig.
Variation			(SS)			Square		
Due to regression		1871.035	1	1871.035	64.231		.000
Due to residual		17594.384	604	    29.130
Total				19465.419	605		
*P> .05 level  
The table showed a summary of regression analysis of the influence of poverty alleviation policies on rural space development in Cross River State, Nigeria. The result of the analysis produced a (R) coefficient of .310 and multiple R Square (R2) of .0396 The table also shows that the analysis of variance for the regression analysis produced an F-ratio of 64.231 which is significant .05 level. This result thus implies that poverty alleviation policies has significant influence on the rural space development in Cross River State, Nigeria. Based on this result, the hypothesis was rejected; suggesting that poverty alleviation policies affect rural space development in Cross River State, Nigeria. 

Ho 2:	Socioeconomic determinants do not significantly influence rural space development in Cross River State, Nigeria

TABLE 2: Regression analysis showing the influence of socioeconomic determinants on rural space development in Cross River State, Nigeria
 R						=			      .245
R Square					=			      .060
Adjusted R Square				=			     ..059
Standard Error of Estimate			=			5.50325

Source of		Sum of Squares	df	Means		F		Sig.
Variation			(SS)			Square		
Due to regression		1172.804	1	1172.804	38.725		.000
Due to residual		18292.615	604	    30.286
Total				19465.419	605		
*P> .05 level  
The results in table 2 showed a summary of regression analysis of the influence of socioeconomic determinants on rural space development in Cross River State, Nigeria. The result of the analysis produced a regression coefficient (R) of .245 and R Square (R2) of .060. The table also showed that the regression analysis produced an F-ratio of 38.725 which is significant .05 level. This result thus implies that socioeconomic determinants has significant influence on rural space development in Cross River State, Nigeria. Based on this result, the hypothesis was rejected; suggesting that socioeconomic determinants have significant influence on rural space development in Cross River State, Nigeria. 

Ho 3:	Cultural determinants do not significantly influence rural space development in Cross River State

TABLE 3: Regression analysis showing the influence of influence of cultural determinants on rural space development in Cross River State, Nigeria

 R						=			      .241
R Square					=			      .058
Adjusted R Square				=			      .057
Standard Error of Estimate			=			5.50901

Source of		Sum of Squares	df	Means		F		Sig.
Variation			(SS)			Square		
Due to regression		1134.494	1	1134.494	37.381		.000
Due to residual		18330.925	604	     30349
Total				19465.419	605		
*P> .05 level  
The table showed a summary of regression analysis of the influence of cultural determinants on rural space development in Cross River State, Nigeria. The result of the analysis produced a regression (R) coefficient of .241 and R Square (R2) of .034. The table also showed an F-ratio of 37.381 which is significant at .05 level. This result thus implies that cultural determinants has significant influence on rural space development in Cross River State, Nigeria. Based on this result, the hypothesis was rejected. This result thus implies that cultural determinants do significantly influence rural space development in Cross River State.

Discussion of findings
 Findings from hypothesis one reveal that poverty alleviation programs have significant influence in rural space development. The rural areas in Nigeria have remained the most backward enclaves of economic space and only concerted efforts through injection of government and non-governmental funded projects like National poverty alleviation programs among others can invigorate the economic and social life of the rural communities. Rural communities and their sub-national economies contribute to the gross domestic and national products and therefore, to promote their space is to provide basic incentives that can spark off the development curve.  This is even more applicable when one considers the percentage of people living   in the rural communities. This assertion and findings are in agreement with Imoleayo (2024), and Akeredolu, (2001) who asserts that the rural space constitute an indispensable factor in the overall production of agricultural products and contributes up to 35 per cent to the nation’s export earnings.
Finding from hypothesis two and three reveals that socio-economic and cultural determinants and religious constraints are at the root cause of poverty in the rural areas. The findings are in tandem with the World Bank report (2024), Akande (2016), Aluko (2012) and Ebong (2006), that the root cause of rural poverty and development lies in the economic and socio-cultural determinants, which combines with the unfavorable macro-economic environment to trap rural people in a vicious circle of poverty and affects their standard of living. The finding further reveals that poverty has over bearing effect on the socio-economic development of rural areas in Nigeria (World Bank, 2024), Alukoa (2012), and Madunagu, (2011), and the development of the rural space depends on cultural and religious matrix which are homogenous and ethnically derived. The findings further amplified Oscar Lewis (1959) theory, that the culture of poverty is a design for living, which is transmitted from one generation to another. Therefore, only meaningful and sustainable poverty programs and interventions can break this vicious cycle, as averred by Obadan (1996), who noted that, it is this culture and value system that cobwebs the rural people and space, because it is a reaction of the poor to their marginal position in class stratified and highly individualistic society.

4.  Conclusion
The drudgery and suffering faced by rural populace as a result of poverty abysmal infrastructures in the rural areas provides the basis for proper poverty intervention strategies more so in the rural space.  The problem of inequality in income distribution and access to economic opportunities result from deprivation of the poor through socio-economic and cultural inhibitions. Poverty alleviation strategies and policies should be that which would motivate, empower and teach one the act to industry and productivity which would nevertheless generate growth and development in all sectors of rural areas and societies at large. 
 
5.  Recommendations
For effective rural space transformation, and good poverty alleviation to take place, then, the following recommendations are to be pursued. 
i. To encourage rural people participation in all development processes, while using/adopting the bottom-top approach as module for poverty reduction.
ii. Ensure the use of integrated policy approach to rural development and intensification of agriculture production and diversification of rural economy in order to create adequate employment opportunities.
iii. Provision of appropriate infrastructural facilities in the rural areas to reduce rural - urban migration and provide platform to attract investors to rural areas especially, in the area of cottage industries, and appropriate market vaults in the rural areas. 
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