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Abstract

Reasonable levels of external debt that would help finance productive investment are expected to enhance economic growth and improve poverty status though beyond certain levels an additional indebtedness might hinder growth and consequently affect poverty negatively. To investigate the effect of debt [domestic and external] and growth on poverty using the per capita income approach, the study augments a growth and debt specifications based on conditional convergence by adding several debt and growth variables. Empirical evidence show that population, domestic debt, external debt, debt service rates are all on the high side while investment rates, school enrolment rates [secondary school], Terms of Trade and Fiscal Balance are on the low side. Evidence from the study suggests that these variables have played very crucial role towards poverty escalation in Nigeria.

1.1
Introduction 
Economic theory suggests that reasonable levels of borrowing by a developing country are likely to enhance its economic growth (Pattillo, Ricci, and Poirson 2002). When economic growth is enhanced (at least more than 5% growth rate) the economy’s poverty situation is likely to be affected positively. In order to encourage growth, countries at early stages of development like Nigeria borrow to augment what they have because of dominance of small stocks of capital hence they are likely to have investment opportunities with rates of return higher than that of their counterparts in developed economies. This becomes effective as long as borrowed funds and some 
internally ploughed back funds are properly utilized for productive investment.  and do not suffer from macroeconomic instability, policies that distort economic incentives, or sizable adverse shocks. Growth therefore is likely to increase and allow for timely debt repayments. When this cycle is maintained for a period of time growth will affect per capita income positively which is a prerequisite for poverty reduction. These predictions are known to hold even in theories based on the more realistic assumption that countries may not be able to borrow freely because of the risk of debt denial. 

Although the debt overhang models do not analyze the effects of debt on growth explicitly, the implication still remains that large debt stocks lower growth by partly reducing investment with a resultant negative effect on poverty. But the incentive effects associated with debt stocks tend to reduce the benefits expected from policy reforms that would enhance efficiency and growth, such as trade liberalization and fiscal adjustment. When this happens the government will be less willing to incur current costs if it perceives that the future benefit in terms of higher output will accrue partly to foreign lenders. Supporting the conception, Stiglitz (2000; 790) contributed that government borrowing can crowd out investment, which will reduce future output and wages. When output and wages are affected the welfare of the citizens will be made vulnerable. 

Soludo (2003), opined that countries borrow for two broad categories: macroeconomic reasons [higher investment, higher consumption (education and health)] or to finance transitory balance of payments deficits [to lower nominal interest rates abroad, lack of domestic long-term credit, or to circumvent hard budget constraints]. This implies that economy indulges in debt to boost economic growth and reduce poverty. He is also of the opinion that once an initial stock of debt grows to a certain threshold, servicing them becomes a burden, and countries find themselves on the wrong side of the debt-laffer curve, with debt crowding out investment and growth. This seems to be the position of Nigeria today because investment, which will accordingly result to high-speed growth with a positive effect on poverty, is moving sporadically in both positive and negative directions. 

For the past two decades, Nigeria has borrowed large amounts, often at highly concessional interest rates with the hope to put them on a faster route to development through higher investment, faster growth and poverty improvement but on the contrast economic growth and poverty situations are staggering at the back door amidst excess debt, albeit that was the initial intention. It is then obvious that the Nigerian indebtedness has gone beyond such limits and it is noteworthy if such limit is dictated to help the economy in their pursuit towards debt free or less debt burden that will enhance economic growth with a resultant improvement in poverty level.

1.2
Statement of the Problem 

Iyoha (1997) in his study on Nigerian external debt overhang and reduction found that Nigeria’s debt stock rose at an average rate of 17% per annum between 1982 and 1994, which implies that Nigeria’s stock of external debt increased by a factor of 33 in 22 years aside from domestic debt. Results of the study revealed also that excessive high stock of external debt depresses Nigerian investment and lowers the rate of economic growth. This in other words explains the role of investment in boosting economic growth. Today, total public debt is more than 75% of Nigeria’s GDP, which is very high in absolute terms and going by the IMF and the World Bank ratio, the effective debt to export ratio is now more than 200 percent. Nigeria today is accorded the Africa’s biggest debtor and owes about 
$28.5 billion to its external creditors with debt service payments due in 2002 alone up to $3.3 billion, which is expected to rise to $5.3 billion in 2003 (Debt Management Office, 2002). 

In 2002, the growth rate of external and domestic debt was 9.4 percent as against the GDP growth rate of 3.3 percent and the Export growth rate of –6.7% with the average GDP per capita annual growth rate of –0.4% (computed from CBN Annual Report and Statement of Accounts 2002) [See figure 1 in the appendix]. Nigeria’s share of world export of goods and services is now 0.205% instead of 0.55% which it was in the sixties with a GDP of $41.1 billion compared to Indonesia’s
 $153.3 billion (Business Day, Monday, September 9th 2002, P. 35). This seems continuous (a growing public debt, a stunted GDP growth rate and a retarded Export growth rate and a fast dwindling income per capita). See figure 1below and figure 2 in the appendix.


[image: image1.wmf]Figure 1: Growth Rate of GDP, Income Per Capita and Total Debt
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Source: CBN Statistical Bulletin 1999 and CBN Annual Reports and Statements of Accounts 2002
The Gross Domestic Product (GDP) is growing at a low pace and one is in doubt as to when the present poverty situation will be eased given the trend
. The growth trend has been attributed to high debt stock from 
several empirical studies. The effect of this swaggering growth to income per capita given rate of population growth seems nauseating (see figure 2 below). The situation of per capita income which is presently at $300 (N1065) is burdensome since no economy can sustain this poverty level without a growth rate of at least 5% neither can poverty be halved by 2015 without a GDP growth rate of 7% and above (Soludo 2003). The issue of real per capita GDP presents a gory state, which is a good harbinger of poverty persistence
 and deepening. The real per capita income, which stood at N7, 864 in 1970, increased to N14, 123 in 1980, down to N9, 245 in 1990, galloped to N12, 506 in 1993 and finally at N1, 065 in 2002 (Ajakaiye and Adeyeye, 2001 and CBN Annual Reports and statements of Accounts 2002). Summarily the per capita growth rate which is a harbinger of poverty improvement has been mostly on the negative side [see figure 2 below]unlike in South America where the overall average per capita income growth between 1990 and 1995 were 2.9% yet they were lamenting that the rate was falling [Morley and Vos 2000]. According to UNCTAD [2000] Report, real GDP capita in the LDCs as a whole grew at an average of only 0.9% during 1990-1998. This implies that Nigeria’s GDP per capita is by far below the average of the LDCs. 

One main concern now is the implication of the Nigerian debt burden i.e. the threat this debt has posed towards the realization of the Millennium Development Goals (MDG) of halving poverty by 50% by 2015, given that Nigeria, whose problems of economic growth and social backwardness the MDG are supposed to reverse, is presently one of the most dilapidated by sovereign debt crisis. 

With debt persistence and increment courtesy of huge debt service, lots of trade-off have been occurring which would have been an alternative to boosting economic growth and improving poverty. According to Arikawe (2003), the trade-off is illustrated with the Nigerian case (See Figure 3 in the appendix) which shows that in 2001 for example, Nigeria spent US$1.3 billion on external debt service payments and this translated to six times the budgetary allocation to education and ten times the budgetary allocation to health for the year. Can we say that debt service payment has any effect on poverty? This then perfectly fits in with the report from the Jubilee Research, which highlighted that the poorest countries are still paying debt service of US$8 billion per year whereas if the rich donor and creditor countries were to make available only 0.1% of their GDP, vast improvements would be achieved in the lives of millions of people in such countries. In other words, while 39 Heavily Indebted Poor Countries (HIPC) who would need to spend US$20 billion between them each year on health to meet the MDG target cannot afford it, Europe and the US spend as much as US$17 billion each year on pet foods.

The human development report says that of all African countries, Nigeria is among the very few with all the potentials to take the fullest advantages of globalization-‘provided it puts its house in order by doing the first thing first’. 

1.3 Objectives of the Study 

This study is set out to find:
· The quantitative effect of public debt and economic growth on poverty in Nigeria using the per capita income approach. 

· The effects of growth variables [secondary school enrolment rates, investment rates, Fiscal Balance, Trade Openness] and debt variables [external debt, domestic debt and debts service] on poverty in Nigeria. 

2.1    Theoretical Underpinnings and Variable Linkages 
Though Growth literature has lots concerning the relationship between debt and economic growth issues, linking debt and growth at the same time to poverty reduction is still not as much as the two permutation [Growth with Poverty and Debt with Poverty]. High and sustained rates of economic growth are essential for poverty reduction as demonstrated in several studies. Gong and Zou [2002] suggested that volatility in government spending can positively or negatively associated affect economic growth depending on the inter-temporal elasticity in consumption. At another instance Stiglitz [2000] opined that with an annual growth rate of over 5% there is likely to be increased incomes in poor countries
. Cohen (2000) in his effort in examining the relationship between growth and external debt of Latin American and African countries concluded that exchange rate mismanagement and over-valued exchange rates hurt protected economies, in particular, where those economies are open. According to him beyond the debt-to-export of 220% and the debt-to-GDP ratios of 80%, a debt-to-tax ratio of below 300% performs extremely well in predicting the risk of a debt crisis. The corresponding critical values above which this risk appears to have the largest negative effects on growth are: debt-to-export above 200%, debt-to-GDP above 50%, and debt-to-tax above 300%. In Nicaragua, Oxfam Debt relief process opined that 

“The external debt of poor countries affects their national development in many ways, with both economic and social consequences, which are further compounded by generally poor economic performance. Even with concessional flows of finance and as described above, current debt relief mechanisms, the external debt service payments of Nicaragua remain unsustainably high. Links between economic performance and the debt burden can be observed in the impact on investment found due to the 'debt overhang' and 'crowding out' effects. There is reduced access to international financial markets, and the instability created by a large stock of debt. The 'debt overhang' discourages investment and constrains growth, while at the same time high levels of debt servicing reduce public investment. It has recently been argued11 that a high debt burden also encourages capital flight, through creating risks of devaluation, increases in taxation, and thus the desire to protect the 'real' value of financial assets. Capital flight in turn reduces domestic savings and investment, thus reducing growth, the tax base and debt servicing capacity. The diversion of foreign exchange to debt servicing also limits import capacity, competitiveness and investment, and thus growth. In Nicaragua this has important consequences for the rural sector”. 

Most authors agreed that failure to reduce debt to levels consistent with a commitment to poverty reduction undermines implementation of the Action Plan adopted in 1990 at the World Summit for Children. This has a negative effect both to growth and to poverty.

One of the most common criticisms of trade liberalization and globalization [openness], particularly in developed countries, is that it drives down wages and exports jobs to low-wage economies [Berg and Krueger 2002; 1]. According to the duo, developing countries worry about a brain drain to the North of their most skilled workers and fear that greater openness and economic liberalization will bankrupt domestic industries overwhelmed by foreign competition. In the same vein Bannister and Thugge [2001] believes that those who lose from trade reforms [openness or liberalization] might be the poorest members of the society since trade reforms is part of the arsenal of policies used in promoting economic efficiency, the development of new markets, and growth. According to their theory, trade liberalization can affect the welfare of the poor through the following ways: 

· changing the prices of tradable goods and improving access to new products; 

· changing the relative wages of skilled and unskilled labor and the cost of capital, thereby affecting the employment of the poor; 

· affecting government revenue from trade taxes and thus the government's ability to finance programs for the poor; 

· changing incentives for investment and innovation and affecting economic growth; 

· Affecting the vulnerability of an economy to negative external shocks.

Population growth is one of the well known means of sentencing more into abject poverty especially when there is no corresponding growth in the nation’s productivity just as very high external debt servicing is known to severely limit the resources for investment in human development
 [Oxfam 1998a]. School enrolment rates affects poverty positively since education is one of the known means of escaping from poverty. This implies that the more the number of school enrolments in respect to the population of the country the easier it becomes for the country to escape from poverty. 

Investment has real potential to contribute to poverty reduction and sustainable development and foreign direct investments is now one of the pillars of growth and development [Oxfam 2003]. This is so because foreign direct investment is one vital source of external capital. In Latin American and the Caribbean, Foreign Direct Investment [FDI] increased from 10.2 billion in 1990 to 95.4 billion in 2000.  Developing countries compete  to attract investment through some means like deregulation of capital controls and some times relaxing labour and environmental laws, while at the same time increasing protections for investors all geared towards poverty reduction. This is so because the quality of investment plays a key role in fostering economic growth and employment generation which will have a spill over towards poverty reduction. It can be seen that debt, growth and poverty always move in pari-pasu. The evidence is not different in Nigeria as can be seen in Box 1 [See the appendix]. 

Review of Empirical Literature
Most empirical studies either dealt with debt and growth, debt and poverty or poverty and growth. Arias [2002] showed a striking diversity of experiences with growth episodes and poverty changes. This became clear in the study carried out by him where it is seen that while some countries over some periods achieve a significant reduction in poverty as the economy grows, others obtain much less appreciable progress. He then concludes that how growth can reduce poverty depends on the pattern of growth as well as on the initial inequality of income and assets and its evolution over time.

Were (2001) concluded from her study that Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) is still plagued by its heavy external debt burden compounded by massive poverty and structural weaknesses of most of the economies, which has made attainment of rapid and sustainable growth and development difficult.

According to the World Bank study on Growth and Debt on Philippines, the result shows that weak external demand for Philippine exports is dampening growth. This then implies that without stronger economic growth and more vigorous outreach, the social and economic discontent driving the terrorism and insurgent movements in the country will continue unabated hence plunging more of the populace into abject poverty.   The cause of this might have been due to fact that the budget deficit ballooned and became almost twice the IMF target for financial stability.  This situation saddled with a large foreign debt made its currency reserves dangerously low.  Such financial quicksand is a weak foundation for stronger long-term economic growth in the Philippines.

In yet another study showing an insight from cross-country regression analysis by Hasen [2001] on the impact of aid and external debt on growth and investment, the regression results were suggestive of a series of interesting relationships. This then is to say as a result of the explanatory regressions there is quite strong evidence of positive impact of aid both on the growth rate in GDP per capita and the investment rate. Empirical analyses reporting negative effects of debt and debt service were also supported while a novelty in the study was the evidence of a complex interplay between the level of external debt and aid flows just as the macroeconomic effectiveness of aid is negatively related to the level of indebtedness which is more severe in highly aid dependent countries.

In Tanzania according to Oxfam [1998], experience illustrates that the effects of debt go beyond finance to impact on the lives of vulnerable households. Given the limited domestic revenues available to governments in Tanzania, the claims of foreign creditors reached alarming proportions while public sector external debt absorbs over 40 per cent of domestic revenues. According to Oxfam [1998], excessive debt servicing is not the only the problem faced by the Tanzanian government but the added pressures associated with low economic growth, high population growth, aid dependence, and mismanagement. The longer-terms costs associated with debt crowding out foreign investment become more difficult to quantify. 

Pattillo, Ricci, and Poirson (2001), in their paper assessed the non-linear impact of external debt on growth using a panel data of ninety three [93] countries over 1969-98 employing econometric methodologies. Their findings suggested the average impact of debt becomes negative at about 160-170 percent of exports or 35-40 percent of Gross Domestic Product [GDP]. Their findings also show that the marginal impact of debt starts being negative at about half of these values. In their study it was seen that for a country with an average indebtedness [in net present value] below 100 percent of exports and above 300 percent of exports seems to be in excess of 2 percent per annum. Also for countries that are to benefit from debt reduction under the current Heavily Indebted Poor Country [HIPC] initiative, per capita growth might increase by 1 percentage point while high debt reduces growth mainly by lowering the efficiency of investment rather than volume.

3.1 Methodology, Analysis and Results  

The study covers the period from 1970 to 2002. Annual data for the period was collected and employed for the analysis. The data employed in the study was collected from secondary sources, such as the Annual Reports and Statement of Accounts and the Statistical Bulletin and The Bullion of the Central Bank of Nigeria [CBN], and the International Financial Statistics Year Book of the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and World Economic Outlook [WEO] Data. 
The models employed in this study rely on Pattillo, Ricci, and Poirson (2001) Growth and Debt models due to the presence of sub components working together. To investigate the impact of public debt and growth on poverty using th per capita income approach, the study augments a growth and debt specifications based on conditional convergence by adding several debt and growth variables with per capita growth as the dependent variable to capture poverty situation. On the right hand side appears the some growth control variables, which includes the investment rate, the secondary school enrollment rate, the population growth rate, (all in logarithm forms) and a number of other variables to control for differences in total factor productivity (openness and fiscal balance), and exogenous shocks (terms of trade). The models will be used to find out country (Nigeria) specific effect.

The first model specification as presented below assumes a linear relationship between public debt and growth with poverty.

Yit  =  ((it) + (YAit + (DTit  +  (it 



 


1

Yit stands for per capita growth, Xit the economic growth control variables [Git is the lagged per capita income growth, Pit is the population rate, Vit is the investment rates, Sit is the school enrolment rates (secondary), Tit is the terms of trade rate, Bit is the rate of fiscal balance to GDP while Nit represents the Openness]. Dit represents the debt indicators viz. DEit for external debt DDit for domestic debt while DSit is for debt service payments. 

Taking the logarithm form of the equation will yield equation 6 below with “In” standing for the natural logarithm 

InYit  =  ((it) + (InYAit + (InDTit  +  (it 
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The study examines the Non-Stationarity of the series under consideration using standard Dickey Fuller and Augmented Dickey Fuller statistic. To confirm the presence of one and only one unit root in our data series which runs from 1970-2001, an augmented DF tests on their first differences were run. Evidence supports the presence of one and only one unit root in each series which in Engle-Granger terminology means that they are all integrated in order on [Dutt and Ghosh 1997]. See results of the tests in table 1 below: 

Table 1: ADF Tests of Stationarity for all variables
	Variables 
	ADF Value
	Critical Value 
	Order of Integration 
	Level of Sig.

	InY
	-6.255646
	-3.6661
	I(1)
	1%

	InG
	-4.229386
	-3.6752
	I(1)
	1%

	InV
	-3.606293
	-2.9627
	I(1)
	5%

	InS
	-3.507085
	-2.9907
	I(1)
	5%

	InP
	-6.372368
	-3.6661
	I(1)
	1%

	InN
	-4.504983
	-3.6852
	I(1)
	1%

	InB
	-4.843158
	-3.7076
	I(1)
	1%

	InT
	-5.495702
	-3.7204
	I(1)
	1%

	InDE
	-4.125854
	-3.6661
	I(1)
	1%

	InDD
	-2.784684
	-2.6200
	I(1)
	10%

	InDS
	-4.694603
	-3.7497
	I(1)
	1%

	ECM1
	-4.583177
	-3.6752
	I(0)
	1%


Using Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression
 method the following estimated equation was obtained with Econometric Views Computer Package [E-views]. 

Result 1:   

	Dependent Variable: INY

	Variable
	Coefficient
	
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  

	C
	1.450178
	
	2.208189
	0.0359

	INYA
	0.663597
	
	5.306417
	0.0000

	INDT
	-0.031674
	
	-0.681628
	0.0513

	ECM1
	-0.74E-05
	
	2.877464
	0.0077

	R-squared
	0.836759
	    Mean dependent var
	3.789830

	Adjusted R-squared
	0.818621
	    S.D. dependent var
	0.418337

	F-statistic
	       46.13309

	Durbin-Watson stat
	   1.733790
	    Prob. (F-statistic)
	0.000100


Result 2

	Dependent Variable: INY

	Variable
	Coefficient
	
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  

	C
	2.571561
	
	2.619166
	0.1436

	ING
	0.485661
	
	2.161853
	0.0443

	INV
	0.005923
	
	1.011603
	0.2909

	INP
	-1.504846
	
	2.972888
	0.3435

	INS
	0.264422
	
	-1.302258
	0.7659

	INT
	0.003090
	
	1.022814
	0.9820

	INN
	0.739059
	
	1.118142
	0.2782

	INB
	0.172394
	
	1.572909
	0.1332

	INDD
	-0.720443
	
	-3.590371
	0.1623

	INDE
	-0.248872
	
	0.742632
	0.3673

	INDS
	-0.383236
	
	-1.115928
	0.2791

	R-squared
	0.811867
	    Mean dependent variable
	3.796415

	Adjusted R-squared
	0.707349
	    S.D. dependent variable
	0.398510

	F-statistic
	                 17.767715

	Durbin-Watson stat
	2.027656
	    Prob.(F-statistic)
	0.000101


 4.0
Summary of Analyses 

The above results are attempted to show the effects of economic growth and public debt on poverty in Nigeria. The result has shown that poverty in Nigeria is affected by both growth and debt level
. In other words poverty in Nigeria is growth and debt elastic. This is shown in result 1. Similarly result 2 presents the situation of involving both growth and debt variables in the regression estimates. Growth Variables employed in this study include rate of population growth, the investment rates, school enrolment rates (secondary), terms of trade, rate of fiscal balance to Gross Domestic Product [GDP] and the degree of openness. Likewise Domestic Debt, External Debt and Debt service rates were employed to take care of Debt. 

The values of R2 [0.81 and 0.83] and the adjusted R2 [0.81 and 0.70] in the above regression estimates indicate that our model adequately explain the influence of growth and debt using the variables given above on poverty [per capita income] in Nigeria. The value of Durbin-Watson [DW] Statistic in the two regression results are 1.73 and 2.027 which shows that the variables are not serially correlated. The t-statistics confirm that the coefficients of our model are significant at 5% level of significance.  The F-Statistics are [46.13 and 17.76] thereby confirming that all the variables [growth and debt variables] in our model sufficiently explain the effect of economic growth and total debt on poverty in Nigeria. 
The stability of our debt and growth effect on poverty function in Nigeria was examined using the Chow test.  Results of the test show that the function in Nigeria was stable. Furthermore, the degree of the stability of the model was tested by recursive regression. The result of the recursive regression as shown in the graph below also confirms that the model for the effect of debt and growth on poverty function for in Nigeria is stable.
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4.1
Conclusion 
The study has elucidated the effect economic growth and debt has on poverty in Nigeria using the per capita income approach. The study employed a vector of growth and debt variables like school enrolment rate [secondary], population rate, lagged income per capita, fiscal balance amongst others as growth variables while external debt, domestic debt and debt service were employed as debt variables. The results of our regression estimates show that the coefficients confirm our a priori conditions for the expected effect of debt and growth on poverty applying the per capita income approach in Nigeria.   

Empirical evidence from the study results suggest that previous income per capita, investment rates, school enrolment rates [secondary], Terms of Trade, Oppennes and Fiscal Balance all have positive and significant relationship on poverty in Nigeria though the relationship between poverty and some variables like investment, Terms of Trade, and Fiscal Balance is not as strong as others. This then suggests that most growth variablers are yet to attain what they ought to in other to take their required position towards poverty reduction. On the reflex, population, Domestic debt, External debt and debt service rates all have negative and significant relationship on poverty using per capita income approach in Nigeria. These variables are all significantly high in pulling down all measures towards poverty reduction because they are poverty elastic according to the above empirical evidence.  

The study has elucidated some factors that have been hampering poverty reduction in Nigeria and such variables include the population, domestic/external debt, debt service  rates which are all in the high side and variables like investment rates, school enrolment rates, Terms of Trade and Fiscal Balance which are at the low side. The variables on the low side need to be improved
 [see table 2 below] while those on the high side should be reduced if Nigeria is hoping to attain the first Millennium Development Goals [Reducing Poverty by 50%] by the year 2015.

Table 2:
Africa: Growth Requirement For 50% Poverty Reduction by 2015

	Africa Region 
	Per Capita Monthly Expenditure (1985 PPP)
	Estimated Gini Coefficient (%)
	1998 GDP share (%)
	1998 Population Share (%) 
	Growth Elasticity of poverty 
	Required Per capita Growth (%)
	Population growth Rate
	Required GDP Growth Rate (%)

	North 
	122
	37.0
	40.26
	21.7
	-1.11
	3.60
	2.0
	5.60

	West 
	53
	43.0
	17.23
	29.2
	-0.85
	4.71
	2.90
	7.61

	Nigeria 
	56
	45
	8.11
	15.7
	0.71
	5.63
	2.9
	7.61

	Central 
	77
	42.3
	5.14
	3.9
	-1.02
	3.90
	2.80
	6.70

	East 
	38
	43.4
	7.85
	30.9
	-0.74
	5.40
	2.70
	8.12

	South 
	90
	47.4
	29.52
	14.3
	-1.05
	3.80
	2.40
	6.20

	Total/Average
	76
	44
	100
	100
	-0.92
	4.19
	2.60
	6.79

	Sub-Saharan Africa 
	65
	43
	59.74
	78.3
	0.95
	4.39
	2.77
	7.16


Source: UN-ECA, 1999. Economic Report on Africa and Soludo (2003:56)
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 Figure 3:

 

Nigeria: External Debt Service Payments Compared To Budgetary Allocations 

To Education & Health, 1985 - 2001
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Source: Arikawe (2003), Debt Management Office: The Presidency Abuja 
Nigeria is Africa‘s biggest debtor and owes about $28.5 billion to its external creditors, according to the debt management office. Nigeria’s debt service payments due this year alone are $3.3 billion. Next year, it will rise to $5.3 billion. Owing to its low development indicators and substantial debt burden, Nigeria was initially (in 1996), defined by the World Bank and IMF as eligible for debt cancellation under the HIPC initiative.


Nigeria was excluded from the list of HIPC (Heavily Indebted Poor Countries) in 1998 on ground that it was a blend country eligible for non-concessional as well as concessional loans.


While external debt is about 22% of GDP, domestic debt is 19%. In other words domestic and external debts are respectively 46 and 54% of the nations’ total debt burden.


Nigeria has a lower average income, and a higher debt to GDP ratio than many of the countries that are receiving relief.


On the basis of current population projection, Nigeria’s 120 million people rank it among ten most populous nations and it is likely to be among the five to six most populous countries in the world by 2005. Nigeria’s GDP is $41.1 billion compared to Indonesia’s $153.3 billion. Nigeria’s GDP was US$93.13 in 1980. Nigeria which used to rank 20th in terms of its GDP now ranks 57th. Nigeria’s contribution to global GDP is a mere 0.22%. Nigeria’s GDP per capita is US$896 compared to US22.093 for the UK, US$26,251 for Canada. The GDP per capita annual growth rate is –0.4%. In spite of being the world’s 7th largest producer and 6th largest petroleum exporter, most other macro economic and human development indicators put Nigeria at the bottom rung of the development ladder particularly on a per capita basis. On the basis of 1999 data, Nigeria ranks 57th in terms of GNP; 124th in GDI. On a per capita basis, Nigeria ranks 187th sliding further to 194th position when measured in PPP$. Maternal mortality in Nigeria is amongst the highest in the world, with 700 women dying out of every 100,000. 10% of infants die at birth. Nigeria ranks 151st out of 174 countries in the HDI poverty index, but its creditors are still demanding 15 times in debt services what is able to spend on poverty reduction.


For Nigeria to meet the millennium development goals set by the United Nations for the year 2015, it needs to spend about US$11 billion per year on social services. Revenues net of production costs and foreign company earnings are approximately US$100 per person, per annum or 27 cents a day. Total number of Nigerians households with electricity is 33.63%. According to UNICEF, there were 226 radio sets and 66 TV sets per 1000 population in Nigeria in 1997. It is estimated that 70% of he population are currently living in abject poverty and 70% of these are female. Massive unemployment of people and underutilization of resources are the other of the day. Official Development Assistance (ODA) received by Nigeria in 2000 was US$184.4, which stood at 0.4%. The net foreign direct investment inflows as percentage of GDP was –0.4.Nigeria’s share of world export of goods and services is now 0.205 whereas in the sixties it was 0.55%. Its share in the world commodity market for its main export produce plummeted- cocoa from 82% in the 60s down to 59% in the 1990s; coffee from 26% to 13%; palm kernels 93% to 17%; and groundnuts (shelled) from 61% to 33%. Put together, the inexplicable picture is of a country that is one of the poorest in the world.


Source: Business Day, Monday, September 9th 2002. Page 35











� This involves fund, which were supposed to be remitted to some nationals and multi-nationals account but delayed due to the fund being used for some productive ventures. 


� The debt burden of the individual 36 states of Nigeria is not inclusive in the scenario presented above. 


� Indonesia is a country that is equally endowed with oil just as Nigeria. In the sixties Nigeria and Indonesia used to be miving at the same pace but today due to some factors such as corruption Indonesia has moved up the ladder while Nigeeria is struggling to find a place in the development and growth record. 


� It has been proved empirically that it takes a growth of up to 5% to maintain poverty situation and that of more than 5% to reduce poverty. See Soludo 2003


� See Iyoha 1996b, Iyoha 1997, Chhibber and Pahwa 1994.


� Poverty incidence in Nigeria is observed to be larger in the rural area but the rate of increase is higher in the urban. This is largely attributed to the economic change experienced after 1980 when the economy had a sharp drop in per capita income that tend to dominate collapsing in oil revenue due to a reduction in the International oil price of oil. By this time Nigeria’s dependence on oil has increased hence lower and negative growth rates abound in several sectors especially the agricultural sector. Mismanagement of oil resources, which has gained momentum, became addendum to terms of trade disparity between the urban and the rural sectors thereby increasing poverty.  Urban inequality also increased because the few privileged that had access benefited from the twisted policies.


� China faced double challenge of development and transition and is the most successful developing or transition country with an annual growth rate of 9.5% with well over half of increased incomes in poor countries over two decades in China. If provinces are treated as separate countries in China, the y have the top 20 fastest growers over 20 years [Stiglitz 2000].


� Tanzania spent nine times more for debt servicing than foe basic health and four times more than for primary education. Also Ethiopia where more than 100,000 children die annually from easily preventable disease, debt payments are four times more than public spending on health care. In Africa as a whole where only one child in two goes to school, governments transfers four times more to the northern creditors in debt payments than they spend on the health and education [Oxfam 1998a]


� Log linear multiple regression using Ordinary Least Square (OLS) technique and co-integration as well as error correction were applied during data analysis.





� Debt here is a combination of domestic and external debt.


� Nigeria is seen not to meet the African average from table 2 above.
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		YEAR		VOMMI		MRRoCBN		Liq. Ratio		Cash R.R		RGDP		BOP		MANPROD		Inflation		Year

		1970				4.5		94.5		5.2		54,148.90		46.6		24.1		13.8		1970

		1971				4.5		73.7		5.2		65,707.00		117.4		27.6		15.6		1971

		1972				4.5		61.8		5.4		69,310.60		57.2		29.7		3.2		1972

		1973				4.5		63.8		5.4		73,763.10		197.5		36.7		5.4		1973

		1974				4.5		65		11.5		82,424.80		3102.2		35.5		13.4		1974

		1975				4		68.5		26.3		79,988.50		157.5		43.9		33.9		1975

		1976				3.5		59.1		32		88,854.30		-339		54.1		21.2		1976

		1977				4		52.7		16.1		96,098.50		-527.2		57.5		15.4		1977

		1978				5		38.4		8		89,020.90		1293.6		65.8		16.6		1978

		1979				5		45.1		12.4		91,190.70		1868.9		97.3		11.8		1979

		1980		5075.6		6		47.6		10.6		96,186.60		2402.2		102.4		9.9		1980

		1981		8449.4		6		38.5		9.5		70,395.90		-3020.8		117.3		20.9		1981

		1982		12022.1		8		40.5		10.7		70,157.00		-1398.3		128.6		7.7		1982

		1983		19050.7		8		54.7		7.1		66,389.50		-301.3		94.8		23.2		1983

		1984		22412.3		10		65.1		4.7		63,006.40		354.9		83.4		39.6		1984

		1985		24096.4		10		65		1.8		68,916.30		349.1		100		5.5		1985

		1986		24183.7		10		36.4		1.7		71,075.90		-784.3		78.2		5.4		1986

		1987		33751.7		12.75		46.5		1.4		70,741.40		159.2		130.8		10.2		1987

		1988		44845.1		12.75		45		2.1		77,752.50		-2294.1		135.2		38.3		1988

		1989		33129.2		18.5		40.3		2.9		83,495.50		8727.8		154.3		40.9		1989

		1990		62390.6		18.5		44.3		2.9		90,342.10		18498.2		162.9		7.5		1990

		1991		93081.9		14.5		38.6		2.9		94,614.10		5959.6		178.1		13		1991

		1992		140806.3		17.5		29.1		4.4		97,431.10		-65271.8		182.7		44.5		1992

		1993		145241.3		26		42.2		6		100,015.20		13615.9		145.5		57.2		1993

		1994		150597.1		13.5		48.5		5.7		101,330.00		-7194.9		144.2		57		1994

		1995		145108.1		13.5		33.1		5.8		103,510.00		15325.1		136.3		72.8		1995

		1996		123655		13.5		43.1		7.5		107,030.00		-183950.6		138.7		29.3		1996

		1997		247352.2		13.5		38.6		6.7		110,070.00		-251593		138.5		8.5		1997

		1998				13.5		37.8				112,950.00		36960.3		133.1		10		1998

		1999				18.8		42.6				116,130.00		152356.4		137.7		6.6		1999

		2000				14.3		50.9				120,640.00		453413.5		138.2		6.9		2000

		2001				18.9		56.2				125,350.00		61030.3		142.2		18.9		2001
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		NIGERIA GROSS DOMESTIC PROUCT AT1984 CONSTANT FACTOR COST

		YEAR		AGRIC		LIVESTOCK		FORESTRY		FISHING		CRUDE OIL		MIN&QUA		MANUFAC		UTILITIES		BUILD&CONS		TRANSPORT		COMMUNICATION		WHOLESALE&RETAIL		HOTEL&RESTAURANT		FINANCE/INS		REALESTATE		HOUSING		PROD. GOVT. SERVICES		COMM.SOC.&PERSONAL SERV.		TOTAL GDP		NON OIL

		1980

		1981		17840		3822.3		1283.8		1514.6		9866.5		882.5		6964.2		478.6		3325		4216.5		289.5		9155.9		736.3		2403.7		200.8		1813		4790		812.7		70395.9		60529.4
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		1984		16920		4474.7		1264		1140.8		9569.4		585.8		4926.2		514.7		1906		2639.7		257.1		8597		492.4		2389.8		214		1874		4605.6		635.2		63006.4		53437

		1985		20977		4793		1286.8		737.5		10379.1		364.1		5903.5		472.8		1313		3164.4		241.3		8936.6		454.4		2324.2		231.2		1894		4837.5		605.9		68916.3		58527.2
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		1988		24831		4973.9		1465.3		1003		9590.9		237.4		6729.5		415.3		1579		2794.2		247.2		10725		468.5		3719.7		250.6		1952.1		6125.9		644		77752.5		68161.6
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		1993		30133.2		5168.7		1286.2		1192.7		13086.6		296.6		7341		580.3		1959.3		3215.8		279.4		12590.5		499.7		8845.4		281.5		2342.1		10120.9		795.2		100015.1		86928.5
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		1995		32090		5440		1350		1230		13070		313.5		6880		605.4		2072.6		3260		286.7		12601.8		507.2		9487.3		301.3		2480		10480		1047.1		103502.9		90432.9

		1996		33310		5680		1390		1250		13970		320		6920		620		2090		3320		300		12710		520		9860		320		2520		10590		1180		106870		92900

		1997		34670		5740		1380		1710		15140		330		6990		630		2130		3420		320		12770		530		10280		320		2560		10750		1380		111050		110720

		1998		36100		5890		1380		1880		13480		360		6690		600		2360		3540		340		13290		550		10790		340		2840		10860		1660		112950		99470

		1999		37990		6060		1400		2150		12470		370		6930		610		2460		3640		370		13620		570		11160		350		2940		11060		1990		116140		103670

		2000		39130		6200		1420		2240		13870		390		7180		630		2550		3750		370		13840		590		11610		370		3060		11290		2150		120640		106770

		2001		41120		6440		1450		2123		13310		440		7480		770		2940		3910		470		14250		620		12130		380		3210		11570		2400		125350		112040





GDP

		

								Public Debt Outstanding				Domestic Debt Outstanding

				Year		GDP		Debt		Total debt as % of GDP		Debt		% of GDP		Total Exports		Total Debt		Export as % of GDP		GDP at factor cost		Total Debt as % of GDP		Year		GDP Growth Rate		Year		Debt Growth Rate		Exports Growth Rate

				1970		54,148.90		175		3.4		1,111.90		18		885.4		1,111.90		17.01		5,205.10		21.4		1970				1970

				1971		65,707.00		178.5		2.7		1,245.70		19.1		1,293.40		1,245.70		19.68		6,570.70		21.8		1971		17.6		1971		1.8		31.5

				1972		69,310.60		265.6		3.7		1,000.70		13.9		1,434.20		1,000.70		19.90		7,208.30		17.6		1972		5.2		1972		-23.9		9.8

				1973		73,763.10		276.9		2.5		1,061.20		9.7		2,278.40		1,061.20		20.73		10,990.70		12.2		1973		6.0		1973		-44.3		37.1

				1974		82,424.80		322.4		1.8		1,266.60		6.90		5,794.80		1,266.60		31.67		18,298.30		8.7		1974		10.5		1974		-40.2		60.7

				1975		79,988.50		349.9		1.6		1,678.90		7.80		4,925.50		1,678.90		23.50		20,957.00		9.4		1975		-3.0		1975		7.4		-17.6

				1976		88,854.30		374.6		1.4		2,630.00		9.60		6,751.10		2,630.00		25.33		26,656.30		11		1976		10.0		1976		14.5		27.0

				1977		96,098.50		365.1		1.1		4,636.00		14.20		7,630.70		4,636.00		24.21		31,520.30		15.3		1977		7.5		1977		28.1		11.5

				1978		89,020.90		1,252.10		3.5		5,983.10		16.60		6,064.40		5,983.10		17.56		34,540.10		20.1		1978		-8.0		1978		23.9		-25.8

				1979		91,190.70		1,611.50		3.7		7,231.20		15.50		10,836.80		7,231.20		25.83		41,947.70		19.2		1979		2.4		1979		-4.7		44.0

				1980		96,186.60		1,866.80		3.7		8,231.50		16.20		14,186.70		8,231.50		28.59		49,623.30		19.9		1980		5.2		1980		3.5		23.6

				1981		70,395.90		2,331.20		4.6		11,195.50		22.10		11,023.30		11,195.50		21.85		50,456.60		26.7		1981		-36.6		1981		25.5		-28.7

				1982		70,157.00		8,819.40		17.1		15,010.50		28.70		8,206.40		15,010.50		15.91		51,570.30		45.8		1982		-0.3		1982		41.7		-34.3

				1983		66,389.50		10,577.70		18.5		22,224.30		38.90		7,502.50		22,224.30		13.23		56,709.80		57.4		1983		-5.7		1983		20.2		-9.4

				1984		63,006.40		14,808.70		23.3		25,224.30		40.40		9,088.00		25,224.30		14.42		63,006.20		63.7		1984		-5.4		1984		9.9		17.4

				1985		68,916.30		17,300.60		23.9		27,952.00		38.60		11,720.80		27,952.00		16.42		71,368.10		62.5		1985		8.6		1985		-1.9		22.5

				1986		71,075.90		41,452.40		56.7		28,440.20		38.90		8,920.60		28,440.20		12.37		72,128.20		95.6		1986		3.0		1986		34.6		-31.4

				1987		70,741.40		100,789.10		92.6		36,790.60		33.80		30,360.60		36,790.60		28.41		106,883.20		126.4		1987		-0.5		1987		24.4		70.6

				1988		77,752.50		133,956.30		92.2		47,031.10		32.40		31,192.80		47,031.10		21.86		142,678.30		124.6		1988		9.0		1988		-1.4		2.7

				1989		83,495.50		240,393.70		106.9		47,051.10		20.90		57,971.20		47,051.10		26.06		222,457.60		127.8		1989		6.9		1989		2.5		46.2

				1990		90,342.10		298,614.40		114.6		84,124.60		32.30		109,886.10		84,124.60		42.61		257,873.00		146.9		1990		7.6		1990		13.0		47.2

				1991		94,614.10		328,054.30		101.4		116,200.20		35.90		121,535.40		116,200.20		37.95		320,247.30		137.3		1991		4.5		1991		-7.0		9.6

				1992		97,431.10		544,264.10		99		161,900.20		29.40		207,266.00		161,900.20		38.08		544,330.70		128.4		1992		2.9		1992		-6.9		41.4

				1993		100,015.20		633,144.40		90.8		261,093.60		38.90		218,770.10		261,093.60		31.63		691,600.00		129.7		1993		2.6		1993		1.0		5.3

				1994		101,330.00		648,813.00		70.9		341,266.30		37.30		206,059.20		341,266.30		22.62		911,070.00		108.2		1994		1.3		1994		-19.9		-6.2

				1995		103,510.00		716,865.60		36.2		341,082.30		17.20		950,661.40		341,082.30		48.49		1,960,690.00		53.4		1995		2.1		1995		-102.6		78.3

				1996		107,030.00		617,320.00		26.2		343,674.10		14.60		1,309,543.40		343,674.10		47.79		2,740,460.00		40.8		1996		3.3		1996		-30.9		27.4

				1997		110,070.00		595,931.90		19.1		359,029.10		11.50		1,241,662.70		359,029.10		43.80		2,834,800.00		30.6		1997		2.8		1997		-33.3		-5.5

				1998		112,950.00		633,017.00		22.9		537,490.90		18.90		751,856.70		537,490.90		27.19		2,765,670.00		41.8		1998		2.5		1998		26.8		-65.1

				1999		116,140.00		2,577,383.00		80.7		794,806.30		24.9		1,188,969.84		794,806.30		37.23		3,193,670.00		105.58		1999		2.7		1999		60.4		36.8

				2000		120,640.00		3,097,384.00		64		898,254.00		18.6		1,945,723.31		898,254.00		40.18		4,842,190.00		82.55		2000		3.7		2000		-27.9		38.9

				2001		125,720.00		3,176,291.00		57.9		97,460.50		18.3		2,001,230.79		97,460.50		36.09		5,545,410.00		76.23		2001		4.0		2001		-8.3		2.8

				2002		129,830.00		3,780,209		63.8		100,054.10		20.4		1,874,874.21		100,054.10		32.74		5,726,190.00		84.16		2002		3.2		2002		9.4		-6.7
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		Level of Employment of Textile Industry in Nigeria

		YEARS		Employment		Total Employment		% Contribution of

				In Text. Ind		of Manufact. Sector		Textile Ind. In Man. Sector

		1989		8166		52637		15.5

		1990		9805		43924		22.3

		1991		8788		44561		19.7

		1992		12276		60244		20.4

		1993		13354		52577		25.4

		1994		11255		50679		22.21

		1995		12249		48310		25.41

		1996		12760		45558		28

				Cotton Text.		Synthetic Fabiric		Knitted Fabric in square		Garment

		YEAR		in sq. metres		in square metres		Metres		(Dozen)

		1989		278910		120624		5995		104144

		1990		316211		255867		14139		119250

		1991		394708		327179		33352		136547

		1992		420237		306118		20620		132168

		1993		392686		309298		20559		99168

		1994		379686		308627		13234		81637

		1995		580418		304097		9254		82959

		1996

				YEAR		Capacity Util. Tex. %		Average Cap. Util. In Man.

				1990		35.4		39.6

				1991		35.4		38.7

				1992		50.1		41.8

				1993		43.48		32.2

				1994		40.3		30.4

				1995		38.2		29.3

				Contribution of Manufacturing sector to GDP 1984 Factor cost

				YEAR		Total GDP		% share of Man. In Tot GDP

				1970-74		58.2		2.5

				1975-79		73.7		5

				1980		73.2		8.1

				1981		70.4		9.9

				1982		70.2		11.2

				1983		66.4		8.4

				1984		63		7.8

				1985		68.9		8.6

				1986		77.9		9.4

				1987		79.3		9.7

				1988		77.8		8.7

				1989		81.8		8.4

				1990		90.4		8.2

				1991		94.6		8.5

				1992		97.4		7.9

				1993		100.03		7.3

				1994		101.04		6.9

				1995		103.3		6.9
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Figure 1: Growth Rate of GDP, Income Per Capita and Total Debt
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Sheet1

		

				Nigeria				Nigeria		Nigeria		Nigeria		Nigeria		Nigeria		Nigeria		Nigeria		Nigeria		Nigeria

		Year		Population		Pop Growth rate		RGDPGR		RPC		RPCG		GEX/%GDP		GexEDU		GexHealth		TOT		TBL/GDP		ToTInvt

		1970						7864

		1971						8370

		1972						8584

		1973						11544

		1974						16707

		1975						13903

		1976						13929

		1977						14123

		1978						13029

		1979						13628

		1980		70.8						351		n.a.		22.9		9.9		3.5		128.7		17.3		18.5

		1981		73.1		3.1		-8.4		311		-11.2		25.2		9.2		2.4		130.2		-1.1		18.9

		1982		75.5		3.2		-0.6		300		-3.8		29.4		6.7		2.2		125.9		-5.2		20.2

		1983		78.1		3.3		-4.9		275		-8.0		23.8		7.4		2.3		123.4		-3.0		18.3

		1984		80.7		3.2		5.8		282		2.4		12.1		8.4		1.9		180.8		8.6		16.5

		1985		83.2		3.0		10.5		302		7.2		11.0		8.1		2.1		147.7		12.3		16.5

		1986		85.7		2.9		-1.8		288		-4.7		8.8		11.9		4.3		80.6		0.2		22.1

		1987		88.7		3.4		-4.0		267		-7.2		16.3		2.4		0.7		92.3		7.8		19.1

		1988		90.9		2.4		9.4		285		6.8		14.9		7.8		2.5		70.1		4.2		17.0

		1989		93.5		2.8		8.5		301		5.4		14.8		9.2		2.2		77.6		14.9		18.8

		1990		96.2		2.8		7.5		314		4.5		16.9		6.2		1.8		100.0		21.8		21.5

		1991		99.0		2.8		6.0		324		3.0		15.2		2.9		1.5		84.6		13.1		22.0

		1992		101.9		2.8		2.6		323		-0.3		13.3		2.9		2.0		80.3		10.5		21.8

		1993		104.9		2.9		2.2		320		-0.7		15.9		4.1		1.7		75.1		7.6		23.3

		1994		108.0		2.9		-0.6		309		-3.5		13.2		5.8		1.7		73.7		12.4		19.6

		1995		111.3		2.9		2.6		308		-0.4		12.6		4.9		1.9		72.1		11.2		16.3

		1996		114.6		2.9		6.4		318		3.3		10.4		5.1		1.6		88.1		20.2		14.2

		1997		117.9		2.8		3.1		319		0.2		13.6		4.1		1.7		90.4		16.5		16.9

		1998		121.3		2.8		1.9		316		-0.9		19.2		9.6		4.6		62.8		2.5		24.1

		1999		124.6		2.7		1.1		311		-1.6		29.3		10.6		5.3		80.9		4.0		23.4

		2000		128.1		2.7		3.8		314		1.0		28.4		15.0		7.0		133.4		19.7		22.7

		2001		131.6		2.7		3.1		315		0.4		28.4		16.0		8.0		124.6		9.9		25.0





Sheet2

		

				Year		Income Per Capita		GDP		Total Debt

				1970		4.2		3.5		5.7

				1971		6.0		17.6		10.7

				1972		2.5		5.2		-11.1

				1973		25.6		6.0		5.7

				1974		30.9		10.5		18.8

				1975		-20.2		-3.0		27.7

				1976		0.2		10.0		48.1

				1977		1.4		7.5		66.4

				1978		-8.4		-8.0		44.7

				1979		4.4		2.4		22.2

				1980		8.0		5.2		14.2

				1981		-30.5		-36.6		34.0

				1982		-1.2		-0.3		76.2

				1983		-15.1		-5.7		37.7

				1984		-35.7		-5.4		22.0

				1985		4.9		8.6		13.0

				1986		-7.1		3.0		54.4

				1987		2.6		-0.5		96.8

				1988		5.1		9.0		31.6

				1989		13.5		6.9		58.8

				1990		4.5		7.6		33.2

				1991		6.4		4.5		16.1

				1992		12.2		2.9		59.0

				1993		10.0		2.6		26.6

				1994		-81.6		1.3		10.7

				1995		47.3		2.1		6.9

				1996		8.1		3.3		-9.2

				1997		-150.9		2.8		-0.6

				1998		-0.7		2.5		22.6

				1999		-0.2		2.7		188.1

				2000		0.8		3.7		18.5

				2001		1.5		4.0		18.1

				2002		0.3		3.2		18.5
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study data

		

				Year		Y		G		V		P		S		T		B		N		DE		DD		DS		TD		Gr

				1970		4.2		3.5								33.3		-455.1		29.2		175		1,111.90				1,286.90

				1971		6.0		17.6								64.9		171.6		33.4		178.5		1,245.70				1,424.20		10.6690496542

				1972		2.5		5.2								40.4		-58.8		31.5		265.6		1,000.70				1,266.30		-11.0869259935

				1973		25.6		6.0								45.6		166.1		38.9		276.9		1,061.20				1,338.10		5.6700623865

				1974		30.9		10.5								103.5		1796.4		52.2		322.4		1,266.60				1,589.00		18.7504670802

				1975		-20.2		-3.0								98.2		-427.9		40.1		349.9		1,678.90				2,028.80		27.6777847703

				1976		0.2		10.0								105.3		-1090.8		43.6		374.6		2,630.00				3,004.60		48.0973974763

				1977		1.4		7.5								110.5		-781.4		45.0		365.1		4,636.00				5,001.10		66.4481128936

				1978		-8.4		-8.0								96.5		-2821.9		39.6		1,252.10		5,983.10				7,235.20		44.6721721221

				1979		4.4		2.4								119.3		1461.7		42.4		1,611.50		7,231.20				8,842.70		22.2177686864

				1980		8.0		5.2								175.4		-1975.2		45.8		1,866.80		8,231.50				10,098.30		14.1992830244

				1981		-30.5		-36.6		18.5		3.1				196.5		-3902.1		47.0		2,331.20		11,195.50				13,526.70		33.9502688571

				1982		-1.2		-0.3		18.9		3.2				182.5		-6104.1		36.7		8,819.40		15,010.50				23,829.90		76.1693539444

				1983		-15.1		-5.7		20.2		3.3				163.2		-3364.5		28.7		10,577.70		22,224.30				32,802.00		37.6505986177

				1984		-35.7		-5.4		18.3		3.2				164.9		-2660.4		25.6		14,808.70		25,224.30				40,033.00		22.0443875373

				1985		4.9		8.6		16.5		3.0				163.2		-3039.7		26.0		17,300.60		27,952.00		1,500.10		45,252.60		13.0382434492

				1986		-7.1		3.0		16.5		2.9				89.5		-8254.3		20.4		41,452.40		28,440.20		4,240.60		69,892.60		54.4499100604

				1987		2.6		-0.5		22.1		3.4				100.0		-5889.7		44.3		100,789.10		36,790.60		3,101.78		137,579.70		96.8444441901

				1988		5.1		9.0		19.1		2.4				78.9		-12160.9		36.2		133,956.30		47,031.10		8,467.50		180,987.40		31.5509482867

				1989		13.5		6.9		17.0		2.8				93.0		-15134.7		39.5		240,393.70		47,051.10		16,587.50		287,444.80		58.8203377694

				1990		4.5		7.6		18.8		2.8				112.3		-22116.1		59.7		298,614.40		84,124.60		32,151.96		382,739.00		33.152173913

				1991		6.4		4.5		21.5		2.8				100.0		-35755.2		64.4		328,054.30		116,200.20		33,506.71		444,254.50		16.0724410107

				1992		12.2		2.9		22.0		2.8				117.8		-39532.5		64.2		544,264.10		161,900.20		47,040.67		706,164.30		58.9549008508

				1993		10.0		2.6		21.8		2.9				108.1		-107735.3		54.9		633,144.40		261,093.60		40,113.27		894,238.00		26.6331362262

				1994		-81.6		1.3		23.3		2.9				101.7		-70270.6		40.3		648,813.00		341,266.30		40,336.08		990,079.30		10.717650111

				1995		47.3		2.1		19.6		2.9				100.1		1000		86.2		716,865.60		341,082.30		35,468.61		1,057,947.90		6.8548650598

				1996		8.1		3.3		16.3		2.9				125.9		37049.4		66.3		617,320.00		343,674.10		41,071.46		960,994.10		-9.1643265231

				1997		-150.9		2.8		14.2		2.8				129.1		-5000		71.0		595,931.90		359,029.10		32,754.74		954,961.00		-0.6277978189

				1998		-0.7		2.5		16.9		2.8				117.8		-133389.3		55.2		633,017.00		537,490.90		27,850.81		1,170,507.90		22.5712777799

				1999		-0.2		2.7		24.1		2.7				112.2		-285104.7		61.2		2,577,383.00		794,806.30		165,797.39		3,372,189.30		188.0962443739

				2000		0.8		3.7		23.4		2.7				185.0		-103777.3		62.8		3,097,384.00		898,254.00		174,518.22		3,995,638.00		18.4879508395

				2001		1.5		4.0		22.7		2.7										3,176,291.00		97,460.50		244,739.55		3,273,751.50		-18.0668644156

				2002		0.3		3.2		25.0		2.7										3,780,209		100,054.10				3,880,263.10		18.5265008661





computation

		

						FSB

						Year		totasst		totliabilities		netassets		sharecapital		statutreserve		retainedearnis		shareholdfunds		acceptances		grossearnings		profot4tax		profit5tax		dividend		arningpershare		divpershare		investment		total assets

						1995		2939793		2665209		274584		111308		76583		58866		274584		69872		479193		202903		143099		50000		14		5		433014		17323946

						1996		5830581		5389255		441326		139135		149106		153085		441326		281950		786631		304400		241742		75000		24		7		1269678		10946388

						1997		6212933		5337988		874945		139135		214149		150634		874945		3824317		1467234		508627		433619				42				172936		6212933

						1998		10946388		9565420		1380968		510162		411871		458935		1380968		3491156		2268389		832665		659072		153049		65		15		1153273		5830581

						1999		17323946		14542719		2781227		610162		674728		852610		2781227		6058596		3901451		1213223		876190		219658		77		18		2322184		2939793

						Average		8,650,728.20		7,500,118.20		1,150,610		301,980.40		305,287.40		334,826		1,150,610		2,745,178.20		1,780,579.60		612,363.60		470,744.40		124,426.75		44.4		11.25		1070217		8650728.2

						Aba Textiles

						Year		sharepremacc		callupsharecap		profit/loss		totfundemp		profit4tax		profit5tax		turnover		dividend		earning50kshare		divd50kshare		divdcover		fixasset		netcurrasst		creditors		provfoliab

						1992		6036		29471		20973		56480		27313		20524		128577		6095		15.53		4.62		3.36		24807		49160				17487

						1993		6545		30489		63128		100162		65096		54555		258903		12195		41.29		9.23		4.47		119583		15714				35135

						1994		6545		30789		87915		124949		58124		36942		359567		12195		27.99		9.23		3.03		122813		67645				65509

						1996		6545		30489		107799		144833		21320		19884		631599				15.05						877228		110222		530530		91643

						1997		149809		66060		114885		330754		12922		7086		543744				1.93						1143172		373209		351443		87766

								35096		37459.6		78940		151435.6		36955		27798.2		384478		10161.6666666667		20.358		7.6933333333		3.62		457520.6		123190		440986.5		59508

						Ashaka Cement

						Year		deb/loans		ordsharefund		netassetempl		fixedasset		longtermpayment		netcurasst		totfixasst		turnover		profit4tax		profit5tax		prefedivid		orddividend		retaprofits		divper50k		earnigper50k		ordnarycap		reserves		dividendcover		avprice		capiexpen		avnoemployees		avdeliveries

						1994		73491		789027		872518		266696		578		605244		872518		1867737		452609		302152		1700		87750		212702		15		51.4		175000		613527		3.4		3243		100286		1859		632

						1995		36241		1383619		1429860		547555		500		881805		1429860		3516722		941715		720304		1700		105300		796304		18		122.8		175000		1091119		6.8		5740		338605		1831		519

						1996		1741		1832785		1854526		765395				1089131		1854526		3747104		785814		556166		1700		105300		449166		18		94.8		292500		1540285		5.3		6330		318073		1861		592

						1997		48941		2325956		2340850		812609		3827		1524414		2340850		3945792		916983		631172		1700		117000		512472		20		107.6		292500		2033456		5.4		6330		178490		1734		613

						1998				2600938		2610938		798845		3220		1808873		2610938		3892256		551688		393682		1700		117000		274982		20		67.3		292500		2308435		3.4		7496		121289		1705		576

								40103.5		1786465		1821738.4		638220		2031.25		1181893.4		1821738.4		3393922.2		729761.8		520695.2		1700		106470		449125.2		18.2		88.78		245500		1517364.4		4.86		5827.8		211348.6		1798		586.4

																																FSB								Aba Tex								AshakaCem

																																median 4		median5		dufference				median4		median5		differnece				median4		median5		differnece

																																33.8		60.7		26.9				17.54		39.32		21.78				55.2		74.6		19.4

																																30		45		15				1.42		3.42		2				44		55.2		11.2

																																97.9		175.89		77.99				2.07		3.01		0.94				1.1		1.35		0.25

																																																42.3		44.9		2.6

																																426.45		861.34		434.89				3.01		3.5		0.49				15		19		4

																																569.6		741.9		172.3				3.19		3.43		0.24

																																103.6		110.8		7.2				5.34		7.84		2.5				1.84		2.5		0.66

																																																90.6		152		61.4

																																90.2		115.6		25.4				34.9		45.75		10.85				12.1		23.5		11.4

																																18		30.6		12.6				10.2		11.9		1.7

																																14		32.6		18.6				3.26		5		1.74				0.03		0.055		0.025

																																12.9		35.3		22.4				14.7		32.12		17.42				0.4		0.45		0.05

																																								0.16		0.15		-0.01

																																2.9		43		40.1				36.9		31.6		-5.3				0.2		0.4		0.2

																																								0.002		2.05		2.048

																																0.6		1.5		0.9				0.0005		0.79		0.7895				0.0015		0.002		0.0005

																																1.05		0.9		-0.15												0.0045		0.009		0.0045

																																																8.5		11		2.5

																																100		117.2		17.2												1		0.21		-0.79

																																9.8		13		3.2

																																0.3		4.3		4

																																20		27		7





privatization

		

				Table 4: Performance Indicators for Aba Textile Mill PLC

						Mean value Before Privatization		Mean value After Privatization		Mean change due to privatization		Median change due to privatization		T- test statistic		Wilcoxon statistic

				PROFITABILITY

				Turnover		19.48 (17.54)		38.44 (39.32)		18.95		21.78

				Profit before taxation		1.48 (1.42)		3.69 (3.42)		2.2157		2

				Profit after taxation		2.19 (2.07)		2.77 (3.01)		0.58104		0.94

				FUNDS EMPLOYED

				Called Up Share Capital		2.98 (3.01)		3.74 (3.50)		0.75871		0.49

				Share Premium Account		3.45 (3.19)		3.50 (3.43)		0.05		0.24

				Profit and Loss Account		6.98 (5.34)		7.89 (7.84)		0.9088		2.5

				ASSETS EMPLOYED

				Fixed Assets		35.86 (34.9)		45.75 (45)		9.88695		10.85

				Net Current Assets		11.80 (10.2)		12.32 ( 11.9)		0.5112		1.7

				Provision for liabilities and charges		3.58 (3.26)		5.95 (5.00)		2.3636		1.74

				OUTPUT		15.48 (14.7)		30.55 (32.12)		15.06861		17.42

				EMPLOYMENT		0.13 (0.16)		0.15 (0.15)		0.0229		-0.01

				LEVERAGE		38.74 (36.9)		34.09 (31.6)		-4.64386		-5.3

				DIVIDENDS								2.048

				Earnings per 50k share		0.0019 (0.002)		2.04 (2.05)		2.03406		0.7895

				Dividend Per 50k share		0.0006 (0.0005)		0.76 (0.79)		0.76841

				Table 3: Performance Indicators for FSB International Bank PLC

						Mean value Before Privatization		Mean value After Privatization		Mean change due to privatization				T test statistic		Wilcoxon

																statistic

				PROFITABILITY

				Profit before taxation		34.78 (33.8)		61.23 (60.7)		26.46		26.90

				Profit after tax		28.45 (30.0)		47.07 (45.0)		18.62		15.00

				Gross earnings		98.74 (97.9)		178.05 (175.89)		79.31		77.99

				ASSETS AND LIABILITIES

				Total assets		417.85 (426.45)		865.07 (861.34)		447.22		434.89

				Total liabilities		598.64 (569.6)		750.01 (741.9)		151.37		172.30

				Net assets		98.56 (103.6)		115.06 (110.8)		16.50		7.20

				CAPITAL AND RESERVES

				Investments		89.54 (90.2)		107.02 (115.6)		17.47		25.40

				Share capital		19.52 (18.0)		30.19 (30.5)		10.67		12.60

				Statutory reserves		15.45 (14.0)		30.52 (32.6)		15.08		18.60

				Retained earnings		12.45 (12.9)		33.48 (35.3)		21.02		22.40

				EMPLOYMENT

				Total employment		3.45 (2.9)		41.8 (43.0)		38.35		40.10

				LEVERAGE

				Debt to assets		0.64 (0.6)		1.54 (1.5)		0.90		0.90

				Long term debt to equity		1.34 (1.05)		0.87 (0.9)		-0.47		-0.15

				DIVIDENDS

				Shareholders fund		98.76 (100)		115.06 (117.2)		16.30		17.20

				Earning per share		9.63 (9.8)		12.44 (13.0)		2.81		3.20

				Dividend per share		0.21 (0.3)		4.44 (4.3)		4.22		4.00

				Acceptances		19.47 (20)		27.45 (27)		7.97		7.00

				Table 5: Performance Indicators for Ashaka Cement Co. PLC

						Mean value Before Privatization		Mean value After Privatization		Mean change due to privatization				T test statistic		Wilcoxon statistic

				PROFITABILITY

				Return on sale (Before taxation)		54.88 (55.2)		72.97 (74.6)		18		19

				Return on sale (After taxation)		45.26 (44.0)		52.06 (55.2)		6.80042		11.2

				Return on Assets (Before Taxation		1.04 (1.1)		1.48 (1.35)		0.4403		0.25

				Return on Assets (After Taxation		41.98 (42.3)		44.91 (44.9)		2.92492		2.6

				NET ASSESTS		14.87 (15.0)		18.21 (19.0)		3.3411		4

				CAPITAL EMPLOYED

				Ordinary capital		1.98 (1.84)		2.45 (2.5)		0.4676		0.66

				Reserves		98.76 (90.6)		151.73 (152.0)		52.9739		61.4

				Capital expenditure		11.27 (12.1)		21.13 (23.5)		9.85588		11.4

				OUTPUT

				Average deliveries		0.031 (0.03)		0.058 (0.055)		0.0274		0.025

				Average Cement price		0.42 (0.4)		0.58 (0.45)		0.16217		0.05

				EMPLOYMENT

				Total employment		0.17 (0.2)		0.17 (0.21)		0.0094		0.2

				LEVERAGE

				DIVIDENDS

				Dividend per 5k share		0.0014 (0.0015)		0.0018 (0.002)		0.0004		0.0005

				Earning per 5k share		0.005 (0.0045)		0.008 (0.009)		0.003254		0.0045

				Preference dividend		8.87 (8.50)		10.64 (11.0)		1.7719		2.5

				Ordinary Dividend		0.098 (1.00)		0.17 (0.21)		0.0719		-0.79
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Sheet1

		

		NIGERIA:COMPARATIVE SIZES OF EXTERNAL DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS AND FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

		YEARS		Ext. Debt.		Recurrent		Recurrent

				Service		budget on		budget on

				Payments		Education		Health

				NAIRA

		1985		1,341.33		669.5		167.7

		1986		2,583.54		652.8		279.2

		1987		2,973.25		514.4		166.9

		1988		7,176.61		802.3		260.0

		1989		16,027.21		1,719.9		326.6

		1990		28,714.24		1,962.6		401.1

		1991		34,039.03		1,265.1		619.4

		1992		41,388.15		1,676.3		837.4

		1993		39,190.86		6,436.1		2,331.60

		1994		40,336.08		7,878.1		2,066.80

		1995		35,423.08		9,421.3		3,335.70

		1996		41,071.46		12,136.0		3,192.0

		1997		32,754.74		12,136.0		3,179.2

		1998		27,850.94		13,928.3		4,860.5

		1999		165,797.39		23,047.2		8,793.2

		2000		175,204.62		44,225.5		11,612.6

		2001		238,269.00		39,884.6		24,523.5

		Sources:
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