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Abstract

The fact remains in the heart of many people tigt federal capital expenditure will lead to ecomogrowth,
especially in developing country like Nigeria. Thiaper therefore, is an attempt to empirically gaae that
fact by investigating the impact of federal cap#&apenditure on economic growth in Nigeria from @ 2®10.

To establish this empirical fact we employed migtipegression model of Ordinary Least Squares using
secondary data. From the result, the Total Cafitgdenditure (TCE), Capital expenditure on admiaiibn
(ADM), capital expenditure on social community sees (SCS) and capital expenditure on transfers={TRve
positive impact on economic growth in Nigeria; tligplies increase in these variables will causeitpes
change in economic growth. On the contrary, Cagixalenditure on economic (ECO) has a negative itpac
economic growth in Nigeria. One of the major chadjes of poor utilization of federal capital expaarh is the
issue of mismanagement of funds, the author recordmthat government should increase its fundingnbf
graft or anti-corruption agencies like the Econoraied Financial Crime Commission (EFCC), and the
Independent Corrupt Practices Commission (ICPCrider to arrest and penalize those who divert and
embezzle public funds especially funds for captedenditures.
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1 Introduction

Every country’s budget has two sides of its exptemdj the recurrent expenditures and capital expaed. The
formal are governments’ payments for non-repayablesactions within a year while the later are gorents’
payments for non-financial (non-profit) assets usethe production for more than one year (CBN20MQJst
developing countries in Africa including Nigeriapetience high demand for capital projects that iregbigh
government expenditure and attention. But it saliniow that most developing countries put less nessin
financing capital projects and more resourcesnarfcing recurrent needs of the country.

In the work Aregbeyen (2007) established a postine significant correlation between governmenitabpnd
public investment and economic growth, while henfibuhat current and consumption expenditures were
negatively associated with it. Laudau (1983) stddige effect of government (consumption) expenditon
economic growth for a sample of 96 nations. Hisultes/as that there is a negative effect of govemme
recurrent expenditure on growth of real output #mel capital expenditure contributes positively tmregomic
growth, but over the years in Nigeria governmerg gaven more funds to the recurrent expenditura the
capital expenditure given a comparative analysis.

In the recent years government has also giventatteto capital expenditure in Nigeria, in 2003 ttepital
expenditure increased from N241,688.3 million tcbl300.0 million in 2004, in 2005 the capital exgiture
increased to N519,500.0 million, from N552,385.2006 to N759323.0 in 2007 and from N1,152796.8069
t0 N2 in 2010.

Despite this huge amount of capital expendituftesset is still an insignificant level of developmenitnessed.
Public expenditure on all sectors of the Nigerianremmy is expected to lead to economic growth engénse
that capital expenditure will boost the productbase of the economy which in turn will lead to gtowrhe

interest by economists in Nigeria and other jud8dins on the role of government capital expenditisr still

inconclusive.

Barro (1990) endogenize government spending inoavilir model and analyze the relationship betwees afz
government and rates of growth and saving. He codecl that an increase in resources devoted to non-
productive government services is associated ket per capita growth. Therefore, government edjpere
which enhances economic growth should be tailoveitds productive services.
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Nurudeen and Usman (2010) observe that rising gowent expenditure has not translated to meaningful
development as Nigeria still ranks among world'siest countries. Using disaggregated analysis agprdhey
investigated the effect of government expenditurezconomic growth in Nigeria in the period 1970-2Ghd
found that government total capital expenditurégltoeecurrent expenditure and expenditure on edutdiave
negative effect on economic growth; but rising goweent expenditure on transportation and commuioicat
and health exerts positive effect on economic gnowt

However, this study faults the extent of disaggtiegeof the data that constituted variables of aesle interest
in Nurudeen and Usman’s study since expendituredutation, transportation and communication andtthea
must have been part of total capital and total meci expenditure respectively.

Therefore, the paper is an attempt to examinertipact of federal capital expenditure on economamgn in
Nigeria. To achieve the paper is subdivided intpdbts: the introduction, the literature review, tiesearch
methodology, data presentation and analysis, thelesion and recommendations.

2. Literature Review and Theor etical Framework

According to Barro and Grilli (1994), Governmentesding (or government expenditure) includes all
government consumption and investment but exclumassfer payments made by a state. Government
expenditure can be for the acquisition of goods seices for current use to directly satisfy indial or
collective needs of the members of the communitif oan be for acquisition of goods and servicésrided to
create future benefits such as infrastructure itmwest and the expenditures can represent trangfar®ney,
such as social salaries and cost of administration.

In ljaiya 2003, government expenditure is determiibg rapid population growth and subsequent denpdea
transitions, increase in income and taste of thepleein a country that had led to increase in demfom
government goods and services, increase in tecpicalo requirements for industrialization, increaise
urbanization, increase in inflation over time, In@i@ in productivity growth between public and ptévaector,
and the need to address natural disasters amoegtbthgs.

Similarly, government expenditure is influenced thg expanded roles of government which include amon
others, the provision of pure public goods for,ragée, defense, law and order, properly rights, waoonomic
management, public health and education, protettiagroor through the provision of anti-poverty gnammes
and disaster, relief programmes, addressing exigesafor example, environmental protection, psion of
social insurance, coordinating private sector &@ivand redistribution of income and assets (2006

On economic growth Olopade and Olopade (2010) dsfeconomic growth as the expansion of a country’s
potential GDP or output. For instance, if the sb@se of return on investment exceeds the privatern, then
tax policies that encourage can raise the grovithaad levels of utility. Growth models that incorate public
services, the optimal tax policy lingers on therekteristic of services.

Economic growth has provided insight into why stgtewth at different rates over time; and this uefice
government in her choice of tax rates and experaivels that will influence the growth rates. Fustance,
exponential growth model is used when the ratsmafease is proportional to the amount of qualigsent e.g.
tax = y (t) = yoekt where (t) is the amount pressrany time t, yo is the amount present at inttrak = o; and
the K is constant (k>o0) is the growth rate. If anpany increase production, tax will increase, also useful in
studies in population growth known as doubling snagth the following equation.

T =1/k in 2: Where T is the amount of time reqdifer Y to double in size, the constant k(k>0)te growth
rate; and in 2 0.6931 also called rule of 70. Growth means area®e in economic activities. Todaro (2009)
citing Kuznets defined a country’s economic growath a long-term rise in capacity to supply incregigin
diverse economic goods to its population, this ghowapacity based on advancing technology and the
institutional and ideological adjustment that itends.

The major source of federal capital expenditurethis federal government allocation over the years th
government have put more resources in the recuengrenditure than the capital expenditure, thedtreinthe
capital expenditure is showed below.
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Figure2.1: showsthetotal federal capital expenditurein Nigeria from 1980-2010

Figure 2.1 above the federal capital expendituerkaeived less attention in 80s, from 90s thedtiroreased
up to 1999, in 2000 the trend dropped and recearethcrease in from 2005, up to 2009 and in 20&0trbnd
dropped. This implies that the trend of federalitepexpenditure in Nigeria has not been consistemtr the
years. Form the figure the trend has experiencepreftietermine movement and in inconsistent atiantiith

this it is very easy to say that there is muchdardterms of federal capital expenditure in Nigeri

In the aspect of theoretical preposition of govegntrexpenditure and economic growth we found thaegally,
economic growth theory deals with long-run growtntd of the economy, or potential growth path (Bman
2002). The focus is on factors that lead to econgriwth over time and analysis of the forces #ilaw some
economies to grow rapidly, some slowly and othexsat all. Early growth theories emphasized onedéht
aspects of the economy. For instance, Mercant#istshasized surplus balance of trade, Physiocnathasized
agriculture as the source of all wealth while thentéralists favoured taxation and state regulatwnsfrong
economy (Lombardini, 1996).

Within the framework of the classical models of 8nand Malthus, economic growth is described img&pf
fixed land and growing population. But without teckogical change, increasing population eventuakiyausts
the supply of free land and triggers law of dimimigy returns which results to declining real wagevd to
subsistence level at which point Malthusian eqtiililm obtains.

The Keynesians see demand as a prerequisite favtlgrdherefore, their analysis concludes that agmpe
demand management policies can and should be osadptove economic performance. In the Keynesian
model, increase in government expenditure (on $tfuatures) leads to higher economic growth. Contta
this view, the neo-classical growth models argw government fiscal policy does not have any effecthe
growth of national output. However, it has beenuadythat government fiscal policy (intervention)pseto
improve failure that might arise from the ineffio@es of the market.

Exploring the Keynesian framework, Harrod-Dommardeigoints out some dynamics of growth. For inséanc
to determine equilibrium growth rate in the econoitine balance between supply and demand for a igosint
output should be maintained. On supply side, sawng function of the level of GDP. Investment is a
important component of the demand for the outpuamfeconomy as well as the increase in capitakstoc
Therefore, the equilibrium rate of growth is givieyy matching proportionate change in output with o of
savings-output to that of capital-output. This airst the economy along some warranted steady groatth
According to the model, temporary deviations frdme twarranted growth path would not be self-cornecti
Because of the lack of self-correcting forces wittiie dynamics of the model, it is said to be otterized by
‘knife-edge instability’. That is, market-regulategtowth espoused by the model is unstable and,, thus
necessitates government intervention.

Empirical Evidence
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So many empirical studies have been done on thadmpf government expenditure on economic growth in
different countries or economies like the work cfudau (1983) who examined the effect of government
expenditure on economic growth for a sample of @éntries. He found that government expenditure texar
negative effect on real output.

Donald and Shuanglin (1993) investigated the diffidinl effects of various categories of expendiuom
economic growth for a sample of 58 countries. Thaitings suggested that while government expenekton
education and defense have positive effect, expmeddn welfare has insignificant negative effect,economic
growth. An obvious deficiency of study is that @es$ not provide a well-developed methodology toiporate
government expenditures in standard growth models.

In their empirical analysis of the relationship vetn government expenditure and economic growthstdéto
and Henrekson (2001) employed various econometpecaches to study a sample of wealthy countrieshi®
period 1970 to 1995. Based on their findings, thelgmitted that that more meaningful and reliabkults are
generated, as economic problems are addressetieinawn study, Abu-Bader and Abu-Qarn (2003) used
multivariate co-integration and variance decompasiapproach to analyze the causal relationshipvédsst
government expenditures and economic growth in Edgpael, and Syria. The variables used in thdyaisa
included share of government civilian expenditunesGDP, military burden, and economic growth. They
observed that, in the bivariate framework, a béediional and long run negative relationships egistetween
government spending and economic growth. But thisaliy test within the trivariate framework basmdthe
above variables indicated that military burden hasegative impact on economic growth in all thentoes,
while civilian government expenditures have posit@ffect on economic growth for both Israel and gy

Using data set on Greece, United Kingdom and Itglanizides and Vamvoukas (2005) employed the tidta
causality test to investigate the relationship leetavgovernment expenditure and economic growth.rébelt
showed that size of government granger-causes ggongrowth in the three countries. Such growth was
experienced both in the long and short runs irah@land the UK. When inflation is included in thmalgsis, the
result showed that economic growth granger causelcpexpenditure expansion in Greece and the UK.
Komain et al (2007), employing the Granger caugdlist, examined the relationship between govertimen
expenditures and economic growth in Thailand anohdothat government expenditures and economic growt
are not co-integrated. The result also suggestatl dhunidirectional relationship, as causality rdrem
government expenditures to growth. However, thelltéadicated a significant positive effect of gonment
spending on economic growth.

In their study, Olugbenga and Owoeye (2007) ingastid the relationships between government experdit
and economic growth in a group of 30 OECD countf@sthe period 1970-2005 using regression analysis
Their analysis showed that a long-run relationghiists between government expenditure and econgioigth.
The study also indicated a unidirectional causafiyn government expenditure to growth for 16 oé th
countries, thus supporting the Keynesian hypothgsigrnment intervention. But, causality runs freoonomic
growth to government expenditure in 10 of the coesf thereby confirming the Wagner's law. For the
remaining four countries, findings indicated existe of feedback relationship between governmengmrditure
and economic growth.

A study by Ranjan and Sharma (2008) showed tha¢mawvent expenditure exerted significant positivpant

on economic growth in India during the period 12817, and that the two sets of variables cointegrat

In a study of government expenditure and economoevth in the United States, Liu et al (2008) exaadirthe
causal relationship between GDP and public experelfor the period 1947-2002. The causality regekealed
that while total government expenditure causes troef GDP, the latter does not cause expansion of
government expenditure. The study concluded thtespublic expenditure grows the US economy, based
the causality test, Keynesian hypothesis exertenmluence than the Wagner's law in US.

Cooray (2009) employed an econometric model thabriporates government expenditure and quality of
governance in a cross-sectional study of the oelatiip between government expenditure and econgrroigth

in 71 countries. The results showed that both the and quality of governance correlated positiveith
economic growth.

In Nigeria, many studies have attempted to invagtighe relationship between government expendaurk
economic growth, and the impact thereof. Oyinldli@93) used defense expenditure and economic griowth
Nigeria, and found a positive relationship betweefense expenditure and economic growth. The shydy
Ogiogio (1995) indicated a long-term relationshgivbeen government expenditure and economic groiita.
result also showed that recurrent expenditure sxedre effect than capital expenditure on econagrievth.
However, some empirical studies in Nigeria suggestong-run relationship between government expangli
and economic growth (Aigbokhan, 1996; Essien, 198&gbeyen, 2006; Babatunde, 2007). Thus, thereapp
to be a controversy over the long run relationdhgpween government expenditure and economic grawth
Nigeria.
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Empirical analysis by Fajingbesi and Odusola (1988pwed that government capital expenditure has a
significant positive effect on real output, butttiheal government recurrent expenditure has inSagmit effect
on growth. Akpan (2005) used a disaggregated agpreo examine the relationship. Components ofipubl
expenditure considered in his analysis were capitdurrent, administrative, economic service, aoeand
community service, and transfers. The study fouadsignificant relationship between economic growatid
most components of government expenditure in Négeri

Olorunfemi (2008) in a study on the relationshipween economic growth proxies by GDP and public
expenditure in Nigeria surprisingly concluded ttiare is no link between gross fixed capital foioratand
GDP and that public expenditure affects GDP withelaborating the type of relationship. He alsoefito
analyze the relationship between the componentibfipexpenditure and growth. Additionally, the dfyproxy

of Gross Domestic Product for growth in their as&yinstead of real GDP which is a better measunémi
economic growth is misleading.

Suleiman (2009) observes that such understandialgl ¢elp to assess the impact on government expeadi
and then on deficits arising from a structural deredion in or from an improvement in the growtheial. He
submits that a good knowledge of the structuradtimh between the non-cyclical component of govesmim
expenditure and potential output is key to obtajnan benchmark against which to evaluate the stafice
expenditure policy and then of overall fiscal pglic

Consequently, he empirically examined the relatigmsbetween government revenues and expenditures,
expenditures and economic growth as a fundametgpl is understanding the behaviour of Nigerian ubl
expenditure and the economy. His study found suppoiWagner's law of ever increasing public finarand
Friedman’s Hypothesis. The study also showed thatvil in real GDP was significant before the miBQ9
but thereafter fell below average government regeand expenditure. He concluded that, during théege
1978-2008, government expenditure was not emplageal fiscal instrument and that revenue growtheltbe
government expenditure.

Adeniyi and Bashir (2011) found that governmentensiing on agriculture, education, defense and riater
security services as well as structural adjustnpeogramme are significant factors that influencensenic
growth in Nigeria. Usman et al. (2011) investigathd effect of federal government expenditure conemic
growth in Nigeria by specifying an augmented Sofowedel in Cobb-Douglas form with public capital aseof
the factors. Results of the regressions show thahé short run public spending has no impact awtir.
However, Cointegration and VEC results show thatehs long run relationship between public expemdiand
growth.

Adewara and Oloni (2012) explored the relationshgtween the composition of public expenditure and
economic growth in Nigeria between 1960 and 20G8guthe Vector Autoregressive models (VAR). Their
findings shows that expenditure on education hiedfdo enhance economic growth due to the high oarent
seeking in the country as well as the growing cdtenemployment. They also found that expendituréealth
and agriculture contributed positively to growth.

These literatures have tried in investigating thpact of public expenditure on economics in Nigaria some
have agreed that public expenditure have a posithgact on economic growth, while disagreed, sofme a
established that some component of recurrent dapitaegatively related to economic growth. Mostdats
focuses on the aggregated impact of governmentneligpee on economic growth. From the reviewed ditares
there no clear studies on the impact of federaitalagxpenditure on growth especially in Nigerizetefore this
paper will bridge the gap by examining the impddederal government expenditure on economic growth

3. Methodology

Secondary data were used in this research and ttataenvere gotten from Central Bank of Nigeriaistiaal
bulletin of Dec. 2009 and 2010 and Nigeria Bureatatistic. In an attempt to established empir®étence
on the impact of Federal Capital Expenditure onneatic growth, econometric model of Akpan (2005) who
used a disaggregated approach to examine theoredatp. Components of public expenditure considérdds
analysis were capital, recurrent, administrativ@n®mic service, social and community service, tadsfers.
This model was chosen because it uses the disaggregpproach to examine the two economic variables

In this study the model of Akpan (2005) was modifie examine the impact of Federal Capital Expemdibn
economic growth in Nigeria.

RGDP= f(TCE, ADM, ECO, SCS, TRF) ... ittt e e 3.1

From equation 3.1 above the Real Gross DomestiduetdRGDP) is a function of Total Capital Expendét
(TCE), Capital expenditure on administration (ADNDapital expenditure on economic, capital expemnditn
social community services and capital expendituréransfers.

From equation 3.1 we derived the econometric mbdkiw

RGDP=q + B1TCE +B2ADM + B3ECO +B4SCS #35TRF + H...cvvvvineenen 3.2

Take the natural log of the equation 3.1 abovehauee the following equation.
INRGDP=0+B1InTCE+32InADM+B3INECO+4InSCSP5INTRF + u...3.3
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Where:a is the constanfil, B2, 33, B4, andp5 are the parameters and the variables have bedaireed above.

The apriori expectations of the variables are gagigl, 2, B3, p4, 5 > 0). This implies that the variables are
expected to have positive impact on the dependaribhle. The Ordinary Least Squares was used in the

estimation of parameters and E-views 7.0 was usadalysis of the data.

4, Data presentation and Analysis

The data for analysis is presented in appendixldévbehe variables are the Real Gross Domestic (riod
(RGDP), Total Capital Expenditure (TCE), Capitaperditure on administration (ADM), Capital expendi

on economic (ECO), capital expenditure on sociahmmnity services (SCS) and capital expenditure on

transfers (TRF).

Table 4.2: Result of Augmented Dickey-Fuller (ADF) Test for Stationarity

VARIABLES | ADF STATISTIC 1% Critical 5% Critical Value | DIFFERENCE
Value
RGDP 5.432041 -3.6752 -2.9665 sT1
TCE 5.930097 -3.6852 -2.9705 ND>
ADM 5.278954 -3.6752 -2.9665 sh
ECO 5.862866 -3.6959 -2.9750 )
SCS 5.645654 -3.6852 -2.9705 NP2
TRF 4.982861 -3.6959 -2.9750 RB3

Source: computation from table 4.1E-views software 7.0)

From the Table 4.3.1, the Real Gross Domestic RrtotuNigeria is stationary at first difference WiADF
statistic value of 5.432041 at 1 percent, Totali@hfExpenditure (TCE) is stationary at secondet#hce with
ADF value of 5.930097 at 1 percent and Capital egfiare on administration (ADM) is stationary atsfi
difference with ADF value of 5.278954 at 1 percent.

Similarly, Capital expenditure on economic (ECO}tationary at third difference with ADF value aB62866
at 1 percent; Capital Expenditure on Social CommyuBervices (SCS) is stationary at second diffezenith
ADF value of 5.645654 at 1 percent, 5 percent aagit&l Expenditure on Transfers (TRF) is statioratryhird
difference with ADF value of 4.982861 at 1 percénpercent and 10 percent. Therefore data is fietosed for
regression estimation and for economic analysisifietdence.

Table4.3: Data Estimation Results

VARIABLES COFFICIENT STANDARD T-STAT PROB.
ERROR

C 9.85 0.738 13.50 0.0000

TCE 0.215 0.267 0.804 0.029

ADM 0.193 0.158 1.22 0.235

ECO -0.306 0.1427 -2.140 0.347

SCS 0.137 0.159 0.857 0.099

TRF 0.046 0.053 0.859 0.398

R-SQUARE 0685

ADJ R-SQUARE 0.621

F-STATISTIC 10.481

D-W STATISTIC 1.65

PROB 0.000020

Source: computation using E-views package

I nterpretation and Discussion of Results
The growth and federal capital expenditure equagimen the R-square of 0.685 suggests that fedenaital
expenditure has a strong and positive relationshiReal Gross Domestic Product and the AdjusteduRie of
62 percent shows that the model in use is capdhdetermining the total variation in dependent &ale. The

function shows that 62 percent variation the depehdiariable can be accountable by the change en th
independent variables.
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Similarly, The F-statistic suggest that the modepbyed in the study is statistically significarten the value
as 10.481, meaning at 5 percent level of significre equation in use is statistically significahhis implies
the equation is useful in explaining a unit chamgBeal Gross Domestic Product in Nigeria.

The results indicate that Total Capital Expendit(F€E), Capital Expenditure on Administration (ADM)
Capital Expenditure on Social Community Service€%$p and Capital Expenditure on Transfers (TRF) are
positively related to gross domestic product. T@apital Expenditure (TCE) was statistically sigraht, while
Capital Expenditure on Administration (ADM), Capitaxpenditure on Social Community Services (SCS) an
Capital Expenditure on Transfers (TRF) are statidiyy insignificant in explaining the variation Real Gross
Domestic Product in Nigeria. From the result theriar expectation of Total Capital Expenditure (T)CEapital
expenditure on administration (ADM), Capital Expiace on Social Community Services (SCS) and Chpita
Expenditure on Transfers (TRF) were proved to be being positively signed.

On the other hand Capital expenditure on econofEd) was negatively related to Real Gross Domestic
Product in Nigeria and statistically significant éxplaining the variation in Real Gross DomestiodRict in
Nigeria.

5.0 Conclusion and Recommendations

This paper was an attempt to examine the impafddsral capital expenditure on economic growthigeria;
most literature reviewed were on the impact of fsubkpenditures on economic growth. But this papas able

to do empirical study on the impact of federal talpexpenditure on economic growth from 1980-2010.
Secondary data were used and the researcher adoptadry Least Squares with a multiple equation,E-

view 7.0 was used in the model estimation andastatity test was conducted on the data used anthall
variables were stationary at various differences.

51 Major Findings

The result suggests that there is a positive imphfgderal capital expenditure on economic groimthligeria,
implying the dominance of public sector as the ma&oonomic growth driver for the national econoriihe
paper investigated some of the problems of fed=mpital expenditure in Nigeria, the most challeggiactors
identified being the low proportionality of capitkpenditure relative to recurrent expenditure rpmanning of
federal capital expenditure due to the absenceagfgy planning and adoption of a programme basedédding
strategy, late disbursement of federal capital $uaiold mismanagement (embezzlement) of funds byrgment
officers, these have hinder and prevent the fedmpital expenditure from meeting its goals anceotdjes to
their fullest.

5.2. Policy Recommendations

First. The federal government need to revert toettggment planning utilizing programme based budbat
address development interventions in an objectind eesult oriented framework, hence making capital
expenditure spent more positively impactful on oredi development needs.

Secondly, In view of the positive correlation betiwe=conomic growth and capital expenditure spespitkethe
low percentage of capital expenditure in the ovgrablic expenditure programme, government shotrlides
towards increasing the percentage of capital exp@edand properly be managed in a manner thatraidle the
guantum of national economic assets, hence impggwiaductive capacity and accelerate economic droae
double digit.

Thirdly, government should increase its investmientransport and communication sectors throughctlire
funding and Public-Private —Partnership (PPP) maiete it would reduce the cost of doing busirseswell as
raise the profitability of firms, hence contribugito overall national output and economic prosperit

Fourthly, government should encourage massivesiment directly and through Public-Private-parthigrs
(PPP) in the human capital sector of the natiomalnemy-education and health sectors through inetkas
funding especially the funds for capital projectsl anaintenance, as well as ensure strict due ditigeand
implementation of PPP guidelines and processethéodevelopment of education and health services.

Lastly, government should increase its funding mti-graft or anti-corruption agencies like the Eooric and
Financial Crime Commission (EFCC), and the IndepahdCorrupt Practices Commission (ICPC) in order to
arrest and penalize those who divert and embezdkcpfunds.
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APPENDIX |
Federal government capital expenditure and its components (millions)
Years | RGDP TCE ADM ECO sCs TRF %GDP
1980 315468 | 101634 K. > 4561 poak 2ols
1981 205222.1] 6567.0 200 404 L2994 015k 1als
1082 1096853| 64172 3B e 066 2 2 521h a1
1983 185598.1| 48857 0982, 5907 L0264 1705 J,
1984 183563.0) 41001 262.7 656.3 237.6 2,0435 6.9
1985 201036.3) 5464.7 459.6 892.7 1,154.0 2,958/4 3.0
1986 2059714 85268 264.8 1,099.9 655.4 6,506|7 123
1987 204806.5) 63725 1,816.2 2,159.7 619.1 1,775 5.1
1988 2198756) 83401 1,898.6 2,128.7 1,726 2,586.8 6.0
1989 236729.6) 15034.1 2,617.5 3,026.3 1,844.8 6,645.5 6.9
1990 267550.0] 24048.6 2,919.9 3,485.1 2,096.0 15,547.0 9.0
1991 265379.1| 28340.9 3,345.0 3,145.0 1,4917 20,359.2 0.1
1992 2713655) 397633 5,118.5 2,336.7 2,132} 30,175.5 75
1993 274833.3) 545018 8,08L7| 18,3447 3,5753 24,500.1 8.0
1994 2754506) 709183 8,785.1]  27,102.4 4,99414 30,036.0 7.9
1995 2814074) 1211383 | 133378 431492 9,215/6 55,435.7 6.3
1996 2937454| 2129263 | 148636  117,820.1 8,656 71,5774 7.9
1997 3020225 2696517\ ,q95490|  169,613.1 6,902|0 43,587.6 9.6
1998 3108%0.1 3090156 | o55704|  200,861.0  23,365l6 49,517.7 11.4
1999 3121835| 4980276\ 457375 3235808 17,2535  114,456.1 156
2000 329178.71 2394509 | 539995 1115086  27,96502 46,697.6 2 |5.
2001 356994.3| 4386965\  499549|  2509757.8 53,336l 76,347.8 3 9.
2002 4332035 32137811 35774 2153334 32,4673 4.0 4.6
2003 A775330| 2416883 | g7 9589 970821 55,736/ 11.3 b8
2004 52757601 3513000\ 1377659  167,721.8 30,0325 15,729.8 13
2005 56193141 5195000\ 1795741 2650347 71,3612 11,500.0 6|3
2006 5958216| 5523858 | 1959043  0262,2078 78,6813 26,270.9 0|3
2007 634251.1) 7593230 5559744 3583756  150,895.2 23,036.0 3.7
2008 6722026) 960900.0| 5571036 5042868  152,1746 17,325.0 4.0
2009 716949.7) 1152796.8 3150883  503,0000  120,6969  210,200.0 4.7
2010 851734.8| 8838700\ 545540 4122452 1474095 59,661L.1 3.0

SOURCE: CBN STATISTICAL BULLETIN DEC. 2010
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APPENDIX 11

Dependent Variable: LOG(RGDP)
Method: Least Squares
Date: 09/24/13 Time: 09:59
Sample: 1980 2010
Included observations: 30
Excluded observations: 1

Variable Coefficient  Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.

C 9.855201 0.738693  13.34140  0.0000
LOG(TCE) 0.214811 0.267141  0.804111  0.0292
LOG(ADM) 0.192867  0.158405  1.217554  0.2352
LOG(ECO) -0.305530 0.142759 -2.140186  0.0427
LOG(SCS) 0.136946 0.159702  0.857511  0.0996
LOG(TRF) 0.045813 0.053290 0.859694  0.3985

R-squared 0.685884 Mean dependent var 12.60656
Adjusted R-squared 0.620444S.D. dependent var 0.616221
S.E. of regression 0.379642 Akaike info criterion 1.077682
Sum squared resid 3.459079Schwarz criterion 1.357921
Log likelihood -10.16523 F-statistic 10.48100
Durbin-Watson stat 1.653266 Prob(F-statistic) 0.000020
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