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1. INTRODUCTION AND CONTEXT 

As the end of implementation of the Millennium Development Goals (MDG) 
programme in 2015 approaches, it is becoming clear that Nigeria will not be able 
to achieve many of its set targets. Although, endowed with natural resources, 
including fertile land, oil and gas, solid minerals and human resources, the 
country is still confronted with several development challenges. Among these are 
wide and widening income gap, insecurity, unemployment-driven poverty, poor 
governance, high rate of crime, and terrorism.  Aside this, the robust economic 
growth recorded by the country since the middle 2000s has not translated into 
balanced growth of the economy (Ajakaiye et al, 2014). In fact, they indicate that 
Nigeria achieved a mere 0.25% decline in non-income poverty during the 1999 to 
2008 decade. This was in spite of persistent huge public expenditure on the so-
called poverty alleviation programmes across all tiers of government in Nigeria. 

 

Many observers have argued that the low economic status of the country could 
be traced to the structure of her economy, with heavy reliance on the oil sector 
for most of the country’s national revenue and foreign exchange earnings. This 
scenario has persisted in spite of efforts by successive governments towards 
addressing the issue. This therefore suggests the need for a transformation of the 
structure of the nation’s economy as a necessary condition for its commendable 
and sustainable development. 
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Similarly, different schools of thought have expressed divergent views on the relationship between 
inequality and economy growth. For example, Kuznet, 1955 stated that inequality tends to increase in the 
early stages of economic growth, stabilize for some time, and then decrease in the later stages, thereby 
producing an inverted U curve, called the Kuznet curve. Others however argued that neither the rate nor 
stage of economic growth determines changes in income inequality, but rather, the kind of economic 
growth. This refers to the changing structure of the economy (Fields, 1998, Syrquine, 1988; Herrendorf, et 
al, 2013). In fact, Kuznet (1973 had identified structural transformation as one of the six main features of 
modern economic growth. It refers to the reallocation of economic activities across the major sectors, such 
as agriculture, manufacturing and services (Herrendorf, et al, 2013).  It has also been argued that 
significant income inequality in favour of the rich who can safe more, is a necessary condition for achieving 
accelerated and sustainable growth (Kuznet, 1955). The growth threshold below or above which structural 
transformation can reduce, having no effect or reduce inequality remains an empirical question. 

 

It is true that Nigeria has continually played host to several growth or development initiatives over the past 
four decades. However, the extent to which these have resulted in the structural transformation of the 
economy, as well as their effect on inequality profile in Nigeria, are yet to be documented. This is a gap 
which this paper attempts to fill. It not only characterise the structure of Nigeria economy across the 
variance development initiatives, but also highlights the trend in inequality profile in Nigeria over the last 
three decades or so. 

In pursuit of this objective, the remainder of the paper has been arranged as follows. Section II defines the 
concept of structural transformation and its manifestation on the economy. This was followed in Section III 
by a highlight of major growth and/or development initiatives in Nigeria since 1980s. In Section IV, we 
presented and discussed selected macroeconomic inequality and deprivation indicators, as well as the 
trend in structure of the economy in Nigeria. Section V presents the relationship between fiscal operations 
of government and the changes in ranking of human development index for Nigeria and the lessons 
thereof for the purposeful and people-centred structural transformation of the Nigerian economy. 
Concluding remarks are contained in the last section  

 

2.0 STRUCTURAL TRANSFORMATION AND INEQUALITY 

Concept and Consequences 

Structural transformation refers to change in the dominance of the traditional sector to a more active role 
of the modern sectors in the productive activities of the economy (Naiya 2013). This involves the process of 
changing the economy from relying more on traditional (agricultural) sector to modern (industrial and 
services) sectors, especially in terms of output and Employment.  

 

Achieving structural transformation is not automatic nor would attainment ensure accelerated economic 
transformation and broadened growth, unless if two specific issues were addressed (WCAO 2012). First is 
the need to modernise smallholder agriculture and its integration into the fast-growing agribusiness chains 
that can capture the rapidly increasing demand for urban food. Secondly, there is the need to renew the 
industrialization strategies to promote enterprise creation and growth in the agribusiness and 
manufacturing sectors, in order to raise the rate of labour absorption and productivity levels outside of 
agriculture. Timmer (2012) submits that if structural transformation would be the defining characteristic of 
the development process, it must be a key issue in the cause and the effect of economic growth. In this 



 

 

wise, four important interrelated processes that would define the structural transformation process are 
the following: 

 

(a)   declining share of agriculture in gross domestic product (GDP) and  employment; 

(b)   the rapid process of urbanization as people migrate from rural to urban areas; 

(c)   the rise of a modern industrial and service economy; and  

(d)   Demographic transition from high to low rates of births and deaths.  

 

These four processes are embedded in two broad categories of structural transformation, namely 
demographic and economic. The ultimate outcome of structural transformation is a society in which 
agriculture as an economic activity has no distinguishing characteristics from other sectors, at least in 
terms of the productivity of labour and capital, or the location of poverty. Such economies must achieve 
sustained economic growth and development through effective transformation of their economic activities 
from low to high productivity. They must also diversify from monoculture (depending on export of a single 
natural resource or a number of agricultural raw materials) to manufacturing and exports of finished 
products (Naiya, 2013). 

 

In addition to the agricultural transformation, successful economic transformation is typically associated 
with a migration of labour out of the rural agriculture sector into the urban industrial sector. This leads to 
higher economy-wide productivity levels and progressively raising incomes in the former sector towards 
the level of incomes in the latter (Badiane, 2012). Lessons of experience have shown that such 
transformation did not happen in African countries. Rather, they experienced rapid labour migration out of 
a stagnating agriculture sector not into the highly productive productivity industrial sector, but into an 
informal services sector—with even lower productivity levels. As a result, the contribution to overall 
economic productivity had been negative.  

 

The bane of structural transformation in Nigeria as in other African countries is lack of appreciable growth 
in labour productivity. Several observers (e.g. McMillan, 2012; Wouterse, 2012) have however suggested 
various strategic options for transforming the agricultural sector and achieving high labour productivity. 
We hope these will be revisited in due course by all concerned.  This has prompted another round of 
debate as to if and how structural transformation can promote growth and reduce inequality. The 
literature has however argued that the ensuing reallocation of economic resources and activities across the 
various sectors may be ineffective in reducing poverty and closing inequality gap, thereby calling for 
government intervention (Herrendorf, et al, 2013). 

 

It has been argued that real inclusive structural change that promotes and improves employment 
opportunities will be more effective in reconciling growth and inequality challenges. Unfortunately, 
unequal access to decent work and persistent labour market inequalities have over the years, constituted a 
major cause of inequalities in Nigeria. Furthermore, we are not sure of the extent to which various policies 
have promoted structured transformation in Nigeria over the years, regardless of their resultant impact on 
inequalities within the country.   



 

 

3.0 DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVES IN NIGERIA 

As noted earlier, Nigeria has been playing host to growth or development initiatives by successive 
governments over the last three decades. We list and highlight herewith the broad objectives or policy 
thrusts of each major initiative since 1980s.  

 

3.1 Growth/Development Initiatives in Nigeria: 1980 – 2012 

We summarise in Table 1 the name, the policy thrust, and the year in which each initiative was introduced 
and/or its period of implementation. 

 

3.2 General Observations about Initiatives 

Some general observations, especially based on some hands-on experience, are applicable to the set of 
initiatives. We highlight the major ones as follows: 

(a)   Some of these initiatives were externally conceived and/or induced, and were therefore not based on the 
felt growth and/or development needs of the nation (Ariyo, 1996); 

(b)   The nation was unable to “manufacture” a concrete growth or development need or framework around 
any “donated” initiative; 

(c)   The design and/or implementation of most of these initiatives was really non-inclusive, thereby lacking 
effective popular participation and citizens’ ownership; 

(d)   Most of these initiatives were improperly conceived, but their implementation rushed to commence 
ahead of public debate or critical appraisal, because the ruling regime wants to be identified with its own 
agenda (Ariyo, Odusola and Ayonrinde, 2006). 

 

 

 

 “Equitable societies promote social capital, social cohesion and stability, trust and tolerance and thereby 
innovation, economic growth and sustainable development.2  Yet, in spite of successive development 
efforts inequalities of various dimensions persist at high levels, are growing or not declining fast enough in 
many countries in Africa. They harm society, undermine the efforts to transform national economies, 
manage the environment and improve the quality of lives of Africa’s people.  Inequalities have also 
contributed to threatening national cohesion and creating insecurity, and are a significant factor in the 
violent civil conflicts and protests in Africa over the years. 

Country and global experience to date indicates that inequalities do not self-correct. Instead, they 
perpetuate, reproduce over generations and can cumulate and combine to recreate systematic 
disadvantages for certain groups and individuals—rural dwellers, poor urban dwellers, people in certain 
occupations, people living in certain regions and ecological zones, as well as for groups such as women, 
youth, children, persons with disability, those from certain ethnicities, the old and infirm, etc. —that tend 
to suffer from different types of discrimination and vulnerabilities Therefore, efforts aimed at addressing 
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extreme poverty, promoting socio-economic development and safeguarding the interests of future 
generations have squarely to address inequalities.  

Inequalities may well be a global challenge, but the stark differences between the economies of African 
nations and much of the world call for Africa-wide action: first, to confront its unique characteristics and 
challenges; and second, to join the global alliance for change in the context of the Post 2015 consultations.3   

Development in the African context has witnessed sharp growth accelerations as well as reversals with 
structural transformation taking place in fits and starts. With three decades of economic liberalization, with 
Africa having some of the open economies in the world, almost half of the economies in sub-Saharan Africa 
(SSA) still derive significant export earnings from a limited set of natural resources—mainly minerals, and 
oil and gas.  Of the 20 so-called resource-rich countries, half are fiscally dependent on budget revenue 
derived principally from natural resources with limited degrees of value added activities.  Further, in spite 
of Africa having some the highest rates of labour force participation in the world, there is a preponderance 
of casual and precarious jobs that offer few prospects for skills development, upward mobility or quality of 
life.  Africa has consequently a rising share of world poverty,4  with sharp disparities in access to basic 
services such as health, education and water, and deficits in other social indicators such as a high 
prevalence of undernourishment, and high proportions of children found to be stunted. Africa is home to 
more than half of the world’s out-of-school children and has the highest rate of children leaving school 
early, usually due, to income and gender inequities. Continued failure to address both social and economic 
inequities will further constrain Africa’s potential to transform its development trajectory, diminishing the 
productive capacities of those who suffer from them, and depriving their societies of their needed 
contributions.  

As African governments set out on the path of deliberate and managed structural transformation which is 
high on its development agenda, it’s important that they adopt thoughtful ways to address inequalities.  
The collective experiences of countries around the world and within Africa should provide the necessary 
direction for re-thinking Africa’s structural transformation agenda.  The lessons of Africa’s development 
trajectory suggest that although structural transformation may be a necessary condition for removing gross 
disparities in the society, it is not a sufficient condition.  To change the current trend of widening 
inequalities, Africa must chart a different course for its development - a course that would be a departure 
from the old way of managing its development and resources and that ushers in real economic and social 
transformation.   
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S/No Name of Initiative Date Introduced Main Policy Thrust Duration (Year)  

1 Economic Stabilization 

Programme 

1982 Demand Management 1  

2 Structural Adjustment 

Programme 

1986 Deregulation of the economy (framework) 2  

3 Privatization Programme 1988 Sale or commercialization of public 

enterprises 

6  

4 Guided 

deregulation/privatization 

Programme 

1993 Reviewed framework of 

deregulation/privatization programme 

6  

5 Vision 2010 1997 Public, private partnership, National 

Planning 

- Jettisoned by 

new civilian 

administration 

in 1999 

6 Poverty Reduction Strategy 

Paper 

2002 Output-driven fiscal operations, popular 

participation in planning/budgeting (never 

concluded) 

- Not concluded 



 

 

7 New Partnership for Africa’s 

Development (NEPAD) 

2004 Sustainable development driven by 

regional integration and good governance 

 Not 

independently 

implemented. 

8 National Economic 

Empowerment and 

Development Strategy I 

(NEEDS I) 

2004 Eradication of extreme poverty   

9 NEEDS II 2006 Amendment to NEEDS I   

10 7-Point Agenda 2007 Wealth creation, Infrastructure 

Development, Policy Review 

  

11 Vision 2020 2010 Long-term Planning   

12 Transformation Agenda     



 

 

(e)  Consequent upon (d) above, their implementation was generally short-lived, and each could not have an 

enduring impact on the economy, and hence not “inherited” by succeeding regime; 

(f)   Their implementation was input-driven, with little or no regard to pre-specific outcomes and impact 

thereof; 

(g)   They lacked specific strategic framework for translating policy thrusts into specific, pre-determined 

targets and deliverables; 

(h)   The implementation of some of these initiatives actually worsened the deprivation of the people and 

widened the inequality gap among the various segments of the society (Ariyo and Jerome, 2005; Ariyo and 

Jerome, 1999); 

(i)   There were no social safety nets to mitigate the short-term negative impact of the implementation of 

these initiatives. Hence, they atimes aggravated the problem of inequality especially on the vulnerable 

segments of the populace; 

(j)   There was an in-built mis-match, as these initiatives generally of a medium-term focus were expected to 

help solve long-term development issues (Odusola, 2006). 

 

However, reliable evidence is required to enhance an objective assessment of the impact of these 

initiatives, in terms of structural transformation and inequality trends in the nation. Some evidence bearing 

on this is provided in the following section. 

 

 

4.0 NIGERIA’S PERFORMANCE INDICATORS: A TREND ANALYSIS 

As noted earlier, relevant evidence bearing on the objective of this paper appears desirable. We have 

therefore considered trend data on some indicators on Nigeria as appropriate for this purpose. These are 

selected economic performance indicators; the changes in the structure of the economy over time, in 

terms of shift in relative contribution of each sector to national output. Of particular relevance is the trend 

in “contest” among agriculture, industry and services. We also provide limited evidence on the structure of 

the Nigerian economy in relation to some eligible peer economies, especially Indonesia and Malaysia. 

 

Similarly, we have noted earlier the absence of a pre-determined relationship between inequality and 

structural transformation. Hence, the paper also provides a trend analysis of inequality in Nigeria at two 

levels. At the aggregate level, the focus is on available data on the Gini Coefficient for the country. Limited 

disaggregated data were also highlighted with respect to what we refer to as the “drivers” of the observed 



 

 

Gini Coefficient, namely unemployment, access to social services, and incidence of poverty in the country 

over the past three decades. Finally, we provided evidence on an aggregate measure of these aggregate 

and disaggregate measures of inequality and deprivation of human welfare known as human development 

index. We consider these as constituting an appropriate genesis to revelation approach towards putting 

our findings in proper context and perspective. 

 

4.1 Macroeconomic Performance 

The selected economic indicators are expected to throw light on the overall quality of the nation’s 

economic performance, especially since Nigeria joined the league of rapidly growing economies since 2006. 

In this regard, Table 2 shows that the nation’s real GDP growth rate has consistently been higher than 6% 

since 2006. It also shows that the oil sector has been playing a declining role in attaining this spectacular 

growth in favour of the non-oil sector. Further analysis shows that the main sectoral contributors will be 

highlighted shortly. 

 

It is however noteworthy that this growth has co-existed with increasing rate of unemployment. This is a 

reflection of the non-inclusiveness of the growth process. We also note that inflation rate has remained at 

the double digit range, coupled with a generally stagnant or declining rate of industrial capacity utilisation. 

All these questions the quality of the persistent high growth rates, as they may not translate into increase 

in or indeed lead to a decrease in level and rate of change in human welfare. 

 

Table 2: Key macroeconomic indicators 

 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Real GDP growth 

(%) 6 6.5 6 7 7.9 7.4 6.6 6.9 

Oil sector growth -4.2 -4.5 -6.2 0.5 5 0.5 -0.9 -0.24 

Manufacturing 

capacity utilisation 53.3 53.5 54.7 55.4 55.5 57 N/A N/A 

Inflation rates 8.2 5.4 11.6 12.5 13.7 10.9 12.2 N/A 

Unemployment 13.7 14.6 19.7 21.4 21.4 23.9 N/A N/A 

 
Note: N/A means data not available 
 

4.2 Sectoral Contribution to GDP 



 

 

Historically, agriculture has been the mainstay of the Nigerian economy. However, the advent of oil since 

the early 1970s has whittled down the dominance of the former, with the latter accounting for a very 

significant proportion of national revenue and foreign exchange earnings. Nevertheless, agriculture retains 

its dominance in terms of employment. 

 

The appreciable and persistent high GDP growth rates achieved since 2006 was driven largely by the 

performance in the non-oil sector, in view of the various crises that have plagued the activities in the oil 

and gas sector over the past few years. Other important contributors are wholesale and retail, 

telecommunications, financial services, as well as building and construction. The recent rebasing of 

Nigeria’s GDP has thrown further light into the updated relative importance of these sectors, giving greater 

performance to sectors such as telecommunications and the services (especially entertainment) sectors. 

The summary details are presented in Table 3 herewith: 

 

Table 3: Sectoral Contributions to Nigeria’s GDP as at 2013 

S/No. Item Proportion to GDP (%) 

Old New (Rebased 

1. Agriculture 30.34 23.96 

2. Industry 46.08 25.81 

3. Services 23.58 50.22 

 

 

4.3 Structural Transformation In Nigeria 

We have earlier highlighted the series of growth and development initiatives in Nigeria over the years. The 

extent to which these have impacted upon any structural transformation is not clear, an issue to which we 

provide herewith a tentative evidence. 

 

Towards this end, Figure 1 shows the trend in relative contribution of the key sectors to the growth of the 

Nigerian economy over the last three decades. The evidence suggests no significant change in status quo, 

with the “traditional” sectors (especially agriculture) playing a significant role at the expense of modern 

sectors, such as manufacturing. The rebasing however seems to have catapulted the services sector as the 



 

 

new lead sector, at least as at 2013. Nevertheless, the historical trend suggests the absence of any 

structural transformation in Nigeria for now. 

 

4.3.1 Structural Transformation: Nigeria in Comparative Setting: 

We deem it important to compare the Nigerian experience with that of her directly relevant peers, 

Indonesia and Malaysia. Consequently, we compared the trend in the contribution of agriculture, industry 

and services as at the 1960s and as at 2012, among the three countries. The comparison is very revealing.  

 

For example, Figure 2 shows that the share of agriculture in GDP for Indonesia and Malaysia had declined 

substantially while it still plays a dominant role in Nigeria. Similarly, Figure 3 shows that the share of 

manufacturing in GDP for Indonesia and Malaysia had increased by more than 500%, the share of 

manufacturing in Nigeria’s GDP actually declined by about 50% over the same period. A similar trend 

applies to services sector, as shown in Figure 4, while the contribution of the services sector is stagnated at 

about 25% since the 1960s; it has increased from 34% to 38% in Indonesia and from 43% to 45% in 

Malaysia. The new rebasing however suggests a significantly different story for Nigeria, which suggests that 

the actual share of the services sector is now about 50%, rather than the hitherto 23% in 2013. 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

5.0   INEQUALITY IN NIGERIA 

Inequality in Nigeria spans various dimensions, ranging from economic to social, gender, geographic, social, 

as well as political. Inequalities often intersect with the poor and vulnerable groups experiencing multiple 

forms of inequality, precipitated mainly by marginalization and social exclusion.  

 
5.1   Inequality at Aggregate Level: 

Gini Coefficient 

Gini coefficient is a revealing indicator of inequality. It captures the total effect of other forms of inequality 

on disparity in income, which reflects the main and interactive effects of other forms of inequality on the 

income level of an individual. 

 

 

 

Figure 5 indicates that income inequality is high and consistent over the years. Although slight decreases 

were revealed in years 1992 and 2004, the trend had been generally for an increase in income inequality. 

One of the main features of inequality in Nigeria is that apart from 1985, it is largely a rural phenomenon, 

as shown in Figure 5. This is probably linked to the characteristics of non-modernised farming practices in 

Nigeria noted earlier.  

  



 

 

5.2   Unemployment 

Unemployment has always been an issue of concern to successive governments in Nigeria over the years, 

in spite of the high growth rates noted earlier. Table 4 shows that unemployment rates increased from 

11.9 % in 2005 to 23.9% in 2011. This reflects the non inclusiveness of the growth process in the nation. 

Achieving inclusiveness is thus a major challenge, being a necessary condition for addressing the growth-

unemployment dilemma confronting the nation.  

 

Sectoral dis-aggregation of the workforce reveals that the agricultural sector accounts for the largest share 

in employment at 57.9 percent (National Bureau of Statistics [NBS], 2010). This is followed by education 

sector with 19.3 percent, while Public Administration, Defence and Community Social Services Sector 

account for 9.9 percent of the workforce. The remaining 12.9 percent was spread across the remaining 

sectors, with manufacturing sector having poorly 1.5 percent.  

 

Table 4: National Labour Statistics 

 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

Total Population 138,468,013 140,003,542 144,483,655 149,107,132 138,468,013 159,288,
426 

164,385,65
6 

Total Labour 
Force 56,170,672  58,933,891  61,249,485  62,946,096  56,170,672  

65,170,
629  

67,256,09
0  

Total 
Employment 49,486,362  50,329,543  52,307,060  53,567,128  49,486,362  

51,224,
114  

51,181,88
4  

Total 
Unemployment 6,684,310  8,604,348    8,942,425  9,378,968  6,684,310  

13,946,
515  

16,074,20
6  

Unemployment 
Rate            11.9           14.6            14.6               14.9             11.9  

          
21.4  

            
23.9  

Source:  NBS (2010), NBS, 2007 and NBS 2011 

 

Furthermore, there were more unemployed males in both urban and rural (57.5 percent and 64.1 percent) 

than females in both residences (42.5 percent and 35.9 percent) respectively. This implies that more of the 

poor females are in the rural areas, while more of the poor women are in the urban areas. In 2009, the 

unemployment rate had increased to 19.7 percent of the total Labour force. This reflects a sharp increase 

from 12.7 percent in 2007. Overall, in spite of high and broad-based growth in recent years, particularly in 

the non-oil economy, unemployment has not fallen significantly since 2000. More significantly, youth 

unemployment has risen extremely in Nigeria (NBS, 2009). 



 

 

 

5.3   Poverty 

Poverty is this broad sense refers to any form of deprivation. These include lack of access to basic 

amenities of life, inadequate income, and denial of legitimate entitlements in the society. We highlight 

some of these dimensions in Nigeria herewith: 

5.3.1 Access to Social Services 

Access to social services is an indication of how well the growth process had been able to enhance the 

productive capabilities of the people. The development of human capital depends on the level and quality 

of access to educational and health facilities. We present herewith some evidence bearing on this in the 

Nigerian setting. 

 

Education 

Available evidence indicates that Nigeria has made significant progress in primary school enrolment and 

literacy rates of young adult women, although there exists disparities with respect to location of residence. 

Figure 6 shows that more urban children did not complete primary school while urban adult women are 

more literate than their rural counterparts. 

 

 

 

 

 
5.3.2 Health 



 

 

Figure 7 reveals that child mortality (for infants and less than 5 years old) is more prevalent in the Northern 

part of the country.  Available evidence however indicates that a large majority of Nigerians still have 

limited access to modern medical facilities, coupled with inadequate ratio of skilled medical personnel to 

the population. Access to potable water is also at unacceptably low levels nationwide. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5.3.3 Income Poverty 



 

 

According to Aigbokhan (2008); and World Bank (2013), rates of poverty and unemployment have been 

increasing significantly among Nigerians, which cannot be reconciled with the growth performance. 

Poverty incidence in the country increased from 27% in 1980 to about 65.6% in 1996. By 2010, it was 

estimated that more than 69% of Nigerians lived in poverty, although the incidence reduced to 64.2% in 

2013 (Table 5). This was in spite of several years of implementing MDG in Nigeria.  

 
Table 5: Incidence of Poverty by Sector and Zones, 1980-2010 (%) 
 

Levels 1980 1985 1992 1996 2004 2010 

2
0
1
3 

National 27.2 46.3 42.7 65.6 54.4 69.0 64.2 

       Urban 17.2 37.8 37.5 58.2 43.2 61.8 52.2 

       Rural 28.3 51.4 46.0 69.3 63.3 73.2 73.4 

Geopolitical Zones       

       North Central 32.2 50.8 46.0 64.7 67.0 67.5  

       North East 35.6 54.9 54.0 70.1 72.2 76.3  

       North West 37.7 52.1 36.5 77.2 71.2 77.7  

       South East 12.9 30.4 41.0 53.5 26.7 67.0  

       South South 13.2 45.7 40.8 58.2 35.1 63.8  

       South West 13.4 38.6 43.1 60.9 43.0 59.1  
Source:  National Bureau of Statistics 2009, 2012; 2013/2014 figures are obtained from World Bank (2013). Nigeria  

Economic Report. 

 

Beyond the incidence, the Japan International Cooperation Agency [JICA] (2011, pp. 26 & 27) affirms that 

the gap in poverty in Nigeria “tends to be deeper in the rural sector than the urban, and deeper in the 

Northern areas than Southern areas.” This is consistent with the profile by occupation where poverty is 

mainly prevalent among those working in the agricultural sector.  

 

5.3.4 Gender Inequality 

Gender inequality is a cross-cutting issue reflected in different forms, ranging from economic, social 

exclusion, opportunities and political inequalities. For example, women are often excluded from formal 

political processes CORDAID (2013) 



 

 

 

Similarly, some relevant evidence bearing on the Nigerian environment is shown in Table 6. The economic 

opportunities available to the female and their influence over household economic decisions are limited, as 

the traditional structure emphasizes male as breadwinner (Manser and Brown, 1980).   

 

Table 6: Proportion of Elective Political Posts Held By women (%) 

Post Held 1999 2003 2007 2011 

Senators 2.8 2.4 7.3 6.4 

Federal House of Representatives 3.3 6.1 7.2 6.9 

State Houses of Assembly 2.3 4.3 6.2 6.9 

Committee Chairmen in SHA 2.2 4.1 6.1  

Local Government Chairpersons 1.2 1.7 4.6  

Local Government Councillors 1.2 3.1 9.4  

Senate Committee Chairpersons 4.6 7.0 13.0  

 

 

Furthermore, the mean value of female labour force participation rates from 2006 to 2009 was 

39.50%while women as a percentage of the total labour force was 34.50% . The problems of women's 

employment in the formal sector can be traced to the fact that women's access to land, a key productive 

asset, is limited by patrilineal inheritance (BCN, 2012). This further translates into gender disparities as in 

the agricultural sector where female labour predominates, which further contributes to the poverty of the 

rural population, making Nigerians more dependent on food imports and less able to withstand external or 

other shocks. Oyelere (2007) also revealed males in the country received on average the equivalent of 

N2,300 per month.  

In terms of education female have less educational opportunities than male. Onwuameze (2013) found 

that girls are always disadvantaged when it comes to education while the Southern region is also ahead of 

the Northern part with respect to education. In addition, the children of the rich are often than not better 

educated than the poor, who are in the majority.  The study also revealed that enrolment figures for 

female have been lower than that of male since the early 1990s 

 

 

 

 



 

 

6.0   DIFFERENTIAL IMPACT OF MILLENNIUM DEVELOPMENT     

GOALS (MDGs) 

The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) were adopted in 2000 by the United Nations, meant to 

address specific inequality and poverty issues. These are geared towards promoting human dignity and 

equality, and also achieving peace, democracy and environmental stability .Nigeria also keyed in into the 

goals with commitment to achieving the set targets of the eight goals of the MDG. Aside the generous 

annual budgetary allocations at all tiers of government, the MDG was also later integrated into the 

successive national development initiatives, such as noted above.  

 

The 2013 MDG report was a mixed bag. While it reported substantial progress towards achievement of 

MDGs 4 and 5, it was slow progress with respect to MDGs 1 and 7. While the country was adjudged to be in 

track with respect to gender parity, it was reported to have mixed results in respect of HIV/AIDS. Overall, 

there was no assurance that any of the targets would be achieved by 2015, as Table 7 suggests.  

 



 

 

Table 7: Snapshot of Nigeria MDGs status 

 Possibility of 
Meeting target 

Magnitude of Support 
by the  

Policy environment 

MDG 1: Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger   

Target 1A: Halve, between 1990 and 2015, the proportion of 
people living in extreme poverty 

Unlikely Good/Fair 

Target 1C: Halve, between 1990 and 2015, the proportion of 
people who suffer from hunger 

There is potential Strong 

MDG 2: Achieve universal primary education   

Target 2: Ensure that, by 2015, children everywhere, boys 
and girls alike, will be able to complete a full course of 
primary schooling 

Likely Strong 

MDG 3: Promote gender equality and empower women   

Target 3: Eliminate gender disparity in primary and secondary 
education, preferably by 2005, and in all levels of education 
no later than 2015 

There is potential Strong 

MDG 4: Reduce child mortality    

Target 4: Reduce by two-thirds, between 1990 and 2015, the 
under-five mortality rate 

There is potential Strong 

MDG 5: Improve maternal health   

Target 5: Reduce by three-quarters, between 1990 and 2015, 
the maternal mortality ratio 

Likely Strong 

MDG 6: Combat HIV/AIDS, malaria and other diseases   

Target 6A: Have halted, by 2015, and begun to reverse the 
spread of HIV/AIDS 

There is potential Strong 

Target 6C: Have halted, by 2015, and begun to reverse the 
incidence of malaria and other major diseases 

Likely Strong 

MDG 7: Ensure environmental sustainability   

Target 7A: Integrate the principles of sustainable 
development into country policies and programmes and 
reverse the loss of environmental resources 

Unlikely Weak 

Target 7B: Halve, by 2015, the proportion of the population 
without sustainable access to safe drinking water and basic 
sanitation 

There is potential Good/Fair 

Target 7C: By 2020, have achieved a significant improvement 
in the lives of at least 100 million slum dwellers 

Unlikely Good/Fair 

MDG 8: Develop a global partnership for development   

Target 8D: Deal comprehensively with the debt problems of 
developing countries 

Likely Strong 

Target 8F: In cooperation with the private sector, make 
available the benefits of new technologies, especially 
information and communications 

Likely Strong 

 
Federal Republic of Nigeria (2013). Nigeria Millennium Development Goals 2013 Report. Abuja: National 
Planning Commission. 
 
 



 

 

 
 

7.0   HUMAN DEVELOPMENT INDICATORS IN NIGERIA:  

Some Food for Thought 

We had earlier on highlighted the Gini Coefficient as a summary measure of the severity of income 

inequality among the citizens of a country. The human development indicators (HDI) play a similar role 

with respect to welfare of the citizens. It is a summary index of the cumulative effect of all other policies, 

factors and other indicators, such as unemployment, inequality, poverty, among others. An insightful 

reflection also suggests that each of these determinants of HDI directly and interactively reflect the overall 

buoyancy and quality of fiscal operations of government. It is therefore useful to compare the changes in 

the HDI of the Nigerian citizenry against an appropriate indicator, in this case the buoyancy of fiscal 

operations of government in Nigeria over the years. 

 

The spirited efforts of successive governments at addressing the problems of inequality and deprivation in 

various forms are usually acknowledged. Huge sums of money are also allocated to related programmes 

and projects in successive annual budgets. However, we still suspect a major missing link between these 

efforts and the welfare of the citizenry, in two respects. Firstly, the various transformation efforts had been 

largely cosmetic and essentially contract-driven, often not driven by people-centred pre-determined 

targets and deliverables. Secondly, structural transformation by itself does not guarantee economic 

growth, reduced inequality and eradication of deprivation. This is more likely to be the case in the African 

environment. Thirdly, the growth-unemployment-poverty nexus in Nigeria is an aberration and will neither 

purposeful facilitate structural transformation nor the desired economic and social improvements. Finally, 

the quality of fiscal operations continues to deteriorate, and this may continue to undermine the value-for-

money in public expenditure nor the enhancement of the welfare of the Nigerian citizenry.  

Figure 9 provides limited but startling evidence bearing on these issues. The figure shows that the relatively 

flat government expenditure (AA line from South West to North East of graph) from 1970 witnessed an 

episodic but persistent increase since 2000. This reflected the corresponding trend in national (oil-driven) 

revenue as from the latter year. However, the gradually declining but undulating decline in ranking of HDI 

(BB line from North West to South East) of the average Nigerian went on a sharp decline as from 1986. This 

inverse relationship has now earned Nigeria the stigma of a paradox of a rich nation, poor people. An 

update of the trend is desirable to see the effect of post-2005 policies and development initiatives, as well 

as the declining quality in fiscal operations of government. 

 



 

 

Some few lessons seem apparent from this picture. First, government’s fiscal operations are not genuinely 

people-centred. Secondly enhanced robustness in national resources do not necessarily enhance 

development and/or human welfare in the absence of a structured properly conceived and implemented 

inclusive national planning and budgeting. 

 

Thirdly, Nigeria has a lot to learn from some extractive resource endowed countries that have used their oil 

resources to not only propel the growth of non-oil sectors, but also the welfare of their citizens. Finally, 

unguided and people-centred structural transformation, which is expected to enhance national prosperity, 

may aggravate the problem of deprivation and/or inequality in Nigeria. 

 

This is the overriding task to which the leadership must adhere its attention, more so in a democratic 

setting where the articulated needs, views and preferences of the people should dictate the content and 

size of national budget. Nigeria must start budgeting as if people matter, in order to avert a mockery of our 

democratic process. 

 

The buzzword for truncating this unacceptable scenario is inclusivity of all public decision-making and 

implementation process. This should start with the concept of inclusive planning, as a guide to equally 

inclusive budgeting. The current practice of budgeting devoid of planning in Nigeria will amount to a 

licence to squander, and will continue to aggravate the paradox under reference. It should also be noted 

that such inclusive planning is sine qua non for credible and purposeful and beneficial structural 

transformation in Nigeria. Unless and until these and related issues are addressed squarely, the attainment 

of inequality-reducing structural transformation in Nigeria will remain a mirage. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 9: Paradox of Rich Nation, Poor People 



 

 

 

 

NOTE:    

AA1:     Trend in public expenditure 

BB1:      Trend in relative change in Nigeria’s Human Development Index 
Source:   Ariyo Ademola (2006): Development Financing of Underdevelopment. Inaugural Lecture; University of  

               Ibadan. 

 

 

 

8.0   CONCLUDING REMARKS AND SOME SUGGESTIONS 

Before providing country-based evidence on this assigned topic, this paper commenced with an attempt to 

provide conceptual clarifications relating to, and highlighting the nature of relationship between structural 

transformation and inequality. This was with a view to help put in proper context and perspective evidence 

provided with respect to Nigeria.   

 

8.1 Summary of Major Findings: 

The paper reported that Nigeria continually plays host to new and/or recycled growth and/or development 

initiatives often introduced and implemented as a “hallmark” of every successive government. However, 

for various reasons, including their highlighted deficiencies, these initiatives did not result in the structural 

transformation of the national economy. 

 



 

 

They cannot also be credited fully, if at all, with the persistent high growth rates recorded by the country 

since 2006. Not unexpectedly, the low “quality” of the high growth rates (given the growth-

unemployment-nexus) aggravated rather than mitigating the problem of inequality in major inference from 

the paper’s findings in relation to the focus of this Conference, is that there had not been any structural 

transformation in Nigeria; hence its relationship with inequality cannot be ascertained for now. 

 

8.2 Underlying Determinants of Findings: 

The paper’s findings suggest some issues that require serious consideration or re-consideration by all 

relevant stakeholders in our continued pursuit of genuine development in Nigeria in particular and Africa in 

general. 

 

Firstly, the lack of structural transformation of the Nigerian economy suggests a number of issues. It 

suggests an inadequate appreciation of the critical role of structural transformation as a necessary 

condition for achieving the nation’s development aspirations. The leadership also did not seem to 

appreciate that it must be earned, but not collected from the shelf. The inequality mitigation ability of 

structural transformation must be in-built into the conceptualisation design and implementation of a 

carefully planned structural transformation programme. Otherwise, it may end up aggravating the 

problem. Evidence adduced in relation to the series of growth and/or development initiatives discussed 

earlier indicate that Nigeria still have a long way to go in averting the latter in a structurally transformed 

Nigerian economy. 

 

The buoyancy as well as quality of mobilisation and utilisation of national resource endowment to a large 

extent determines the pace and quality of national structural transformation. The persistence of low and 

deteriorating quality of Nigeria’s fiscal operations, which has earned it the stigma of a paradox of a rich 

nation, poor people, may precipitate an inequality aggravating structural transformation in Nigeria.  

 

It amounts to a painful elaboration of the obvious to state that we need to overcome these basically man-

made constraints and deficiencies, before it can achieve the hitherto persistently elusive structural 

transformation and sustainable development. In offering some suggestions, this paper takes a slight 

different path of repeating or recycling the ideas that may not be new after all, except for some 

repackaging. Hence, we want to bluntly register our suspicion that Nigeria is actually not yet ready to 



 

 

transform the structure of its economy and attain the over-orchestrated development aspirations. 

Otherwise, the administrative and political leadership should realise that there is no market for excuses 

anywhere in the world. It is either we develop or we don’t, but realistically the country has every chance to 

develop, given her rich resource endowment. 

 

It is against this appeal against the ritual of untenable lamentations that we, once again, propose the 

following for active consideration by those who can make the desired difference to happen. 

 

8.3 Some Suggestions on the Way Forward: 

First, her leadership needs to always remember that peer countries that were less endowed than Nigeria 

have advanced and consolidated what the latter is still battling with. It was therefore high time that Nigeria 

should stop lamentations, and muster her will and right orientation accordingly. Secondly, Nigeria should 

commence the critical analysis of the steps taken by each successful peer and evolve a framework for 

adapting same for achieving the task. 

 

Thirdly, if it wants to structurally transform her economy, Nigeria must genuinely plan for it. Hence, it 

should commence without further delay the process of an inclusive national planning, drawing as 

appropriate on the lessons of experience of successful peers. It must also ensure that all other sectoral and 

other policies, programmes and projects are properly integrated into, and take a cue from this overall plan. 

Such approach would have assured a tangible achievement and enduring, significant positive impact of the 

implementation of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) in Nigeria. Finally, the leadership needs to 

imbibe a people-centred orientation by realising that people constitute the beginning and the end of any 

credible and legitimate public policy or development process. Hence, the strategic framework to be 

implemented must result in a structural transformation that mitigates, but does not aggravate the 

problems of social exclusion and inequality. With appropriate leadership and national fiscal discipline, 

Nigeria will exit the club of habitual lamentators in due course.   

 

It is our view that the above characterisation and “prescriptions” apply, in varying degrees, to most if not 

all African countries. A regional cooperative effort that facilitates self-help through mutual help can be 

productively employed for this purpose. 
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