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Abstract

The study investigated the impact of public sesfending (administration, agriculture, educaticcgr®mic,
social and community transfer, industry and heakhvices) on economic growth in Nigeria for theiqer
spanning between 1960-2010.The objectives of thdysare to estimate the relationship between agdgeeg
public sector spending on economic growth and deteng the specific public sector spending variabts
economic growth. The variables were tested foiicstatity and cointegration while regression andrelation
analyses were used as analytical techniques.

The results found out that recurrent and capitgleaditure contributed positively to economic growttih
particular reference to the period under reviewge Tiesult therefore revealed that capital and reotirr
expenditures are significant at 1% level. The wtedncluded that the government recurrent and &pit
expenditure have significant influence on econogriowth in Nigeria. More so, the result of disaggregl
analysis concluded that agriculture, social androamity services, health and services are signifivanables
of government spending contributing to economiaaghoin Nigeria.

Keywords. Public sector, Stationarity, co-integration, Capégpenditure, recurrent, economic growth.

1.0 Introduction

Public sector entails the part of the economy corex with provision of basic government serviceke T
composition of the public sector varies by counlnyt in most countries the public sector includgéshsservices
as the police, military, public roads, public trdnprimary education and healthcare for the pddre public
sector might provide services that non-payer cabmeoéxcluded from (such as street lighting), sewiwhich
benefit all of society rather than just the indivad who uses the service (such as public educatmm) services
that encourage equal opportunity. Despite the asing level of privatization around the world, theblic sector
in the developing countries still continues to emyph large percentage of the workforce. It has mryyested
that public service employment has been growingutldour times as fast in developing countries as in
developed countries. Traditionally, the public sedn developing economies has been in the foréfain
economic development. As a result of the strategportance of the public sector in the economicetigyment
of many countries, there is a concerted effort akenpublic sector management respond to the chgumgiads
of developing nation.

Over the past decades and half, a substantial whfrempirical research has been directed towalelstifying

the elements of public expenditure (at its aggeegat disaggregate levels) that bear significast@ation with
economic growth. The relationship between governnespenditure and economic growth has continued to
generate series of debate among scholars. Somésclaogued that increase in government expendiare
socio-economic and physical infrastructures enamsaeconomic growth. For instance, government
expenditure on health and education raises theuptivity of labour and increase the growth of nasiboutput.

However some scholars did not support the clain itiheeasing government expenditure promotes ecanom
growth, instead they assert that higher governneapenditure may slowdown overall performance of the
economy. For instance, in an attempt to financerigirg expenditure, government may increase taxegor
borrowing. Thus, higher taxes reduces income guylegate demand. In the same vein, higher profiteaads

to increase production costs and reduce investmgrgnditure as well as profitability of firms (Ghdl998).
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Most economies in transition do spend heavily opsptal infrastructures to improve economic welfafehe
people and facilitate production of goods and sewiacross all sectors of the economy so as talstienrapid
growth in aggregate output. Empirical studies ¢ Ikam,1986 and Deverajanal., 1996;) have found that there
exist positive correlation between economic groarld public spending on infrastructure facilities.

It is believed that the size and structure of pubkpenditure will determine the pattern and fofngr@wth in
output of the economy. In Nigeria, many reskars have proven in their studies that guwent
spending has a causal relationship with ecémognowth. For instance studies like that of Qgia (1993),
opined that expenditure on defense had a positip@adt on economic growth in Nigeria. Contrary te ébove,
Akpan (2005) used a disaggregated approachdetermine the components of government experd
which includes; capital, recurrent, administratigepnomic, social and community services and feassgo a
long way to enhance growth. However, frohe tresults, the researcher concluded thate tli® no
significant association between most componesftsgovernment expenditures and economic tirom
Nigeria.

In spite of its phenomenal growth and achievemehespublic sector has been criticised for its majwrtfalls.
Similarly, some have argued that, there is no p@sitorrelation between public expenditure and ecan

growth. Thus, it was suggested that the need &arek into this concept particularly within the Bligan context
with a view to ascertaining the effect of publi@sding on economic growth. However, it has beesenked
that rising government expenditure in Nigeria hastranslated to meaningful development as Nigetibranks

among world’s poorest countries.

Therefore, the specific objectives are to examirgeimpact of public sector spending on the econgrowth of
Nigeria; estimate the relationship between publecter spending and economic growth and proffer
recommendations based on research findings witlewa 10 providing and enhancing public sector spegdn
Nigeria. However, the research questions are: Whtile effect of public sector spending on econognanvth?
and what is the particular public sector spendirag €nhances the economy growth?

This study would serve as a contribution to thedbeiof literature on economic growth in Nigeriawibuld also

pin down the specific components of government adjiare that significantly impacted on economicwtto

The study would also show enlightenment on whereegunent expenditures components are found to be
individually significant. More importantly, it wilthrow more light on the association between ecaagmowth

and public expenditure on various sectors of tlememy.

2.0 Empirical analysis

Based on economic theory that growth in public stireents is positively correlated to economic grqveth
number of empirical studies have been conductedetermine the effect of public investment on grawibr

instance, east Africa was able to sustain a groaitih of about 7-8 percent because it maintainess rat gross
capital formation of about 30 per cent of GDP (yAri1998). Odedokun (1993), in a study based oross-

section of 42 African countries also identified éstment as the factor accounting for the diffeedrdgrowth

performance of the countries sampled between 197087. Aschauer (1990) adopted the aggregataiptiod

function to evaluate impact of public investment gmowth. The findings, based on U.S data, repogerd
extremely high rate of return for public capital ielh was between two and five times as high as forafe

capital, and that the accumulations of public @gigas a sizable positive effects on private investt. These
results suggest that an aggressive and appropuate investment strategy can facilitate accetmtarowth.

Khan and Renhart (1990) also observed that the in@rgroductivity of public sector capital was nége
whereas that of private investment was signifiiga positive in respect of 24 developinguntries. Also,
Devarajaret al.,(1996) established that total government experglitiad a positive but statistically insignificant
effect on growth for 43 developing countries.

Majority of the studies seem to support the thécaepostulation that public investment has a pasieffect on
output, some studies found no evidence for thisytatson. Furthermore, some found a negatationship

[ Ghali (1998) on Tunisia, and Bogunjoko (1998) Migeria,] while others found a weak one [ Kweka and
Morrisey (1999) on Tanzania].

Josaphat and Oliver (2000) investigated the impagiovernment spending on economic growth in Taiszan

(1965-1996) using time series date for 32yearsy Toienulated simple growth accounting model, adapfRam
(1986) model in which total government expenditsrdisaggregated into expenditure on (physicalpstment,
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consumption spending and human capital investmiénivas found that increased productive expenditure
(physical investment) have a negative impact orwgroand consumption expenditure. However, the tesul
revealed that expenditure on human capital investmeas insignificant in their regression and canéd the
view that public investment in Tanzania has notnbpmductive, as at when the research was conductes
research results showed that the share of govertnraeital expenditure in GDP is positively and #igantly
correlated with economic growth, but current expemd is insignificant. The result of sectoral levevealed
that government investment and total expendituresducation were the only outlays that remain §icamtly
associated with growth throughout the analysish@igh, public investments and expenditure in otfeetors
(transport and communication, defense) was fouiiliy to have significantly associated with grdwibut do
not survive when government budget constraint atiébrosectorial expenditure were incorporated irte t
analysis. Also private investment share of GDP \iasd to be associated with economic growth in a
significant and positive manner.

In line with the above, Komain and Brahmasr¢@607) examined the association between rgovent
expenditures and economic growth in Thailabgt, employing the Granger causality test. réheesult
revealed that government expenditures and cgomn growth were not co-integrated. The resinltlicated
a unidirectional relationship as causality runsrfrgovernment expenditure to growth. Also the tssulepicted
that a significant positive effect of govemam spending on economic growth.

Furthermore, Olugbenga and Owoeye (2007) investibtte relationships between government expenditutde
economic growth for a group of 30 OECD does during the period 1970-2005. The resoftthe
regression showed the existence of a long runioektip between government expenditure and economic
growth. In addition, the results revealed tthihere was a unidirectional causality frogovernment
expenditure to growth for 16 out of the total caoigxt supplied, thus supporting the Keynesian hygsith
However, causality was said to run from egnit growth to government expenditure in At of the
countries; confirming the Wagner’s law.

3.0 M ethodology
31 Study area: Nigeria
3.11 Method of data collection

The data from this study was obtained mainly fr@oomdary sources. The choice of the Secondary savaie
based on their authenticity and reliability, whimiled from Central Bank of Nigeria bulletin, FedeOffice of
Statistics, published journals. The time span efdhata was from 1960-2010. The data for dependeighie for

this study is GDP (proxy for economic growth) whilee data for independent variables were government
spending on different sectors which include agtimel, health, transportation, communication, defens
education, and manufacturing.

3.1.2 Method of data analysis

In the empirical analysis of the impact of the paiskector spending on economic growth of Nigetids study
adopted the econometric approach in estimatingdlaionship between the various components whiehaa
stated below: (rdinary least square method (OLS) which involveel ise of regression analysis. This was

used to examine the impact of public sector spendimeconomic growth in Nigeria (i§orrelation matrix- was
used to examine the relationship between capifaediture and GDP.

3.2 M odel specification

The model specification for the study is as stateldw:

Model 1:Y=F@,0a,)

Y=(ap+ ay CAP+ a,REC+u)

Y=(X1,X2,X3,X4X5,X6,X7 Xg 1) ceervrrereeriirereennnnn. Implicit function

LY=o+ 3 L X 1B X o+ 3Ly X 3+ Ry Ly X 4+ B Ly X 5+ By X 6+ 3L X 7.+ X g+ .doublelog eqn

CAP=Capital expenditurs{()
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REC= Recurrent expenditudé(

Where;

Y= Economic growth (proxy by RGDP) (N'billion)

ADMIN (X ;) =Expenditure on Administration (N'm)

AGR (X,)= Expenditure on Agriculture (N'm)

TRANS(X3)= Expenditure on Transfers (N'm)

SOCCOM(X,)= Expenditure on Social and Community services(N'm
EDU(X5)= Expenditure on Education (N'm)

HEA(X¢)= Expenditure on Health(N'm)

ECOSERYV (X7)= Expenditure on Economic Services(N'm)
INDUS(Xg)= Expenditure on Industry(N'm)

U=random error

Ln=Natural logarithm

3.3 Apriori expectation

Apriori expectation is that each of the co-efficient $tidne positive (i.e 3%, &, 4, &, %, 1%, [ >0).
34 Testsof variables

The variables or series were subjected to theviartig:

34.1 Unit Root Test: Since the data for this study are times seriessthtionarity of the series was tested
using Augmented Dickey Fuller(ADF) test statistics.

34.2 Co-integration test: To check for long run relationship among the ablés (agriculture, defence,
education, communication, health, transportatiohpsl the test was employed as a preliminary teghef
stationarity of the data the essence of this gréwent spurious regression results .The chang&ibP depends
on the change in the explanatory variables and ats@quilibrium error term that determines the shan
behaviour of the model. In the short run, there naydisequilibrium. Thus, the error term is to shibe short
run behaviour of RGDP to its long run valueg,; id the mechanism that adjusts to the long run gisim unit

if distortions occur.

The above mentioned tests were analyzed using \E-siatistical package version 5 while the correlati
analysis was analysed using statistical packagsdtial scientists (SPSS) version 16.

Tests of statistical adequacy among the modelsidiecl Co-efficient of determination (R-square),Ttstis,
Durbin Watson (D-W) statistics, Standard error ofefficient (SEC) etc. These were carried out teeas the
relative significance of the variables, the deslitgtand reliability of model estimation parameter

4.0 Results and Discussion
41 Regression analysis

411  Aggregated analysis

The result of the table 1 shows that capital exjiarelis inversely related to the economic grovatthough it is
statistically significant at 1% level of probabjliHowever, the recurrent expenditure shows pasitalations as
well significant to economic growth. A positive dfigient implies that a percentage increase in nemu

expenditure would lead to 126% increase in econgmiwth (proxy by GDP) .This could however be btited

to the level of productivity among citizenry?®lues shows that 99% of the total variation iroreemic growth
is been explained by both capital and recurrenqgeediture.
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The F-statistics shows that the model has a gdaasfthe model is significant at 1% level of prabgb The
Durbin Watson statistics which is used to test ¢iéstence of serial correlation between the pubéctor
spending variables shows that there is absencerf £orrelation.(i.e D.W is 1.01) which showpasitive
auto correlation.

Table 1 Aggregated analysis
Dependent Variable: LGDP
Method: Least Squares
Date: 01/11/01 Time: 23:10
Sample: 1961 2010
Included observations: 50

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.
C -1.758385 0.142636 -12.32781 0.0000
LCAP -0.232735 0.078991 -2.946354 0.0050
LREC 1.265752 0.079529 15.91553 0.0000
R-squared 0.991629 Mean dependent var 8.258016
Adjusted R-squared 0.991273 S.D. dependent var 3.316261
S.E. of regression 0.309803 Akaike info criterion 0.552365
Sum squared resid 4.510963Schwarz criterion 0.667086
Log likelihood -10.80912 F-statistic 2783.821
Durbin-Watson stat 1.018695 Prob(F-statistic) 0.000000

4.1.2 Disaggregated analysis

Table 2 shows the fRest which indicates the total variation in the efegent variable being explained by the
independent variables. This means that about 9%8%e variation or changes in economy growth were
revealed by the explanatory variables (expenditur@arious sectors of the economy) under review.

The estimated co-efficient points to the fact thqtercentage increase in government expenditudgiiiculture
will bring about 65.6% growth in GDP , while incemain government spending in Administration wikkluee
the growth of the economic growth by 13.2%. Alsovgymment spending in social and community servide w
reduce Economic growth by 8.6%. while governmeminsing on economic service would equally bringuabo
a reduction in the country’s economic growth by?3.2Government spending on transfer and industylayv
increase economic growth by 0.31% and 37.4% rdispdc Also government spending on education would
increase the GDP by 2.8%. However, government spgrid health reduces economic growth by 8.8% while
government spending in services would bring abauherease in economic growth by 30%.

The estimated coefficients of the variables inctudethe model gave the expected signs (positiffleénce on
economic growth) except government spending in athtnation, social and community services, economic
service and health.

The Durbin Watson statistics is used to test thstemxce of serial correlation between the variablagrbin
Watson is equal to 0.85, which implies a positiwéo correlation.

However, test of significance of each variableswahdgriculture being significant 1% at level of pability
and this is an indication that agricultural secontributed to the economic growth. Administratisrsignificant
1% level of probability, and indicates that Admtrégion sector contributed to the economic grov@&bcial and
community services are significant at 1% level aftyability, which indicates that social and comntyservice
sector contributed to the economic growth. Econosdtvices, transfers and education were not sagmifi
indicating that the sectors do not contribute te Economic growth. Industry is significant at 1%dk of
probability thus, indicates that industry contrigaito the economic growth.

Health and services sectors were significant atlédgél of probability and this is an indicator thatalth and
service sectors contributed to the economic groviitiis implies that government spending on (Agriarg{
Administration, Social and community services, Istiy, Health, and Services) were significant vedalat 1 %
while government spending on (Ecoservice, Trangfiort, Education.) were statistically in signifitan
Therefore, that government spending in AGRIC, SO®CINDUS, HEA, and SERV are significant factors
that impacted positively on the level of econonmovgh in Nigeria.
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Table 2: Ordinary least square (disaggr egated analysis)
Dependent Variable: GDP
Method: Least Squares
Date: 06/26/12 Time: 13:59
Sample(adjusted): 1960 2008
Included observations: 49 after adjusting endpoints
Variable Coefficient  Std. Error  t-Statistic Prob.
AGRIC 0.656910 0.062653  10.48494  0.0000
ADMIN -0.131681 0.053731 -2.450756  0.0187
SOCCOM -0.086118 0.032199 -2.674581  0.0108
ECOSERV -0.032204 0.043454 -0.741119 0.4630
TRANS 0.003100 0.024212  0.128053  0.8987
INDUS 0.373957 0.058175  6.428117  0.0000
EDU 0.027638  0.032650  0.846491  0.4023
HEA -0.087672  0.032200 -2.722739  0.0095
SERV 0.300432 0.078644  3.820137  0.0005
R-squared 0.998678 Mean dependent var 11.89457
Adjusted R-squared 0.998414S.D. dependent var 3.050214
S.E. of regression 0.121488 Akaike info criterion -1.213599
Sum squared resid 0.590372Schwarz criterion -0.866122
Log likelihood 38.73317 Durbin-Watson stat 0.855531

4.2 Correlation analysis

The results of correlation analysis showed a stqoogjtive relationship between capital expenditamne GDP
(i.e 0.973). Also, the results also revealed tkatirrent expenditure is strongly and positiveliated to GDP
being a proxy for economic growth. However, theuhlssindicated that capital and recurrent expemédituere
significant at 1% level.

Table 3: Correlation

Gross Domestic Capital Recurrent
product expenditure expenditure

Gross Domestic product ~ Pearson Correlation 1 973 995"

Sig. (2-tailed) .00d 000

N 50 50, 50
Capital expenditure Pearson Correlation 973 1 985"

Sig. (2-tailed) .00d 000

N 50 50 50
Recurrent expenditure Pearson Correlation 995" 985" 1

Sig. (2-tailed) .00d .00d

N 50 50 50

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveh@iled).

4.3 Test of Seriesresults

4.3.1 Unitroot test

Prior to the estimation of growth model, standazdr®metric test like stationarity and cointegratiests were
conducted in other to avoid spurious regressioult®sThe result of stationarity (unit root ) isstsown in table
3. It should be noted that variables like GON&s stationary at second difference agricultbeslth and
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administration, at first difference while socialdanommunity service, economic service, transfedugtry,
education were stationary at level.

The results of the stationarity (unit root) testdicate that AGRIC,ADMIN, and HEA were stationanyfiast
diffrence. while SOCCOM , ECOSERV, TRANS,INDUS,ERDENnd SERV were stationary at level.

Table 4: Results of stationarity (unit root) test

Variables ADF valueat | Mackinnon Mackinnon Mackinnon Order of integration
Differences Critical Critical critical
Valueat 1% | Valuesat 5% | Valuesat
10%
GDP -0.153493 -3.5713 -2.9228 -2.5990 stationargeatond
difference
AGRIC -0.212411 -3.9228 -2.922449 -2.599224 Statiprat first
difference
ADMIN -0.252135 -3.571310 -2.922291 -2.593224 Bradry at first
difference
SOCCOM -0.084670 -3.571310 -2.92229 -2.593224 @taty at level
ECOSERV | -0.684849 -3.571310 -2.92229 -2.593224 idBiauty at level
TRANS -1.265278 -3.571310 -2.92229 -2.593224 Statip at level
INDUS -0.405246 -3.571310 -2.92229 -2.593224 Statip at level
EDU -0.617905 -3.574446 -2.923780 -2.599925 Statiprat level
HEA -0.281222 -3.577723 -2.925169 -2.600658 Stafipmat first
difference
SERV -0.590188 -3.57446 -2.923780 -2.599925 Statiprat level
432 Caointegration test

The results of cointegration showed trace testatitig 4 cointegrating equations at 5% level and 2
cointegration equations at 1% level. However *(@8notes rejection of the hypothesis at 5% (1%)ll&vee
result also depicted the order of integrationyg;fsome variables were integrated of order 1 fggculture)
while some were integrated of order 2 (e.g GDP).

Table 5: Cointegration table

Sample(adjusted): 1960 2010

Included observations: 47 after adjusting endpoints

Trend assumption: Linear deterministic trend

Series: GDP AGRIC ADMIN SOCCOM ECOSERV TRANS INDEBU HEA SERV
Lags interval (in first differences): 1 to 1

Unrestricted Cointegration Rank Test

Hypothesized Trace 5 Percent 1 Percent
No. of CE(s) Eigenvalue Statistic Critical Value itieal Value
None ** 0.778611 287.2555 233.13 247.18
At most 1 ** 0.687315 216.3874 192.89 204.95
At most 2 * 0.542403 161.7471 156.00 168.36
At most 3 * 0.520547 125.0041 124.24 133.57
At most 4 0.449999 90.45398 94.15 103.18
At most 5 0.411824 62.35575 68.52 76.07
At most 6 0.389799 37.41146 47.21 54.46
At most 7 0.162062 14.19502 29.68 35.65
At most 8 0.116874 5.884875 15.41 20.04
At most 9 0.000922 0.043355 3.76 6.65

*(**) denotes rejection of the hypothesis at tBé(3%) level
Trace test indicates 4 cointegrating equatiornt(f)ea5% level
Trace test indicates 2 cointegrating equation(f)ea1% level
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4.4 Summary of findings

The research work investigated the impact of pudictor spending [aggregated and disaggregategsisjadn
economic growth in Nigeria economy for the peripdrning 1960-2010.

The following findings were inferred from the study

The results found out that recurrent and capitgleaditure contributed positively to economic growttih
particular reference to the period under reviewe Tasults therefore revealed that capital and rentr
expenditure were significant at 1% level of proligb{i.e P<0.01).

The results also found that agriculture, social eathmunity services, administration, health andiises are
significant factors contributing to the growth dfet Nigerian Economy but are significant factorouidh
expenditure on administration ,social and commuségices are negatively related to the economoevi.
The results of our econometric evidence is aldmawith the findings of Muritala and Taiwo (2011)

5.0 Conclusion and Recommendation
51 Conclusions

From this research study, it can be concludedtti®mgovernment recurrent and capital expendituygrggated
analysis] have significant influence on economiovgh in Nigeria. Moreso, the results of disaggredat
analysis revealed that agriculture, social and canity, and health services were the significarmfaldes in
government spending contributing to economic groimtiNigeria. However, it could be adduced that tiog
significant of some variables like economic sersjcansfer and education might not be unconneitietie
misappropriation of public funds meant for execumtiof such project(s) being over estimated and often
abandoned befercompletion.

5.2 Recommendations

Following the results of the study, the followingne recommended with a view to enhancing econonaiwttp
through public sector spending in Nigeria:

Firstly, government should ensure that capital esjtare and recurrent expenditure are properly madan a
manner that will raise the nation’s productive a@atyaand accelerate economic growth.

Secondly, government should increase its investriremtansport sector, since it would reduce theemses
being incurred on business as well as raise thigadvdity of firms.

Thirdly, government should encourage the followsertors: education, transfer, economic servicesltthe
sectors through increased funding, as well as ergsthat the resources are properly managed.

Lastly, government should increase its funding mi-graft or anti-corruption agencies like the Eooric and
Financial Crime Commission (EFCC), the Independamtrupt Practices Commission (ICPC) as well &alto
over hauling of our nation’s judicial system in erdo bring to book those who diverted and embeizplgblic
funds as practised in the developed countries.

References

Adesoye A. Maku O.E. ,Atanda A.A.(2001). Dynamic alysis of Government Spending and Economic
Growth in Nigeria Academic Journals.

Akpan, N.J (2005). Government Expenditure and EpdooGrowth in Nigeria: A Disaggregated
Approach.CBN Economics and Financial Review:43(1).

Ariyo, .A. (1998). ‘Investment and Nigerian Econentrowth’. Proceedings of the Annual Conference of
the Nigerian Economic Society (NES 98). Ibadan iy PP389-412.

Aschauer, (1990). Impact of Public Investment onv@h. Journal of Monetary Economics, 32: 417-458.

Bogunjoko, J. (1998). Fundamentals of Macroeconsntianasefunmi Limited. Pp.108-110,

Central Bank of Nigeriaitatistical Bulletin Various issues (2010)

Devarajan, S., Swaroop, V. and Zou, H. (1996). Tmnposition of Public Expenditure and Economic
Growth.Journal of Monetary Economics, 37:313-344.

Ghali, K.H. (1998). Public Investment and Privatepal Formation in a Vector Error Correction Mo@é|

223



Journal of Economics and Sustainable Development www.iiste.org
ISSN 2222-1700 (Paper) ISSN 2222-2855 (Online) lL,i,!
Vol.5, No.3, 2014 IIS E

Growth.Applied Economics. Vol.30.

Josaphat, P.K and Oliver .M. (2000). Governmentn8pg and Economic Growth in Tanzania (1965-1996).
CREDIT Research paper.

Khan, M. and C. Renhart (1990), Private Investnagmt Economic Growth in Developing Countriggorid
Development, Vol. 18, January: 17-27,

Komain and Brahmasrene (2007) A Contribution ® Tiheory of Economic GrowttQuarterly Journal of
Economics, 70: 65-94.

Kweka, J.P, Morrissey, O. (1999). Government Spandind Economic Growth: Evidence from Tanzania
(1965-1996). DSA Annual Conference Inc New Haved9al

Nitoy B, Emranul H.M, Osborn D.R, (2003) Public genditure and Economic Growth. A Disaggregated
Analysis for Developing Countries.

Odedokun, M.O (1997). Relative Effect of Public $i&s Private Investment Spending on Economic
Efficiency and Growth in Developing Countrigspplied Economics 29: 1325-36

Olugbenga, A.O and Owoeye, .O. (2007). Public Egjiare and Economic Growth. New Evidence from
OECD Countries.

Osinubi T.S and Amaghionyeodiwe, L. (2009). Fordiirect Investment and Exchange rate volatility in
Nigeria.International Journal of Applied Econometrics and Quantitative Studies. Vol. 6. No.2.pp1-34.

Oyinlola, O (1993), Nigeria’'s National Defence amttonomic Development: An impact of Public
ExpenditureThe Review of Economics and Satistics, Vol. 36, No. 4. Nov., 1954).

Ram, R. (1986) Government Size and Economic GroWthiNew Framework and Some Evidence from
Cross-Section and Time-Series Data. American EcamBmview, 76: 191-203.

224



