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INTRODUCTION 

Statement of Problem 

This study is concerned with an assessment of the commercialization and privatization 

programmes as they have impacted on labour and socio-economic rights issues in 

Nigeria, with a view to identifying a role for the civil society, particularly the labour 

component, in strengthening its capacity for defense of labour and socio-economic rights. 

Two decades have passed when the epochal policy of commercialization and 

privatization, which has brought about unprecedented fundamental restructuring of the 

ownership structure in the Nigerian public sector, was introduced in July 1986.  It is 

considered that sufficient time has lapsed to undertake an empirical study of the effects of 

this policy on socio-economic rights and particularly on labour rights.  Although there is 

an extensive literature on the impact of privatization, there is a dearth of empirical work 

on its impact on socio-economic rights and labour practices, particularly on the Nigerian 

experience. 

Just as investors dread nationalization, so also employees fear privatization because of 

the likely negative consequences. Scholars posit that the negative consequences of 

privatization tend to be more severe in the short run than in the medium and long-terms 

when the expected benefits may begin to roll in (Obadan, 2000:40).  Others hold that 

although privatization might tend to reduce employment to its optimum level per unit of 

output, instead of maintaining the excess levels common in public enterprises (PEs), it 

does not imply that such a policy will increase overall unemployment in the economy 

(Hachette and Ludors, 1993:171).  Privatization is a key feature of globalization in the 

developing countries. Mengisteab (1998) in his own reflections posits that disengaging 

the state from the development process can be risky for African countries because 

labour’s capacity to organize and bargain collectively tends to be weakened.  Whatever 

the case may be, privatization provokes certain key labour-related issues such as rate of 

employment/unemployment; severance and pension packages for laid-off employees; 

retraining and reallocation of labour; the nature of terms and conditions of work for the 

retained employees as well as their freedom of unionization; the social status of those laid 

off, in terms of access to social and welfare facilities, etc. 
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Apart from the effects on the employees in the PEs, privatization also has implications 

for the poor and vulnerable strata – the aged, pensioners, children, including school 

children, students in tertiary levels of education, artisans, women, the unemployed, etc. 

If access to basic goods and services such as health, education, housing, food, etc is 

determined solely by ability to pay, then the vulnerable groups are bound to be badly hit 

in the post-privatization era. 

Hirst & Thompson (1996) and Zeleza (1997) have also raised a crucial concern about 

privatization – the possibility of striving for resistance against policies that portend 

negative consequences. They envisage the inevitability of social turbulence on the part of 

impoverished and embittered ‘losers’ of globalization-induced privatization who would 

strive to protect living standards, the right to a voice and possibly establish a more 

humane social order. 

In the common interest of civil society groups as change agents, it would be beneficial to 

assess the attitude of Nigerian workers, their unions and the broad civil society 

community to the whole issue of privatization.  Could it be said that Hirst & Thompson 

(1996) and Zeleza (1997) are borne out?  If not, what were or are the corporatist 

strategies employed by the Nigerian state to control labour resistance? What are the 

prospects that labour and the civil society could rise to the occasion now and in the future 

to defend the rights of labour and the ordinary poor against the negative effects of 

privatization? 

The Nigerian privatization programme has passed through different stages and some 

enterprises are still in the process of being privatized.   Chottepanda (2000:11) asserts 

that the gestation period of post-privatization may be anywhere from 3 to 5 years to 

reveal the actual beneficial effects.  The study is therefore based on the perception that 20 

years have provided sufficient time to establish the effects on labour and socio-economic 

rights in order to go beyond the sphere of speculations and explain the emerging trends in 

concrete terms. 

Objectives of the Study 

The broad aim of the study is to assess the impact of privatization on labour and socio-

economic rights issues in Nigeria. 

The specific objectives are to: 
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(1) Establish the state of labour and socio-economic rights in Nigeria, pre 1986 

(2) Establish changes to the state of labour and socio-economic rights, post 

privatization, i.e. post 1986 till date  

(3) Examine the influence of privatization exercise on social harmony in the 

industries and the larger society, particularly in terms of reaction of the civil 

society to privatization. 

(4) Determine the direction of changes – negative or positive – in the state of 

labour and socio-economic rights matters. 

(5) Investigate the control strategy adopted by the state to manage the conflicts 

emanating from the implementation of privatization policy. 

(6) Project into the future in terms of the direction of the state of labour and 

socio-economic rights as well as state-civil society relations. 

Research Questions 

The basic theoretical research question in the context of this study is: is the society, 

particularly the weak and the vulnerable, better or worse off when government divests 

from public enterprises? The empirical counterpart of the theoretical question is: what has 

actually happened to the larger society in terms of labour and socio-economic rights, 

before and after privatization? 

 The subsidiary questions are: 

• Which significant variables have changed when one compares the periods 

before and after privatization? 

• In which direction, positive or negative, are the changes? 

• What trends have emerged and what projections can be made for the future? 

Significance of Study 

The significance of the study lies in drawing attention to the trends in labour and socio-

economic rights issues in Nigeria, post privatization.  The goal is to motivate the broad 

civil society and particularly organized labour to advocate alternative policies and 

measures to mitigate the effects of privatization if it is found that divestiture impacts 

negatively on labour and socio-economic rights. 

There is a relationship between political stability and respect for fundamental rights, 

which include socio-economic and labour rights. The Nigerian labour movement 
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constitutes the backbone of the Nigerian civil society.  Therefore, if the recent (1999) 

transition to civil political order is to lead to genuine democracy, and represent real break 

from the past military totalitarianism, the state of labour and socio-economic rights is 

indisputably a critical index of measurement.   

The findings of the study would also have implications for political parties, policy makers 

and the broader development community.  The recent $18bn Paris Club’s debt relief for 

Nigeria is conditioned, among other things, on continuation of privatization policy.  The 

economic blue print of the current Peoples Democratic Party (PDP) controlled Federal 

Government is the National Economic Empowerment and Development Strategy 

(NEEDS (2004) which is anchored on promotion of the private sector and privatization of 

PEs.  The ACP-EU Agreement is founded essentially on privatization.  The NEPAD (See 

Bond, 2002) is inspired by consolidation of privatization.  The political crisis generated 

in Nigeria over the aborted attempt of President Obasanjo to perpetuate himself in power 

was partly over the concern to ensure there would be no reversal of the privatization 

programme, post Obasanjo.  Given the strategic role of privatization as pointed out 

above, a study to establish the concrete effects appears compellingly imperative.  If it is 

found that the effects on labour and socio-economic rights are negative, the opposition 

movement (the civil society, including labour, politicians and political parties) could be 

strengthened to advocate policy reversals and/or measures to mitigate the post 

privatization outcomes. 

Research Methodology 

A developmental survey research design was adopted.  Extensive literature search and 

review on the subject matter was undertaken not only to provide a theoretical conceptual 

foundation for the study but to also provide data for deeper analysis. Qualitative analysis 

of historical documents was carried out and descriptive statistical tools were used to 

analyze quantitative data.  

 

2. CONCEPTUAL CLARIFICATIONS 

This section seeks to explain that the Nigerian economic crisis is one induced by neo-

liberalism. The fundamental theories in which liberalism is rooted are therefore examined 

with a view to explaining how contemporary public policies could be conceptualized as 
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neo-liberal policies. Next, the section clarifies the concept of ‘privatization’ in the 

literature and as used in the Nigerian context. The linkage between privatization and 

globalization is also established by reliance on existing literature. 

The Role of the State in Economic Development 

The central theoretical issue involving commercialization and privatization of public 

enterprises is what should be the role of the state in economic development in order to 

ensure improved quality of living standards. However, as Todaro (1977:415) posits, 

quality of living standards does not just relate to economic, material living standards 

alone; it also has to do with creating conditions that could promote people’s self esteem, 

human dignity and respect for fundamental rights. To provide an answer to this question, 

several theoretical frameworks have been advanced.  

Obadan and Ayodele (1998:20-26) categorize the relevant theories into three, namely: the 

classical or laissez-faire theory, the liberal thesis and the neo-liberal theoretical 

exposition. However, in his seminal work, Heywood (2003) explains how the three 

categories separated by Obadan and Ayodele (1998) take their roots from classical 

liberalism. Liberalism is however a capitalist ideology. The organization and governance 

of any given society is dependent on political-ideological model adopted by the dominant 

ruling class, with a view to protecting and advancing defined class interests. In the world 

today, the dominant ideology of the ruling class is liberalism. It is therefore apposite to 

examine the fundamentals of this idea in order to provide a deeper insight into the issue 

of privatization and its consequences on labour and socio-economic rights in Nigeria. 

Classical Liberalism 

The term, classical liberalism, refers to the earliest liberal traditions. Though there are 

variants of it, there are four major shared characteristics, namely, egoistical 

individualism, believe in negative freedom, the state as necessary evil and 

accommodation of a space for civil society. (Heywood, 2003: 47 – 68).  

Egoistical individualism perceives human beings as being essentially self-centred such 

that society becomes atomistic for being a collection of self-reliant individuals. Believe in 

negative freedom holds that there is individual freedom only if there are no external 
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restraints or coercion. The state is held to be necessary to the extent of being in a position 

to establish a framework for an orderly society and it is evil because it has to impose 

collectively agreed rules and regulations upon society. Consequently, liberals advocate a 

minimal state, which acts, as Locke (1962) puts it, as a ‘night watchman’. From the 

liberal perspective, the role of the state ought to be limited to ensuring domestic order, 

contract enforcement and protection against external aggression. Accommodation of civil 

society organisations in the political space is based on the tendency of the state to become 

tyrannical, given the power-seeking and greedy human nature. Hence, the civil society is 

held to be ‘the realm of freedom’ as against the state, which is perceived as ‘the realm of 

coercion’. Only by accommodating the civil society can there be a self- regulating market 

economy.  

The acceptance of a role for a sovereign state is therefore hinged on the combination of 

the above four key characteristics. Free individuals who are essentially self-centred could 

be both a threat to and be under the threats of others. For example, free individuals could 

tend to exploit others in an unrestrained manner, steal other’s property, break contracts 

and even attempt to turn others into slaves, if it is in their interest to do so. For this 

reason, there is need for a state capable of controlling individual and group excesses. As 

John Locke puts it, there is individual freedom only when there is law – ‘where there is 

no law, there is no freedom’ (Cited in Heywood, 2003:39). This is the basis for the 

‘social contract’ theories developed by Thomas Hobbes (1968) and Locke. In a contrived 

stateless society, which was called a ‘state of nature’ and within the context of the 

assumed natural characteristics of individual human beings to be selfish, greedy and 

power seeking, society could only be marked by protracted war in which human life 

would be solitary, short, poor, nasty and brutish. In that situation, individuals would have 

no difficulty to come to the conclusion that it is in their interest to enter into an agreement 

(i.e. social contract) to set up, through democratic elections, neutral, constitutional 

sovereign government, thereby sacrificing a portion of their liberty, in terms of obeying 

the orders of the legitimate government in exchange for the protection of lives and 

establishment of law and order, which only the state can provide.   

From the foregoing, classical liberalism is built on the following theories – the natural 

rights theory, utilitarianism, social Darwinism and economic liberalism.  
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Natural Rights Theory 

The natural rights theory holds that human rights are natural in the sense that they are 

invested in human beings by nature or God. For Jefferson (1979), the rights to life, liberty 

and property are inalienable and cannot be taken away - even though he recognized that 

the right to property is not God-given but developed by man for the pursuit of happiness. 

For Locke, if the rights of the people are violated by the government, the people have a 

right of rebellion. However, some natural rights advocates like Hobbes tend to place the 

need for order above individual liberty. 

In the context of support for basic rights, liberalism promises equality and basic freedoms 

– of thought, speech, association, action, religion, etc. In this regard, it may appear that 

liberals oppose domination. However, liberalism predicates freedom and democracy on 

inviolability of the right to own property - free trade, free contract, etc. In reality 

therefore, it ignores the power of wealth as a form of domination. As Fashina (2002:5) 

puts it, the social power of wealth and capital is a form of domination of people - their 

thoughts, political, cultural and moral lives. For example, the workplace is a sphere of 

domination of the working class by the property owners. 

Utilitarianism  

Liberalism is also rooted in utilitarianism. To Bentham (1970), the idea of ‘right’ is 

‘nonsense’. Rather, individuals are motivated by ‘self interests’ and they tend to seek 

pleasure or happiness and avoid pain. Utilitarianism is a moral principle, which holds that 

an action, policy, legislation, institution, etc should subsist to the extent that it promotes 

happiness, not just for the individual, but also ensures ‘the greatest happiness for the 

greatest number’ (Bentham). Some liberals are however concerned that utilitarianism 

could result in ‘majoritarian tyranny’.   

Social Darwinism  

Classical liberalism is also characterized by elements of social Darwinism. Social 

Darwinism is an attempt to explain social circumstances of poverty and inequality on the 

basis of natural differences in individual ability, talents and willingness to work. Those 
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who are capable and willing to work rise to the top and prosper; the indolent ones fall to 

the bottom and are poor. Hence, Samuel Smiles’ (1986) ‘heaven helps those who help 

themselves’ and Spencer’s (1967) ‘survival of the fittest’.  

Social Darwinism maintains that inequalities of wealth, position and political power are 

naturally inevitable. Any attempt to alter the natural state of inequality is an affront 

against nature itself. Thus, there is no rationale for government supporting the poor and 

disadvantaged. As Summer (1884) puts it, ‘the drunkard in the gutter is just where he 

ought to be’ (Cited in Heywood, 2003:54). 

Social Darwinism relies on the work of Charles Darwin (1809 – 1882), The Origin of 

Species (1972), which refers to the natural world in explaining a process of ‘natural 

selection’ by which certain species that are naturally fit survive while others die.  

Economic Liberalism 

Liberal ideas have also been applied in the discourse on the role of government in the 

economy. This is rooted in the work of Adam Smith [(1776) 1976]. Smith criticized the 

mercantilist policy of export promotion and import restrictions, arguing that the economy 

works best when it is controlled by the forces of supply and demand rather than 

government interference. Effective allocation of resources and appropriate product 

pricing would be attained within the context of the freedom of producers to decide what 

to produce, the freedom of the buyer to choose what to buy, the freedom of the employer 

to determine who to employ and the freedom of the employee to choose the employer to 

work for. The market (economy) operates on the basis of the logic of the wishes and 

decisions of free individuals.   

It is not from the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer or the baker that we 

expect our dinner, but from their regard to their own interest [(Smith, 1776) 1976, 

cited in Heywood, 2003:53]. 

Equilibrium is attained on the basis of impersonal pressures. The market is thus self-

regulating and needs no external guidance because it is controlled by the ‘invincible 

hand’. Unemployment and other economic problems can be solved when all stakeholders 

submit to the dictate of the market. For example, unemployment means that there is 
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excess supply of labour than is demanded. The unemployed would then be employed if 

they accept lower wages. Laissez-faire, i.e. let them act, means leave the economy to sort 

itself out without government interference. 

Economic liberalism had to undergo a transformation on the basis of the failure of free 

market to bring the much promised economic prosperity. The liberal idea of a minimal 

state could no longer be sustained in the face of high unemployment and poverty, which 

occurred following the Great Depression of the 1930s throughout the industrialized 

world. In this era, liberals equally advocated a role for the government in the economy   - 

This is the basis of the argument that the liberal perspective informed the establishment 

of large public enterprises by the state, internationally. By the end of the Second World 

War, virtually all western states had adopted Keynesian interventionist policies, which 

support a programme of full employment as a goal, provision of a safety valve for the 

weak, government’s involvement in the economy, government overspending when 

necessary to influence purchasing power and overall aggregate demand. Thus, 

Keynesianism was credited for being the key to the unprecedented economic boom and 

affluence in the western countries in the 1950s and 1960s.  

Neo-Liberalism or Neoclassical Liberalism 

However, the economic crisis of the 1970s in the West led to a resurgence of support for 

the ideas of classical liberalism and a shift from Keynesianism. This phenomenon is what 

is referred to as neo-liberalism or neoclassical liberalism. In assessing neo liberalism, 

Heywood (2003:54) opines that it is counter-revolutionary in that it aims ‘to halt, and if 

possible reverse the trend towards ‘big’ government and state intervention that had 

characterized much of the 20th century’. Heywood (2003: 55) also points out that neo 

liberalism is a form of market fundamentalism and thus goes beyond classical liberalism 

in that it opposes any form of political control. Free market economists like Hayek for 

instance attack an economic role for government on the ground that it amounts to 

totalitarianism against individual freedom and that bureaucracy tends to render 

government planning inefficient.  

Neo-liberals perceive existence of public enterprises and/or government involvement in 

the economy as the obstacle to economic development. They therefore advocate 
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commercialization and privatization of existing PEs and the promotion of the private 

sector as the engine of economic growth. The IMF/World Bank’s Structural Adjustment 

Programme (SAP), the National Economic Empowerment and Development Strategy 

(NEEDS), which is the main economic programme of the current Federal Government of 

Nigeria, the ACP-EU Agreement, the New Partnership for Africa’s Development 

(NEPAD), and so on, all of which comprise privatization, liberalization, 

commercialization, deregulation, etc, as the main components, could therefore be taken 

as neo-liberal agenda. The problems of PEs and why the NEEDS programme, the ACP-

EU Agreement and NEPAD (to which Nigeria is committed) are regarded as neo-liberal 

agenda are briefly examined below. 

There is no denying the reality that PEs have problems and several studies have identified 

their efficiency-constraining factors. They include plurality of principals, ineffective 

monitoring and reward systems, which lead to inability to attract and retain skilled 

managers, excessive and cumbersome political and bureaucratic interventions in 

operational decisions (Galal, 1989: 113). Some of the factors identified by Juneja (1990) 

include soft budget constraints, weak financial discipline and ineffective reward and 

punishment systems, rigid salary scales and low remuneration compared to what obtains 

in the private sector, which result in managers of PEs tending to lack initiative and 

motivation - economic stimuli and achievement motive are absent. In his reflections, 

Petrin (1991: 9) identifies the nature of access to managerial position in the public sector 

as another impediment to efficiency in PEs. He points out that ‘the managers influence in 

the PEs is based primarily on the amount of external backing be has and not on his 

leadership qualities’. Little wonder then that, compared to managers in the private sector, 

managers in public enterprises tend to be ‘less enterprising, less responsible, less 

sophisticated and less conscientious’ as they also tend to be resistant to change. 

Another crucial factor militating against efficiency of PEs is social climate. (Petrin, 1991: 

21). By social climate, Petrin refers to government’s traditional view of PEs as an 

investment for achieving not only commercial but also social objectives. The social 

objective tends to de-prioritize profit making by PEs. The social objective, which tends to 

dominate the running of PEs, is a major reason cited by advocates of privatization. As 

pointed out by Mully and Wright (1986), the hypothesis behind privatization is that a 
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change of ownership will lead to higher sector efficiency and higher general efficiency of 

the economy due to increased allocative efficiency and X-efficiency. Wright and Petrin 

(1991: 33) explain that X- efficiency relates to the efficiency of internal organizational 

arrangements. Privatization forces have linked the above-identified efficiency-

constraining factors to state ownership. The assumption is that transforming state 

ownership to private ownership would remove the constraints, which render PEs 

inefficient. However, even the private sector is not immuned from many of the 

efficiency-constraining factors. What should be done is to adopt managerial changes to 

introduce entrepreneurial principles and practices into the management of PEs in order to 

remove efficiency-constraining factors rather than a change of ownership structure. There 

is a relationship between the state of economic development and the welfare conditions 

of the populace. Investment on education, health and accommodation for students, 

employees and the unemployed is an investment in human capital. The strength of the 

purchasing power of the citizenry influences the rate of industrial capacity utilization. 

There can be no economic development in a situation where purchasing power is low or 

non-existent for the majority. Hence, the state ought to be committed to operating within 

a policy framework of motivation-inducing remuneration system, including a system of 

wage indexation, which in the Italian industrial relations system, is called scala mobile. 

This approach will take care of de-motivating and rigid salary system in PEs raised by 

Galal, Juneja and others. 

Of all the key efficiency-constraining factors identified above, perhaps the only one that 

may be peculiar to the PEs is the issue of social climate or objective. In this regard, what 

the supporters of privatization in Nigeria advocate is that the state should subsidize the 

private sector to supply social goods for the vulnerable classes rather than the state 

providing such goods directly – a case of antagonists of subsidy seeking to be 

beneficiaries of subsidy! For example, there is an Electric Power Sector Reform Act 

2005, which is the legal framework for privatization of electric power sector. Section 83 

(1) of the Act sets up a ‘Power Consumer Assistance Fund’. The Power Consumer 

Assistance Fund is to be financed, among others, by ‘any subsidies received from the 

Federal Government of Nigeria as appropriated by the National Assembly’ [Section 
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83(3)(b)]; and ‘the Power Consumer Assistance Fund shall be used to subsidise 

underprivileged power consumers….’ [Section 83(4)]      

Similarly, Section 88(1) of the same Electric Power Reform Act 2005 sets up the Rural 

Electrification Agency. The funds of the Rural Electrification Agency shall consist, 

among others, of ‘any donations, gifts or loans made by international agencies, State 

Governments, the Federal Government, local committees, businesses or any other entity’ 

(section 88(12)(c) and ‘monies appropriated by the National Assembly’ (Section 

88(12)(e). The purpose of the Rural Electrification Agency is to promote, support and 

provide rural electrification (Section 88(13)].  

The NEEDS document is another programme that seeks to reinforce neo-liberal scheme 

in Nigeria. It transfers responsibility for virtually everything, ranging from provision of 

social services to responsibility for promotion of cultural, moral and social development 

to the private sector. When government is not responsible for anything, the NEEDS 

programme therefore ends up in seeking to turn government into an ‘irresponsible’ 

institution. For ease of reference and graphic impression of the kind of private sector-

dominated world that NEEDS aspires to build, the document is analysed in a tabulated 

form below, in terms of areas of responsibility, the sector (private or public) to be 

responsible and the pages where they are expressly stated in the document. (See Table 1 

below). 

 

TABLE 1: A TABULATED ANALYSIS OF THE REFORM AGENDA IN THE 

NATIONAL ECONOMIC EMPOWERMENT AND DEVELOPMENT 

STRATEGY (NEEDS) DOCUMENT (2004) 

RESPONSIBILITY SECTORAL RESPONSIBILITY PAGE(S) 

Agriculture Private Sector 69-70 

Job creation Private Sector XV – XVI, 44 

Health Private Sector XVI, 39-40 

Housing Private Sector XVI, 43, 44 
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Education Private Sector XVI, 35, 38 

Water Private Sector XIX, 61 

Power Private Sector XVIII, 60 

Transport - Roads, Railways, Sea  Private sector 59 – 60 

Environment Private Sector 66 

Industry Private Sector XIX, 70-71 

Information & Communication 

Technology 

Private Sector 73 

Tourism Private Sector 74 

Film Industry Private Sector 74-75 

Oil & Gas Private Sector 76-77 

Social Development Private Sector 58 

Unity of Nigeria Private Sector 58 

Cultural Development 

Moral Development 

Social Development 

  Pr
iv

at
e 

Se
ct

or
  

58 

 

The goal of the NEEDS document to practically hand over the country to the private 

sector is also unequivocally stated as follows: 

The private sector will be the engine of economic growth under NEEDS. It 

will be the executor, investor, and manager of businesses. The government 

will play the role of enabler, facilitator, and regulator, helping the private 

sector grow, create jobs, and generate wealth. Deregulation and 

liberalization will diminish governmental control and attract private sector 

investment... NEEDS aims to restructure the government to make it smaller, 

stronger … the number of government jobs will decline… (NEEDS, 2004: xi). 
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For the avoidance of any doubt, the Federal Government makes it explicitly clear that the 

‘primary goal of the NEEDS strategy is to build the private sector’ (NEEDS, 2004:52).  

The strategic policy thrust specified in the NEEDS document to attain the above private-

sector driven world is for government to first invest in infrastructures with  a view to 

upgrading and developing them before privatization (NEEDS, 2004:59). Other policy 

thrusts include right sizing and eliminating ghost workers, (p.87); complete deregulation 

and liberalization of the downstream petroleum sector and privatization of the refineries 

(p. 77); monetization of in-kind benefits such as subsidized housing, transport, health and 

utilities for civil servants (p.xi), which amounts to government abandoning responsibility 

for provision of such social services to the entire society; providing long term credit to 

the private sector (p.24), contrary to the official rationale for privatization based on 

expectation of injection of funds into the economy by the private sector. From the 

foregoing analysis, the NEEDS programme is incontrovertibly, a neo-liberal agenda. 

The ACP-EU Agreement to which Nigeria is devoted is also built on a neo-liberal model. 

The concern of reducing and eventually eradicating poverty is one of the central explicit 

objectives of the Agreement. It expresses commitment to the development targets and 

principles agreed in United Nations Conferences and the target set by the OECD 

Development Assistance Committee, to reduce by one half the proportion of people 

living in extreme poverty by the year 2015. Other objectives include: sustainable 

development, integration into the world economy, and helping the ACP countries cope 

with the challenges of globalization. 

Altruistic as the objectives may appear, the strategy for attaining them is based on a neo-

liberal paradigm. It includes private sector rather than the state as engine of economic 

growth, reliance on foreign capital for development, trade liberalization, and observance 

of WTO rules, as the following references will substantiate: implementation of necessary 

economic and institutional reforms and policies at national and/or regional level, aimed at 

creating a favourable environment for private investment, and the development of a 

dynamic, viable and competitive private sector, {Article 21 (1)}, privatisation and 

enterprise reform {Article 21 (1)}, Promotion of public-private sector dialogue and 

cooperation {Article 21 (1), consistency with and observance of the WTO rules, 
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macroeconomic growth and stabilization through disciplined fiscal and monetary 

policies, and liberalization, e.g. of trade, services, agriculture, capital and foreign 

exchange regimes {Article 22}. 

Nigeria is also committed to the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD). 

NEPAD is a form of partnership between African countries and the key industrial 

countries. NEPAD hopes to reduce the number of Africans living in extreme poverty by 

half between 1990 and 2015, and achieve and sustain an average gross domestic product 

(GDP) growth rate of above 7 per cent by the year 2015 (NEPAD, 2001: Article 68). 

NEPAD estimates that half of the African population (340million) lives on less than 

US$1 per day (NEPAD, 2001: Article 4). The assumption appears to be that African 

countries are poor because they lack resources for development. The resource-gap is 

therefore expected to be provided by the key industrial countries. NEPAD estimates that 

to attain the two stated goals above, Africa needs to fill an annual gap of 12 per cent of its 

GDP, or US$64billion. (Article 147). However, the channeling of resources from the 

Northern countries to the African countries is predicated on the condition that African 

countries undertake some fundamental reforms, which include the promotion of the 

private sector as the engine of economic growth. (NEPAD, 2001: Articles 166 – 167). 

The neo-liberal character of NEPAD and why it can only accentuate rather than attenuate 

poverty in Africa has been thoroughly dealt with in the work by Bond (2002). 

The current period has however seen liberals being divided along two main lines - those 

advocating the lean and mean state and those supporting a developmental state. Liberals 

who advocate developmental state argue that the market alone cannot be relied upon for 

efficient allocation of resources for national development in that private entrepreneurs 

may, for various reasons, not invest in the production of certain goods and services, 

including reasons of huge capital investment, long gestation period, rate of profitability -

even though the goods and services may be socially desirable. They thus advocate 

government intervention in the economy, not just by providing regulatory frameworks, 

but also by establishing economic enterprises, particularly for the production of essential 

goods and services.  
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But it is important to appreciate that supporters of the two trends are firmly committed to 

a capitalist arrangement of society. Even Keynesianism was an idea to save capitalism, 

given the restiveness of the growing numbers of the unemployed and the economic 

dislocations at the time. 

What is Privatization? 

To understand what privatization is, we need to first define ‘public enterprise’. Though 

there are many conceptions of the term ‘public enterprise’, in this study, the general 

meaning given to it in the Public Enterprises (Privatization and Commercialization) Act 

No. 28 of 1999 is adopted. Section 34 of that Act defines ‘public enterprise’ to mean: 

Any corporation, board, company or parastatal established by or under any 

enactment in which the Government of the Federation, a Ministry, or Extra-

Ministerial Department, or agency has ownership, or equity interest and includes a 

partnership, joint venture or any other form of business arrangement or 

organisation. 

In the literature, privatization essentially refers to the transfer of ownership and 

operational control of public enterprises to the private sector (White and Bhatia, 

1998:10).  The process of ceding operational control may however take many forms.  

This is why privatization is often confused and used interchangeably with divestiture.  It 

is thus important to distinguish between privatization and divestiture. While privatization 

involves transfer of operational control, divestiture refers to any transaction by which a 

government transfers title in or sells some or all assets or shares in an enterprise 

regardless of any transfer of operational control.  Thus, divestiture is a step towards 

privatization.  While it embraces transactions such as sale of minority equity shares, 

transfer of shares and sale of assets, it excludes joint ventures, leases, management 

contracts, concessions and equity dilution.  However it should be appreciated that 

divestiture or state withdrawal is also often used deliberately by the authorities to mean 

privatization in societies where the use of the latter word is considered capable of 

generating mass political resistance. (White and Bhatia, 1998). 

In the context of this study, the meaning given to privatization by the Privatization and 

Commercialization Act (CAP 369) Laws of the Federation of Nigeria (LFN) 1990 is 
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adopted.  Section 14 of the said Act defines privatization as: ‘the relinquishment of part 

or all of the equity and other interests held by the Federal Government or its agency in 

enterprises whether wholly or partly owned by the Federal Government’. In this study 

however, ‘government’ is taken to include the Federal, State and Local Government such 

that the relinquishment of part or all of the equity and other interests held by any level of 

government or its agency in any enterprise, is also understood to be privatization. 

However, in reality, the Bureau of Public Enterprises (BPE), also uses ‘privatization’, 

particularly in the listing of companies privatized, to imply such transactions as 

liquidation and concession. Therefore, this interpretation of ‘privatization’is also adopted 

in the study.  

Economic and financial reasons are usually the formal reasons declared by governments 

for privatization. In reality, as Chottenpanda (2000:229), the US-AID Labor Advisor to 

the Bureau of Public Enterprises admits, privatization programs are usually based as 

much on political factors as on financial and economic reasons. The National Union of 

Electricity Employees (NUEE) (2001:iii) made this same point pungently:  

…the point, to be blunt, is that Nigeria is trying to embark on privatization of 

NEPA and other public enterprises at all cost and in spite of overwhelming 

opposition, because it is a borrower, a debtor, who has been compelled by its 

external creditors or lenders to act in a particular way like a zombie. Any other 

argument to the contrary, of corruption, inefficiency, bad management and so on, 

are just academic sophistry meant to rationalize an objective or goal that has 

been preconceived in spite of the true situation on ground.. 

Privatisation is not just an economic policy. It is mainly a political objective. If economic 

reasons alone determine which companies to be privatized, then, companies that are self 

financing and generate additional funds for government should not have been included in 

the list of companies to be privatized. For example, the BPE (2005:37) asserts that ‘since 

commercialization in 1992, the revenue yielding potential of the Nigerian Ports Authority 

(NPA) has increased tremendously. It generates N30bn for the Federal Government and 

meets its financial obligations promptly although it is being owed over N10bn’. 

Similarly, the Senior Staff Association of Statutory Corporations and Government 
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Owned Companies (SSASCGOC), in a full page advertisement (The Guardian: 17 May 

2001: 62) took on President Obasanjo who had said that only a fool would want to 

privatize profit-making public enterprises. The Association replied that going by the 

President’s logic, it might be government was being run by fools because the Nigeria 

Ports Authority (NPA) and NITEL, among others, were generating funds for government 

and that though the NPA had not taken any subvention since it was commercialized in 

1990, it was still declaring profits. 

 

Situating Privatization within Globalization Discourse 

As far as Nigeria is concerned, the most fundamental and historic way in which the 

reality of globalization has impacted on Nigeria is in the area of change in ownership 

structure of public enterprises. In-depth understanding of the issues surrounding 

privatization cannot therefore be attained without situating it within the globalization 

discourse. As Olashore (2001) succinctly puts it, ‘globalization dictates privatisation’.  As 

against indigenisation that was predominant in Nigeria in the 1970s, privatisation 

invariably opens up the national economy for private investors on a global scale. Nasir 

Ahmad el-Rufai, the Director General of Nigeria’s Bureau of Public Enterprises (BPE) 

also reveals the official thinking that privatization is the bridge through which the 

dividends of globalization can be enjoyed: 

Privatization is inevitable – state capitalism has failed, and is outdated and 

unsustainable.  Globalization is at our door step – unless we act quickly and 

decisively, we will surely be left behind even more than where we are now 

(Nasir Ahmad el-rufai, Nov. 21, 2001:19). 

The point that privatisation is an element of globalization is further corroborated by Went 

(2000) and Petrilla (2000) in their listing of the characteristics of the process of 

globalization and six commandments which sum up the reigning economic logic of our 

time, respectively (cited in Went, 2000). Went’s list includes liberalization, deregulation, 

privatization, flexibility and internationalization (Went, 2000:2-3).  On his own part, 

three of Petrella’s six commandments are directly or indirectly related to privatization: 
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Thou shalt globalise.  Thou shalt incessantly strive for technological 

innovation.  Thou shalt drive thy competitors out of business, since otherwise 

they’ll do it to you.  Thou shalt liberalise thy national market.  Thou shalt not 

countenance state intervention in economic life.  Thou shalt 

privatise.(Petralla, 2000, cited in Went, 2000) 

Given the centrality of privatization to globalization, as reflected in Petrella’s six 

commandments above, it has been noted that countries, which try to protect their state-

owned enterprises from being bought over risk international sanctions in forms of denial 

of access to capital, capital flight or payment of punitively calculated high interest rates. 

Went (2000: 10-43) reckons that privatization is one of the indices of globalization whose 

combination and scope are considered new and are changing the way in which the world 

economy functions.  In fact, the idea of privatization has become universalized like a 

global product, a phenomenon in which no end is in sight. From the foregoing, 

privatization is indisputably a central feature of globalization. 

But what is the essence of globalization and by implication, privatization, to periphery 

capitalist countries? 

Hoogvelt (1997: 45) explains that from the mid-1960s, a trend of dramatic fall in 

profitability had set in more or less continuously in all advanced capitalist countries 

throughout the leading branches of industry.  Part of the reasons for this had to do with 

political and economic nationalism in the Third World 

Went (2000: 55) points out that lower potential returns on investment compared with the 

two previous decades demotivated reinvestment of accumulated wealth in the major 

industrialized countries.  Companies had considerable cash reserves, which they could 

not or more appropriately, did not want to invest in productive activities because they 

could make higher profits through speculatory activities in the stock exchange.  Thus, in 

the face of idle funds, the financial sector expanded enormously but disproportionally to 

the productive sector that it was ‘seen as a head swelling out of proportion to the body of 

the real sector on which it was sitting’ (Went, 2000: 55). 
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The tendency of the falling rates of profits on investment in the industrialized economies 

since the mid-1970s was thus a factor that propelled the process of capitalist economic 

globalization in search of new areas of investment and new markets in the periphery 

either independently or jointly with other companies or multinationals.  It is these 

processes that Marcussen and Torp (1982) conceptualize as the theory of 

internationalization of capital. 

Marcussen and Torp (1982.: 10) contend that dynamic elements exist in the changing 

historical conditions for capital accumulation in the center and that these elements are 

responsible for the creation of new reproductive structures in parts of the periphery, 

which may very well break with what advocates of the Dependency theory call ‘blocked 

development’ situation. 

While Marcussen and Torp may better capture contemporary reality in terms of relative 

increase in capital flows from Europe to the periphery in search of new areas of 

investment and new markets, the crux and conclusion of the argument of the Dependency 

School remain unassailable: the underdevelopment of the Periphery is a necessary 

condition for the development of the Centre.  What happens in the Periphery is the 

development of underdevelopment (Frank 1967, 1969) 

The explanation for the above assertion lies in appreciating that an additional form of 

extraction of economic surplus value from the Periphery to the Core also accompanies 

the increasing internationalization of capital.  The additional accumulation model is based 

on debt-peonage and the principles of SAP, liberalization, deregulation, privatization, 

commodification, etc.  In other words, principles and conditions conducive for primitive 

capital accumulation and conducive for the underdevelopment of the Periphery have been 

developed and imposed. 

Just like colonialism was an economic necessity, globalization or the new phase of 

internationalization of capital is an economic imperative from the standpoint of 

international capital.  As Hoogvelt (1997.: 48) points out, the fundamental feature of the 

crisis of the 1970s was that there were simply no more ‘fresh’ pre-capitalist areas for 

annexation.  Amin (1978) also stresses that time and again, geographical expansion had 
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permitted capitalism to overcome its problems of narrowing production relations by 

encroaching and dominating fresh pre-capitalist areas. 

For Lenin, Hilferding and Bukharin, imperialism staved off the collapse of capitalism 

(Hoogvelt, 1997.: 23).  From the point of view of the former colonial world, globalization 

can therefore be conceptualized as the new face of colonialism.  In the absence of fresh 

territories for capitalist annexation, imperialism had to re-shuffle the cards and revise 

North-South relations.  In addition to transfer of economic surplus through technological 

rents and resource-bondage, it resorted to transfer through debt-peonage, debt-equity 

swap, privatization, etc. Thus, for the first time since the 2nd World War, total capital 

outflows from the Third World to the advanced countries began to exceed total capital 

inflows as from 1980s (Hoogvelt, 1997: 50).  

Globalization is therefore an epochal contemporary ‘historical structure’ or ‘fit’ (Cox, 

1981, 1987 and 1992) by which western imperialism, particularly American imperialism, 

seeks to impose its hegemony externally on other subjugated and exploited nations 

through the use or threat of force – economic, political or military. But globalization does 

not only deepen inequality between the Core and the Periphery nations. It is also an 

accumulation model, which seeks to wage unprecedented attacks on the rights and 

welfare of the poor classes internationally, both in the Core and Periphery groups of 

nations. It is a ‘historical structure’ (Cox, 1981, 1987 and 1992) that targets the living 

standards of the working classes of all nations for attack, in the interest of profit 

maximization. The process has been reinforced by the collapse of the Stalinist 

bureaucracies in State capitalist countries of Russia and Eastern Europe, which has 

changed the bi-polar situation of the Cold War era to a uni-polar state of affairs 

internationally.   
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3. STATE INVESTMENT IN PUBLIC ENTERPRISES  

Introduction 

This section is devoted to an examination of state investments in public enterprises in the 

processes of National Development Plans (NDPs), indigenization era as well as post 1986 

when the Structural Adjustment Programme (SAP) was formally introduced. In order to 

motivate investors, the Bureau of Public Enterprises (BPE) presents, in various 

publications, detailed information on the assets and installed capacities of the public 

enterprises. The BPE (2005:156) admits that enormous resources had been invested ‘over 

several decades’ in the ‘large and complex enterprises’ being put up for sale or 

concession. While the information presented on the enterprises may fire a burning desire 

to buy in potential investors, it could provoke the spirit of resistance on the part of the 

losers of the process. 

By considering state investment in public enterprises over the years, we would also be in 

a position to determine the social objectives that were set in the past by the state which 

necessitated the setting up of the public enterprises; the objectives to which the state is 

now committed; the beneficiaries of the current trend in social policies and what the 

attitude of the civil society organisations should be if it is found that the greater numbers 

of the society stand to lose in the face of current policies being implemented.  

Public policy has been defined variously as what government chooses to do or not to do 

(Dye, 1972), the authoritative allocation of values for the whole society (Easton, 1960), a 

projected programme of goals, values and practices (Laswell & Kaplan, 1972), or an 

action or plan adopted by a decision-maker designed to deliberately manipulate the 

relevant parameters of a socio-economic system so as to obtain a specified desired 

alteration in the functioning of the system (Ajakaiye, 1992), and an indispensable 

instrument of problem solving and attainment of envisioned development goals in 

modern state (Azelema, 1997: 185). 

In the history of Nigeria, from the colonial up to 1980, five main development plans had 

been formulated and implemented, which encapsulated certain public policies to bring 

about envisioned development goals. They included two plans under colonialism, 

namely, the Ten Year Plan of Development and Welfare (1945 – 1955), the Second Plan 

(1955 – 1960); three development plans in the post independence period between 1960 
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and 1980 – the First National Development Plan (1962 – 1968), the Second National 

Development Plan (1970 – 1974) and the Third National Development Plan (1975 – 

1980). (Anyanwu, Oaikhenan, Oyefusi, and Dimowo, 1997: 397 -411). Though there had 

been other development plans, including what were termed Rolling Plans, the bedrock of 

whatever development exists in the Nigerian economy was laid in the plans of 1945 to 

1980. 

The Development Plans in the period 1945 to 1980 were informed by the intention to 

attain certain development objectives. A taxonomy of the objectives reveals the 

following: attainment and maintenance of the highest possible rate of increase in the 

standard of living, more even distribution of income, social welfare, a just and egalitarian 

society, a land of bright and full opportunity for all citizens, reduction in the level of 

unemployment, increase in the supply of high level manpower, self dependence and less 

of dependence on external resources, balanced development, indigenization of economic 

activity, diversified economy, a free and democratic society, etc. 

It may perhaps be useful to give a general overview of the background to the 

Development Plans and the linkages between the plans before an assessment of each of 

the Plans is presented. 

The post 2nd World War settlement was overwhelmingly state-centric in both the 

advanced and less developed countries.  State-centrism of the post-war era implied the 

conception of the state as the engine of economic growth.  The need to make the state 

stronger, in both advanced and periphery countries, was then universally accepted.  

Keynesian macro-economic theory with its acceptance of state intervention in the 

economies of the advanced countries also had an echo in the less-developed countries 

that came to the conclusion that they had to take their economic destinies into their own 

hands. In the early post-colonial period, the state in the periphery had to adopt a 

legitimation strategy, which placed key role on the state being the engine of economic 

growth.  It was not feasible to put the burden of production of strategic goods and 

services on profit-seeking private capitalists and expect the ordinary people to enjoy the 

benefits of the newly won political ‘independence’.  To earn legitimacy from the 

standpoint of the average citizen, the state had to sustain previous investment and make 
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additional investments in public enterprises in order to make ‘independence’ meaningful 

to the people. 

Thus, for example, in 1959, the National Economic Council came to the conclusion that: 

A National Development Plan be prepared for Nigeria with 

the objective of the achievement and maintenance of the 

highest possible rate of increase in the standard of living 

and the creation of the necessary conditions to this end, 

including public support and awareness of both the 

potentials that exist and the sacrifices that will be required 

(FRN, 1970). 

The 1st National Development Plan (1962-68) had the aim of achieving: 

‘a modernized economy consistent with the democratic, 

political and social aspirations of the people’ (Cited in 

Ajakaiye, 1984). 

However, the 1st National Development Plan (1962-68) was based on the state providing 

incentives to encourage inflow of foreign private capital for investment, i.e. foreign direct 

investment (FDI).  For example, to make private investment profitable and to enhance 

purchasing power and general standards of living, the 1st National Development Plan 

contained policies that ensured product prices of the Public Enterprises (PEs) being 

statutorily fixed below their average production costs (Obadan, 1986).  Prices were 

prevented from keeping pace with costs. 

Contrary to the expectation of massive inflow of FDI contained in the 1st National 

Development Plan, not much foreign capital came into the country.  The little that came 

went into commercial rather than the industrial sector (Ajakaiye, 1984). This made public 

officials to lose hope in the efficacy of reliance on the private sector, particularly, foreign 

capital.  This realization came at the time of windfall gains from sale of crude oil in the 

early 1970s with sharp price rises. 

The 2nd National Development Plan (1970-74) captured the shift in orientation, from 

reliance on foreign capital to the state being seen as ‘the single institution for ensuring the 

translation of growth into development’ (FRN, 1970). 

Among other things, the 2nd National Development Plan (1970-74) stated: 
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Today, industry and mining are the fastest growing sectors 

of the economy and are therefore likely to be important 

generators of resources for future development.  It follows 

that government must play a leading role in these two 

sectors in order to harness the fruits of economic growth 

for the overall development of the Nigerian society.  

Government investment activities will no longer be limited 

to public corporations and dying industries in which no 

private company can thrive, whilst leaving the virile, 

expansive and profitable industries to private enterprise. 

Private investors will, however, continue to be welcome in 

Nigeria as partners in progress led by the public sector 

(Cited in Oshionebo, 2004:30-37). 

Based on the above philosophy, the public sector was to become dominant in socio-

economic development.  The oil windfall went into social, physical and economic 

infrastructural development.  Specialized agencies, statutory boards and corporations 

were established to provide critical public goods and services. Indigenization Decrees 

were rolled out making Nigerian governments and/or citizens compulsorily acquire 

equity interests in foreign companies. 

Swanson and Worlde-Semait (1989) established that about 600 enterprises and 900 

smaller ones were operating at the Federal and State/Local government levels, in the 

1980s, respectively. 

All that started to change in July 1986 when the policy of privatization was formally 

declared.   

What is important to stress is that the process leading to the paradigm shift from state 

centrism to the private sector being the engine of economic growth was not an inevitable 

phenomenon. In fact, it is a recent phenomenon.  The process of change from ‘state-

centrism’ to ‘rolling back the state’ did not occur on its own accord.  Unlike Adam Smith, 

the direction of the economy is not simply influenced by the invisible hand of the market 

(i.e. the forces of supply and demand).  Rather, supply and demand are influenced by 

conscious social policies in the process of social interaction or class struggles.  Hence, 
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Marx talks of political economy, i.e. economy that is influenced by political decisions 

and state-civil society relationships (Went, 2000:12). 

It has been observed that Nigeria is a paradox – a rich country but poor people (World 

Bank, 1996).  Nigerians are deemed worse today than they were at independence (UNDP, 

1997:iii).  The hard-won civil rule of 1999, which marked the end of monstrous military 

dictatorship has not translated into significant democracy (Taiwo, 2001:12).  The 

fundamental question to pose is: why the paradox? Why does poverty continue to capture 

more and more people and dragging them down the abyss? From 18.3m Nigerians (or 

28.1% of the population) living below poverty line in 1980, the number of Nigerians 

living below poverty line (i.e those earning less than $1 per day) as at the eve of the May 

1999 elections, had risen to an estimated 104.4m (or 87.0% of the population). 

(Aborisade, 2003:1). 

It is perceived that there could be a relationship between privatization and the poverty 

level, measured by the state of labour and socio-economic rights.  This study presents 

empirical facts and figures on changes in labour and socio-economic rights issues to 

enable an informed judgment of the impacts of commercialization and privatization in 

Nigeria. 

A brief assessment of the role of the National Development Plans in the building of 

public enterprises now follows. 

NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS AND STATE INVESTMENT 

IN PUBLIC ENTERPRISES 

The Colonial Development Plans (1945 – 1955 and 1955 – 1960) 

Even though the first colonial Ten-Year Development Plan has been criticized for being a 

combination of projects rather than a single-valued objective, it is conceded that it made 

possible expansion of education, public health; establishment of agricultural programmes 

such as the National Agricultural Projects, irrigation projects on Rivers Niger and Benue; 

construction of physical infrastructures such as rail-roads, motor-roads, seaports, etc, 

which could facilitate the exploitative trade relations between Britain and its colony 

(Olayide, 1976:721). In addition, the feasibility studies of many of the projects that were 

implemented in subsequent development plans were carried out during the period.  The 

Second (colonial) Plan was also aimed at expanding the development projects embarked 
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upon in the first Ten-Year Plan and emphasis was put on building economic and social 

services across the country. (Olayide, 1976, Yesufu, 1996 and Anyanwu et al, 1997). 

 

The First (Post Independence) National Development Plan (1962 – 1968) 

The priority given to building social and economic services in the First National 

Development Plan, post independence, could be gleaned from the budgetary allocations. 

The actual capital expenditure was £536.499m. Out of this, £121.101 (about 23%) was 

budgeted for transportation, £80.686m (about 15%) for electricity, £52.53m (about 10%) 

for primary production and £54.654m (about 10.2%) for education. Even though the 

following sectors (£47.537m (8%) for trade and industry, £11.042m (about 2.1%) for 

Communication, £24.747m (about 4.6%) for water, £7.460m (1.2%) for health, among 

others) got lower budgetary allocations, the critical point to note is that virtually all 

sectors of the economy were built with public resources. (Figures and percentages were 

derived from the Public Capital Expenditure performance Under the First National 

Development Plan contained in the Second National Development Plan, Anyanwu et al. 

1997).  

Within the budgetary limits of the First National Development Plan, the following key 

projects, among others, were completed during the plan period: Kainji Dam, the River 

Niger Bridge, the first oil refinery and a number of roads and industries. Moreover, some 

private sector-oriented development institutions were also established, including the 

Nigerian Industrial Development Bank (NIDB), the Nigerian Institute of Management 

(NIM), the Lagos Stock Exchange, and so on. (Usoro, 1983, cited in Anyanwu et al. 

1997:403). 

 

The Second (Post Independence) National Development Plan (1970 – 1974) 

Usoro (1983) has aptly assessed the Second national Development Plan as a watershed in 

the economic planning history of the country. Being both radical and revolutionary, it 

opened the nation to ‘the first tides of industrial revolution and the attendant growth of 

modern capitalism. This feat was attained because the Plan was based on a new 

philosophy of ‘in-ward looking’, which perceived the state as controlling the 

commanding heights of the economy in the quest for purposeful national development 
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and a national sense of honour. The role of the private sector, including foreign investors, 

was recognized but only as adjunct to that of the state.  Between indigenous and foreign 

capital, foreign capital was to be subordinate. 

Within the above declared economic perspective, over twenty institutions that were 

meant to improve the quality of planning and optimum utilization of human and material 

resources, as well as improved conditions of human existence, were either reorganized 

and strengthened or established. They included:  The Central Planning Office, The Joint 

Planning Board, National Economic Advisory Council, Federal Administrative Staff 

College, Nigerian Agricultural Bank, Nigerian National Oil Corporation, National 

Electric Power Authority, Road Construction Company of Nigeria, Nigerian Engineering 

and Construction Company, Agricultural Planning Unit, Industrial Training Fund, 

Nigerian Standards Organization, Industrial Development Consultancy Services, national 

Supply Company, Centre for Management Development, Sokoto Rima Basin 

Development Authority, Lake Chad Basin Development Authority, Nigerian Mining 

Corporation, Nigerian Population Council, National Co-ordinating Committee on 

Environment, Nigerian Enterprise Promotion Board, Capital Issue Commission and the 

Nigerian Bank for Commerce and Industry (Second National Development Plan: 20 -21, 

Cited in Usoro, 1983).   

Yesufu (1996) has assessed the Second National Development Plan in terms of the 

welfare of citizens – massive rise in primary school enrolment by 28.6%, from 3.5m in 

1970 to about 4.5m in 1973; a drop in inflation, from 12.6% in 1971/72 to 9.0% in 

1973/74 due to policies such as general price control, rent control through government 

Edicts and establishment of special Rent Tribunals, among others.  The intention here is 

not to paint a picture of perfection as far as the welfare of the citizenry was concerned 

during the Second National Development Plan; rather, the concern is to underline a 

predominant trend of relative concern of the state for the welfare interest of the greatest 

number of the majority and the zeal to maintain a sense of national pride in having 

national institutions for social and economic development.  

 



 31

The Third (Post Independence) National Development Plan (1975 – 1980) 

The Third National Development Plan (NDP) sustained the focus of the earlier plans on 

welfare and infrastructures. According to Yesufu (1996) prior to formulating the plan, 

efforts were made to identify projects that could have direct effects on the welfare of the 

citizenry, such as housing, water, health, education, rural electrification and community 

development. The aim was that by the end of the plan period, individuals should 

experience definite improvement in their overall welfare. In spite of the change of 

government in July 1975, the financial implications of creating new states, the decline in 

the level of oil production and its price during the 1975/76 fiscal year, the revised budget 

(consequent upon the said political change) still placed emphasis on social services. 

Specifically, the targeted number of hospital beds was increased from 87,000 to 120,000 

by 1980 while housing units to be built was increased from 60,000 to 200,000. However, 

in reality, only about 68% of the plan was actualized overall within the defined timeframe 

(Anyanwu, et al, 1997: 409). 

In explicit terms, the immediate achievements of the plan included the following: 

establishment of over 147 farm centers across the country; building and/or rehabilitating 

over 10,000km of roads, including the Lagos-Ibadan, Lagos-Badagry, Enugu-Port 

Harcourt, and Benin-Sagamu Express Roads; building of new Airports in most state 

capitals; development of new seaports in Lagos, Warri, Calabar and Port-Harcourt; 

phenomenal increase (judging by the technological situation at the time) in telephone 

lines from 52,000 to 200,000; the launching of the Universal Primary Education (UPE) in 

September 1976, which implied free education at primary level;  increase in the number 

of universities from six (6) to thirteen (13); the commencement and/or completion of the 

following projects, among others: the Cement works at Calabar, Ukpillar, Nkalagu, 

Sagamu, Vander and Ashaka; the pulp and paper projects at Jebba, Calabar and Iwopin; 

two petroleum refineries at Warri and Kaduna; two iron and steel plants at Ajaokuta and 

Aladja and three steel rolling mills at Katsina, Jos and Oshogbo (Anyanwu et al, 1997: 

410 – 411). 

The foregoing constitutes the momentum for the establishment of public enterprises in 

Nigeria. Though additions had been made after 1980, the foundation was actually laid in 

the period 1945 to 1980. But the enterprises were not just established for the fun of it. 
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The low level of economic development and the desire to improve the quality of living 

standards necessitated their establishment. The current process of divesting from state-

owned enterprises therefore means conscious decision to abandon responsibility for the 

collective welfare of the citizenry. Below, the rationale and processes of state investment 

in agriculture is presented as an example in order to explain the developmental objective 

conditions that dictated the past leading role of the Nigerian state in the economic life of 

the country. In this regard, the work of Anyanwu et al (1997) provides invaluable 

insights. 

Rationale and Processes of State Investment in Agriculture  

The Nigerian economy was dependent on agriculture before the discovery of crude oil in 

commercial quantity at Oloibiri (Niger Delta) in 1959 by Shell. Even though more than 

80% of the Nigerian rural population was engaged in one form of agricultural activity or 

the other, the World Bank (1970) reported that the agricultural sector absorbed 71% of 

the labour force as at 1960. (Cited in Anyanwu et al, 1997:15). It was therefore justifiable 

for any sensitive government to invest in such a sector and provide public services with a 

view to transforming it from subsistence to commercial level. The following facilities and 

projects were consequently put in place. 

The National Accelerated Food Production Project (NAFPP) 

The National Accelerated Food Production Project (NAFPP) was established in 1973. 

The main objective of NAFPP was to accelerate the production of six major food crops – 

rice, millet, sorghum, maize, wheat and cassava. It involved the National Cereals 

Research Institute (NCRI) in Ibadan, to coordinate the work of NAFPP with regard to 

rice and maize, the Umudike based National Root Crop Research responsible for cassava 

and the Samaru (near Zaria) based center, for sorghum, millet and wheat.  

The Nigerian Agricultural and Cooperative Bank 

The Nigerian Agricultural and Cooperative Bank was also established in 1973 with a 

view to advancing loans to individuals and cooperative bodies, for all aspects of 

agricultural production.  
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The River Basin Development Authorities 

The River Basin Development Authorities were established to develop both the surface 

and the ground water potentials of the country for agricultural purposes. This started with 

the establishment in 1973 of the Sokoto-Rima and the Chad Basin Development 

Authorities. Other Authorities were set up in 1976 and 1977. They included Hadejia- 

Jamare, the Upper Benue, the Lower Benue, the Anambra-Imo, the Niger, the Ogun-

Oshun, the Benin-Owena and the Niger Delta Development Authorities.  By June 1984, 

the number had increased to 18 and the name changed to River Basin and Rural 

Development Authorities.  

Commodity Boards 

In 1977, seven Commodity Boards with national outlook were created from the then 

existing regional-oriented Marketing Boards. The key objective was promoting 

production and marketing of their respective commodities, with a view to protecting 

farmers against price fluctuations. Though in practice, the prices paid to the farmers were 

found to be below the rates obtaining in the market. However, the purpose of setting them 

up was an altruistic one. The seven Commodity Boards were those for Cocoa, Rubber, 

Cotton, groundnut, Grains (for cereals), Root Crops (for Cassava, yam and cocoayam), 

and Palm Produce (for palm oil and palm kernel).  

Agricultural Development Projects 

Agricultural Development Projects (ADP) started in 1974 with World Bank loans. It had 

passed through various phases, covering all the states of the Federation. Anyanwu et al 

(1997:28) notes that basically, the key objective of the (ADPs) was increasing food 

production and by extension, the farm incomes of farmers in the rural areas, with a view 

to enhancing their living standards. The ADPs had assisted in the provision of 

infrastructure, including water pumps, water supply, rural road networks, farm service 

and supply of farm inputs such as fertilizers, root crop tubers, agro-chemicals, extension 

services and training. 

The National Agricultural Land Development Authority (NALDA) 
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The National Agricultural Land Development Authority (NALDA) was established in 

1991charged with the responsibility of developing between 30,000 and 50,000 hectares 

of land and placing at least 7,500 and 12, 500 farmers within the area developed. This 

mandate was to be attained within the 1992-1994 National Rolling Plan. 

The foregoing shows that enormous public resources had been pumped into agriculture 

over the decades. Similar conditions and processes informed investment in other sectors – 

mining and quarrying, services, infrastructures, etc,  

The Role of Indigenisation Policy in State Investment in Economic Enterprises 

‘Indigenisation’ refers to the policy adopted by the Nigerian Federal Government in 1972 

to compel foreign companies operating in Nigeria to transfer prescribed equity shares to 

Nigerians – individuals, companies or the Nigerian government. This policy was given 

the force of law by the Nigerian Enterprises Promotion Decree, 1972. At the background 

of widespread fear that the indigenisation policy might fail due to lack of capital with 

which to acquire shares in the foreign companies, the Federal Government established the 

Nigerian Bank for Commerce and Industry through Decree No 22 of 5 May 1973. The 

main concern of the Bank was to ensure the successful implementation of the 

indigenisation programme.  

The Decree empowered the Bank to, among others, ‘provide equity capital and funds by 

way of loans to indigenous persons, institutions and organizations for medium and long 

term investments in industry and commerce at such rates and upon such terms as may be 

determined by the Board in accordance with the policy directed by the Federal 

Government.’(Quoted in Anyanwu et al, 1997: 162). What this means is that the 

Nigerian state funded, with public resources, the acquisition of equity interests in 

foreign companies by Nigerians, the Nigerian Government and Nigerian companies.  

However, the indigenisation programme underwent several phases, leading to its 

abrogation in 1995. The 1972 Decree had been amended, repealed and replaced by the 

Nigerian Enterprises Promotion Decree, 1977, 1981 and 1989. The amendments had to 

do with prescription of Schedules detailing out variations in the limits of foreign 

ownership in various sectors of the economy. Each amendment however appeared to be 

an erosion of the original intention of the 1972 Decree, in that, the areas reserved for 
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Nigerians were gradually limited to the non-productive service areas. Finally, in 1995, 

the Nigerian Enterprises Promotion Decree 1989 was repealed and replaced by the 

Nigerian Investment Promotion Commission Decree 16, 1995. The 1995 Decree once 

again threw open the entire sectors of the economy to foreign participation, without 

limits. 

Post SAP Investment in Public Enterprises 

During the colonial era up till the first post independence decade, the private sector 

dominated the Nigerian economy. The public sector’s role was essentially confined to 

providing socio-economic infrastructures, defence, administration of justice, regulation of 

the monetary system, etc. A fundamental change occurred in 1970 with the formulation 

of the Third National Development Plan (1970 – 1985) in which government declared 

intention to play a leading role in the economy. During this period, public enterprises 

dominated the economy. Ukpong (1993) estimates that the total number of Federal 

Government-owned public enterprises by 1986 (before the Structural Adjustment 

Programme, SAP) was 500 [as against 600 determined by Worlde-Semait (1989)] in 

which over N36bn had been invested in the forms of equity, loans and subventions. (See 

Table 2 below). 

Table 2: Pre-SAP Investment Sources of PEs at the Federal Level in Nigeria as at 

1986 

PEs Grouping Equity Holding Local Loans Subventions/Grants Total Investment As % 

of 

Total 

Agro-allied 

Manufacturing/Mining 

2,670,236,561 3,694,112,650 1,745,545,274 8,109,894,485 22.2 

Banks 1,135,740,389 435,486,551 10,361,000 1,581,597,900 4.3 

Insurance Utilities 

i. NNPC 

ii. Other PUs 

Total 

180,224,551 

6,398,373,000 

7,182,323,378 

13,580,696,378 

- 

- 

6,471,735,912 

6,471,735,912 

- 

599,598,000 

- 

599,598,000 

180,224,568 

6,997,971,000 

13,654,059,290 

20,652,030,290 

0.5 

19.2 

37.4 

56.6 

External Investments 261,343,192 15,072,795 - 276,451,987 0.8 

Investments Forfeited to      
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Federal  Govt. 794,686 - - 794,686 0.012 

Loans to Statutory 

Corporations 

 

- 

 

1,312,895,312 

 

3,144,817,661 

 

4,457,692,923 

 

12.2 

Loans without terms - 910,682,615 294,345,615 1,205,028,230 3.3 

Overall Total 17,829,035,734 12,839,975,835 5,795,604,525 36,464,616,094 100 

As % of Total 49 35 16 100  

Source: TCPC, 1993, Cited in  Obadan and Ayodele, 1998:70 
 

The TCPC (1993) now BPE, had revalued this sum to N500bn as at 1993, in order to 

account for inflationary trend. To sustain the activities of the PEs post 1986, the Federal 

Government (1988) reported that it had to annually commit about 40% of its fixed capital 

expenditure and more than 30% of its recurrent expenditure between 1986 and 1988. 

(cited in Obadan and Ayodele, 1998:10). In the 1989 to 1991 period, budgetary capital 

investment in selected PEs rose, both nominally and in real terms. The overall capital 

allocations rose nominally from N9.23bn in 1989 to N13.45bn in 1990, and to N13.09bn 

in 1991. When adjusted for inflation under indexation with 1986 as the base year, Obadan 

and Ayodele, (1998:132) reported the increases to be 154.73 in 1989; 109.47 in 1990 and 

124.45 in 1991.  

In a paper by the BPE (ND), which the researcher collected directly from the BPE 

headquarters, Abuja on 29 June 2006, it is indicated that between 1975 and 1995, the 

Federal Government alone spent $100billion on PEs (p.3), and that on annual basis, PEs 

‘consume about N200billion of national resources by way of grants, subsidies, import 

duty waivers, tax exemptions, and the like’ (p.4). The colossal investment in public 

enterprises evidences the significant role of government in the economy. Thus, from a 

share of 24.9% of total investment in the economy in 1970, public sector share rose to 

78.5% in 1983. (TCPC, 1993, Cited in  Obadan and Ayodele, 1998:70). 

With the 1986 formal introduction of Structural Adjustment Programme (SAP), which 

major components included commercialization and privatization, government’s role in 

the economy began to shrink gradually. There has however been a contradictory 

phenomenon by which, on one hand, government declares intention to divest from 

public enterprises and on the other hand, huge resources continue to be pumped 
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into sections of the same enterprises under the guise of making them attractive to 

investors.  

Anyanwu et al, (1997: 234) presents a tabulation on public and private sectors’ share of 

investment and consumption, 1970 to 1994. A comparative analysis shows that between 

1984 and 1986, the private sector had no share at all in Gross Capital Formation (GCF) – 

investments in those years were 100% public sector. Even though the share of public 

sector in the GCF declined gradually from 100% to 59.9% in 1994, public sectors’ 

contributions still outstripped those of the private sector within the period. (See Table 3 

below). What accounted for this trend could be explained partly by the infusion of 

resources in some public enterprises to make them attractive to buyers. However, the 

culture of reduction in subsidies to social services brought about negative relationship 

between the share of public sector investment and public sector share in Gross 

Consumption Expenditure (GCE). As the public sector share of investment increased, its 

share of GCE declined. From 15% in 1983, it declined to about 4.8% in 1992 before it 

rose to 12.8% in 1994. These insights were unfortunately lost to Anyanwu et al 

(1997:231) who used the same data to merely point out the narrowing down of public 

sector involvement in the economy as from 1986, compared to the past. While 

recognizing that increased expenditure on PEs post 1986 contradicted the policy 

implication of SAP, Obadan and Ayodele (1998:132) uncritically accepted government 

incongruous rationalization – to consolidate and build upon the gains of SAP in order to 

stimulate productivity and encourage employment creation. Concern for job creation is 

fundamentally antithetical to the essence of SAP; attempts to read altruistic intention to 

increased funding on PEs in spite of the declared intention to sell them can only be 

accepted by the unwary and the gullible. The real reason was and remains what has now 

been officially admitted in official publications of government – to make them appeal to 

potential buyers.   

Government express statements are daily proving the trend of continued infusion of 

public resources into public enterprises already slated for privatization. For example, The 

Nigeria Railway Corporation is to be overhauled and backed up with spare parts at the 

cost of $23.5million [BPE, (www.bpeng.org/10/Index.asp as at 3 July 2006].   
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Table 3: PRIVATE AND PUBLIC INVESTMENT AND CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURE, 1970 - 1994  

Year Private 

Invest 

ment 

Nm 

Public 

Invest 

ment 

Nm 

Total 

Invest 

Ment 

Private 

Investment 

% 

Public 

Invest 

ment 

% 

Private 

Consump 

tion 

Current 

Price (Nm) 

Public 

Consump 

tion 

Current 

Price (Nm) 

Total  

Consumption 

Expenditure 

Current 

Price (Nm) 

Private 

Consump 

tion 

% 

Public 

Consump 

tion 

% 

1970 662.8 220.2 883.0 75.1 24.9 NA NA NA NA NA 

1971 1,109.2 173.8 1,283.0 86.5 13.5 NA NA NA NA NA 

1972 949.7 451.3 1,401.0 67.8 32.2 NA NA NA NA NA 

1973 2,049.3 565.7 2,615.0 78.4 21.6 NA NA NA NA NA 

1974 1,617.6 1,549.4 3,167.0 51.1 48.9 NA NA NA NA NA 

1975 1,994.8 3,518.2 5,513.0 36.2 63.8 13,688.5 2,236.9 15,925.4 86.0 14.0 

1976 4,235.1 4,241.9 8,577.0 50.5 49.5 16,297.0 2,585.2 18,882.2 86.3 13.7 

1977 4,479.7 5,442.3 9,922.0 45.1 54.9 19,061.2 3,826.9 22,888.1 83.3 16.7 

1978 4,689 5,197 9,886.0 47.4 52.6 24,340.5 4,998.5 29,339.0 83.0 17.0 

1979 4,756.6 4,837.4 9,594.0 49.6 40.4 25,927.7 4,881.7 30,809.4 84.2 15.8 

1980 3,035.4 8,395.6 1,143.0 26.6 73.4 31,695.1 5,051.0 36,746.1 86.3 13.7 

1981 5,897.1 5,696.9 1,159.4 50.9 41.1 34,563.1 6,619.0 41,182.1 84.0 16.0 

1982 1,783.7 7,950.3 9,734.0 18.3 81.7 36,284.1 6,816.0 43,100.2 84.2 15.8 

1983 1,610.5 5,868.5 7,479.0 21.5 78.5 41,457.1 7,489.0 48,946.1 85.0 15.0 

1984 -1,154 5,411   100.0 47,962.0 6,945.0 54,881.1 87.4 12.6 

1985 -2,487.3 7,613.3   100.0 54,066.0 7,342.0 61,408.0 88.0 12.0 

1986 -1342.8 9,076.8   100.0 56,203.8 7,488.0 63,691.8 88.2 11.8 

1987 3,232.5 6,372.5 9,605.0 33.7 66.3 78,328.8 7,395.0 85,723.8 91.4 8.6 

1988 1,051.9 8,340.1 9,392.0 11.2 88.8 113,073.6 9,253.3 122,320.0 92.4 7.6 

1989 3,389.9 15,034.1 18,424.0 18.4 81.6 138,790.0 10,076.2 148,870.0 93.2 6.8 

1990 7,088.4 24,048.6 31,137.0 22.8 77.2 155,273.8 11,468.7 166,742.5 93.1 6.9 

1991 7,279.1 28,340.9 35,620.0 20.4 79.6 222,269.9 12,689.0 243,958.9 91.1 8.9 

1992 19,176.7 69,763.3 58,940.0 32.5 67.5 407,532.8 20,431.8 427,964.6 95.2 4.8 

1993 40,265.6 41,132.4 81,398 49.5 50.5 579,400.0 82,050.0 661,450.0 87.6 12.4 

1994 34,222.1 51,091.9 85,314 40.1 59.9 717,330.0 105,130.0 822,460.0 87.2 12.8 

Source: Anyanwu et al, 1997: 234   
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4. OVERVIEW OF PRIVATIZATION PROGRAMME IN NIGERIA 

El-Rufai (2000) and Abdullahi (2000) provide adequate information for a comprehensive 

overview of the privatization programme in Nigeria, up till 1999 while other current 

publications by the BPE, including the internet (as at 3 and 27 July 2006) provide data 

for an assessment of the programme till date. 

The National Council on Privatisation (NCP) in its Blueprint of the Privatisation 

Programme (May 2000:66) identifies what the primary goal of privatisation and 

commercialisation is - to make the private sector the leading engine of growth of the 

Nigerian economy and to reintegrate Nigeria back into the global economy, as a platform 

to attract foreign direct investment. The stated 8th objective of privatization aims at job 

creation. How far the objective of job creation has been achieved is one of the variables 

examined in this study. 

The first exercise started in 1988 under the Babangida regime with the promulgation of 

Public Enterprises (Privatization and Commercialization) Decree No. 25.  It ended in 

1993.  The programme identified 111 public enterprises to be fully or partially privatized 

and 34 others including NNPC, NEPA, NITEL for commercialization.  At the end, based 

on different publications by the BPE, between 55 and 82 enterprises were privatised and 

subventions were withdrawn from some commercialized enterprises.  The programme 

generated only a paltry sum of between N3.4bn and N3.7bn and created 800,000 new 

shareholders. The BPE claims that the original investment in those 55 or 82 privatised 

companies was N652 million (BPE, www.bpeng.org/10/Index.asp as at 3 July 2006). It is 

doubtful whether the figure of N652 million was adjusted to account for inflation.  

Indeed, there is no publication in circulation on the worth of the companies being 

privatized. The Senior Staff Association of Statutory Corporations and Government 

Owned Companies (SSASCGOC) in a joint advertisement with the junior staff union, the 

National Union of Postal and Telecommunications Employees (The Guardian, 4 May 

2001:46) had cause to condemn the then Director General of the BPE, EL-Rufai, for 

saying that the over 500 buildings and land owned by the Nigerian Telecommunications 

Limited (NITEL) all over the country would not be reckoned with in determining the 
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value of NITEL. Yet, many of the PEs occupy hundreds o f hectares of land. For 

example, The Anambra Motor Manufacturing Company Limited (ANAMCO) is located 

on approximately 300,000 square meter site (BPE, 2005:12) at Emene Industrial Layout, 

Near Enugu; the Peugeot Automobile Nigeria Limited 200, 000 square meter at Kakuri 

Industrial Estate, Kaduna, the Nigeria machine Tools Limited, Osogbo 102.3 hectares; 

and the Nigerian Newsprint Manufacturing Company Ltd. Covers 15, 391 hectares and 

has an undeveloped 21,700 hectares, and so on. But from the indication given by the 

former BPE Director General, land is not to be considered in determining the true value 

of public enterprises before sale. 

Some of the enterprises privatized in the first phase included concerns in the food and 

beverage, textile and transportation sectors.  Government also divested interest in nine 

banks – eight of them were sold by public offer and one by private placement.  The eight 

banks were Union Bank, Afribank, United Bank for Africa, Savannah Bank, 

International Merchant Bank, NAL Merchant Bank and Merchant Bank of Nigeria. 

The administrative body, the Technical Committee for Privatization and 

Commercialization  (TCPC) was transformed into the Bureau for Public Enterprises 

(BPE). (El-Rufai, 2000:8 and Abdullahi 2000:4). 

There was no privatization exercise throughout the Abacha period, between 1993 and 

1998.  Though the Abacha government abrogated all indigenisation Decrees in 1995, the 

privatization programme was officially suspended.  Rather, government adopted, in the 

same year, the policy of a 10-year contract-leasing programme.  By this programme, the 

lessees were to have unfettered use of the facilities of the enterprises and the Federal 

Government was only to share a percentage of profits and foreign exchange earnings 

declared by private companies that won contracts to manage the affected enterprises. The 

following enterprises were listed for contract leasing: all sugar companies, all steel mills, 

all paper and newsprint manufacturing companies, all refineries (management contract), 

all petrochemical plants, all fertilizer manufacturing companies and the Nigeria Airways. 

Though some enterprises not listed were contract leased, not much was done in terms of 

implementing contract leasing, (Obadan, 2000: 66). Rather, at a point, as the Vanguard 

(Thursday, February 20, 1997:12) reported, 19 enterprises were being operated by Sole 

Administrators, without boards of directors.  
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The second privatization programme started in 1998 under the new Public Enterprises 

(Privatisation and Commercialisation) Act No. 28 of 1999.  It was actually a Decree 

promulgated on 10 May 1999 by General Abdulsalami Abubakar shortly before he 

handed over on 29 May 1999.  The new Decree (now Act) repeals the Bureau of Public 

Enterprises Decree No. 78 of 1993.   Abdullahi (200:7) describes the new Act as ‘a 

radical departure from the first program both in scope and objectives for the reasons 

discussed below.  Whereas the first programme omitted listing the major infrastructure 

and public utilities, the second programme embraced them.  It included the following for 

privatization: the remaining enterprises that had not been privatised but listed under the 

first programme; some enterprises that were previously listed for commercialisation; 

additional enterprises that were not previously considered for privatisation; subsidiaries 

and investments of some of the PEs. 

The 1999 Act provides, among other things, for: 

(a) further privatisation and commercialisation of Federal Government’s 

wholly and partially owned enterprises, 

(b) the establishment of the National Council on Privatisation (NCP) 

with responsibilities for the determination of the political, economic 

and social objectives of privatisation and commercialisation of 

public enterprises, and  

(c) the establishment of the Bureau of Public Enterprises (BPE) as the 

administrative body for day to day activities.  The BPE replaced the 

Technical Committee For Privatisation and Commercialisation 

(TCPC). 

Though there is a schedule attached to the Act listing enterprises to be privatised or 

commercialised, the Act empowers the NCP to alter, add, delete or amend the Schedule 

from time to time.  (S.1(3)).  Based on this power, the NCP included additional 37 public 

enterprises including Railways, Ports, NIPOST, Savannah Sugar, etc. for privatization.  

Moreover, whereas the Act specifies that ‘not less than 1 per cent of the shares to be 

offered for sale to Nigerians shall be reserved for the staff of the public enterprises to be 

privatised’ (S.5(3)), the NCP actually stipulates up to 10% of the shares to be reserved 

for employees of affected public enterprises. However, given the spate of retrenchment 
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of workers in privatized enterprises, the reservation of 10 per cent of the shares for 

employees would be of little or no effect. 

Similarly, although the Schedule containing the list of enterprises to be partially 

privatized specifies share allotment formula of 40%-40%-20% for Core Investors, 

maximum Federal Government ownership and the Nigeria Public respectively, the NCP 

has modified the formula such that core investors may have at least 51% control. (El-

Rufai, 2000:12). 

The guidelines on Privatisation and Commercialisation prepared by the NCP have also 

eroded the 20% equity reserved for Nigerians in the Act.  It provides that: 

In respect of the 20% equity reserved for Nigerian investors 

in NITEL, NEPA, NAFCON and others, adequate time will be 

given to the strategic investors to settle down and add value 

to these organisations before arrangements are made to offer 

the shares of the affected enterprises to the general investing 

public through the stock exchange.  This may take anything 

between two to three years.  It is also quite clear that due to 

the size of the offering it would be necessary to stagger such 

offerings in tranches to accord with the absorptive capacity of 

Nigerian Capital Market (NCP, May 2000:63). 

The implementation of the second major phase of privatization actually started with 

President Obasanjo in 1999. The list of 101companies privatized, date of sale, names of 

buyers and the gross proceeds in 52 companies is presented in Appendices I and II. 

Appendix I (List of Enterprises Privatized, 1999 to May 2006, which includes names of 

investor and gross proceeds) was collected directly from the BPE headquarters office in 

Abuja on 29 June 2006 for the purpose of this study. It was not available on the internet 

as at then. Appendix II (List of Enterprises Privatized, 1989 to May 2005, which includes 

names of Core Investor without information on gross proceeds) was downloaded from the 

BPE web site (www.bpeng.org/10/Index.asp) on 25 July 2006.  From Appendix I, which 

contains more comprehensive, comprehensible and current information, out of all the 52 

companies listed to have been privatized between 1999 and May 2006, 24 enterprises (or 

46.2%) were sold to ‘Core Investors’. The implication of this is that ownership of the 
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former public monopolies is now being transferred to a few individuals (private 

monopolies) that can be counted on the finger tips. Seven (7) of the enterprises (or 

13.5%) were privatized by a combination of ‘Core Investor/Share Floatation’; seven (7) 

or 13.5% by liquidation; four (4) or 7.7% by ‘share floatation’; three (3) or 5.7% by 

‘asset sale on competitive basis’; two (2) or 3.8% by concession and the rest five (5) 

companies or 9.6% by various other nebulous methods. The last category (i. e. various 

other methods) includes ‘revalidation of sale’. The analysis of the various methods of sale 

of the 52 listed companies is presented in a tabulated form below – Table 4. However, 

Appendix II indicates that out of one hundred and one companies privatized between 

1989 and 2001, one company – National Cargo Handling – was sold through 

Management/Employee Buy-out. This was confirmed by the National Union of Air 

Transport Employee (NUATE) officials. Though the employees had been sacked, they 

bought 10% of the shares, as permitted by the NCP guidelines for sale of public 

enterprises. 

 
Table 4: ANALYSIS OF METHODS OF PRIVATIZATION, 1999 - 2005 

S/N Method of Privatization Number of 

Companies 

Involved 

% 

1. Core Investor Sale 24 46.2 

2. Core Investor/Share Floatation 7 13.5 

3. Liquidation 7 13.5 

4. Share Floatation 4 7.7 

5. Asset Sale on Competitive Basis 3 5.7 

6. Concession 2 3.8 

7. Other methods 5 9.6 

 Total 52 100.0 

 

In Appendix I (List of Enterprises Privatized, 1999 to May 2006), which is the most 

current document emanating from the BPE, the agency stated the gross proceeds in the 

national currency, the Naira and also gross proceeds in the US Dollar, depending on 

terms of sale. The gross proceeds in naira amounted to N49.70billion while gross 

proceeds in dollar were $2.38billion. However, there is a footnote to Appendix I, which 
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indicates that buyers of four of the public enterprises had only paid 30% of the bid price; 

three of the buyers had only paid 10% of the bid price; 14 had not paid anything at all; 

the buyer of one of the companies, which has eight (8) sub divisions had paid only the 

entry fee; one of the ‘investors’ had paid up to 50% of the bid price and one of the 

transactions had been cancelled. Despite the fact that many of the companies had been 

paid for, the impression is being created of the existence of ‘gross proceeds’. What all 

this shows is that what is going on in Nigeria is nothing but looting of public heritage in 

the name of privatization.  

That the Nigerian privatization programme is nothing but an exercise in facilitating a few 

individuals to inherit assets without any investment is further revealed in BPE 

publications, contrary to the propaganda that privatization is a means of attracting private 

capital. The BPE (2005: 46) in an attempt to convince investors to invest in the nation’s 

steel industry stressed the obvious that public resources had been used to open up the 

sector because ‘it is obvious that it is only government that could provide the initial 

developmental funds in view of the high capital costs and the long gestation period of 

such projects’ 

Fearing that losers of the privatization process could rise in resistance against it at one 

time or the other and in different forms, the Federal Government has put in place some 

formal legal framework to protect private capital and investments in privatized 

companies. The protective legal framework includes:  

- Nigeria’s membership of the World Bank’s Multi-Lateral Guarantee Fund. 

- Promulgation of the Nigerian Investment Promotion (NIPC) Act 1996, which 

permits 100% foreign ownership of Nigerian companies in most sectors, except 

the sensitive ones such as production of arms and military wear that are 

determined by the executive arm of the Government. The Act protects all 

enterprises against nationalization or expropriation, and  

- Promulgation of the Foreign Exchange (Monitoring and Miscellaneous 

Provisions) Act 1995, which guarantees unconditional repatriation of profits, 

dividends, sales of goods and services etc.  

 



 45

5. LABOUR AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC RIGHTS DEVELOPMENT: PRE-1986 

AND POST 1986 

Introduction 

This section attempts to establish the trends in labour and socio-economic rights 

development pre and post 1986, with a view to determining the changes that have taken 

place and the direction of changes, positive or negative. This exercise therefore 

necessitates examining the dominant trends within two phases – the phase of an 

interventionist or developmental state (i.e. the periods 1950s/1960s but particularly from 

the second National Development Plan in the early 1970s) and the lean and mean state 

phase of the 1980s but particularly after 1986 when the Structural Adjustment 

Programme (SAP), which includes privatization as one of its elements, was formally 

introduced, up till date.  The variables examined include changes in employment, labour 

casualisation, severance packages and pensions, labour legislation on freedom of 

association and action, petroleum products pricing, housing and education.  

Employment Changes 

A basic neo-liberal assumption is that there is a relationship between efficiency and 

profitability on one hand and the size of the workforce on the other and that PEs are 

inefficient because they are overstaffed. This is also the perspective of the BPE as 

revealed by its Director General, Bala (2004:9) when he stated that ‘overstaffing of 

labour….may dissuade potential investors’. Therefore, workforce shedding is seen as a 

necessity in the economic reform process. In the words of Bala (2004:14), ‘the problem 

of labor redundancy in public enterprises as illustrated by the preliminary survey 

conducted by our labor advisors based on data collected from about 27 enterprises, is 

clearly indicative of the necessity to downsize the surplus labor’. In another publication 

for prospective investors, the BPE (2005:29) expressly admits that  

‘staff rationalization is a key component of the strategy to improve efficiency 

and cost effectiveness of public enterprises in general, the Nigerian Railways 

inclusive. The staff numbers at the NRC have been progressively brought 

down from about 45,000 in the 1970s to less than 14,000 by natural attrition 

as well as retrenchment. The optimal level is probably not more than 5000. 
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The concessionaire will be required to hire from those that are currently 

employed at NRC’.  

Therefore, job losses are not just end products of privatization; they often occur before 

and in the process of executing the policy. The BPE (2005:29) also pointedly stated this 

labour policy framework - that staff rationalization and legal reform to legitimize turning 

the previous public monopolies into private monopolies ‘would be undertaken’ before 

privatization or concession. The experience of the Nigeria Airways Limited (NAL) best 

illustrates this tendency. Before the Nigeria Airways Limited (NAL) was liquidated, the 

size of the workforce was reduced steadily, from over 10,000 in 1983, the number fell to 

4,250 by 1993, as a result of arbitrary retrenchment. This is shown in the tabulation 

below: 

TABLE 2: NIGERIA’S AIRWAYS STAFF STRENGTH, 1981-1993 

Year Staff Strength 

1981 7,232 

1982 9,955 

1983 10,163 

1984 9,371 

1985 9,791 

1986 8,326 

1987 7,368 

1988 4,585 

1989 4,573 

1990 4,427 

1991 4,450 

1992 8,830 

1993 4,250 

Source: Anyanwu et al, (1997:360) 

 

By the time of its liquidation, NAL had only 1,774, including 601 staff in its four 

subsidiaries (BPE, www.bpeng.org/10/Index.asp as at 3 July 2006).  

Durueke (2001: 10), a legal practitioner who handles cases on labour matters for unions 

in the privatized companies, also points out that job losses occur as a result of 

discontinuation of production after sale. The Privatization Act does not restrict buyers 
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from derogating from the original business of privatized enterprises. Neither the 

Privatization and Commercialisation Act nor the Sale Agreement guarantees the right to 

continued employment of the existing employees after sale of a company. The attitude of 

the courts on this matter has been that the winding up of a company automatically 

amounts to the determination of the employment of the workers (Reid Vs Explosives Ltd 

(1987) 19 QBD 264, cited in Duruke, 2001:11). The reasoning of the courts is that since 

there is no privity of contract between the workers and the new owners, the court cannot 

compel the new owners to keep the employees of the sold company. 

The BPE (2006) has made an attempt to assess the employment effects of privatization. It 

sampled 41 companies and found that ‘six of the privatized companies had folded up 

while five became moribund’ (BPE, p. 4, in an undated paper titled ‘Gains of 

Privatization’ and included in a folder titled ‘In Nigeria, Privatization Opportunities, 

2006’)  

Based on the neo-liberal mindset of the BPE, sale agreements, laws giving legal backing 

to privatization of specific sectors, etc, it is not surprising that all known research works 

relating to the employment effects of privatization in Nigeria have consistently shown 

decline in rates of employment. For example, in their work, Adedoyin, Olayiwola and 

Alayande (2001: 31) established that out of seven selected privatized enterprises, four 

companies – NASCON, UNIC, Okomu Oil, and Royal Insurance - recorded reduction in 

employment in the post privatization period. Although the other three companies – Aba 

Textiles, NIYAMCO and Flour Mills - recorded increase in employment post 

privatization as at the time the study was conducted, by the time the report was being 

prepared, ‘the companies had recorded massive lay off of workers’. These findings are 

presented in the tabulation below. 

 

 

Employment Changes of Selected Privatized Enterprises 

Name of Firm Mean Before Mean After Mean Change T-Test 

Aba Textiles 1300 1468.75 186.75 2.995 

Royal 

Insurance 

495.5 411.25 (84.25) 3.543 
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NIYAMCO 159 163.2 4.2 0.209 

Flour Mills 989.5 1795.25 805.75 6.194 

Okomu Oil 1000 993.4 (6.6) (5.116) 

UNIC 710 697.5 (3.5) 6.617 

NASCON 331 197.6 (133.4) (0.802) 

Source: Soyibo, A., Olayiwola, K. & Alayande, B. (2001:31) 

 

The problem of job losses in the era of privatization is not limited to privatized 

enterprises. It is also a phenomenon plaguing the civil and public services. The Federal 

Government had formally announced that between 40 and 50 percent of employees in the 

civil and public services would be laid off under the guise of rightsizing and this is being 

implemented on a large scale, across organs and agencies of government.  

Virtually all national dailies of Monday, July 17, 2006 published the news of the threat to 

sack 33,000 workers in the Federal civil service and the unions in the civil and public 

services are threatening strike action. 

Labour Casualisation 

The policy of Casualisation has also become more pronounced. Casualisation is nothing 

but slave labour. It can be divided into four categories: Casual labour, temporary staff, 

contract staff, and outsourced labour, i.e. labour supplied by contractors. A common 

characteristic of all of them is that the victims are subjected to dehumanizing and 

humiliating conditions of work. They are underpaid and not entitled to any rights - no 

fringe benefits, transport, feeding, medical care allowances, no freedom of unionization, 

no pension, no leave, etc. In most cases, they are only paid for days worked regardless of 

sickness–induced absence from work. The policy is in practice, not only in the private 

sector but also in the public sector.  

The phenomenon of casualisation contributes to numerical weakness of unions in the 

same way as job losses reduce union membership. It weakens, not only the capacity for 

collective bargaining in the interest of the remaining members, but also the political 

influence, which unions wield in the larger society by the sheer size of their membership. 
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Labour casualisation therefore undermines not only industrial struggles of the workers; 

but the influence of trade unions in deepening democratization process in the society. 

Although labour casualisation is pervasive in virtually all sectors of the economy, it is 

most ridiculous in Nigeria’s oil industry. Among the junior staff members in the 

industry’s workforce, 14,282 workers (or 88.3%) were on casual/contract employment 

with the 10 major oil companies, while only 1895 (or 11.7%) were on permanent 

employment, as at 2001. In Mobil Oil, all the 492 workers were on casual employment 

(NUPENG, 2001, cited in Adewumi, 2006). By now, the situation would have worsened. 

Privatisation policy might not have been the cause of job losses and casualisation, but it 

has compounded the problems. Under the regime of privatization, labour and protective 

labour standards and legislation are perceived as constituting the ‘rigidities’ and 

‘distortions’ that hinder the efficiency of market economy.  The neo-liberal solution is 

insistence on labour market flexibility, lack of governmental control and exception from 

observance of standards and protective legislation. If workers are thrown out of jobs and 

the reserve army of the unemployed swells, wages could be pushed below their value and 

profit maximization would result. Thus, the conditions of crisis for the working class are 

expected to serve the function of restoring profitability (Adewumi, 2006; Plant, 1994). 

Thus, the culture of job losses pervading the public sector as a result of privatization also 

operates in the private sector. The most critical index of the neo-liberal perspective 

induced failed state is massive and pervasive job losses - in both the public and private 

sectors. The textile industry is representative of the situation in the private sector. In 

1996, there were 96 members in the Nigerian Textile Manufacturing Association 

(NTMA) employing 136,000 workers. Currently, there are only 24 companies employing 

just 40,000 workers. The undemocratically imposed policy of bank recapitalization from 

N2bn to N25bn within a period of about 18 months, which ended in December 2005, saw 

11, 863 bank workers immediately losing their jobs as a result of inability of 14 banks to 

raise the minimum capital base. Out of 89 banks previously in existence, 75 merged to 

form 25 banks at the end of the exercise. The same job-shrinking recapitalization policy 

is also being imposed on the insurance sub sector and there are indications that it may be 

extended to many other sectors. 
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A picture of rapid and steady loss of jobs in both public and private sectors could be 

appreciated from the following tabulation, which shows variations in the numerical 

strength of three unions. Between 1996 and 2005, the membership strength of the 

National Union of Textile, Garment & Tailoring Workers, National Union of Air 

Transport Employees and the Amalgamated Union of Public Corporation Civil Service 

Technical and Recreational Services Employees declined by 60%, 73.4% and 17% 

respectively. 

TABLE 3: Membership Strength of Selected Trade Unions in Nigeria, 1996-2005 

 National 

Union of 

Textile, 

Garment & 

Tailoring 

Workers  

Nat. Union 

of Air 

Transport 

Employees 

Amalgamated 

Union of 

Public 

Corps., Civil 

Service Tech. 

& 

Recreational 

Services 

Employees 

1996 100,000 178,000 78,100 

1997 100,000 166,055 78,000 

1998 94,800 160,000 74,315 

1999 94,000 160,800 74,315 

2000 90,050 97,000 70,056 

2001 72,505 89,500 69,100 

2002 61,000 89,000 69,100 

2003 56,000 76,000 67,000 

2004 47,000 58,000 66,505 

2005 40,000 47,200 65,000 
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Source: Union Records2006 (Cited in Adewumi, 2006: 18) 

The fact that the capitalist neo-liberal policies cannot take the Nigerian society forward is 

evidenced in the destruction rather than regeneration of productive forces, as 

demonstrated with facts and figures above. Massive de-industrialization is taking place in 

the Nigerian society. We are at a disturbing destructive phase of the rule of capital. 

Rather than capital playing its valorizing role of composing and recreating, it 

decomposes, causing mass layoffs. 

Payment of Terminal Benefits and Pensions 

The Privatization and Commercialisation Act and Sale Agreements lack a framework for 

settlement of terminal benefits that should be paid in the event of mass lay offs forced by 

privatization. To make matters worse, consultations and bargaining are not held with 

workers and their unions before the enterprises are sold. The National Union of 

Electricity Employees (NUEE) put it pungently: 

…..there have been statements credited to Senior functionaries in your 

administration that PHCN, formerly NEPA (the electricity agency, author) 

wouold seize to exist in June 2006. Our understanding of this situation is that by 

now all labour issues ought to have been agreed upon. But the reverse is the 

case as neither the BPE, the NCP nor any of their accredited representatives 

have approached the union for talks. If our interpretation of this is correct, it 

presupposes that come June, your Government will use force to push us into 

unemployment market without our entitlements (NUEE, letter to President 

Olusegun Obasanjo, 21 April 2006: 2).  

The complaint of the unions in the public and civil services against the threatened sack of 

33,000 workers at once is the same. 

 

The workers were shocked by the public pronouncement on July 6 by the Federal Capital 

Territory Minister, Nasir El-Rufai who heads the Public Service Reform Bureau that 

33,000 workers would be retrenchment from the civil service. The unions in the civil 

service, organized in a joint action committee called the Joint National Public Service 
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Negotiating Council (JNPSNC) is concerned that the decision to sack the workers was 

not discussed with the unions. Their leader, Edeh,  explained that ‘what is at stake is not 

so much the pains of dislocation that comes with retrenchment but that the government 

must guarantee the opportunity for openness, fairness and commensurate compensation 

through its policy of due process’. (Edeh, leader of the Nigeria Civil Service Union, in 

Daily Independent, www.nigeriannews.com/ 17 July 2006). The refusal to negotiate 

with the unions is in spite of provisions for consultation in the rules of the Joint Council, 

the Labour Act and the intervention of the Senate Committee on Establishment and 

Public Service, which even convened a public hearing on the matter. The Senate 

Committee had made recommendations, which included ensuring that rules guiding the 

conduct of the civil service are observed. 

Similarly, NITEL has just been sold to Transcorp, a company in which President 

Obasanjo is widely believed to have an interest. The workers who spoke with TheNEWS 

(www.nigeriannews.com/ 17 July 2006) ‘would rather not bother who the new core 

investor is. Jeje Odeajo, General Secretary, National Union of Postal and 

Telecommunications Employees, NUPTE, told this magazine on telephone last week that 

the most important thing now is to ensure that the staff to be disengaged from NITEL get 

their pensions’. 

What the refusal to negotiate means is that the culture engendered by the age of 

privatization is more disposed to monologue, force, unilateral determination of terms and 

conditions of work rather than dialogue, persuasion and collective bargaining. This has 

been the situation since 1991 when the policy of deregulation and decentralization of 

collective bargaining was formally declared in the public sector (Aborisade, 1997:9-

10). It falls within the neo-liberal perspective of labour market flexibility and excemption 

from observing legislation on labour rights. 

Though workers are being sacked massively in an unprecedented manner, terminal 

benefits are either not or fall far below employees’ expectations. For example, the sacked 

dockworkers who were expecting a minimum of N585,000.00 were being paid only 

N41,000.00 – a mere 7% of expectation.  



 53

Pensions are equally being owed. The pension liability in the public sector alone is 

estimated at N2trillion. To avoid paying outstanding pensions, the Federal Government 

announced the policy of converting them into (financial) bonds. With a view to gradually 

relinquishing responsibility for pensions, the Federal Government has licensed 13 

privately owned Pension Fund Administrators (PFAs) to manage pension contributions. 

The new Pension Act imposes equal rate of 5% contribution by both the employer and 

the employee unlike in the past when the employer paid higher rates of 7.5%. Just as the 

government takes steps to abandon pension responsibility, it has also put in place a 

system of private Health Management Outfits (under a so-called National Health 

Insurance scheme) with which employees are to register and pay to take care of their 

health needs.  

All of these experiences are products of the ideological framework guiding governance. 

The policy of leaving everything for the market, the policy of abandoning responsibility 

for the poor, the policy of cuts or stoppage of subsidies, the policy of leaving the 

production and distribution of social goods pr4viously being supplied by the state to the 

private sector, etc, are neo liberal policies, which cannot but inflict unprecedented attacks 

on the welfare of the masses. 

De-unionisation  

The age of privatization appears not to be favourable to enjoyment of the fundamental 

right of association.From the neo-liberal model, existence of unions would ‘distort’ the 

free operation of market forces to determine wages and other conditions of work. It is not 

surprising that as Duruke 2001:13) points out, many new owners, foreign or local, of sold 

enterprises tend to deprive workers of the right to unionise.  Duruke (2001: 13) asserts 

that after the lease agreement had been signed by the Rivers State Government, the new 

owners of Airport International Hotel, Port Harcourt, frustrated all attempts by the 

workers to retain their union. Other companies in the same category cited by Duruke, 

lawyer to some of the unions affected by privatization, included former Delta Hotels 

Board, Asaba; former Ikenga Hotel, Onitsha; former Ikenga Hotel, Abakaliki; Imo 

Concorde Hotel, Owerri;     

The phenomenon of deunionisation affects, not only the sold companies, it also infects 

new private companies. Many of the new generation banks, if not all, do not tolerate 
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existence of unions. The same culture obtains in the new hotels being set up. In Abuja, 

the capital city of Nigeria, only three of the several big hotels allow their employees to 

unionise. (Duruke, 2001: 13).  

Draconian Labour Legislation 

The failure of any regime to meet the basic economic demands of the people tends to 

compel it to be repressive. Repression takes many forms, including physical and 

promulgation of legislation that breach fundamental freedoms. A state built on the neo-

liberal conception aimed at curtailing labour would inevitably resort to promulgating 

draconian laws, irrespective of the claim to be operating under a democracy. It is within 

this understanding that the passage of the Trade Unions (Amendment) Act and the Bank 

and Other Financial Institutions (Amendment) Bill can be assessed. 

The Trade Unions (Amendment) Act was signed into law in 2005. Its declared goal was 

to democratize trade unionism. The only democratic change it brought about was to 

permit, for the first time since 1978, the registration of multiple central labour 

organizations. Earlier, under the military, only one central labour organisation existed 

officially. The passage of the Act now permits the official registration of the Trade Union 

Congress (TUC), which is the central organisation for the senior staff associations. Apart 

from that democratic aspect, the Amendment Act reiterates all the previously existing 

anti-labour provisions such as outlawing of strikes. It is however unprecedented in the 

sense of attacking a key democratic right of workers - for the first time in the history of 

Nigerian industrial relations system, the Act formally criminalizes picketing (Amendment 

of Section 42 of the Principal Act). 

The Bank and Other Financial Institutions (Amendment) Bill seeks to legalize de-

unionisation in the Banking Industry. It was sent to the National Assembly on April 12, 

2006. The Bill seeks to criminalize trade unionism in the Banking sector. Section 41(1) to 

41(6) of the Bill seeks to empower the President to proscribe any union that disrupts 

operations in the banking and financial industry. Officers and members of a proscribed 

union could be sentenced to imprisonment for a term of five years without an option of 

fine, if found guilty after prosecution. But the banking sector is just being used as a 
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testing ground. If the Bill is passed into law without challenge, it would be applied to 

other industries.  

But physical repression also takes place. The right to peaceful protest is constantly being 

observed in the breach. The common refrain is that no rally or public meeting against 

government actions and policies could hold ‘without police permit’ – even though a 

Federal High Court in a case instituted by registered opposition political parties had held 

that the Public Order Act (CAP 382) Laws of the Federation of Nigeria 1990 is 

undemocratic and unconstitutional in view of Section 40 of the 1999 Constitution, which 

guarantees freedom of action and assembly. But Nigeria’s democracy is one that is built 

on neo-liberal conceptions, which aim at denying exercise of fundamental freedom and 

exempting employers and the state from observing protective and democratic legislation 

in the interest of efficient functioning of the market.  

PETROLEUM PRODUCTS PRICING IN NIGERIA AND IMPLICATIONS ON 

COST OF LIVING 

Two tables below are on petroleum products pricing in Nigeria. Table 5 is on petroleum 

products price changes/litre, 1999 – 2005. This table shows chronologically, price 

changes from 1999 to 2005. The significance of 1999 is that it was in May of that year 

that the military handed over power to a civilian regime. It could therefore be of interest 

to want to assess what changes have occurred, positive or negative, between the year of 

transition from military rule to civil rule and now. This table is not interpreted in any 

way; but it could assist the reader to appreciate the momentum of price changes. 

The second table is Table 6 on petroleum products pricing per litre, 1966 to date. It might 

not be an exaggeration to say that the history of class struggle in Nigeria as from 1978 or 

1986/88 till date is perhaps the history of struggles against hikes in the prices of 

petroleum products. This is because, depending on the amount of increase, it could be 

predicted that any major increase, would, sooner or later, be met with resistance in the 

form of mass actions. Though a trend of steady increase can be read from the table, all 

the price reductions were not effected willingly by the regimes; they were carried out 

under the heat of mass civil disobedience.  

 



 56

The influence of two variants of liberalism – developmental interventionist tendency and 

neoclassical liberal tendency - is eloquently reflected in Table 6. From 1966 to 1978, a 

period of 12 years, the price of petrol remained stable at about 8kobo. This period 

roughly represented the era of seeing the state as the engine of economic growth. The 

welfare of the people was, relatively speaking, the concern of the state. Incidentally, it 

was the same General Obasanjo who interrupted price stability of twelve years. As from 

1978 till date, Table 6 appears to be saying that governance in Nigeria is about price 

increases on petroleum products. And the reasons successive regimes have been 

advancing, under the pressures of the IMF/World Bank to justify price hikes are neo-

liberal, let the market take control, the need to remove subsidy, the need to cut expenses, 

the need to deregulate and let marketers import and determine prices, and so on. A key 

reason that is being used in recent time is that unless the supply, distribution and pricing 

of petroleum products are deregulated and liberalized, the private sector would be 

reluctant in investing in the building of private refineries or even buying the state-owned 

refineries. In the final analysis therefore, all the previous price increases serve to prepare 

a conducive, profitable ground for the promotion of privatization and private sector 

interest, regardless of the pains and pangs on the people. The late ‘70s up till date 

represent a period of neo-liberal induced crisis in petroleum products pricing.  

From Table 6, it can be deduced that virtually all the regimes as from 1978, with the 

exception of the Buhari military regime (1 January 1984 to 27 August 1985) imposed 

price increases, regardless of type of regime, military or civilian. In other words, despite 

differences in regime type, they all served and are serving the interest of international 

capital. Imposition of price increases and ceding position fully to the private sector in the 

oil industry are also the means by which the international creditors to Nigeria want to be 

assured that resources would be sapped, not to attend to the welfare needs of the people 

but to pay external debts. Hence, the $18 billion Paris Club debt relief to Nigeria was 

predicated upon continuation of privatization and hikes in petroleum products prices, 

among other conditions.  

 

In the theory of taxation, it is generally accepted that subsidies on publicly supplied 

goods and services could be viewed as ‘negative taxes'. (Newbery and Stern, 1987:531-
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532). A reduction in the rate of subsidy can be seen as an increase in the rate of tax while 

an increase in the rate of subsidy means a reduction in the rate of tax. Hughes (1987:533) 

also explains that taxes imposed on goods and services used as intermediate inputs into 

the production of other goods or services necessarily affect the prices of those other 

goods and services. These two perceptions of Newbery and Stern (1987) and Hughes 

(1987) are relevant in appreciating the effects of perennial increases in the prices of 

petroleum products on living standards, particularly because energy prices affect the 

prices or profitability of a wide range of goods and services. In other words, reduction or 

removal of subsidies on petroleum products is not just a tax on petroleum products; it is 

also an indirect tax on other goods and services. This explains why the conclusion that 

can be drawn from the continual increases in the prices of petroleum products is that it 

has undermined the quality of life of the people. The tariffs of other enterprises such as 

the enterprises in Table 7 below could not also have escaped the effects of increases in 

the prices of petroleum products. 
 

Table 5: PETROLEUM PRODUCTS PRICE CHANGES/Litre 1999 – 2005  
DATE PMS PRICE/LITRE AGO 

PRICE/LITRE 
DPK 
PRICE/LITRE 

1999 N20.00 N19.00 N17.00 
2000, JAN-APR. N20.00 N19.00 N17.00 
2000, MAY-JUNE N30.00   
2000, JULY-DEC N22.00 N21.00  
2001, JAN-JUNE N22.00 N21.00 N17.00 
2001, JULY-DEC 26.00 N26.00 N24.00 
2003, AUG-DEC N34.00 N32.00 N32.00 
2003 OCT-NOV N40.50 N38.50 N39.00 
2003, NOV 15-DEC N41.00 N39.00 (NOV. 3-DEC) 
2004, 4JAN-21 JAN N43.00 N41.00 N39.00 
2004, 22-25JAN N41.50 N41.00 N39.00 
2004, 26 JAN/30 APR. N41.70 N48.50 N45.00 
2004, MAY 1-31 N49.90 N51.00 N49.00 
2004, JUN. 11-AUG N42.90 N51.00 N49.00 
2004, 1-17 SEPT N43.90 N51.00 N49.00 
2004, 18-20 SEPT N43.90 N51.00 N50.00 
2004, 21-24 SEPT N53.00 N60.00 N62.00 
2004, 25 SEPT/22 OCT N49.80 N63.00 N59.00 
2004, 23 OCT/30 OCT N49.80 N64.00 N59.00 
2004, 1 NOV-14 DEC N49.80 N65.00 N59.00 
2004, 15 DEC-31 DEC N48.80 N69.00 N64.00 
2005, 1JAN-31 MARCH N48.80 N69.00 N64.00 
2005, 1-5 APRIL N48.80 N60.00 N59.00 
2005, 6-7 APRIL N51.40 N60.00 N61.00 
2005, 8-15 N51.20 63.00 N61.00 
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2005, 16 APRIL-MAY N50.60 N63.00 N61.00 
2005, JUNE N53.00 N66.00 N65.00 
2005, JUNE/JULY N50.50 N64.00 N54.00 

 

 
Table 6: PETROLEUM PRODUCTS PRICING/LITRE, 1966 – 2006 

YEAR PRODUCT PRICE (AVERAGE) % CHANGE REGIME 
1966 –

Sept. 1978 
 

P.M.S. About 8kobo - Generals Aguiyi 
Ironsi (16 Jan 
1966 - 29 July 
1966); Yakubu 

Gowon (1st 
August 1966-29 

July 1975); 
Murtala 

Mohammed (29 
July 1975 -13 

February 1976) 
Oct 1, 
1978 

P.M.S. About 15kobo 87.5(Between 
1966 and 1978) 

Gen. Olusegun 
Obasanjo (14 Feb. 

1976 – 1st Oct. 
1979) 

April 20, 
1982 

P.M.S. 20kobo 33.3(Between 
1978 and 1982) 

Alhaji Sheu 
Shagari (1 Oct. – 

31 December 
1983)  

1986 P.M.S. About 40kobo 400(Between 
1966 and 1986) 

Gen, Ibrahim 
Babangida (27 

August 1985 – 25 
August 1993) 

April 10, 
1988 

P.M.S. 42kobo 5(Between 1986 
and 1988) 

Gen, Ibrahim 
Babangida 

1989 P.M.S. 60kobo 50(Between 
1986 and 1989) 

Gen, Ibrahim 
Babangida 

March 6, 
1991 

P.M.S. 70kobo 75 (Between 
1986 and 1991) 

Gen, Ibrahim 
Babangida 

1993 P.M.S. N4.125 931.25(Between 
1986 and 1993) 

Chief Ernest 
Shonekan 

(26Aug. – 17 Nov. 
17 1993); Gen 

Sani Abacha (17 
Nov. 1993 – 8 

June 1998) 
1994 P.M.S. N13.00 215(Between 

1993 and 1994) 
Gen Sani Abacha 

1998 Dec P.M.S. N25.00 92.3(Between 
1994 and 1998) 

Gen. Abdulsalami 
Abubakar (8 June 

1998 – 29 May 
1999) 

1999 May P. M. S (Petrol). 
A. G. O.(Diesel) 
D. P. K.(Kerosene) 

N20.00 
N19.00 
N17.00 

-20 
 

Gen. Abdulsalami 
Abubakar  

2000 P. M. S. N24.00 20% General/Chief 
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A. G. O. 
D. P. K. 

N19.70 
N17.00 

3.68 Olusegun 
Obasanjo(29 May 
1999 till date) 

2001 P. M. S.  
A. G. O. 
D. P. K. 

N24.00 
N23.50 
N20.50 

20 
23.68 
20.59 

Chief Olusegun 
Obasanjo 

2002 P. M. S. 
A. G. O. 
D. P. K. 

N26.00 
N26.00 
N24.00 

30 
36.82 
41.18 

Chief Olusegun 
Obasanjo 

2003 P. M. S. 
A. G. O. 
D. P. K. 

N35. 38 
N33.88 
N33.50 

76.90 
78.32 
97.06 

Chief Olusegun 
Obasanjo 

2004 P. M. S. 
A. G. O. 
D. P. K. 

N42. 79 
N53.25 
N50.79 

113.95 
180.30 
198.76 

Chief Olusegun 
Obasanjo 

2005 P. M. S 
A. G. O. 
D. P. K. 

N50.61 
N63.57 
N60.71 

153.05 
234.58 
257.12 

Chief Olusegun 
Obasanjo 

2006 P.M.S  
A.G.O. 
D.P.K. 

N65.00(since August 2005) 
N90.00(current) 
N75.00(current) 

225.00 
373.68 
341.18 

Chief Olusegun 
Obasanjo 

Notes:1.. Percentage differences as from 2000 are calculated against 1999 rates 
2.The rates for petrol from 1966 to 1998 are from Fawehinmi (2002) 
3. In1989, from January 1 till December 18, two rates obtained – 42kobo for commercial vehicles 
and 60kobo for private vehicles. It was only in December that 60kobo was decreed for all. 
4. In November 8, 1993, Chief Ernest Shonekan raisedthe price to N5.00. General Sani Abacha 
reduced it to N3.25 on November 22, 1993, as aresult of a strike action against Shonekan, which 
crest Abacha came to power. 
5.On October 2, 19954, General Abacha hiked the price to N15.00 before reducing it to N11.00 on 
October 4, 1994, under the heat of strike actions .  
 

Table 7: TARIFF TRENDS in SELECTED PEs in Nigeria: 1985-1995 
Pes/Product Unit of 

Measures 
1985 1989 1990 1991 1992 1995 1995 

Index 
(1985 
= 100) 

NEPA         
Electri- 
City 

Kwh 0.06 0.11 0.29 0.32 0.32 0.53 883 

NNPC         
L.P.G. 13Kg 5.0 80.00 80.00 80.00 120.00 250.00 5,000 
P.M.S. Litre 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.70 0.70 11.00 5,000 
Kerosene Litre 0.15 0.15 0.40 0.50 0.50 9.00 6,000 
Fuel 
Oil 

Litre 0.30 30.00 30.00 35.00 35.00 85.00 28,333 

NIPOST         
Postal 
Service 

Postage 0.20 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 5.00 2,500 

Registra 
Tion 

 0.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 30.00 6,000 

NITEL         
Som. 
Rwlw 
& 

Pulses 0.10 0.10 0.90 0.90 0.90 5.00 5,000 
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Telex 
Inter. 
Telex 
& 
Telex 

Minutes 3.00 3.00 23.00 23.00 23.00 40.00 1,333 

Source: Central Bank of Nigeria: Annual Reports and Statement of Accounts, 1985-1995 (cited in Obadan 
and Ayodele, 1998: 136). 
 

Housing 

Though the Third National Development Plan (1975 – 1980:308) noted that successive 

Nigerian governments ‘did not explicitly accept any responsibility for providing houses 

for the masses and therefore did not deem it necessary to participate actively in mass 

housing programmes, there had been a tradition of providing housing for top senior and 

junior public sector workers, particularly in some corporations such as the railways, post 

and telecommunications, and so on. The 1950s and 1960s saw increased but limited 

government-provided housing units. The then newly created Regional Housing 

Corporations developed a few housing estates and also introduced mortgage lending 

through the Nigerian Building Society (NBS), which was later renamed the Federal 

Mortgage Bank of Nigeria (FMBN). Housing loan schemes were also launched to 

promote ‘owner occupation’ by civil servants. (Anyanwu et al, 1997:83). 

However, in 1975, the Federal Government formally accepted that ‘it is part of its social 

responsibility to participate actively in the provision of housing for all income groups’ 

(Third National Development Plan (1975 – 1980:308). Towards this end, government 

was to employ a combination of measures such that within the next one decade, the 

average urban worker would not be required to spend more than 20% of his monthly 

income on rent (Third National Development Plan (1975 – 1980:308). 

Anyanwu et al (1997: 84 – 86) capture the combination of measures adopted, which 

included the following: strengthening of the Federal Housing Authority to enable it build 

houses across the country; the creation of the Federal Ministry of Housing, Urban 

Development and Environment to initiate enabling policies and give leadership in matters 

relating to housing, urban development and the environment; the promulgating of Rent 

Edicts and the setting up of Rent Tribunals in the states to control rent; the transformation 

of the Nigerian Building Society (NBS) into Federal Mortgage Bank of Nigeria (FMBN), 

which among other things was to provide credit facilities to individuals and mortgage 
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institutions at 3% interest rate;  direct construction of housing units by both the Federal 

and state governments for letting at subsidized rates; increased construction of quarters 

for public officials; expansion of credit facilities for private sector housing construction; 

increased investment in domestic production of cement and other inputs and importation 

of same to supplement domestic supplies; abolition of import duty on cement; the setting 

up of cement factories in different parts of the country; and the issuance of directives to 

the effects that commercial and merchant banks should set aside 5% of their loanable 

funds for lending to the residential building construction sub sector, commercial loans for 

residential buildings should attract 6% interest rate, repayable over a period of 10 years; 

and that Assurance companies should use 25% of their Life Funds instead of 10% for 

investment in real estates. 

In 1980, the National Party of Nigeria (NPN) controlled Federal Government launched 

the National Low Cost Housing Scheme. Several thousands of units were built. Also in 

1990, 72 prototype three bedroom bungalows were built and sold to the public by open 

ballot. The number might be paltry but in the context of this study, it is the policy 

direction of concern for general welfare that is of interest.  

What the forgoing trend shows is relative concern for housing provision. The policy trend 

in the age of privatization is to either completely cede responsibility for housing 

provision to the private sector or leave the responsibility to the individual, regardless of 

level of income. It is within the latter policy framework that the National Housing Fund 

(NHF) policy, introduced by the Federal Government in February 1991, should be 

viewed. Duckley, Frank and Olajide (1993) rightly underscore the significance of the 

National Housing Fund policy – the government is to act as an enabler, promoter and 

facilitator conducive to individual and co-operative housing efforts instead of playing the 

role of a direct implementor of housing policy, in consonance with the principle of 

increased private sector participation contained in the Structural Adjustment Programme, 

which places the private sector as the main instrument through which the severe 

shortages and cost of shelter in Nigeria is to be tackled. 

Under the National Housing Fund policy, a mandatory 2.5% tax was to be deducted by 

employers from the monthly salaries of workers earning N3,000.00 and above per year. 
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Commercial and merchant banks were to contribute 10% of their loanable funds while 

insurance companies were required to invest 10% of their non-life funds and 20% of their 

life funds in real estate, all on relatively low rates of interest. The Federal Mortgage 

Bank of Nigeria (FMBN) was to lend the funds created to newly formed private 

sector mortgage institutions that would in turn lend to individuals. The NHF policy 

had been criticized from various points of view and we do not want the arguments to 

detain us here. What is of interest, as far as this study is concerned, is to underpin the 

unfolding of a new policy trend – the resolve of the state to absolve itself of responsibility 

for the welfare of the ordinary people while at the same time financing the private sector 

to commodify social goods.  

The present dispensation is however marked by forceful ejection from Federal 

Government owned houses. Several thousands of publicly owned housing units were sold 

at rates no civil servant could afford and the public sector worker-occupants were 

forcefully ejected. They included the 1004 flats in Victoria Island, Bar Beach Towers, 

Lagos as well as other units across the country.  As The Punch (December 7, 2005: 10), 

reported, soldiers and policemen were used to invade the Bar beach Towers to forcefully 

eject residents. This was despite the subsisting court orders directing a maintenance f the 

status quo. 

 

Education 

Education is a prerequisite, not only for the development of the individual but also for 

collective societal development. Hence, several international and national instruments, 

including the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the African Charter on Human and 

Peoples Rights and the 1999 Constitution of the Federal Republic of Nigeria advocate 

free education. However, whereas there are formal constitutional declarations in support 

of free education, practical experiences depict gradual but steady attacks on the right to 

education. 

First, there has been progressive decline in the funding of education. From about 40 per 

cent of total regional budgetary allocation to education in the 1950s and 1960s in the 

Western, Eastern and Northern Regions, allocation to education in the 2003 Federal 

Budget fell to only 1.8 per cent (Fashina, 2002:12) 
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The Western Regional Government, through its Universal Primary Education (UPE), 

implemented free primary education in January 1955. Although many of the schools were 

owned by voluntary agencies, they were paid grants-in-aid by the government. The 

Eastern Regional Government adopted similar measure in 1957. (Akangbon, 1989:140-

141). In the Northern Region too, the former Chief Justice of Nigeria who retired on 12 

June 2006, Uwais (2006:2-7) explains that from his own life experiences, elementary and 

middle schools were free in the 1950s. Though fees were previously being charged at the 

secondary school level, in 1956, the government made secondary school education free 

and even went further to refund to the students’ parents, all fees that had been paid from 

1952 to 1956 (Uwais, 2006:3). Scholarship was also available to undergo university 

education abroad. Uwais (2006: 7) admits that he would not have had the benefit of 

university education but for the scholarship that was available, which fully catered for his 

educational needs. The limited successes of the programmes in terms of shortage of 

teachers, funding, classrooms, etc, made the military government of General Obasanjo to 

declare another free, Universal Primary Education (UPE) in 1976. Though fees were 

being charged in the secondary schools, students at tertiary institutions, universities, 

polytechnics and colleges of education, were exempted from paying fees. In April 1976, 

the Federal Military Government, under General Obasanjo, declared free education at all 

levels. Again, between 1979 and 1983, the civilian governments in the states within the 

former Western and Mid-Western Regions introduced a programme of ‘free education at 

all levels’. These programmes recorded varying degrees of achievement.  

There was a major onslaught on the right to education in 1984 under the regime of 

General Mohammadu Buhari, which re-introduced school fees and sought to abolish 

subsidized hostel accommodation and feeding for students. Though Nigerian students 

rose in stout resistance. This was the trend that preceded the formal introduction of 

commercialization and privatization in 1986. Hence, as Nwagwu (1992:63) observes, by 

1986, almost half of the states of the Federation were charging various fees or levies in 

the forms of ‘Development Levy’, ‘Parents-Teachers Association (PTA) Contributions’, 

etc, while at the same time, pupils were carrying individual tables and chairs to school or 

alternatively sat on bare floor.  
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Thus, it could be seen that though there were ups and downs in the struggle for the right 

to free education, the earlier period preceding formal adoption of commercialization and 

privatization programmes was characterized more by state support for education unlike 

the current atmosphere, in the era of privatization, which is marked more by the market 

as the king. Further evidence - the objection of government against exorbitant fees being 

charged by the private education entrepreneurs coupled with falling standards of 

education in those schools, which compelled government to take over private schools, in 

the 1970s, has been transformed into an obsession by state governments to competitively 

hand over schools to their previous owners, without any concern for rates of fees charged 

or quality of education being imparted.  

Although privatization was formally introduced in 1986, the pressure for its 

implementation had started much earlier. In 1981, the World Bank had put the State 

under pressure to commercialize social services, including education, through withdrawal 

of subsidy. Thus, between 1980 and 1985, primary school enrolment declined by 66 per 

cent while secondary school enrolment in the same period fell from 13.7 per cent to 10.9 

per cent. (Fashina, 2002:16). Within the same period, the World Bank campaigned 

vigorously for reduction in the number of universities through rationalization of academic 

programmes, departments, retrenchment of staff, increase or imposition of fees, reduction 

of student intake, etc.  

The strategy of the Nigerian state, under the pressure of the World Bank/IMF, tends to be 

playing basic education against higher education with a view to attaining the goal of de-

emphasizing higher education. Since the mid-1980s, the World Bank has been arguing 

that in Africa, higher education should be left to the private sector while the state should 

concentrate on basic, primary education because, in its opinion, what African countries 

need are basic and technical education. As Ade-Ajayi ( 2001) remarks, this is nothing but 

a rehash of the colonial education policy, which was aimed at training clerks for 

government ministries/departments and shop keepers for companies. Thus, when the 

union of university lecturers, the Academic Staff Union of Universities (ASUU) kicked 

against World Bank’s packaged ‘Nigerian University System Innovation Project (NUSIP) 

loan, the World Bank announced that the loan would be diverted to fund the current 

Federal Government’s Universal Basic Education (UBE). (Fashina, 2002:18).  
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Painfully, the Nigerian state has uncritically accepted the educational goal defined for it 

by the World Bank. This is reflected in the University Autonomy Act. The former radical 

National President of ASUU, Fashina (2002:21) decries the University Autonomy Bill, 

which provides in Part 1, 4(2) that ‘every university shall comply with preferential 

policies adopted by the Federal Government with regard to the books, materials and 

equipment for teaching and research which may be imported by universities….’. This is a 

direct policy aimed at discouraging publication by local intellectuals. What is of critical 

concern here is not merely the denial of the right to higher education, important as that 

may be, but also the goal of imperialists’ seizure of control of the future of the Nigerian 

and African societies by denying them or undermining the capacity of reproducing the 

intellectual stock. 

Similarly, Section 37 (1) of the same Bill provides that ‘the Federal Government shall … 

encourage universities to mobilize funds for the financing of teaching of and research in 

approved courses of study’. 

The de-prioritization of education in the age of privatization can be seen from the 

following table, which shows a trend of perpetual decline in percentage of budgetary 

allocation to education, from 7.83% in 1994 to 1.8% in 2003: 

 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT ALLOCATION TO THE EDUCATION SECTOR AS 
PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 

Year Allocation (% of Total Budget) 
1994 7.83 
1995 12.22 
1996 12.32 
1997 11.59 
1998 10.27 
1999 11.12 
2000 8.36 
2001 7.0 
2002 5.9 
2003 1.8 
Source: Fashina, 2002:24      
 

The neo-liberal orientation in education leading to its de-prioritization has seen more 

private educational institutions emerging; charging fees that automatically deny children 
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of the poor access to education. Hence, in spite of the increasing number of private 

universities for example, there are still gaping inadequacies. In 2006, about 1million 

candidates applied for admission into the university system; only 11% got admission. In 

the public institutions, education has also been effectively commercialized. Fees are 

either being imposed where they were non-existent or were raised, by as much as 

13,900% as it happened in Lagos State University, from N250.00 to N35,000.00 per 

session in 2006. The older public institutions that have facilities for hostel 

accommodation are privatizing them. The new public institutions tend not to have 

facilities for hostel accommodation. In the newly emerging institutions as well as the Part 

Time Schools being set up by the older institutions, there is the tendency to stifle 

academic freedom and the constitutionally guaranteed and universally recognized right of 

association/unionism of both students and staff. Employment letters contain the 

categorical condition of ‘no participation in unionism’ clause. The Nigerian neo-

liberalism based democracy is therefore a peculiar one in which enslavement tends to be 

the order of the day rather than having a free society in which people are free to associate. 

 

6. LABOUR AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC RIGHTS DEVELOPMENT: A 

CRITICAL ASSESSMENT OF THE ROLE OF THE CIVIL SOCIETY 

This section undertakes a critical assessment of the civil society organizations at the 

background of the negative impacts of the social policies of privatization and 

commercialization on labour and socio-economic rights. It offers an explanation why the 

privatization programme is being implemented, relatively ‘smoothly’ without strong 

opposition from the civil society. It equally observes the strivings of the ‘losers’ of the 

process to defend their well being in the process of privatization, which process 

inevitably creates tension in the state-civil society relationships. It suggests that a 

minimum programme, which could unite the heterogeneous civil society organizations be 

drawn up based on the democratic provisions in the 1999 Constitution, with a view to 

creating virile mass based civil society movements and enhancing their capacity to 

exhaust all that the existing social-economic structures could offer.   

The fundamental interest in examining the topic of this section lies in the concern that the 

welfare of the majority in the society should be the primary purpose of governance.  That 
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welfare can be won, maintained and sustained only through the collective self activity of 

the people striving for changes in the quality of their lives. In other words, change cannot 

occur on its own accord; it is usually a product of conscious activity. Regardless of the 

weaknesses, it is the striving for change, the taking of action against injustice that can 

prevent tyrannical rule and safeguard people’s freedom. That is the rationale for looking 

up to the civil society for initiatives. 

In terms of striving for change in the light of the negative impacts which neo-liberal 

policies have had on labour and socio-economic rights development as we have seen in 

this study, the Nigerian civil society has not, relatively speaking, been found wanting. 

The sample of struggles noted below confirms the perspective that no class gives up its 

right without a fight. Indeed, even based on the limited activity of the Nigerian civil 

society, we can argue that political regimes that sponsor harsh economic policies tend to 

become unpopular and unstable.  In fact, this has been abundantly demonstrated at 

different times in the history of the country and in the anti-fuel price hike struggles in 

recent times. Protests against neo-liberal policies cut across all types of organizations of 

the poor strata  - workers who are threatened by retrenchment, irregular payment of 

salaries, non-implementation of wage agreements; public sector employees who fight for 

payment of monetized allowances; pensioners, including retired military officers who are 

never paid their gratuities and pensions as and when due; students resisting 

commercialization of education, including hostel privatization; medical doctors 

protesting non payment of salaries and allowances; civil service employees who were 

forcefully ejected from government-owned housing units, residents in some public estates 

protesting against sale of recreational parks, militant and moderate ethnic and self 

determination groups, particularly in the oil-rich Niger Delta who not only protest oil 

exploration, but also violently disrupt the process, casual workers who resist slave labour; 

employees in the privatized companies and particularly in the banking and financial 

sectors who are denied the right to unionize; university lecturers who continued the 

struggle for the recall of 44 sacked lecturers in University of Ilorin for their participation 

in strike action; the general public protesting against police brutality; coalition of the 

existing three central labour organizations and human rights and pro-democracy groups 

protesting perennial  increases in the prices of petroleum products, youths protesting 
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months of power outage against PHCN. etc. and some non-governmental organizations 

protesting the forceful removal of two State governors as well as the aborted attempts at 

amending the Constitution to accommodate tenure elongation for the President and State 

Governors. 

But what are the factors hindering the further development of the social movements in 

Nigeria at the present time, particularly as far as the identified negative developments on 

labour and socio-economic rights are concerned? 

Support for Privatization 

A major problem of the civil society organizations in Nigeria is the fact that sections of 

the dominant leadership support neo-liberal policies, even though they fight against the 

effects. Rather than fighting the causes of the problems, they often attack only the 

symptoms. For example, social movements struggle against increases in the prices of 

petroleum products rather than also opposing in principle, deregulation and liberalization 

of the oil sector. In the same way, trade unions fight against casualisation, retrenchment 

and for collective determination of severance packages in privatized enterprises rather 

than also opposing privatization in principle.  

The position of the NLC leadership is representative of some dominant layers of the 

leadership of the social movements in Nigeria. However, the NLC leadership does not 

support wholesale privatization. It opposes privatization of health and education: 

 

When government goes ahead to privatize Nigerian Telecommunications 

(NITEL), NEPA and those similar ones to individuals, that is not our problem, 

because telephone and electricity are not the most pressing needs of the masses 

of this country (The Guardian, 29 September 2000:6) 

 

Even though the NLC leadership had been leading anti oil price deregulation rallies and 

protests, NLC written policy accepts what it publicly opposes in street protests: 

Government should encourage new entrants by allowing private investors to set up 

their own refineries (NLC, 2000:20) 
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While the NLC publicly opposes ‘deregulation’ of the oil sector, it accepts ‘liberalisation’ 

of the same sector: 

 

To overcome the supply crisis, the environment can be liberalized to allow new 

players in the market together with NNPC (NLC, 2000: 21) 

It is difficult to explain the difference between NLC’s ‘liberalization’ and government’s 

‘deregulation’. The Federal Government defines a deregulated oil market to ‘mean 

breaking the present monopoly to allow other competent suppliers to refine or import 

products instead of only NNPC. Essentially, deregulation means liberalization; that is 

opening the market to other investors (Federal Government’s Publicity Committee on 

Privatization: ND). 

Having accepted privatization and liberalization, the solution, which the NLC leadership 

advocates is: 

… a policy of no retrenchment without cash-backing (Oshiomhole, 21 May 2000: 17). 

The NLC’s leadership concern is not with loss of jobs. Once an employer can pay the 

terminal benefits, workers can be laid off. Hence, he insists: 

… We are determined to ensure that public sector employers comply with 

redundancy provisions of the Labour Act (Oshiomhole, 21 May 2001: 17)  

Only recently, on Monday, 17 July 2006, the leaders of the unions operating in the civil 

service under the platform of the Joint National Public Service Negotiating Council 

(JNPSNC) stated that they were not against reforms in the civil service, but they should 

be consulted in matters of severance packages. Their spokesman, the President of the 

Nigerian Civil Service Union (NCSU) Fidelis Edeh, told journalists 

Labour is not against political, economic and social reforms, … but we consider 

it unfortunate, the manner of the public pronouncement which depicts a tendency 

that celebrates the demolition of the livelihood of these obedient civil servants and 

a sad commentary that government business, as it affects its personnel, is now 

recklessly conducted in public (Daily Independent, www.nigeriannews.com/ on 

17 July 2006) 
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The next question to pose is why does the labour leadership support reform but is 

prepared to fight the effects such as retrenchment?   

An explanation for this could lie in the fact that in the privatization process, the state 

adopted a corporatist strategy. Corporatism is a concept that describes the tendency for 

state-union relations to be characterized more by regulation of union leaders, union 

members, union programmes, union demands and trade union activities in ways that 

safeguard the interests of the state rather than the union members’ interest 

The privatization programme in Nigeria incorporated trade union leadership.  Though the 

measure is meant to compromise union leaders, it is done out of the fear of workers’ 

action from below.  The USAID Labour Adviser to BPE, Chottepanda (2000:2) advises 

that labour leaders be “involved” in the process because it “will help to persuade the 

union leadership to take at least a wait-and-see attitude towards initial processes of 

privatization.”  Chottepanda (2000:2) also feels that labour leaders must be incorporated 

because “in a democratic system, the government may well depend for significant part of 

its support on organized labour, without of which could mean defeat of the governing 

party over the issue of privatization”. 

Perhaps, following this line of thinking, NLC President, Adams Oshiomhole was 

appointed a member of the 12 - 13-member National Council on Privatization, NCP.  To 

show the political commitment of the Obasanjo regime to Privatization, the Vice-

President of the Federation heads the NCP.  The NCP is also empowered to ‘appoint as 

and when necessary committees comprising persons from private and public sectors with 

requisite technical competence to advise on the privatization or commercialisation of 

specific public enterprises’ (Section 11 (k)).  As at November 2000, the NCP had 12 of 

such steering committees (El-Rufai, 2000:12) with leaders of industrial unions 

incorporated into relevant committees. 

The NLC President was also a member of the Vision 2010 set up by General Abacha to 

work out an economic blueprint, which advocated privatization. The support for 

privatization by the NLC President so overwhelms the Director General of the Bureau of 

Public Enterprises that he had to praise the NLC President for his support and 

understanding of BPE’s position on the liquidation of Nigeria Airways Limited (NAL) 

(Bala, 2004:24) 
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In certain cases, as it happened in the case of the NEPA privatization, General Secretaries 

could be incorporated into Governing Boards of enterprises scheduled for privatization, 

only for them to be removed after being used. The former General Secretary of the 

National Union of Electricity Employees was removed from the NEPA Board, according 

to the current Secretary, only after 1 year. 

The unstable behaviour of top trade union leadership in terms of supporting neo-liberal 

policies while still fighting the effects can be explained as a product of pressure by the 

state on one hand and the pressure of the membership on the other. As Olson (1998: 1 – 

3) explains, economic incentives are not the only factors that motivate people to act in a 

particular way; social incentives also do. Social incentives are the individual needs or 

desire to sustain or win personal prestige, respect, self-esteem, friendship, social status 

and other social and psychological objectives.    

The unreliable character of the trade union leadership can also be understood within the 

Hegelian conceptualization of the civil society. A major strength of the Hegelian 

conceptualization of 'civil society' over that of Paine and the entire Weberian school of 

thought that followed is that being a product of a multi-dimensional historical process, 

civil society is a 'contradictory construct' rather than being a harmonious and non-

contradictory sphere of  'natural condition of freedom’.  From the Hegelian point of view, 

'civil society' does not just exist as a harmonious sphere against institutionalized state 

despotism. In other words, the civil society is not a homogenous whole with uniform 

ideology, interests and aspirations.  

The implication of the Hegelian School is that the 'civil society’ should not be 

romanticized or idealized as standing for one altruistic goal of fighting for the freedom of 

the larger society.  The civil society is ridden with conflicts - conflicts within individual 

component organizations and conflicts between groups and classes. The demands of each 

organisation within the civil society ought to be critically examined to understand the 

combination of forces producing them.  

The civil society is not a harmonious body that exists in opposition to capitalist state 

despotism because, among other reasons, the state sustains itself by employing divide and 

rule tactics, by stick or by carrot, and thereby undermining the civil society. In the 

process of state policy-making, there is a reciprocal relationship between the state and 
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civil society.  In the same way in which the civil society influences the state, the state 

influences civil society. Just as the civil society is not a harmonious whole, relationships 

within the apparatuses of the state are potentially contradictory, even though the state in 

the final analysis represents the overall dominant interests of the dominant classes that 

wield economic power. 

Lack of Mass Based Powerful Coalitions 

Though the objective socio-political conditions have produced multiplicity of social 

movements, the process has not created strong mass based coalitions. Struggles are 

therefore often waged in a sectional and fractionalized manner, resulting in limited 

degrees of impacts.  Some reasons are responsible for this. They include the following.  

De-Politicized Struggles 

First, the leaderships of many of the civil society organizations are not sufficiently 

political, in terms of sharing the perspective of bringing about political solutions or 

changes. The predominant perspective is that of pressure group, which relies on 

influencing political power wielders to introduce changes. Their goal seems to be limited 

to winning some marginal concessions. In other words, the leaderships do not appear to 

be interested in winning political power. That is why the opposition pro-democracy 

groups in PRONACO that organized the ‘Peoples Conference’ in 2006 in 

contradistinction to that orgainsed by the Federal Government in 2005 maintained that 

any self-appointed ‘do-gooder’ people oriented government in the future could 

implement the model Constitution and resolutions they arrived at! 

Fear of Dislocating the Status Quo 

Indeed, sections of the dominant leadership dread the mass movement just like the ruling 

classes. For this reason, there is a tendency on their part to demobilize rather than 

mobilize massively for popular struggles. Where they are compelled to embark on mass 

strike actions, they are eager to reach compromises and call off actions. Rather than 

employ the methodology of street protests, they more often than not settle for ‘sit-at-

home’ actions, thus denying the action of the inputs of the membership. The rank and file 

are thus unable to feel a sense of the possibility to influence the course of history and 

bring about fundamental changes.  For the same reason of being preoccupied with 
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assuring the ruling class that there is no intention to upset the status-quo, there is the 

tendency to resist non-economic, political demands bothering on termination of the 

tenure of any particular regime. All of these factors characterized the anti-fuel hike 

strikes. It is therefore clear that the leadership of the social movements often act as a 

brake on the movement itself.  

Problem of NGOism and Foreign Funding 

Another important factor militating against the growth and self activity of Nigerian civil 

society groups is the fact that the dominant non-governmental organizations that have 

played leading roles in the democratization process rely heavily and mainly on foreign 

funding by international agencies that are themselves funded by imperialist governments. 

Conditions, such as not raising certain political issues, are usually attached to the funding 

provided. The fear of the sources of funding drying up compels them to maintain loud 

silence over political issues or policies that their funders do not approve of. Foreign 

funding thus becomes a barrier to societal progress. For the organizations in these 

categories, careerism rather than a mission to contribute to the emancipation of the 

society rules their lives. 

The Role of Material Poverty 

The de-politicization of social movements in Nigeria also has to do with the desperate 

material poverty of the rank and file social activists. The rank and file activists tend to be 

driven into struggles out of necessity to act in order to survive. They embark on struggles, 

not out of commitment to any principles or ideals of changing society but because they 

cannot otherwise survive. This reality has its advantages and disadvantages. The 

advantage of this reality includes firing the zeal, courage and determination to unite, fight 

and win; the disadvantages include having limited perspectives and looking for 

immediate palliatives to solve the problem of bare economic survival, devoid of concern 

for any long term enduring political solution. This explains the phenomena of hostage 

takings for ransom that is rampant in the oil producing Niger Delta, ‘arms for cash’ deals, 

acceptance of licenses to drill oil by companies fronting for some militant groups, the 

misdirection of some of the self determination groups by various sections of the ruling 

class, etc. 

The Poor as Pawns in the Hands of Politicians 
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Another major weakness in the struggles of the oppressed in Nigeria is the tendency to be 

used as pawns in the contradictions among capitalist politicians, rather than building 

independent political platforms predominantly comprising only the poor and their 

organizations. For example, when the former Governor of Oyo State, Rasheed Ladoja 

was removed, trade unions in the public sector embarked on what was perceived as 

sympathy strike and some human rights and pro-democracy groups also organized to 

protest. But the following questions should be posed: why was it difficult for the same 

pro-democracy groups and unions to protest against the forceful ejection of thousands of 

public officers and their families from government owned housing units? How many 

protests have been organized in support of pensioners whose pensions are never paid? 

How many protests have been called against imposition of fees and in support of 

students?  

Similarly, many human rights and pro-democracy organizations were involved in 

campaigning against the now aborted Third Term agenda, without sitting down to 

produce an alternative candidature based on an anti neo-liberal, people-oriented policies 

and programmes. What is the essence of stopping President Obasanjo from the Third 

Term agenda only to have another person from the same set of politicians replacing him 

to continue the implementation of the same neo-liberal policies? It does not make much 

sense to struggle to remain enslaved, as the Academic Staff Union of Universities 

(ASUU) pointed out. This is the outcome of a struggle that ends in stopping a member of 

the ruling class only to be replaced by another member based on the same social policies. 

Similarly, workers and unions in some states of the Federation declare support for 

incumbent governors in their states to re-contest the 2007 election. What ought to be 

done is for the organizations of the poor to come together and present alternative 

candidatures based on pro-poor policies that would reverse the anti-poor policies of 

privatization, etc, that are being implemented with a frenzy.  

CHALLENGES BEFORE NIGERIAN SOCIAL MOVEMENTS 

Human history – since the division into classes – is the history of struggles between 

domination and oppression on the one hand and the struggle for freedom, equity and 

justice, on the other hand. There is nothing to suggest that the feature of our 

contemporary time will be different. Given the heterogeneity of human existence, social 
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movements should be able to reach a consensus on a minimum programme in order to 

build a strong mass movement, worthy of being called ‘movement’. In the case of 

Nigeria, some of the democratic, welfare provisions in the 1999 Constitution could serve 

such purpose.  

The declared commitment to public good, which informed the establishment of public 

enterprises (PEs) under the developmental interventionist state phase, was reflected in the 

1979 Constitution and retained in the 1999 Constitution. For example, the 1999 

Constitution provides in section 16(1)(c) that the state shall manage and operate what it 

calls the ‘major sectors of the economy’ and that wealth shall not be concentrated in the 

hands of a few [S. 16(2)(c)] so that suitable and adequate shelter, food, reasonable 

national minimum living wage, old age care and pensions, unemployment and sick 

benefits and welfare of the disabled are provided for all citizens [S. 16(2)(d)].  

The 1999 Constitution also contains provisions espousing the following values: state 

policy to observe the sanctity of the human person and to maintain and enhance human 

dignity, [S.17(2)(b)]; humaneness of governmental action [S.17(2)(c)]; provision of 

adequate transportation facilities [S.15(3)(a)]; opportunity to secure adequate means of 

livelihood as well as suitable employment [S.17(3)(a)] or unemployment benefits 

[S.16(2)(d)]; just and humane conditions of work [S.17(3)(b)]; protection of health, safety 

and welfare of all persons at work [S.17(3)(c)]; adequate medical and health facilities for 

all persons [S.17(3)(d)]; adequate facilities for leisure and for social, religious and 

cultural life [S.17(3)(b)]; protection of children, young persons and the aged against 

exploitation and against moral and material neglect [S.17(3)(f)]; provision of public 

assistance in deserving cases or conditions of need [S.17(3)(g)); provision of equal and 

adequate educational opportunities at all levels [S.18(1)]; provision, as and when 

practicable, of free, compulsory and universal primary education [S.18(3)(a)]; free 

secondary education [S.18(3)(b)]; free university education [S.18(3)(c)]; free adult 

literacy [S.18(3)(d)], the primary purpose of government is the welfare and security of 

the people [S. 14(2)(b)] and the state shall fight corrupt practices and abuse of office [S. 

15(5)]. 
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In contradistinction to constitutional provisions, values had started to change 

fundamentally with the introduction of privatization of public enterprises as a component 

of the neo-liberal policy of Structural Adjustment Programme (SAP), in July 1986. With 

the change in values is cascading collapse in living standards. The welfare provisions in 

the 1999 Constitution are now being observed in the breach. Ability to pay is the 

fundamental criterion to access critical goods and services.  

Contrary to the prevailing predominant practice of labour casualisation in the civil and 

public services, Rule 02210 (of the Civil Service Rules, formerly called General Orders) 

abolished daily paid system and all daily paid staff as at January 1980 were absorbed into 

the permanent establishment.  

Against the prevailing monetization of health care (10% of basic pay), the Civil Service 

Rules prescribe free medical services under various situations (Rules 09201, Rule 09203, 

Rule 09206, Rule 09207, Rule 09208(a) and (d), [Rule 09208(a)], [Rule 09208(d)] and 

[Rule 09307 (iii) and (iv)].  

In contradistinction to the policy of monetization of housing, sale of government housing 

units and the forceful ejection of civil servants, the Civil Service Rules make provisions 

for government quarters, hotel accommodation for newly recruited officer and an 

allowance in lieu of hotel accommodation (Rule 13102, Rule 13212 and Rule13213 (a). 

What the foregoing means is that an unprecedented epochal collapse of values is 

unfolding – abandonment of concern for the welfare of the vulnerable and weak members 

of the society.  To paraphrase Snooks (2000:12), modern governments have lost sight of 

the real reason for their existence, which is to facilitate the key objective of citizen’s 

survival and prosperity. It is for this reason that governments emerged in the earliest 

civilization and it is for the same reason that they have been maintained ever since. Until 

now. It was only in the past few decades that governments, internationally, have formally 

relinquished responsibility for promoting and shaping economic development aimed at 

guaranteeing the welfare of the citizenry. 

But it is equally important to reiterate, as we have pointed out earlier, that the process 

leading to the paradigm shift from state centrism to the private sector being the engine of 

economic growth was not an inevitable phenomenon. In fact, it is a recent phenomenon.  

The process of change from ‘state-centrism’ to ‘rolling back the state’ did not occur on its 
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own accord.  Unlike Adam Smith, the direction of the economy is not simply influenced 

by the invisible hand of the market (i.e. the forces of supply and demand).  Rather, supply 

and demand are influenced by conscious social policies in the process of social 

interaction or class struggles.  Hence, Marx talks of political economy, i.e. economy that 

is influenced by political decisions and state-civil society relationships (Went, 2000). 

Therefore, the civil society, including the academic community, equally has a role to play 

in advocating sustenance of positive values. Herein lies the relevance of the social 

movements. 

It should be borne in mind that even the golden age of capitalism in the 50s and 60s in the 

West and the welfarist character of the state, post colonial rule, in the former colonial 

world, were products of profound historical processes, pressures and struggles – the end 

of the second World War, which provided objective conditions for Marshall Aids, the 

strength of the labour movement in the core capitalist centres, the cold war between 

Eastern and Western Europe and the rise of political and economic nationalism in the 

periphery capitalist states. Social change is a product of conscious self activity of the 

ordinary people. 

Femi Aborisade 

July 2006 
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Appendices: 

Appendix I: List of Enterprises Privatized, 1999 to May 2006 
 
S/N NAME OF 

INVESTOR 
METHOD 
OF 
DIVESTITURE 

DATE 
OF 
SALE 

NAME OF INVESTOR % 
SOLD 
TO 
INVES
- TOR 

GROSS 
PRO- 
CEEDS 
(N) 

GROSS 
PRO- 
CEEDS 
($) 

1. FSB International 
Bank PLC  

Share Floatation April 
2001 

Nigerian – Individual and 
Institutional Investors 

100% N1.65bn NA 

2 NAL Merchant 
Bank PLC 

Share Floatation April 
2001 

Nigerian – Individual and 
Institutional Investors 

100% N1.42bn NA 

3 International 
Merchant Bank 
PLC 

Share Floatation April 
2001 

Nigerian – Individual and 
Institutional Investors 

100% N14.59bn NA 

4 Ashaka Cement Co. 
PLC  
Ashaka Cement Co. 
PLC 

Core Investor 
sale 
Share Floatation 

March 
2001 
April 
2001 

Bluecircle Industries Ltd 
 
Nigerian – Individual and 
Institutional Investors 

72.00
% 
19.77
% 

 
 
N2.11bn 

 
 
NA 

5 Benue Cement Co. 
PLC  
Benue Cement Co. 
PLC 

Core Investor 
sale 
Share Floatation 

May 
2000 
January 
2001 

Dangote Industries Ltd (Nig.) 
 
Institutional Investors 

96.18
% 
3.82% 

 
 
N951m 

 
 
NA 

6 Cement Co. of 
Northern Nigeria 
PLC  
Cement Co. of 
Northern Nigeria 
PLC 

Core Investor 
sale 
 
Share Floatation 

July 
2000 
 
April 
2001 

Scancem (Norway) 
 
 
Nigerian – Individual and 
Institutional Investors 

87.38
% 
 
12.62
% 

 
 
 
N680m 

 
 
 
NA 

7 West Africa 
Portland Cement  
Co. PLC  
West Africa 
Portland Cement  
Co. PLC 

Core Investor 
sale 
 
Share Floatation 

October 
2000 
 
January 
2001 

Bluecircle Industries Ltd 
 
 
Nigerian – Individual and 
Institutional Investors 

58.37
% 
 
41.63
% 

 
 
 
N2.85bn 

 
 
 
NA 

8 Unipetrol Nig. PLC 
Unipetrol Nig. PLC 

Core Investor 
Share Floatation 
 

May2000 
April200
1 

Ocean and Oil Nig. Ltd 
Nigerian – Individual and 
Institutional Investors 

75% 
25% 

 
N2.05bn 

 
NA 

9 African Petroleum 
PLC 
African Petroleum 

Core Investor 
sale 
Share Floatation 

Oct. 
2000 
May 

Sadiq Petroleum Nig. Ltd. 
 
Nigerian – Individual and 

75% 
 
25% 

 
 
N2.88bn 

 
 
NA 
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PLC 2001 Institutional Investors 
10 National Oil & 

Chemical 
Marketing Co. PLC 
(now CONOIL 
PLC) 
National Oil & 
Chemical 
Marketing Co. PLC 
(now CONOIL 
PLC) 

Core Investor 
sale 
 
 
 
Share Floatation 

Oct. 
2000 
 
 
 
April 
2001 

Conpetro Nig. Ltd. 
 
 
 
 
Nigerian – Individual and 
Institutional Investors 

75% 
 
 
 
 
25% 

 
 
 
 
 
N8.82bn 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
NA 

11 Nigerdock Nig. Ltd Core Investor 
sale 
 

Decembe
r 2001 

Global Energy Company 51% N3.4bn NA 

12 Assurance Bank 
Nig. PLC 

Core Investor 
sale 
 

March 
2002 

Parmex/Gensec Consortium Ltd. 90% N853.2m NA 

13 Calabar Cement 
Co. Ltd. 

Liquidation August 
2002 

Flour Mills and Holcim of Spain 46.60
% 

N216m NA 

14 Niger Cement PLC Shares sold to 
institutional 
investors on the 
floor of NSE 

October 
2002 

Nigerian – Individual and 
Institutional Investors 

10.72
% 

N187.3m NA 

15 Niger Insurance 
PLC 

Management 
Buy-Out  

Decembe
r 2002 

Management Alliance Group 29.14
% 

N622m NA 

16 Capital Hotels PLC 
(Abuja Sheraton 
Hotel) 

Core Investor 
sale 
 

October 
2002 

Hans Gremlin Ltd 51% NA $32.5m 

17 FESTAC 77 Hotel Asset sale on 
competitive basis 

October 
2002 

UAC Properties PLC 100% N1.01bn NA 

18 Nigeria Hotels Ltd Sale of assets to 
different 
investors 

     

 (a) Ikoyi Hotel Ltd Asset sale on 
competitive basis 

October 
2002 

Beta Consortium 100% NA $13.86m 

 (b) Caterers’ Court, 
Lagos 

Asset sale on 
competitive basis 

Decembe
r 
2002 

Reliance Estates 100% N657m NA 

 (c ) Houses No 8 & 9 
Lease Road, Ikoyi, 
lagos 

Asset sale on 
competitive basis 

April 
2003 

Chyzob Enterprises 100% N201m NA 

 (d) Audit Section, 
Lagos 

Asset sale on 
competitive basis 

April 
2003 

Dangote Group 100% N100m NA 

 (e) Central Hotel, 
Kano 

Asset sale on 
competitive basis 

July 
2004 

Broadfields and NAL Assets 
Management 

100% N605m NA 

 (f) NPA Quarters, 
Lagos 

Asset sale on 
competitive basis 

October 
2004 

Labana Glover Ventures 100% N350m NA 

 (g) Magajin Rumfa, 
Kano 

Asset sale on 
competitive basis 

  100% N37.5m NA 

19 Electricity Meter 
Co. of Nig., Zaria 

Core Investor 
Sale 

Decembe
r 2002 

Dantata Investments Limited 51% N400m NA 

 Electricity Meter 
Co. of Nig., Zaria 

Core Investor 
Sale 

Septemb
er 2005 

Dantata Investments Limited 17% N118m NA 

20 Savannah Sugar 
Co. Ltd 

Core Investor 
Sale 

Decembe
r 2002 

Dangote Industries Ltd 90% N1.35bn NA 

21 National Trucks 
Manufacturers, 
Kano 
National Trucks 
Manufacturers, 
Kano 

Core Investor 
Sale 
 
Core Investor 
Sale 

Decembe
r 2002 
 
April 
2005 

Art Engineering Ltd 
 
 
Art Engineering Ltd 

51% 
 
 
24% 

NA 
 
 
NA 

$6.4m 
 
 
$3.01m 

22 Nigeria 
Reinsurance 
Corporation 

Core Investor 
Sale 

Decembe
r 2002 
 

Reinsurance Acquisition Group 51% N1.01bn NA 

23 MV Abuja (Vessel 
of Nigeria Unity 
Line) 

Asset sale on 
competitive basis 

April 
2003 

Simatech Offshore International, 
Panama 

100% NA $3.47m 

24 West African Core Investor Aprill Majestic oil Services 72.66 NA $363,33.0
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Refinery Co. Ltd, 
Sierra Leone 

Sale 2004 % 0 

25 Daily Times of 
Nigeria PLC  

Core Investor 
Sale 

June 
2004 

Folio Communications Limited  96.74
% 

N1.25bn NA 

26 Ore-Irele Oil Palm 
Co. Ltd 

Core Investor 
Sale 

Sept. 
2004 

CPL Agric Ltd 60% N166.02m NA 

27 Peugeot Automobile 
Nig Ltd 

Sale to existing 
Shareholder 

July 
2004 

Kaduna State Investment Co. 0.36% N4.5m NA 

28 Delta Steel Co. Ltd Core Investor 
Sale 

Feb. 
2005 

Global Infrastructure 80% NA $30m∗∗ 

29 Leyland Nig. Ltd Revalidation of 
sale 

April 
2005 

Eba-Odan Commercial and 
Industrial 

100% N274m NA 

30 Central Packaging 
Ltd 

Core Investor 
Sale 

June 
2005 

Gobesh (west Africa) Limited 100% N141m∗ NA 

31 Nigeria Bricks and 
Clay Companies 

Core Investor 
Sale 

     

 a) Ikorodu Bricks Core Investor 
Sale 

June 
2005 

Terracorp Limited 100% N310m∗ NA 

 b) Ibadan Bricks 
and Clay 

Core Investor 
Sale 

June 
2005 

Realstone Company Limited 100% N175m NA 

 c) Enugu Bricks 
and Clay 

Core Investor 
Sale 

June 
2005 

Siljay Concept Limited 100% N50m NA 

 d) Kaduna Bricks 
and Clay 

Core Investor 
Sale 

June 
2005 

Rahman Brothers Limited 100% N51m NA 

 e) Kano Bricks and 
Clay 

Core Investor 
Sale 

June 
2005 

Associated Partners Limited 100% N75m NA 

32 Ihechiowa Oil Palm Core Investor 
Sale 

July 
2005 

Agrico Multiservices Ltd 85% N34m∗ NA 

33 AfriBank PLC Share Floatation June 
2005 

Various individual Nigerian 
Investors 

17% N5.1bn NA 

34 National Fertiliser 
Co. of Nigeria 
(NAFCON) 

Liquidation August 
2005 

O’secul Nigeria Ltd 100%  $152m 

35 Nigerian Ports Concessions      
 Apapa Ports 

Terminals 
      

 a) Apapa Container 
Terminal 

Concessions May2005 AP Moler NA NA $1.06bn+ 

 b) Apapa Port 
(Terminals C) 

Concessions May2005 ENL Consortium NA NA $13.58m+ 

 c) Apapa Port 
(Terminals D) 

Concessions May2005 ENL Consortium NA NA $12.25m+ 

 d) Apapa Port 
(Terminals A) 

Concessions Oct.2005 Flour Mills of Nig. NA NA $18.12m+ 

 e) Apapa Port 
(Terminals B) 

Concessions Oct.2005 Flour Mills of Nig. NA NA $12.08m+ 

 f) Apapa Port 
(Terminals E) 

Concessions Oct.2005 Dangote Group of Industries NA NA $25.07m+ 

 Port Harcourt 
Terminals 

      

 a) Port Harcourt 
Terminal A 

Concessions May2005 Ports and Terminal Operators NA NA $90.8m+ 

 b) Port Harcourt 
Terminal B 

Concessions May2005 BUA International Limited NA NA $12.37m+ 

 Tin-Can Island Port       
 a) Terminal A Concessions Sept2005 Joseph Dam & Sons Ltd NA NA $15.56m∗

∗∗ 
 b) Terminal B Concessions Sept2005 Tin Can Island Continer 

Terminal Ltd 
NA NA $83.2m∗∗

∗ 
 c) Terminal C Concessions Sept2005 Sifax Nig. Ltd NA NA $104.43m

∗∗∗ 
 d) Roro Terminal Concessions Sept2005 Comet Shipping Agency Nig. Ltd NA NA $125m∗∗

∗ 
 e) Lillypond 

Terminal 
Concessions Sept2005 AP Moller NA NA $9.65∗∗∗ 

 Others       
 a) Onne FLT B Concessions Oct2005 Intels Nigeria Limited NA NA $29.06m 
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 b) Onne FOT B Concessions Oct2005 Intels Nigeria Limited NA NA $38.13m 
 c) Warri Old 

Terminal A 
Concessions Oct2005 Intels Nigeria Limited NA NA $2.56m 

 d) Warri New 
Terminal B 

Concessions Oct2005 Intels Nigeria Limited NA NA $6.61m 

 e) Calabar New 
Terminal A 

Concessions Oct2005 Intels Nigeria Limited NA NA $2.52m 

36 Federal 
Superphospate 
Fertiliser Company 

Core Investor 
sale 

Sept2005 Hekio Consortium 90% N700m NA 

37 Quarry Companies       
 a) Kuru Quarry, 

Jos 
Core Investor 
sale 

Sept2005 Afrimines Nig. Ltd 100% N12m∗∗∗ NA 

 b) Suleja Quarry, 
Suleja 

Core Investor 
sale 

Sept2005 Setraco (Nig.) Ltd 100% N35.75m NA 

38 Nicon Hilton Hotel Core Investor 
sale 

Oct2005 Capital Consortium 51% NA $105m++ 

39 Nicon Insurance 
PLC 

Core Investor 
sale 

Oct2005 Assurance Acquisition 70% NA $46.89m∗ 

40 Volkswagen Nig. 
Ltd 

Core Investor 
sale 

Oct2005 Barbedos Ventures 35% N639m∗∗∗ NA 

41 Ayip-Eku Oil Palm 
Company Ltd 

Core Investor 
sale 

Oct2005 Interstate Investment 60% N687m∗∗∗ NA 

42 Nigeria Sugar Co., 
Bacita 

Liquidation Oct2005 Joseph Dam & Sons Ltd 100% NA $40m∗ 

43 Oshogbo Steel 
Rolling Company 
Ltd. 

Liquidation Nov2005 Kura Holdings Ltd 100% N2.61bn NA 

44 Jos Steel Rolling 
Mill 

Liquidation Nov2005 Zuma Steel West Africa Ltd 100% N800m NA 

45 Katsina Steel 
Rolling Mill 

Liquidation Nov2005 Nigeria-Spanish Engineering Ltd 100% NA $10.8m∗∗
∗ 

46 National Aviation 
Handling Co. 

Public offer Nov2005 Various Individual and 
Institutional Investors 

40% NA+++ NA 

47 Eleme 
Petrochemicals Co. 
Ltd. 

Core Investor 
sale 

Dec2005 Indorama Group 75% NA $225m∗∗
∗ 

48 Nigeria Unity Line Core Investor 
sale 

Dec2005 Seaforce Shipping Company Ltd 100% NA $20m∗∗∗ 

49 Nigeria machine 
Tools 

Core Investor 
sale 

Dec2005 Mirama International Ltd 75% N1.5bn NA 

50 Steyr Nigeria ltd Core Investor 
sale 

Dec2005 Kaura Motor 75% N800+∗ NA 

51  Sunti Sugar Co. Ltd Liquidation March20
06 

Sopertek Ltd 100% N180m∗∗∗ NA 

52 Calabar Port 
Terminal 

Concession May2006 Ecomarine Consortium 
International Ltd 

NA NA $30.03m∗
∗∗ 

    Total  N49.70bn $2.38bn 

Notes: 
∗∗Only 30% of bid price has been received. Balance of 70% outstanding. 
∗Only 10% of bid price paid. Balance of 90% to be paid as agreed in terms of sale 
∗∗∗No payment received yet. Awaiting NCP’s approval of bid offers or Negotiating terms of sale/lease. 
+Only entry fees paid. The concession fees are to be paid annually and spread over the duration of the concession (10 – 25 

years). 
++Up to 50% of bid amount has been paid. Balance to be paid later as agreed in the share sale and purchase agreement. 
+∗Transaction cancelled. 
Source: BPE Records, obtained on 29 June 2006. 
 
Appendix II: List of Enterprises Privatized, 1989 to March 2005 
(Attached as PDF document) 
 
 
Source of Appendix II: www.bpeng.org/10/Index.asp as at 27 July 2006 
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Appendix III: List of Companies for Commercialisation  

1. Cross River Basin Development Authority  

2. Hadejia-Jama’are River Basin Development Authority  

3. Lower Benue River Basin Development Authority  

4. Lower Niger River Basin Development Authority  

5. Upper Niger River Basin Development Authority  

6. Ogun-Osun River Basin Development Authority  

7. Upper Benue River Basin Development Authority  

8. Sokoto-Rima River Basin Development Authority  

9. Anambra-Imo River Basin Development Authority  

10. Benin Owena River Basin Development Authority  

11. Chad River Basin Development Authority  

12. Kainji Lake National Park  

13. Federal Radio Corporation of Nigeria  

14. Nigerian Television Authority  

15. News Agency of Nigeria  

16. Nigerian Film Corporation  

17. Old Oyo National Park  

18. Gashaka Gumi National Park  

19. Chad Basin National Park  

20. Yankari National Park  

21. Cross River National Park  

22. Niger Delta Basin Authority  

23. Niger Delta Development Authority  

Source: www.bpeng.org/10/Index.asp as at 3 July 2006 
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Appendix IV: List of Enterprises for Concession 

• Tafawa Balewa Investments Ltd;  

• Nigeria Ports (five remaining concessions); 

• Lagos International Trade Fair Complex; 

• Nigerian Railways ( Eastern Route); 

• Nigeria Railways (Western Route); 

• Nigeria Railways (Central Route); 

• Abuja Airport;  

• Lagos Airport;  

• Enugu Airport; 

• National Inland Waterways Authority; 

• Abuja National Stadium; (with a Main Bowl  sitting capacity of 60,000) 

• Lagos National Stadium; (with a Main Bowl  sitting capacity of 40,000) 

• Liberty Stadium, Ibadan with a Main Bowl sitting capacity of 25,000 

• Nnamdi Azikiwe Stadium, Enugu with a Main Bowl sitting  capacity of 

25,000 

• Kano Stadium;  

• Ahmadu Bello National Stadium, Kaduna with a Main Bowl  sitting capacity 

of 25,000 

• Tafawa Balewa National Stadium, Bauchi with a Main Bowl sitting  capacity 

of 20,000 

• National Transmission Company Plc (PHCN); and 

• National Theatre, Lagos.  

Source: www.bpeng.org/10/Index.asp as at 3 July 2006 


