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ABSTRACT

The study centered on the examination of trade mggEshand resources use on economic growth of Ididyenn
1981 to 2014. Data for this study were sourced f@@mtral Bank of Nigeria Statistical Bulletin (2008012 & 2014);
International Finance Statistics (IFS) various geand Central Bank of Nigeria Annual Reports andtethent of
Accounts various issues. The time series data ested for stationarity using Augmented Dicky-Full@&DF) and
confirmed with Phillip Peron (PP) test for statiagha The method of ordinary least square was eggadn data analysis.
The findings revealed positive effects of trade ross and average manufacturing capacity utilizaffroxy for
resources use) on real gross domestic productr¢xy gor economic growth), but only the former stemlva significant
impact. Exchange rate showed a negative relatipnsiih real gross domestic product which was cowtta expectation
but reflects the situation in Nigeria over the wed@n the basis of the results among the recomntiendanade include: it
is imperative to amicably settle and resolves tiseiigency, militia operation and high level crinegihaty in Nigeria so as
to effectively accommodate the trade partners, eaqaially encourage domestic investors; attentiord ree given to
infrastructure and other capital overheads restrird, specifically, the epileptic power and goodter problem needs to
be addressed urgently and there is the need ttigaiycand unmyopically increase efficient resagdistribution system

and production diversification in Nigeria.
KEYWORDS: Economic, Growth, Openness, Resources, Trade
INTRODUCTION

There is a wide held view by some economists tpahness of an economy performs better than close ion
this modern era. This is due the conception thadetropenness significantly impact on economic dgweént and also
based on the traditional theory of trade which etp@ositive welfare effects from openness in vigwhe emergence of
specialization, investment innovations, producjivinprovement, resourcefulness and effective ressuallocation. But
there are fears expressed by some authors in the-rsim with respect to initial effort towards opess or trade
liberalization that adversely affects poorer ecoismand besides, in the long-run openness may lpoverty than
expected (Goff and Singh, 2013).

Greenaway et al (1997) points out that the insipinabehind some countries trade reform and adjeistm
programme has been to advance the working of mase@ias to increase factor allocation, accumulatiush eventually
enhance economic operation. This implies the avwidaof factors inhibiting export which is the kegcfor in any
openness or liberalization programme. So, the eB9§0s and 1990s witnessed unilateral opennessig®lby many

developing countries as a way of resolving soméleiiges debilitating economic growth and developimen
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Nigeria as a developing economy has always purslifeetent ways of restructuring and promoting aggite
economic activity with a view to break away fronethicious circle of poverty that has gripped thertoy since after
independence. This intention led to the designaatidulation of different plans, policies and pragmmes over the years.
The first, second, third and fourth National Deyeteent Plan objectives which came in the varioupaetve years of
1962-68, 1970-75, 1975-80 and 1981-85 have sonwethicommon, which were to increase the per capidame, even
development and increase in employment of resowanemgst others (Osuka, 2006). But the degree af attainment
has not been desirable. Undoubtedly, the countsyniod relented in its pursuit of positive reformatiand transformation
using policies and programmes to enhance econoewigloppment and growth. Besides, the two digit tidlarate over the
years is worrisome. In 1981, inflation rate was92@n 1992, it stood at 44.5, by 2001, it was 1&#@ came to 13.7 in
2010 in recent time, it is over 17%. But one pragninissue is the recurring poverty situation irtespff every effort due to
insufficient availability of capital and resourc#gat can play significant role to change the ecdnoguagmire and
unstable macroeconomic variables due to incongigtenpolicy implementation, poor institutions,d& indiscipline and

serious lags in fiscal policy.

Ozoh (2010) posits that the problem of ‘growthless in less developed economies such as Nigexansed
from defective economic and socio-political ingfibnal set up, defective attitude towards work, hteadogical
backwardness, low entrepreneurial skill, indisciplamong others. Besides, the shortsightednes® déderal, state and
local managers of resource, right from the militaye to the present democratic dispensation islhigvorrisome.
Aspiration for self- interest at the expense ofisiat welfare improvement has never helped mattéoswithstanding the
various actions put in place by the various leddethe country cum the poor living standard in thilst of abundant
mineral and human resources calls for proper asessment. Economic stability has been a miralyégeria in spite of

various efforts, thereby worsening the economigemibf the inhabitants.

Disgustingly, data from National Consumer Survegvedd that in 1980, the number of Nigerians in ptyveras
17.7 million, in 1985, it rose to 34.7 million, k992, it was 39.2 million, it came up to 67.1 noifliin 1996 and recently
poverty level is estimated at 70 million (NBS, 2D0%he rural and urban poverty is highly dishearign Ogwumike
(2002) points out that the rise in total poor biotlhe rural and urban areas have been on incréasehas brought about
unnecessary exodus of the rural dwellers to urbeasathereby raising the influx and pressure erfdhilities in the area
and also increased the level of unemployment inatie@. Besides, is the skewness of developmetiteo€dauntry where
we now have very poor region (rural area) and iredbt developed urban region. One would expectdased resources

use in consideration of trade openness and othielypoeasures adopted by the government.

Succinctly, the poor state of infrastructure, ibgity, inflation and lack of required capital tdtlthe economy
compel the country to imbibe the aspiration to opemorders more for foreigners to come in. Thiaimajor proposition
by many development economists on the basis timae sihe underdeveloped economies lack the requispétal to
revamp their nations for sustainable developmeowepy annihilation difficulty, infrastructural resicturing constraints
owing to insufficient income generation and capitansequently, the major option left is to opentlwp economy for
foreign investment and trade. This is plausibleansideration of Rodan (1947) who pointed out ¢heértain quantum of

investment is a hecessary condition for a coumttyet propelled to a certain level of growth.

However, some scholars have different perspectiwves findings with respect to trade openness. Fstaite,

Berg and Krueger (2003); Grossman and Help man1(19%cas (1988) have noted that poverty reductiepends
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greatly on economic growth and as such assertédrge liberalization has the power to raise pobgity required in

sustaining growth. This is because increased tgadss rise to more incentives for investment cuhrepipositive effects
that brings forth favorable situation such as imseein the use of available resources that is ¢apafbrevamping

depressed economy. In a similar vein, studies leydteal (2004); Dollar and Kraay (2001); Franked &omer(1999), and
Sach and Warner (1995) showed a positive effedibefalization on growth. To them, trade liberatina is powerful

economic tool aside other adopted policy reformstl@ contrary Irwin and Tervio (2002); Rodrigueml&rodrik (2001);

Edward (1997) and Harrison (1996) opposed the aéwapid growth associated with trade policy measuand found
significant adverse impact of trade on economiaviino

In spite of the opposing views and outcomes of sstugies, Nigeria has not relented in her tradeoess policy
which is conceived to help increase resourcesag®omic activity, create job opportunities andime generation, other
things being equal. In this respect, it is antitgpathat foreign and domestic investment will ims® in Nigeria from
openness which is believed to raise employmenouress utilization and income generation that aseetial factors for

development and growth.

In view of the intensified efforts over the yeapsattract foreign investment and high hope of pasigffects, it is
our intention to empirically examine the effectsti@ide openness and resources utilization on ecicndenelopment. On
this note, the paper is streamlined thus: sectiom i8 theoretical issue; review of empirical litera is section two;
method and procedure of data analysis is the setfti@e; section four is result presentation asdudision while the last
section is recommendations and conclusion.

THEORETICAL ISSUES

There have been various theories put in placelasamt for trade openness. Trade openness has witkddhe
extent to which a country and other countries eagagcommercial or trade activities without any gdpments. It has to
do with country’s decision to design programmes palicies to avoid the inhibition of inflow and dlow of goods and
services across its boundary with other nationsenlances international competitiveness. Ulasai2RBees trade
openness as actions of a country focused on palicseduction of impediments to trade rather thaadér intensity.
Pilinkiene (2016) sees trade openness as a unigftry’s economic policy measurement shown agtmaenness index
(guide) that is estimated as summation of expartsimports of goods and services measured as a ehgross domestic
product.

The Mercantilist opposed free trade by stressingpanection which was opposed by Smith and Ricdrdo
consideration of the need to achieve global pradocfficiency. The classical economists advocaeecialization and
non-restriction as the basis for trade. They detnatexl the gains associated with internationaletradhen resources
endowments are efficiently utilized in productiohgmods. Specifically, the absolute and comparasigeantages trade
theories of Adam Smith (1776) and David Ricardo5{9support trade between countries without anyidrawhich
increases world output and offer benefits to caestrThe theory was opposed on various groundssiferadly, the
assumption of the greater role of labor.

Heckscher-Ohlin articulated the basis of internalotrade in consideration of factor endowment. yThe
pinpointed the outcome of international trade dwuehe differences in factor endowments in varioosntries. In their

view, capital rich economies should export cagiteénsive goods and import labour intensive prosludtile labour rich
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countries have to export labour intensive goodsiampabrt capital intensive goods.

Sen (2010) points out that this neo-classical theas quite appealing to economists and also plaigrficant
role in free trade on the premise of optimizativra aylobal level with respect to productive effiudy, consumption and
spontaneous use of inputs of production at fullacity. The limitation of Classical theory was expody the view of the
Heckscher-Ohlin version of free trade because ®fitroduction of marginal rates in defense of fireele and employing
Pareto-optimum instead of the basis of comparaiygply cost alone which aimed at ensuring optinenadf production,
consumption, and trade for the two trading coustatequilibrium. In other words, it counteracted Ricardian paradigm
that used supply cost of labour as the determiohtrade advantages, and consumer preferenceoéaisgas relevant as

the supply of inputs in determining price compeétiess of commodities for countries in trade.

The modification of Heckscher-Ohlin theory led &sle of economies of scale, imperfect competitang
differences in technology among others. The effettechnological changes on pattern of internatidrade have equally

been analyzed to demonstrate the relevance (P@9®@t); Vernon (1966).

Intra-industry trade theory which focused on ecoiesnof scale and imperfect competition came uph@n late
1970s. For instance Krugman (1979), Brander andgiian (1983) stressed that economies of scale apériect
competition can give rise to trade without compaeatadvantage. Obviously, expansion gives riseatgd scale of
production and the need for wider market. Econormfescale are associated with both internal andraat benefits which

accrue to an industry

Other theorists advocated that trade openness mEgmsitechnological change in that it raises damestlry
and competition, thereby bringing forth innovatimerease; and also permitting new products to yreebve to other
countries with associated increase in stock of Kedge for new production pattern which promoteswgho They

articulated that trade is a major determinant ofagh and development (Stoper and Samuelson, 1941).

In his perspective Agenor (2000) posits that opssrgenerates economic benefits—under free traddugtive
resources tend to be reallocated toward actiwtiesre they are used with comparatively greatecieficy and away from
less efficiency activities. In addition, opennesayntead to improved allocation of resources amaegoss due to the
elimination of distortions; facilitate the acquisit of new productive factors, intermediate goodsd improve

technologies, which enhance overall productivityief economy.

In related view, Meier (1986) notes that foreigivate investment helps in the creation of infrastuee such as
roads, harbors, water and hospitals. It suppomsdévelopment of the internal market and plays tgreke in the
distribution of imports from donor economies thrbuge local economy into the advanced foreign ntarkéeallows the
host countries to extract its treasured primarpueses such as crude oil, copper, tin-ore, diameamd other mineral

deposits needed as raw materials for industrial use

In this study, it is the believe of the authorsttinaconsideration of the efforts made by the fatigopvernment of
Nigeria over the years to promote trade opennessnot out of place to investigate the impactrafie openness on the
development of Nigeria economy. This empirical gtudll assist us know the status quo and possibine up with ways

of improving the economy for more benefits.
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REVIEW OF EMPIRICAL LITERATURE

Many scholars have engaged in the study of tradsmgss and economic development in both developed a
developing countries and found both positive arghtige effects. In various empirical studies susliratahi-Vehapi et al,
2015; Habibi, 2015; Tahir &Azid, 2015; Musila &Yikiss, 2015;Dollar & Kraay, 2003; Gries & Redlin, Z)1Hassan and
Kamrul, 2005; Dowrick and Galley, 2004) on opennasd economic growth concluded that trade operim@gs greatly
enhance the growth of advanced economies and gengleconomies. They found a positive and long+elationship
between openness and economic growth. In addigiood number of researchers such as Deme (2002 dtrat foreign
trade is advantageous to economies on the badisenfempirical findings. On the other hand, stadi®yy Gross and
Helpman, 1991; Clemens & Williamson, 2001; Abbal£among others point out that trade opennesscimpagatively

on individual country.

In his study of trade liberalization and growthGimana, Asiedu (2013) employed the method of Autesgive
Distributed Lag approach. The dependent variable ngal gross domestic product while the explanatarjables were
trade openness, population, foreign direct investramd inflation rate. He found a positive and #igant relationship

between trade liberalization and real GDP growtthalong-run.

In another case, Nwaka, et al (2015) studied tgmBnness and unemployment: empirical evidence fgeri
using vector error correction model to explore te&ationship between trade openness (dependerdbigyiand the
independent variables (public recurrent expenditureeducation, foreign price shocks and real gduseestic product).
The outcome revealed that in the long-run real wugmd income per capita give rise to fall in unopment, whereas,
trade openness policy is associated with increasenemployment; openness and foreign price shoepsesented by

commaodity prices in the short-run dynamics lessgamployment among others.

In their study of trade liberalization and growth developing countries, Greenaway et al (1997) eduon
liberalized countries in the post 1985 period anthes non-liberalized countries. Panel data estimatiethod was
employed. The core estimation centered on growth o&real gross domestic product (GDP) per capjitawth in real
merchandise exports (X), growth of the capital lstli¢ (measured by change in investment) and gromtabor (L). They
found that liberalization has a negative impacgoowth. In a similar study, Habibi (2015) examintttade openness has
any effect on economic growth for 120 countriesiaggdanel co-integration and panel error correctiadel. The study
revealed among others the existence of long-ruatiogiship of the gross domestic product and trgzEnpess; and also

bidirectional causalities between the two variables

In his empirical study of trade openness and gravgimteli (2015) investigated 87 Countries consistirfi both
developed and developing in the period 1970-2018.fédind a positive relationship between opennedsgaowth for
developed country and negative effect on income gagiita for developing countries and positive dffen growth.
Pilinkiene (2016) studied trade openness, econgnuwa/th and competitiveness in Central and Easteofi@an countries
and was able show that economic growth brings ingarent of trade openness while regional competitigs leads to

economic growth advancement. In all, economic ghdvas a long-run impact on openness.

Other studies such as Sarka, 2008; Duczynski, 20@§jor et al, 1993 have shown that more openness
economies have the potentialities to be able tchcap with modern technologies. While Ulasan, 202Rang et al, 2009

asserted that trade openness leads to rise inigtribdtion of available resources which helps antoy to greatly use
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endowed resources optimally. In a related view,exal, 2008; Miller and Upadhyay, 2000 endorseddrapenness as it
gives room for the spread of human skill from oegion to the other. Other studies have shown aipesind negative
relationship between trade openness and unempldyifieis implies that trade openness adversely affaemployment
reduction. It has also been pointed that trade @& exposes consumers and households to a highrtected risk to
external shocks, via factor market transmissionhimecy on wages and unemployment. A positive refethip is also
established between trade liberalization and uneynpént (Helpman et al, 2010); Davis, 1998) and Beec1974).
Felbermayr et al (2011) showed a negative relatipnsetween openness and unemployment. Any actikiéyy does not

bring about a reduction in unemployment has adweffeet on economic growth.

In view of the various studies on trade opennes®st all of them did not consider including resasratilization
as a variable in economic growth. Our motive ofuding them is that when there is openness, kjeeted that there will
be more use of societal resources which should d¢mpasitively on the economy. This is the pointdefparture from

various other studies.
METHOD AND PROCEDURE OF DATA ANALYSIS

Sources of Data The study involves annual time series which whtioed from Central Bank of Nigeria
Statistical Bulletin (2014);International Financetistics (IFS) various years, and Central BanKigferia Annual Reports

and Statement of Accounts various issues.

Model Specification: In this study it is our intention to examine howade openness (TOP), exchange rate (EXR)
and average manufacturing capacity utilization (AQproxy for resources utilization) impact on reabss domestic
product (proxy for economic development). Theosdlyc and empirically, it has been pointed that &adpenness
contributes positively and/or negatively to growth.addition, it has also been asserted that ise@aocietal use of
resources brings forth increase in economic agtitiereby impacting desirably on economic develepinBesides,
stable exchange rate impacts positively to effectiternational transaction other things being edunaview of this, we
state thus: real gross domestic product (rgdp) mEpeon trade openness (top), exchange rate (ext)azerage
manufacturing capacity utilization (amcu). The ftimeal form of this relationship is stated thus:

Rgdp =f (top, exr, amcu).

Mathematically: Rgdp =ea+ bitop+hexr+ hamcu + Ut Q)

Where: Rgdp is real gross domestic product

Top is trade openness which is the ratio of impard export to the RGDP

Exr is exchange rate

Amcu is the average manufacturing capacity utilirat

Ut is error term satisfying the white noise errenmnt

& is the intercept which shows the influence on graks domestic product when the explanatory varsahbte
constant, while aa andag are the coefficients of the independent variablée apriori expectation is thaf a andag> 0
(that is positively signed). This is because if amdly if trade openness and all the other variahbage significant role in

Nigeria; it should positively influence economicvddpment proxied by real gross domestic product.
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METHOD OF DATA ANALYSIS

In this study, considering the nature of the dakéctwis annual time series, it is relevant to bdmgyrtesting for
stationarity. In their conventional perspectivesnoacroeconomic time series variables, Nelson aodsel (1982) pointed
out on the fact that such data have basic unit pogperty (ie not stationary) and may not give isight information in
proper decision making . So, it is essential adestvhether the mean and variance of the variaregonstant or change

overtime by using Augmented Dickey-Fuller (ADF) druller tests (Dickey and Fuller, 1979; Fuller, 627

However, it is not abnormal to confirm ADF test éyploying Phillips-Perron (PP) unit root test (@dtuced by
Phillips 1987, Perron 1988 and Phillips and Per(t®88). Obviously, the Augmented Dickey- Fulleraalkcare of the
autocorrelation of the first differences of a seri@ a parametric fashion by estimating additiomalsance parameters
(Obioma and Ozughalu, 2010), whereas the Phillgse (PP) unit root test applies non-parametiatistical methods
that take care of the serial correlation in th@eterms without adding lagged difference termsjé@ii and Porter, 2009).
Employing the ADF test, the null hypothesis is ttet variables have unit root (that is not statighahile the alternative
hypothesis is that there is no unit root in theialde (that is, Stationary). So, the decision riglg¢o reject the null
hypothesis if the absolute value of the ADF stiatighlue exceeds the critical value at a choseal lef/significance or the

probability is less than 0.05 significant levels.

The result of this unit test will be the foundatifum test for co-integration—that is the examinatif the long-
run relationship of the dependent variable ancettpdanatory variables. If all variables show thenearder of integration,
we employ Johansen co-integration test which ispufar test to examine the long run relationshipeotise we run the
regression using ordinary least square method.

Table 1: Augmented Dickey-Fuller and Phillips-Perran Unit Root Test Results

PP
ADF PP Statistic Sgltjisl,:tic Statistic Sgltjisl,:tic PP Statistic Order of
Variable Statistic Level form 1t 1% ond 2" Integratio
Level form difference difference difference difference n
3.661661*
2.960411*| -3.661661*
* -2.960411**
RGDP ; 2610160+ | '@
2.619160%| (-7.096113)
*%
(-
6.581166)
-3.646342* -3.646342*
TOP -2.954021** | -2.954021**
-2.615817*** | -2.615817*** 1(0)
(-4.846873) | (-4.854904)
3.653730*| 3.653730*
EXR 2.957110*| 2.957110*
N N 1(1)
2.617434*| 2.617434*
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5.304878)| 5.303480)
3.752946*
2.998064* '3'661661;
AMCU < -2.960411 @
) -2.619160**
2638752+ (17:501648)
*%
(3.474710)
S“’bab"'t 0.0004 0.0004 0.0002 0.0001 0.0002 0.0001

Source: Authors’ E-view estimated results.

*(**) *»** denote Augmented Dickey-Fuller (ADF) anéhillips-Perron (PP) statistic at 1% 5% and 10%lef

significant. Figures in parentheses are the ctitialues of ADF and PP respectively.

From the table |, it is obvious that all the vatesbwere integrated of different order. The AugradnDickey-
Fuller (ADF) and Phillips-Perrons (PP) tests dentiat the real gross domestic product (RGDP), aner#ge
manufacturing capacity utilization (AMCU) are intated of order two 1(2) . The critical values areajer than ADF and
PP statistic at 1%, 5% and 10% level of signific&nm the contrary, trade openness (TOP) is statjomidlevel form that is
integrated of order zero, | (0) given the critieald probability values. However, the probabilityues for both ADF and
PP tests which is less than 0.05 confirm the statity of the variables. Consequently, we asseitt Rgdp and Amcu are
stationary at the second difference that is I(2)ctvimeans that their stationarity were rejectetbael forms and first

differences, while Exchange rate is stationaryirat flifference that is integrated of order one bot stationary at level
form.

In view of these results, we do not suspect long+elationship since the dependent variable hasamomon

order of integration with majority of the indepentlevariable. Hence, we proceed to examine the énite of the

explanatory variables on the dependent variablieg) wsdinary least square.

Table 2: RGDP (-1) as the Dependent Variable

Variable Co-Efficient Std Error t-Statistic | Probability
RGDP(-2) 1.312744 0.187720 6.993109 0.0000
RGDP(-3) -0.229875 0.186297 -1.233921 0.231%
TOP(-1) 0.000239 0.000430 0.556249 0.5842
Log(Top(-2)) 1276.542 2553.794 0.481025 0.6357
Top(-3) 0.001548 0.000490 3.162536 0.004¢
EXR(-1) -91.80322 145.3899 -0.631428 0.5349
Log(EXR) -2241.145 4181.540 -0.535962 0.597¢
Log(AMCU) 43066.97 27837.15 1.547104 0.1375
AMCU(-1) -52.61384 1239.311 0.042454 0.9566
AMCU(-2) -572.6358 709.5823 -0.807004 0.4292
C -159060.6 88597.62 -1.795314 0.0877
R-squared 0.99 F-statistic Durbin-

Adjusted R- 2137.185 Prob | Watson Stat
sqauared 0.99 | F-stat 0.000000) | 2.136210

Summary of E-viewuks
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From the result of table 2, it is clear that trag®enness (top) and average manufacturing capatiigation
(amcu) at initial period impact positively on ecaomo developed of Nigeria but at insignificant levéhe positive sign
satisfy our apriori expectation. Trade opennessstatistical significant effect on real gross dofiogsroduct at three years
after policy action. Exchange rate at all time hasimpacted positively to the Nigerian economy tlubigh volatility and
excessive demand of imported goods. The negatiyeisicontrary to expectation. The result confotonthe classical and
neoclassical proposition that trade openness stgppoonomic development. The f-statistic and itsbpbility confirms
significant statistical impact of trade opennessoonomic growth. The empirical result conformhe studies by Fetahi-
Vehapi et al, 2015; Habibi, 2015; Tahir &Azid, 2Q018usila&Yiheyis, 2015; Asiedu, 2013; Dollar &Kraay003;
Gries&Redlin, 2012.

Worthy to note is that increased economic actigityper capita income at a period contributes meguily and
significantly to growth in the subsequent periodshown by the probability of the real gross doingsbduct. However,
the expected increase in resources utilizatiortiiisr®t attainable due to the increased crisesnstirgence and other
crimes in the country. Besides, there have beetigadlactivities and reactions that gave a baaaigo foreign investors
who responded by reducing their economic activitesl operations in Nigeria, thereby lowering inu@=t, raising
unemployment and reducing consumption of goodssandces. The fitness of regression line is a &ngng one based
on the co-efficient of correlation and adjustéealues. The overall effect of the independent \deis on the dependent
variable is significant in view of the probabilitf the F-statistic which is less than 0.05 sigmifit level. The Durbin

Watson statistic is 2.1which shows absence oflssutacorrelation in the variables.
DISCUSSIONS OF RESULTS

The results actually show the peculiarity of Nigarieconomy. Trade openness is really contributinghe
development of Nigeria economy at a level thatgaificant which can be said to emanate from thepdion of policy that
enabled more investment in Nigeria at the periodtofly. Intuitively, it can be pointed that therisased openness over
the years gave rise to more investment which héigdencreased use of the resources in Nigeria Ijnaiude oil and
agricultural products among others. Although, resesl use is at an insignificant level, hence largased resources
abound in Nigeria, especially human capital andiladn the other hand, openness has brought a gteatency for
Nigerians to carte away huge capital outside thantry, thereby creating cumulative causation arckWash effect in the
region. Unfortunately, from the result, it can béeired that the unconducive environment such as pdrastructure, the
attitude of political power holders and instabilligs been a stumbling block to regular domestic fargign investors’
activities. Any domestic or foreign business withdal as witnessed in recent time is a disasterigerfdn economy. This
is because unemployment rate goes up and resoutitieation declines with associated negative chafifects, which
reduces various sectors productivity. Suffice itention that the attitude of Nigerians with regpecexploitation and
corruption retards positive intention of investdxégeria with its large market desirable by progpecinvestors but lacks

enough environment which is a serious constraigroevth.
RECOMMENDATIONS

Actually, for every problem, there is a solutioradable which is in line with the law of polarityogerning the
world of duality. It is a matter of making a goodoice of remedial steps from existing options ttkka the problem. In

view of the findings of this study, we put forwatde following points as essential in promoting emmit development in
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Nigeria so as to benefit more from trade openness:

e It is imperative to amicable settle and resolvesittsurgency, militia operation and high level aimctivity in

Nigeria so as to effectively accommodate the faréiyestors and equally encourage domestic investor

» Efficient economic activity depends so much onasfructure and other capital overheads. The urbdrraral
areas should be given balanced attention. The jgilpower and good water problem needs to be addde
urgently. Besides, there is the need to practicalg unmyopically increase efficient resourcesrithistion
system in Nigeria. This calls for revamping theioas transportation systems such as road, railwager and air

transport. Over reliance on road as a means a$piahin Nigeria is archaic in this modern period.

e Fiscal and monetary incentives should be made ipadlgt available to domestic and foreign investdssides,

official charges should be made open. Double chlsaagj¢he port and within town ought to be eschewed.

» ltis also necessary to improve human capital agmkent strategy with a view to have more qualibolar. This
equally presupposes deemphasize on certificateisiton rather on skills, ability and capability fonction
effectively and efficiently. It equally requires necattention on creation of awareness on leardiagwill lead to

self employment.

e There is the basic need to diversify the economgrphasizing the active roles of the three tiergasfernment.
Agriculture and manufacturing industries must bedenso function actively. Besides, the work forcewhd be
made to be more productive by borrowing the pattériabour utilization (rewarding labour accorditinput)

obtainable in United States of America.
CONCLUSIONS

In this study, we have examined the effects ofdragenness and resource utilization on economieldement
of Nigeria from 1981 to 2014 employing the methdemlinary least square. The finding of this studyealed that trade
openness has contributed to economic developmemigaria at significant level. Nevertheless, thedst does not
contradict theoretical issues and empirical findimghich asserted the benefits derivable from t@mnness, as it showed
significant impact. However, resources utilizatisrstill very low due to over dependence on ongosebligeria is mainly
a consumption economy since we do not engage wigntfy in secondary production but always williagd ready to
consume sophisticated products from foreign countrich put pressure on foreign exchange. The exel lof fluctuation
in exchange rate has adversely affected the econbmraddition, all expected to be achieved throogknness is yet to
due to the peculiarity of Nigerian economy coupleih the attitude of people which contravene tramspcy,
accountability and probity. Capital in Nigeria hdigectly and indirectly flown away so much due fzeaness. A change is

still possible if there is a change in attitude aays of life.
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