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Abstract   

 

Infrastructure development has been a significant challenge to Nigeria despite the rich resources at its disposal. 

The study used the ex-post-facto design and Nigeria’s external and domestic debt as a population. In contrast, 

domestic debt is the sample taken. Variables of the study include domestic debt (Treasury bill bond, development 

stock, savings bond) and infrastructure development proxies (power and ICT) for 2001 to 2020. The study applies 

descriptive and inferential statistics analysed by multiple regression. Findings revealed a positive and significant 

effect of domestic debts on infrastructure development (Adj. R2 POWERINF 78.9% at 0.05 significance level, p-

value 0.9369 and ICTINF with Adj.R2 69.23% at 0.05 significance level, p-value 0.0397). Domestic debt could 

affect infrastructure development, but 21% of POWERINF and 30.77 ICTINF explains other factors affecting 

infrastructural development. Also, suppose Nigeria implements IPSAS guidelines fully. In that case, it could 

positively influence transparency and accountability, thereby enhancing infrastructure development. 
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1. INTRODUCTION  

 

Even though Nigeria enjoys abundant sources of wealth, the average person on the street cannot boast of a meal 

a day. (Putte, 2020); Ejere (2013) opined that the average person is poor due to the poor management of financial 

resources. Evidence of the poor state of infrastructural development abounds in the rate of development, bad 

roads, airways, unnecessarily prolonged rail project, the poor state of the public hospitals and classrooms. Rating 

Nigeria’s Human Capital Development index (HCDI) is 0.34 globally; Nigeria is 152nd out of 157. The World 

Bank (2019) report revealed that Ghana ranks 104th in the global education system and 12th in Africa ahead of 

Zimbabwe. Nigeria holds 124th position in the world and 25th in Africa behind Rwanda. Despite the introduction 

of Information Technology, service delivery still rates very low (Eseosa & Aigbe, 2019).  Deficiency in power 

generation subsists through different budget periods indicating an intention to attain a specified level of energy 

generation without success. For example, the intention was to generate 20,000 megawatts, but reality showed less 

than 2000 megawatts of power generation.   

 

Where there are problems of accountability, the development of a country turns to an erroneous mental 

imagination (Gberevbie, 2017). The need to borrow arises when enough cash to settle a commitment is 

unavailable. Businesses borrow, intending to pay back such debt through revenue generation. The public sector, 

as a result of the need to provide facilities that will enhance individual and corporate economy, goes into 

borrowing (Festus, 2019 ). Not only this, even though Nigeria is highly endowed with various revenue-generating 

resources, she is still unable to finance infrastructure development effectively without incurring debt (Onyeiwu, 

2012). The Fiscal Responsibility Commission suggested that infrastructural development and health drawbacks 

are signs of economic problems prevalent in a nation. Debt is an agreed-upon deferred payment instead of paying 

for immediate obligations (Chouraqui, Brian & Montador, 2014). Several reasons can be adduced for a nation’s 
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debt; however, what is essential is the practical application of such debt. It is equally vital that there are regulatory 

frameworks for managing such debt.  The drawbacks of the annual budget in meeting the government's finances 

lead to the incurrence of debt.  Inability to meet debt obligations places a government, business, individual or 

entity in a state of stress as efforts are made to ensure payment. Hence, it becomes pertinent that the mindset to 

pay must be there, necessitating accountability for a nation. A decision to incur a debt demands consideration of 

the attached risks, the ability to service the debt when due, and the debt's worthwhileness.  

 

Assessing the medium-term framework, it is observed that the high debt profile of Nigeria is responsible for the 

setback in economic development, which over time has become a burden in the annual budget (Tabiowo, 2015; 

Festus, 2019). Statistics reveal that government debt continues to increase gradually, as the Nigerian 

Government’s debt accounted for 18.9% of the country’s nominal GDP in September 2020, compared with the 

ratio of 18.2% in the previous year. Nigerian government’s debt to GDP  ratio reached 18.9% in September 2020 

against the lowest record of 9.6% in December 2010 (CEIC report). The country’s nominal GDP  reached 114.8bn 

USD in December 2020 (https://www.ceicdata.com/en/indicator/nigeria/government-debt.  

 

Public debt is made up of external and domestic debts. The debts are incurred by Federal, state and  FCT 

Governments. The DMO (2021)  revealed that public debt in 2020 was N32,22trn as of 2020 September., N25.7trn 

(2019), N22.4 (2018), N20.3 (2017) and N16.2trn (2016). The trend showed a gradual increase annually.  

 

Various studies on debt and economic growth, revenue generation and economic growth or infrastructural 

development suggested a need for matching revenue with infrastructure development (Nwosu & Okafor, 2014) 

and a need for monitoring and accountability (Okwoi & Sule, 2016).   Akpan (2013) examined revenue generation 

and infrastructural development in Imo State and found that there is a link between revenue generation and 

infrastructure development but suggested a need for monitoring and accountability while Adesoji and Chike (ND), 

basing their study on Lagos State through an examination of internally generated revenue and infrastructure 

development, equally suggested that there is appreciable development in infrastructure development; the study, 

however, stated a need for boosting revenue generation in order to achieve infrastructural and economic 

development. Through various studies, Atis (2014) and Palei (2015) affirmed the contributory effect of 

infrastructure development on the economy's growth yet decried the absence of its development in many sectors. 

Studies on domestic debt and poverty in Sub-Saharan Africa (Mbate, 2013), and specifically on economic growth, 

indicated a non-linear relationship between domestic debt and economic growth. This showed slow growth in the 

economy of Bangladesh (Kazi & Islam 2020). Observing infrastructure development in African nations,  Andrea 

and Lorenzo (2013) noted that bad and congested roads, power outages and dirty water are prevalent. However, 

the problem of finance is identified as crucial to solving these challenges.  

 

Maiyaki (2014) investigated the trend in and effectiveness of government budget and expenditure on infrastructure 

from 1999 and 2014 and suggested that accountability and financial discipline are missing in the affairs of the 

Nigerian government. Okwoi and Sule (2016) equally suggested that there should be a proper rendering of returns 

on revenue to avoid borrowing. Ssempala, Ssebulime and Twinoburiyo (2020) opined that the government needs 

to review her policies to ensure accountability for resources that can be applied to achieving infrastructure 

development. This study proposes that domestic debt affects infrastructural development. Thus if responsibility 

officers render returns effectively and efficiently, wasted or misapplied funds can be redirected to economic 

growth programmes and infrastructural development in the future. The main objective of the study thus is to 

examine Accountability: A Panacea for Domestic Debt burden and infrastructure development in Nigeria. 

 

The study is descriptive and uses secondary data analysed through multiple regression. The study population is 

Nigeria’s domestic debt, and the study covers the years 2001 to 2020.  The study is essential as it is poised to 

redirect the government’s attention to ensuring accountability. This gap has bedevilled Nigeria’s economic and 

developmental growth. 

 

2. DISCUSSION OF LITERATURE 

 

The concepts treated in the study include domestic debt and its proxies such as Federal government savings stock, 

treasury bills, treasury bond, and infrastructure development with proxies such as power infrastructure, transport, 

Information and communication technology, health and social welfare.  

 

Infrastructure development is earmarked and implemented through capital expenditure programmes of the 

government basically for fixed assets that enable the generation of revenue (Linda 2005, Babatunde 2018). 

Equally, it enhances economic growth for services and products that fall within its economic activities. This 

highlights the importance of maintaining such revenue-generating assets to capture future development effectively 
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(Ambrose and Steinner 2017). Provision for capital expenditure is primarily provided through the annual budget. 

However, reasons such as inadequate preparation, delay in the budget process, inexperience, poor monitoring and 

control have often been a cog in the wheel of infrastructure development. Equally observed is the fact that 

government sometimes use debts to finance recurrent expenditure giving a wrong notion of applying debt to 

capital development (Chijoke, 2019; Ahmed, Minister of Finance). 

 

According to West Africa Report (2017), only 16% of Nigeria’s roads are tarred and good. The World Economic 

Forum ranked Nigeria 132nd out of 138 countries globally. The Economic Recovery and Growth Plan (ERGP, 

2017) equally reported Nigeria’s poor level of infrastructure development as being responsible for the low 

economic status (Schunemann and Porter, (2020). Whereas Foster and Pushak (2011) suggested that Nigeria needs 

$10.42bn for ten years to resolve infrastructure challenges, presently, about $5.9bn is being spent annually. 

However, with revenue generation of N5.413bn (2016), N6.547bn (2017), N8.167bn (2018)..N693.91bn (2019)  

N612.87 (2020), total recurrent expenditure of N21.612trn and capital expenditure of N5.867trn (OECD.Stat, 

2021), going for debt to meet unique and infrastructure needs is not unlikely. The challenge is the mounting debt 

that threatens the nation’s economy. Extant literature reveals various demands that attention is paid to the rate at 

which debt is being incurred and the lack of equivalent developmental programmes to justify the debts ( 

Babatunde, 2017; Oyebode, 2018; & Festus, 2019). This is an area supposedly addressed by financial standards 

that directed proper disclosures to pave the way for accountability. 

 

The introduction of the International Public Sector Accounting Standard (IPSAS) aims to provide a way out 

through stipulated guidelines to ensure proper accountability for public funds. Despite the lofty benefits provided 

by IPSAS, Nigeria only adopted but failed to implement the standards (Babatunde, 2017). Studies like Ijeoma 

(2014), Onuorah and Nangih (2019), and Erin (2016) suggested that IPSAS standards will enhance comparability 

and International best practices, transparency and accountability, improve the quality of financial reporting, 

enhance good governance and furnish reliable information for decision making. If these are equally good for 

Nigeria, why not follow the adoption of the standard with implementation.? 

 

Given the ranking of Nigeria on the international transparency index of 136th out of 176 nations, resolving the 

economic challenges around her sends negative signals about the sincerity of the government. This is anchored 

on the expectations of international investors who would desire a secure financial environment for their 

investments. This equally portends some challenges in addressing the issue of debt burden. The implication of 

this problem reveals the necessity of reviewing the gaps that have greatly influenced the current economic 

scenario. 

 

In practice, Nigeria’s budgets for several years are delayed for upward of five to six months before the lawmakers’ 

approval. Budget delays affect the execution of infrastructural projects performance of businesses and create 

uncertainties for business decisions. Secondly, budget delays slow down performance in industries and revamp 

the economy. Thirdly, due to the delay, the release of allocation and other funds to ministries and parastatals 

inform undue delay in payment of workers’ salaries and reduce the purchasing power of the people either in the 

long or short run. These create some negative influences on the economy. 

 

Infrastructural development is set back since funding and payments to contractors become impossible due to 

budget deficit and delays in implementation. When the flows prompted by budget execution are disrupted, other 

negative results follow, such as people taking advantage of the gaps created. With production and other activities 

slowed down, there is a possibility of experiencing inflationary tendencies, sharp practices and other harmful 

vices. The scheduled debt repayment plans are equally put on hold, thus extending debt tenure and possible debt 

accumulation. 

 

Nigeria, the most populous African nation, faces diverse problems, including poor and inadequate development 

of transportation (rail, road, air), communication and electricity, education and health sectors, among others. This 

has been the bane of a setback in overall national development and economic growth. Infrastructure development 

is deficient in urban and rural areas (Oyedele, 2012) due to inconsistencies in development plans emanating from 

ethnic, political apathy, and non-continuity governance.  Equally, the objectives of each administration usually 

lack purposefulness and clarity; projects take longer time than planned, at times such projects are abandoned due 

to the inadequacies and irregularity of funding, and at times project funds are misappropriated. More often, 

approval and release of funds are delayed due to bottlenecks in the system. Likewise, poor equipment inhibits the 

successful completion of programmes. On record are the arrant wastages in allocated resources, misappropriations 

and the challenge of transparency in governance, a situation that keeps raising the question of the integrity of 

government when erring officers misappropriate and still get away with it (Adah, 2015; Benyin & Ogochukwu, 

2015; and Olaseni, 2019). Evidence of the poor state of infrastructural development abounds in the development 
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rate, bad roads, airways, unnecessarily prolonged rail projects, and poor state of the public hospitals and 

classrooms. Rating Nigeria’s Human Capital Development index (HCDI) is 0.34 globally, Nigeria is in 152nd 

position out of 157. The World Bank (2019) report revealed that Ghana ranks 104th in the global education system 

and 12th in Africa ahead of Zimbabwe. Nigeria holds 124th position in the world and 25th in Africa behind 

Rwanda. Despite the introduction of Information Technology, service delivery still rates very low (Eseosa & 

Aigbe, 2019).   

 

3. DATA ANALYSIS 

 

Objective: 

Evaluate the effect of domestic debts (treasury bill, development stock, treasury bond, savings bond, green bond) 

on power and Information and communication technology infrastructures  in Nigeria 

 

POWINF            =  β0 +  β1 + (TRSB, DEVS, TRYB, SAVB, GRNB) + εt   ----  Equation 1 

ICTINF               = β0 + β3 +{TRSB, DEVS, TRYB, SAVB,GRNB} + εt      ---- Equation 2 

Main Model --- β0 + β1 + INFDEV =  TRSB, DEVS, TRYB, SAVB, GRNB, INFL } 

 

Where:  

 

β0 = Constant 

β1,  β2,  β3, β4 and  β5 = Model Co-efficients         

 

Hypothesis  

H1: Domestic debts (treasury bill, development stock, treasury bond, savings bond, green bond) have no 

significant effect on power infrastructure in Nigeria. 

 
Table 1: Correlation Test 

 LTRSB LDEVS LTRYB LSAVB LGRNB INFL LTRYB 

LTRSB  1.000000       

LDEVS -0.741570  1.000000         

LTRYB -0.777868  0.791835  1.000000        

LSAVB -0.870374  0.960135  0.833074  1.000000       

LGRNB -0.579623  0.903148  0.763425  0.831541  1.000000     

INFL -0.732514  0.937762  0.695218  0.915030  0.818978  1.000000  

LTRYB -0.747816  0.709798  0.687668  0.789957  0.553104  0.674950  1.000000 

 
Table 2: Output result Model 1 

Variable Model  

Coefficient Std. Error T Stats Prob. 

ECT(-1) -0.010920 0.026336 -0.414654 0.0268 

LSAVB -0.2530143 6.310307 

 

-4.00954 0.0011 

LTRSB 0.03130751 1.528628 

 

2.048080 0.0585 

LDEVS 0.02315107 2.631660 

 

0.879713 0.3929 

LTRYB -0.0029537 3.666895 

 

-0.08055 0.9369 

C 0.7481771 40.52722 1.846110 0.0847 

Adjusted R2 0.789552 

Breusch-Godfrey Serial Correlation Test 0.5281 

Heteroskedasticity Test

  

0.5631 

F-Stat 18.82089 (0.000010) 

Ramsey Reset

  

15.09457 (0.1300) 

 

From table II above,  the co-efficient for ICTt-1 is the speed of adjustment towards a long-run equilibrium of 

1.09%. This means about 1.09% of departures from long-run equilibrium is corrected each period. The p-value of 

0.0268, which is statistically significant at 5%, explains Infrastructural development.  
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From the model result, SAVB has a negative impact on Infrastructural development. Specifically, a 1% change in 

SAVB would lead to a 25.3% decrease in POWINF of the country. This negative effect is statistically significant 

because the p-value for t-statistic of 0.1% is less than 5%. It negates the A Priori because an increase in SAVB is 

expected to increase Infrastructural development. 

 

TRSB has a positive impact on POWINF, a 1% change in TRSB would lead to a 3.13% increase in POWINF of 

the country. However, the effect of TRSB on POWINF is not statistically significant, with a p-value of 0.0585 at 

a 5% significance level. It does conform to a priori because an increase in TRSB is not expected to increase 

Infrastructural development. 

 

DEVS has a positive impact on POWINF. Specifically, a 1% change in DEVS would lead to a 23.2% increase in 

Infrastructural development. The effect of DEVS on POWINF is not statistically significant, with a p-value of 

0.3929 at a 5% significance level. Again, this conforms to A Priori because an increase in DEVS is expected to 

increase Infrastructural development. 

 

TRYB has a negative impact on Infrastructural development. Specifically, a 1% change in TRYB would lead to 

a 0.3% decrease in POWINF. The effect of TRYB on POWINF is not statistically significant, with a p-value of 

0.9369 at 5% significance, and it conforms to A Priori because an increase in TRYB is expected to reduce 

Infrastructural development. 

 

From Table 2, the Adjusted R2 is 0.789552 showing that about 78.9% of the dependent variable is traceable to the 

independent variables. In comparison, the remaining 21.1% is explained by factors not included in the model. 

This shows that the model has a perfect fit. This implies that the independent variables are explanatory variables 

of the dependent variable. That is, domestic debt is significant in explaining Infrastructural development. Since 

the probability value of f-stat is 0.000010, which is less than 0.05, that is, significant, we reject the null hypothesis 

and conclude that the model is significant in explaining the effect of domestic debt on Infrastructural development. 

 

The model has no serial correlation because the Observed R-squared probability value of 0.5281 is more 

significant than 0.05. Similarly, since the Observed r-squared probability value for the heteroscedasticity test is 

more significant than 0.05, there is no heteroscedasticity. This shows that the model is homogenous. That is, it is 

constant. Finally, the F-Statistics for the Ramsey-RESET test is more significant than 0.05; hence the model is 

linear. This means that the model was adequately formulated. 

 

The study evaluates the effect of domestic debts(treasury bill, development stock, treasury bond, savings bond, 

green bond) on power infrastructure in Nigeria. The analysis outcome showed that the f-stat is 0.000010, which 

is less than the 0.05 significance level. The null hypothesis was rejected. Equally, From the result in Table 2, the 

p-value is 0.9369. Adjusted R2 is 0.789552 showing that about 78.9% of the dependent variable is traceable to the 

independent variables. 

In contrast, the remaining 21.1% is explained by factors not included in the model. This shows that the model has 

a perfect fit. This implies that treasury bills, development stock, savings bonds, and green bonds affect power 

infrastructure development. This outcome is corroborated by Amaefule and Umeaka (2016) in their study 

outcome, which stated that capital expenditure (through domestic debt) positively creates an increase in 

infrastructure development.  

 

This position could also be further enhanced with the government’s policy review to encourage maintenance of 

the infrastructures, accountability, and transparency to achieve sustainability, as suggested by Elumelu (2021) and 

Davies, Nwankwo Olofindade and Michael (2019). 

 

Model 2 

Evaluate the effect of domestic debts (treasury bill, development stock, treasury bond, savings bond, green bond) 

on Nigeria's information and communication technology infrastructure. 

 

ICTINF               = β0 + β3 +{TRSB, DEVS, TRYB, SAVB,GRNB} + εt      ---- Equation 2 

Main Model --- β0 + β1 + INFDEV =  TRSB, DEVS, TRYB, SAVB, GRNB, INFL } 

 

Where:  

β0 = Constant 

β1,  β2,  β3, β4 and  β5 = Model Co-efficients 
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Hypothesis 2 

H2:  Domestic debts (treasury bill, development stock, treasury bond, savings bond, green bond) have no 

significant effect on Information and Communication Technology (ICT) in Nigeria. 

 
Table 3: Output result of Model 2 

Variable Model Two 

Coefficient Std. Error T Stats Prob. 

ICT(-1) -0.000510 0.017535 -0.029106 0.0397 

LSAVB 0.506090 0.240014 2.108588 0.0522 

LTRSB 0.085766 0.100096 1.544082 0.1609 

LDEVS -0.154556 0.058142 -1.475115 0.1434 

LTRYB 0.072528 0.139471 0.520024 0.6106 

C 4.279862 1.541460 2.776499 0.0141 

Adjusted R2 0.692394 

Breusch-Godfrey Serial Correlation Test 0.6185 

Breusch-Godfrey Heteroskedasticity Test 0.7296 

F-Stat 11.69184 (0.000164) 

Ramsey Reset

  

0.330108  

Dependent Variable: ICTINF 

 

From Table 3, the co-efficient for ICTt-1 is the speed of adjustment towards a long-run equilibrium of 0.05%. 

This means about 0.05% of departures from long-run equilibrium is corrected each period. The p-value of 0.0397, 

which is statistically significant at 5%, is significant for explaining ICTINF.  

 

SAVB has a positive impact on ICTINF. Specifically, a 1% change in SAVB would lead to a 50.6% increase in 

ICTINF of the country. The effect of SAVB on ICTINF is not statistically significant, with a p-value of 0.0522 at 

a 5% significance level. It conforms to a priori because SAVB is expected to increase ICTINF. 

 

TRSB has a positive impact on ICTINF. Specifically, a 1% change in TRSB would lead to an 8.6% increase in 

ICTINF. The effect of TRSB on ICTINF is not statistically significant, with a p-value of 0.1609 at a 5% 

significance level. However, it conforms to a priori because TRSB is expected to increase ICTINF. 

 

DEVS has a negative impact on ICTINF. Specifically, a 1% change in DEVS would lead to a 15.5% decrease in 

ICTINF. The effect of DEVS on ICTINF is not statistically significant with a p-value of 0.14342 at a 5% 

significance level, and it does not conform to a priori because an increase in DEVS is not expected to reduce 

ICTINF. 

 

TRYB has a positive impact on ICTINF. Specifically, a 1% change in TRYB would lead to a 7.3% increase in 

ICTINF. However, the effect of TRYB on ICTINF is not statistically significant, with a p-value of 0.6106 at a 5% 

significance level. However, it conforms to a priori because TRYB is expected to increase ICTINF.  

 

From the result in Table 3, the Adjusted R2 is 0.692394 showing that about 69.2% of the dependent variable is 

traceable to the independent variables. In comparison, the remaining 30.8% is explained by factors not included 

in the model. This shows that the model has a good fit. This implies that the independent variables are suitable 

explanatory variables of the dependent variable. That is, Domestic Debt is significant in explaining Infrastructural 

Development. 

 

Since the probability value of f-stat is 0.000164, which is less than 0.05, that is, significant, we reject the null 

hypothesis and conclude that the model is significant in explaining the effect of Domestic Debt on Infrastructural 

Development. The table shows that the Observed R-squared probability value is more significant than 0.05; hence 

there is no serial correlation. The table further shows that there is an absence of heteroscedasticity. This is because 

the Observed R-squared probability value for capital expenditure is more significant than 0.05. This shows that 

the model is homogenous. That is, it is constant. Finally, the F-Stat in the table for the Ramsey RESET test is 

more significant than 0.05, and the model is linear. This means that it was formulated correctly. 

 

In summary, findings indicate that TRYB, DEVS, and TRSB significantly affect infrastructure development 

(POWINF), Adj R2 being 78.9%, p-value 0.9369, 0.05 significance level. The implication is that other factors 

explain 21%. Furthermore, SAVB, TRSB, TRYB and DEVS significantly affect information and communication 

technology (ICTINF), Adj R2 69.23%, p-value 00397 at 0.05 level of significance. This implies that other factors 

explain 30.77. It can safely be inferred that domestic debt (SAVB, TRSB, TRYB and DEVS) affects infrastructure 

development. This implies that if a domestic debt is effectively and efficiently applied to infrastructure 
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development, a positive effect would be achieved economically through infrastructure development. This position 

agrees with Drita (2016) on the practical development of infrastructure nationally. However, the Nigerian 

environment requires enforcement of standards included in the 21% and 30.77% other factors observed in the 

outcome of the investigation.    

 

4. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Nigeria has come a long way in delivering infrastructure development. Still, it faces the dilemma of overcoming 

the setbacks in achieving the infrastructure development objective. This study has shown that domestic debt will 

positively affect infrastructure development if effectively administered.  The existing gap that must be covered is 

accountability for financial resources. This equally challenges Nigeria’s policymakers to constructively appraise 

current challenges in line with the need to fully move away from the fence and implement the IPSAS guidelines.  

 

What then is the way out? Ijeoma (2014) suggested that the adoption of IPSAS will enhance accountability and 

transparency in the management of Nigeria’s financial resources. Guthrie (2020) opined that accountability in the 

public sector is a ‘chameleon-like’ and complex concept. Duenya, Upaa and Tsegba (2017) submitted that the 

standards are expansively applied globally; hence if embraced by Nigeria, it will enable comparison. Erin, Okoye, 

Modebe and Ogundele (2016) equally averred that standards are poised to impact quality financial reports. Sellami 

and Gafsi (2018) further suggested that the use of accruals rather than cash will greatly influence quality financial 

information and reporting.  

 

Based on the previous premises, it is suggested that embracing IPSAS will benefit Nigeria, encourage 

accountability for financial resources and influence the application of domestic debt such that infrastructure 

obligations are ensured and achieved. 
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