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ABSTRACT

President Muhammadu Buhari who took over the maafléNigeria’'s leadership from President Goodluck
Jonathan undertook so many diplomatic visits assient-elect even before his official inauguratidxiter his being
sworn-in on May 29, 2015, he undertook more visitBurther launder the image of the country andedsfy her foreign
revenue sources..Just as his three predecessoeffdadively utilized Nigeria’'s foreign policy amd¢onomic relations to
attract foreign investors and other internationaldiness/development partners to do business irtdbatry. Buhari's
administration maintained the status-quo of sustajrthe influx of more FDI and other foreign revesunto the country;
but still with the tip tilting more in favor of Odnd Gas (O&G). There was however underperformaidhe country’s
foreign policy where it failed to support its ecomio relations instrument for directing the attradtéoreign capital (more
particularly FDI) towards boosting the industriahd manufacturing sector and subsector of the ecgndmese critical
sectors and sub-sector have the highest likelihobdxpanding the country’s foreign revenue sourtesugh the
manufacture of unique products and goods in whigfefi has a comparative advantage in the interoadl market. It is
this failure of Nigeria’'s foreign policy to aid ire-directing all attracted foreign capital inflow®wards manufacturing
that motivate the study. The study is a qualitative where data was analyzed through discoursesapthnatory method.
In the end, recommendations were made for effdgtivtilizing the country’s foreign policy for aticting more FDI that
should be directed at the manufacture of uniquedpots and goods that will expand Nigeria's forergwenue sources

towards the general development of the domestiocng.

KEYWORDS: Foreign Policy, Interdependence, Foreign Direct éatment, Economic Relations, Manufacturing,

Industrial
INTRODUCTION

The performance of the Buhari's civil administratioetween 2015 and 2018 in terms of Nigeria’s Fpré&lolicy
and economic relations (for the attraction of FgmeDirect Investment and other foreign revenue ses)rcould not meet
up and match with his campaign promises and thaa@iggenerated by his defeat of an incumbent geesiin the 2015
presidential election. However, even as Presidieat-én 2015, President Buhari has kept faith whth image laundering
diplomatic visits too, where he visited many westeountries to woo foreign investors and for theoxery of looted
funds. His inability to form a cabinet for almodewen months impacted negatively on his performaacd more

importantly on his personal health. Almost four ngeeto his tenure, there is nothing much to showerms of directing
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the attracted FDI and other foreign revenue sourteshe manufacturing sector that would havedetea reliever of the
burden for the Oil & Gas sector of the economy. liderperformance in this regard led to the sinkihthe country into
a recession for the most part of his administratEwven when he finally announced late 2018 thatcthentry is out of
recession, it was paperwork and a political ginkiiecause it could not translate into tangibilligrause the masses are

still groaning under growing poverty, unemploymet@teriorating infrastructures, high rate of infiat etc.

Therefore, Nigeria’s foreign policy through its @oonic relations instrument under Buhari has undéopmed where it
failed to articulate and direct all the attractddl Rnd other foreign capital inflows to grow andolbthe industrial and
manufacturing sector and subsector. Manufacturihighvis increasingly becoming a global requirenead the capacity
of not only sustaining the domestic economy; butaipulting it into the circle of the top 20 leagliglobal economy (Top
20 Global Elite Economy [T20GEE]). It is this necfleor lack of strategic thinking towards evolvingiique
products/goods and implementation-lag of not tugriime country into a manufacture-driven economy thforms the

motivation for this study.
AIM AND OBJECTIVES

The major aim of the study is to assess how NigeFRareign Policy and Economic Relations has attcinflow
of foreign capital for the expansion of Nigeria@rdign revenue sources under Buhari's administmatithe specific

objectives are:

e To determine whether Nigeria’'s Foreign Policy unBahari’s administration has expanded the countigreign

revenue sources.
» To assess how the attracted foreign revenue haddiected at the non-oil sector.
» To determine whether FDI had been attracted artidid at the manufacturing sector of the economy.
* To suggest alternatives for re-directing more efdkiracted FDI to the industrial and manufactusegtors.
METHODOLOGY

The study is a qualitative one where secondarycgesuof data were mainly utilized in generating datathe
study. The research, which is an assessment ofrifligeForeign Policy and Economic Relations undar&i's

administration, is essentially descriptive and arptory.
SOURCES OF DATA

The secondary source of data collection was theadiopted and utilized in generating data for theysthrough
document studies. Relevant documents on Niger@sidn policy and Home Remittances were scrutiniZzacuments
scrutinized include official documents such as ahmeaports, internal memoranda and policy manuatker documents
included published materials such as textbooksjexo& journals, conference papers, newspapers,zimegaand internet

materials.
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CONCEPTUAL/THEORETICAL CLARIFICATION

The concepts of foreign policy, Economic Relati@swell as Global Political Economy Theory are hgre

defined, clarified and adopted as frameworks ferstudy:
FOREIGN POLICY

Political scientists as well as scholars in otheldé of study have approached the concept ofdarpolicy from
different perspectives. Most of these definitiormvdr been shrouded in polemics. Nonetheless, mbslass agree that
foreign policy is all about internal-external dynamof any nation-state, where they conclude thas nothing but a
reflection of the domestic affairs of a countryside its borders. Others are of the views thattihé projection and pursuit
of a stateactor’s national interests in the exteenaironment. Having given this preamble, the gtudll like to give the

specific views of scholars in succeeding paragraphs

The effective foreign policy rests upon a sharetssef national identity of a nation-state’s placéhe world, its
friends and enemies, its interests and aspiratibhese underlying assumptions are embedded innadtiustory and
myth, changing slowly over time as political lealee-interpret them; where external (foreign) amigtrnal (domestic)

developments reshape them (Hill & Wallace 1996).

While making his contribution to the conceptuali@aatof foreign policy, Akindele (2005) is of theewis that the
effective use of structures for the formulationaoivell-articulated foreign policy is so requiredheve he concentrated on
the institution and described the Ministry of FgreiAffairs as the central statutory machinery fbe ttonduct and
management of Nigeria’s external relations. Thisoating to him is derived from the political natuvé the Nigerian
public bureaucracy. Since we are under the foréegobalism (characterized by the multilateral esache of goods and
services), Akindele’s view implies that a techriigafficient public bureaucracy is germane for waed-yielding foreign
policy that will attract more foreign goodwill thvé country in tandem with the interdependence thaod the Global

Political Economy Theory.
ECONOMIC RELATIONS

Uya (1992) defines economic relations as the psod¢esough which a country tackles the outside wadd
maximize her national gains in all fields of adiincluding trade, investment, and other formgodnomically beneficial
exchanges, where they enjoy a comparative advantdgewvent to add that it has bilateral, regionadl anultilateral
dimensions, each of which is important. Uya’s viewseconomic relations in the life of a nation, gests that it should
serve as a strong anchor for the maximization tdreml economic rewards to any given country. Hgsvg of maximizing
national gains in all fields; is in line with thatérdependence theory of maximizing rewards anuimditing costs in
international interactions. Adeniji (2005) on hirfy states that the concerns of economic relatoasiot only subsumed
under, but are also situated at the very core efthategy of the policy of constructive and begiaficoncentricism. That
economic relation is not a foreign policy optiorjther did it advocate one. It merely sought tosperthe development of
the national economy through foreign policy measupaeniji's description of economic relations seg that it is the

driving shaft of a country’s foreign policy and thest needed stimulant of general domestic devedopm
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Ajaebili (2011) on his part defines economic rela as the encouragement and promotion of investmen
protection of deals (business agreement) from itn@epo the signing of contracts and the marketihgn entire nation as
if it were a business outfit itself. Ajaebili's wiss suggest that all those involved in a countrgsrm®mic relations should
be able to launder the image of the country samsnake it environment-friendly for doing busingkat will attract

Foreign Direct Investment and other internationgdibess/development partners.

Having given what other scholars defined as ecooaelations, a working definition will be attemptad this
juncture. Thus, economic relations can be defiredha deliberate utilization of domestic policibéstt will make the
domestic environment clean enough for the purstialb economic interests (trade, investment, fomeigpodwill,
remittances, exports, etc.) of a given country s&iits borders. A very stable domestic environnismtially, political and

economically) can serve a strong base for the atrafueward yielding economic relations.
GLOBAL POLITICAL ECONOMY THEORY

The Global Political Economy Theory also calletetnational Political Economy Theory; was populadzy
Robert Cox (1987) and Robert Gilpin (2001) wholigit separate views treaded on the path of Dawardd (1951) and
Adam Smith (1776). According to them, the theorgki® at how power relations, international econonaind politics
interact in the international environment. They mtain that there are three main strands of Intenat Political
Economy, which include Economic Liberalism (free economy edetined by market forces), Mercantilism (use of
economy to enhance power, protectionist policiepr&motion of state-led development) and Marxismuédity in
ownership and distribution of resources). Howeteis study will like to state that economic glokzalion is the fourth
strand, which they omitted; and is now includeds Ifashioned out through the imposition of the N&ilebal Agenda to

further entangle underdeveloped economies.

Therefore, all the four economic systems treatedeuthis theory originated from Europe (East orst)eand are
nothing but lethal instruments for the plunder axgloitation of the resources of third world coigdr This is because
they wereab-initio fashioned to advance and protect the exclusierast of the Northern hemisphere. It is for thesn
that scholars like Wallerstein (1989) and Salen080Oamented that the unfortunate countries of Sloeith were not
consulted at the formulation stages of these ecaneystems; but were forced not only to accept,ds to domesticate
them at their perils. This they maintained is teotfar increase European prosperity and their pegbatominance of

international affairs; and to increase poverty,mpyment and squalor for citizens of third worlzbatries.
Nigeria’s Foreign Direct Investment Drive under Bukari’'s Administration, 2015-2018

This section dwells on how Nigeria has utilizedf@seign policy instrument of economic relationgwselected
countries from at least each region of the worldtfee attraction of Foreign Direct Investment (mespecially genuine
foreign investors) and other international busingagners into the country. This is, done to endakanced and fair
representations in the analysis. These countrieshearegarded as great powers, emerging global nsoavecritical key
players in the nascent global economic events whictst of Nigeria's foreign direct investments cofnem. The
countries and sub-regional groupings selected de;lWnited States of America, China, the Europeaion) Brazil,

Russia, India, and Britain.
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On 2 August, 2017 the sum of $86 billion as FDI was pethinto Dangote Cement by foreign investors
(PRTV, 2" August, 2017). Another FDI came Nigeria’s way dff' August, 2017 when the US-Trade and Development
Agency (USTDA) made $1 million commitment to Tomaviodular refinery in Lagos state today. It was m&dewn by
the representative of the American Embassy in Nagdte essence of this is to boost private loefihing of our crude
oil to compliment the activities of our public nefiries at Port-Harcourt, Warri and Kaduna; as vasll eliminate
importation of refined petroleum oil (NTA, 2017)n@6" September, 2017 China and Kano state governmgnéedia
$600 million deal to set up a textile industriatlp&n Kano for the purpose of manufacturing (AngticCable Network

News, 2017).
SUMMARY OF FOREIGN DIRECT INVESTMENT TO NIGERIA BET WEEN 2015 AND 2018

Though there is an appreciation of the FDI inflowthwthe inception of the Buhari’'s administrationfeeam May

29, 2015; the massive failures of both Yar'adua admdathan should be an, eye-opener to him. He dheuirect huge
chunk of the country’s FDI to the non-oil sectorrmespecially to industrialization and manufactgrionique agro-allied
products and other non-food products in which Nayehas the comparative competitive advantage shdoad
manufactured for exports (sales) in the internationarket. His current fight against corruption gldobe intensified; so
as, to provide the necessary Clean Domestic BusiBasironment (CDBE) on a sustainable basis. A wit§27,412.94
billion have been earned by Nigeria as FDI by thd@i's administration between 2015 and 2018 cogebioth O & G
and Non-Oil (World Bank, 2018).

Comparison of Oil and Non-Oil Foreign Direct Investment 2015-2018

For the period covered by this study, Nigeria hagtioued to benefit from Foreign Direct Investm@¥ibI) with
the tip tilting in favor of Oil & Gas (O & G). Thé&end in oil and non-oil FDI between 1999 and 2@4.&s shown in
Tables 1 and 2 as well as Figures 1 and 2 below.shiare of Oil & Gas FDI far outweighs FDI in thenroil sector from
2015 to 2018. Investments in the oil industry agab encouraged to provide significant evidencbaafkward or forward
linkages with local industries that could resulteiconomic diversification and job creation. Thidb&ing addressed with
the introduction of the Petroleum Industry Bill B}) which is aimed at implementing major reformatthvill ensure that
the oil and gas sector is integrated with othedpaotive sectors. Nonetheless, significant effonisudd be stepped-up at
utilizing the oil wealth to grow the non-oil sect@rith more emphasis on industrialization and maoturing). This will
make Nigeria a favorable destination for raw matsrand FDI and a global haven for manufacturedigoo

Table 1: Comparison of Oil & Gas, Non-oil (minus Manufacturing) and Non-Oil (Manufacturing) Foreign Direct
Investment Inflow to Nigeria in the Fourth Republic (2015-2018)

General FDI | Non-oil(minus) O & G FDI | Non-Oil(Manu :
S/No. | Year Amount ($bn) A(mount)($bn) Amoun& ($bn)) Manufacturing)Amount ($bn)
2015| $6545.00bn $1,505.35bn $4,908.75bn $130.90m
2016| $6630.00bn $1524.90bn $4,972.50bn $132.60m
2017 | $6715.60bn $1620.00bn $5,011.00bn $149.50m
2018 | $6836.31bn $1689.76bn $5610.90bn $156.78m
Total $27,412.94bn $1689.76bn $20,503.15bn $569.78m

Source: Generated by the Researcher in 2018agdead from World Bank Development Index, 2018
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Figure 1: Comparison of Oil, Nor-oil and Manufacturing Foreign Direct Investment Inflow to Nigeria under
Buhari’s Administration, 2015-2018

Sourc&ererated by the Researcher in 2 as Adapted from World BarRevelopment Index, 2018

Table 2: Comparison ofForeign Direct Investment Inflow to Nigeria under Buhari’s Administration 2015-2018
according tothree key Sectors (in $billions & %)

1 General FD $27,412.94bn 100%
2 Oil & Gas FD $20,503.15bn 75%
3 Non-Oil FDI (minus Manu $6,304.01bn 23%
4 Non-Oil Manufacturing FD $569.78m 2%

Source: Geerated by the Researcher in 2019dapted from Wdd Bank-Development Index, 2018

Comparison of FDI in 3 Sectors under Buhari, 2015-2018
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Figure 2: Comparison of Foreign Direct Investment Inflow to Ngeria in 3 Sectorsunder Buhari’s Administration ,
2015-2018 (in $hillions)

SourceGererated by the Researcher in 2019dapted from World Bank-8velopmenindex, 2018
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Figure 3: Comparison of Foreign Direct Investnent Inflow to Nigeria in 3 Sectors under Buhari 2015-2018 (in %)
SourceGenerated by the Researcher in 2015 as AdaptedWorld BankDevelopment Index, 20:

HOME REMITTANCES BY NIGERIANS IN THE DIASPORA UNDER BUHARI' S
ADMINISTRATIONS, 2015- 201¢

The Buhari administration inherited an improvinglaw of Home Remittances from NIDO into the counay
the result of active engagement with NIDO by theé¢hcivilian admiistrations that preceded hiiThe sum of $21 billion
was remitted to Nigeria in 201521.8 billion in 201, $22.3 billionin 2017 and $23.5 billion in 201by NIDO. Total
home remittancesnder the Buhari administratidfrom NIDO between 2015 and 2018raia at $78.1 billion (Ojapinwa,
2012; World Bank, 2016; Migration Policy Institu@)16; World Bank, 2017This is as presented in Figu4 below:

Home Remittances Inflow under Buhari, 2015-2018
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Figure 4: Home Remittances inflow to Nigeria under Buhari’'s Alministration, 2015-2018
Sourc&enerated by the Researcher in 2019 as adaptecOjapinwa, 2012; World Bank, 2016; Migrati
Policy Institute, 2016; World Bank, 20, Migration Policy Institute, 2018, World Bank, 2(.
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FOREIGN GOODWILL TO NIGERIA UNDER BUHARI'S ADMIN  ISTRATIONS 2015-2018

The sum of $87 million waearned by Nigeria as foreign goodwiill 2015. With the active collaboration a
support of foreign governments and friendly int¢iorzal organizations, the sum of $13 billion wasaeped from the
immediate past administration in December, 2015. The sum 28 #illion was granted to Nigeria by the Islar
Development Bank (IDB) to assist the country figie Boko Haram insurgency. This donation was madgebruary
2015 during President Muhammad Buhariisit to the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. This when adlde the earlier $9
million given by the same IDByill give a total of $19 million. At the sideline of the®2Global Nuclear Security Sumn
(GNSS) held in Washington D. C. USA on March 301&0the LSG assured the Nigerian delegation of repatriattire
sum of $600 million looted funds back to the counts a follow up, the U-government announced on April 18, 2(
that it has repatriated $480 million to Nigeriapst of the Abacha looted fundshe two ($600m + $480 m = $1.
billion) when added to the earlier $1.2 billion pl#13 billion recouped from the immediate past aistiation will give
us a new total of $15.28 billion of recovered labfends to date (2017). The USAID of the US on Ast 10, 2016
announced the donation of the sum of $37 milliomNigeria for humanitarian activities in the countfyhis $37 million
when added to the"®batch of $2.92 billion vil now give us a new total of $3.28llion US assistance to Nigeria for -
period of the study. The World Bank in Februaryl2@nnounced the granting of $320 million to Nigeas assistance f
rural community development. The Oslo Summit oniramment donated $673 million in February 200thers include
IDB $0.196 billion,Switzerland $0.280 billion, Recovered Looted Fud8.280 billion; World Bank $0.320 billion; IFAI
$0.114 billion; Oslo Summit $0.673 billion and othe0.859 billion. The total foreign goodwill infloto Nigeria is at
2017 stands at $48.79 billion (Aaék, e-al, 2014; World Bank, 2017, Core TV, 2017).

Foreign Goodwill Tnflow under Buhari, 2015-2018
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Figure 5: Foreign Goodwill Inflow to Nigeria under Buhari’'s Administration, 2015-2018
SourceGenerated by the Researcher in 201adapted from Adeleke, et;&014, World Bank, 20:, Core TV,
2017.
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Figure 6: Foreign Goodwill inflow to Nigeria under Buhari’'s Administration, 2015-2018
SourceGenerated by the Researcher in 201‘adapted from Adeleke et; 2014, World Bank, 2017, Core T
2017

SUMMARY OF PERFORMANCE OF NIGERIA'S ECONOMIC RELATIONS IN MONETA RY
TERMS ($Billion) UNDER BUHARI'S ADMINISTRATION, 2015 -2018

Summary of Nigeria’s foreign policy and FDI throulglr economic relations instrumeunder President Buhari
indicated that WMT&WCST still leds as the major source of foreign revenue to thtryp. Thiss followed by the USA,

World Bank, Home Remittances, FDI, and India asttigeleading foreign revenue sources. Whereasethst lsources ¢

foreign revenue are EU, Foreign Goodwill, Rusand D8. This is as given in Tables 3 &#dd Figurs 5 & 6 below:

Table 3: Summary of Inflow of Foreign Revenueunder Buhari’'s Administration, 2015-201¢ ($ Billions)

1 USA 48.84
2 Russia 14.84
3 China 22.24
4 Brazil 29.22
5 India 38.46
6 EU 7.89

7 D8 15.76
8 World Bank 44.65
9 WMT & WCST 135.10
10 | Home Remittances 39.91
11 | Foreign Goodwill 10.68
12 | FDI 39.20

Soer Gererated by the Researcher in 2049 adapted from; World Bank, 2010; M
2013; Osinbajo, 2015; Mandara, 2013; U-CBJFO/USCBFT, 2012; Hurst, 2006; Alike, 2006; IHCR)11, World
Bank, 2014; Saleh, 2008; Awgi, 2013; Onakoya, 2012; World Bank Report, 2Q18,7
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Figure 7: Summary of Foreign Revenue Inflow to Nigeria under Buhari’'s Administration , 2015-2018

SourceGererated by the Researcher in 2 as adapted from; World Bank, 2010; Migration Poliostitute,
2013; Osinbajo, 2015; Mandara, 2013; U-CBJFO/USCBFT, 2012; Hurst, 2006; Alike, 2006; Indldigh Commissior
in Nigeria, 2011, World Bank, 2014; Saleh, 2008;0fwsi, 2013; Onakoya, :12; USAID 2016; World Bank, 20..

Table 4:Summary of Inflow of Foreign Revenueunder Buhari’s Administration, 2015-2018 (in %)

S/No | Foreign Revenue Sources Percentage

1 USA 11%

2 Russia 3%

3 China 5%

4 Brazil 7%

5 India 9%

6 European Union 2%

7 D8 3%

8 World Bank 10%

9 WMT & WCST 32%

10 | Home Remittances 9%

11 | Foreign Goodwill 2%

12 | Foreign Direct Investment Inflow 9%
Total 446.79

Source: Generated by the Researcher in 2(d® adapted from; World Bank, 20:
Migration Policy Institute, 20130sinbajo, 2015; Mandara, 2013; US-CBJFO/USCBFT, 2012; Hurst, 2006; Alik
2006; Indian High Commission in Nigeria, 2011, WoBank, 2014; Saleh, 2008; Awolusi, 2013; Onak&g12; USAID
2016; World Bank, 2018.
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Foreign Goodwill

29 Russia
(+]

3%
Home Remitt China

WMTE&WCST

30%

Figure 8: Summary of Inflow of Foreign Revenue to Nigerieunder Buhari’'s Administration, 2015-2018 (in %)

Source: Gererated by the Researcher in 2 as adapted from; World Bank, 2010; Migration Polingtitute,
2013; Osinbajo, 2015; Mandara, 2013; U-CBJFO/WBCBFT, 2012; Hurst, 2006; Alike, 2006; Indian Hi@bmmissior
in Nigeria, 2011, World Bank, 2014; Saleh, 2008;0fwsi, 2013; Onakoya, :12; USAID 2016; World Bank, 20..

From both the stattics and graph in Tables 3 & and Figures 5 & &bove the Wdd Merchandize Trade &
World Commercial Services Trade recorded the pemkopmance by placing first wita total net benefit of $135.10
billion accrued to the country in the Fourth Repulvepresenting 30%. The USA came second with al faflow of
foreign earnings from that country amounting 48.84 billion representing ®4. This indicated a very high level the
economic transaction between Nigeria and the UStiwithe period of the study. The World Bank’s ficéal
commitment to Nigeria withinhie short period of the Fourth Republic amounte#i44.65billion thereby placing as the
third largest source of foreign revenue to the ¢y (representing 1%). As a surprise package to Nigeria, the effec
dialoguing with Nigerians in the DiasporalDO) by successive administrations of the Furth iddijp has earned tt
country the total sum of $39.4illion as home remittances; placing it as the flodargest source of n-oil foreign
revenue to the country for the period of the s (representin@%). This indeed served as the needed stimulantht
initiation of Diaspora Commission Bill and its selgsient signing into law by the Ag. Vice Presidesmi Osinbajo ir
June, 2017. With the right political will, it is¢hefore, expected that the Cmission will eventually serve as a very via
non-oil foreign revenue source for the country. Theralld=oreign Direct Investment (FDI) inflow to tleuntry for the
period is $9.20 billion (representing%) and was placed™s India with $38.46 billio (representing%); was placed in
the 6" position in view of its modest performance basedt®huge investments in Nigeria. Brazil perfornagmpreciably
well with a total of $29.22 billion @) as foreign revenue to Nigeria and placed in7" position. China with the highest
volume of economic activities in Nigeria more esplyg in the construction and extractive sectordatreely

|th

underperformed where it was, placed in tI" position with a total inflow of $22.24illion (representing %) as foreign

revenue. Russia with18.84 billion (representin3%) and placed in the T(position has also underperformed in view
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the historic economic and military relations betweake two countries. Another underperformer is Bf& with $15.76
billion (representing 3%) and placed in th8 position. This has portrayed a lack of strategigagement in the
transnational economic organization by Nigeria'ditipal leadership and foreign policy mangers. kgmneGoodwill
netted-in $10.68 billion (representing 2%) as a-atroreign revenue source for the country anccethin the eleventh
position. The European Union as a block with altofe$7.89 billion (2%) was, placed in the"™ position and the least;

has underperformed compared to its dominance céidig Oil and Gas (O&G) sector.
CONCLUSIONS

From the analysis so far, the conclusion can bemithat Nigeria’'s foreign policy and economic redas under
Buhari’s administration has been so beneficial emdarding. Statistical data indicated that WMT&WC8ave been
improving during the period of the study. The stindg also indicated that Nigeria’s economic refetioith the USA are
undoubtedly the most active and most rewardingfigakof all state actors. Another startling reagbn of the study is
the sudden and steady rise of home remittancesidpgriins in the Diaspora (NIDO) where it was plaeedthe fourth
highest source of foreign revenue for the countrythe period. The performances of Nigeria's activsiness partners
such as China and India however fell below expertat The study also revealed that Nigeria's ecao@ngagement
with D8 indicated the poorest foreign revenue eagrior the country. In spite of the modest perfanogaby Buhari, his
administration failed to re-direct and utilize thgracted FDI in growing the industrial and mantfaag sector/sub-sector
for the manufacture of unique exportable producid goods in which the country had a comparativeaathge in the
international market. The sale of these produatsganods would have aided as an alternative majeigo revenue source
for the country. It would have acted as an effecimchorage on which the economy will rest for iy Y@eng time to come
and to seriously reduce the country’s overdeperelent petroleum oil. This is based on the fact tinast serious
countries like USA, China, Japan, Germany and Fratepend less on fossil fuel or other exhaustibergy sources to
power their economies. As such manufacturing isomby a vogue, but a global requirement in th& Zentury. Nigeria
therefore must key into this if she wants to goreeher aspiration of being one of the 20 greajkstal economies by the
year 2020.
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