Chapter Nine
DEREGULATION AND CORPORATE GOVERNANGE
by
Olayiwala 0. Oladele’

ABSTRACT

This chqpter appraises the .basis and modes for
deregulation of key sectors of the Nigerian economy and

situates them in the emerging corporate governance
fmn}g-works Prompted by inevitable domestic and global
rqahtngs. It upholds the symbiosis of deregulation and
privatisation of corporate entities but concludes in favour
of formal governance of the Ccorporate bodies in the
deregulated and privatised industries. It also urges best

praclicgs on the contents of our corporate governance
regulations and practices.

1.0 introduction

ror many decades of planned economy, Nigeria subjected many
industries and much trade to many restrictions in the forms that
included outright prohibitions, licences, permits, quotas.
Government was in the domain of business initially because of
the need to build public infrastructures at the founding of the
nation. Over time however, there emerged the new economic
policy to free the economy from the bondage of overregulation.
Through liberalisation and deregulation, government decided to
gradually free itself from dominant involvement in business
enterprises so as to enable the private sector to lead the
nation's economic growth and development.

In 2005, the Federal Government of Nigeria published a
roadmap titled the National Economic Empowerment and
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process often'does' not focus'on the market as a whole, but on
specific industries 'so. as o' lift the restrictions facing them. The
largeted limiting ‘factorsinclude licences, permits; quotas and
the likes. It is'a’ deliberate industrial policy ichoice. In Nigeria,
specific - regulatory  bodies  purposively - superintend = the
deregulation of particular sectors of the economy. :
Within the past one decade; Nigeria has vigorously pursued the
policy of deregulation, not only of business enterprises but also
the legal framework for the governance of enterprises within the
deregulated ' industries. ' This 'has occurred 1 in
telccommunications,  ‘financial  services, energy = and
transportation sectors of ‘the 'economy. It follows the trend
globally in developed economies such as the United States and
emerging economies of ‘Africa, Eastern 'Europe as well as other
parts of the world! Significantly however; ‘while the impetus: for
deregulation could be the same, there hardly could be said to
be homogeneity in its implementation. The lalter varies trom
industry to industry. .

pDrlomoig 1o 15510

It is "'dn’ linteresting coiticidence” that the era  of
deregulation ‘of industries 'is’also‘that in which there has been
persistent 'debate of, and experimentation-with, (deregulation of

‘corporate ‘governance. This 'raises the ‘quéstion 'not only of the
‘effectiveness of industry deregulation but alsd of the! corporate
“governance system and content that the deregulated corporate
personalities are expected o adopt o
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Deregulatron is.a drrect response 1o the fallure of nublic
_enterprises or Lorporaglons These enterpnsbb LUH‘“U[I]u a luge
proportion of national income without delivering pubhc good.

They “.... fail to allocate [scarce] resources efficiently; they
‘crecte économlc inefficienties; thewncur huge financial'losses:
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advances; and contributed to consistent fiscal deficits.” As
Omolayole observed of the 1980s, government invested N20
billion in economic activities only to earn a disproportionate
return of less than N3 billion.”® The yield figure for the mid-
1990s was even more disastrous. In that period, the Vision
2010 Report gave a paltry return of 2 per cent per annum on
Federal Government colossal investment of N100 million in
public enterprises.

Deregulation is based on government's preference of the
efficiency of free enterprise to the inefficiency of controlled
economy. Government suffered a diffused focus of engaging in
governance and commercial activities simultaneously. It was a
proverbial chasing of two rabbits at the same time with the
attendant inability to catch any. As Akanbi submitted:

In essence, government needed to reduce its role in the
management of the economy, and in turn encourage
increased private sector role and share in the economy.
Instead of being the prime economic agent, government
decided to facilitate private economic activities with the
hope that private sector participation would become the
rule rather than the exception and State intervention

justified on[y when it would help the smooth operation of
commerce.”’

In additicn to relaxing government regulation and facilitating
optimal efficiency of business through market forces,
deregulation also has the capacity to grow the capital market. It
is significant that economic liberalisation and deregulation is

** Oluade Amoda, ‘Deregulation in Nigeria: Historical Overview, Motivation,
status and Recommendations” <http://nigeriavillagesquare.disqus.com:
accessed 11 August 2012 quoting from Bureau of Public Enterprise,
‘Rationale for Privatisation’

<wvi.bpeng org/10/0317731656532b asp?DoclD=230&MenulD=5>

" M Omolayole, ‘Wealth Creation in a Free Enterprise Economy” (1998) 3(4)
Modus International Law and Business Quarterly 96.

" Muhammed Mustapha Akanbi, ‘Privatisation and Commercialisation of
Investments: How Beneficial are they to Developing Economies in Africa?’
11 The Journal of World Investment and Trade 3 (February 2010), 419 at
426, citing O Fafowora, 'Privatisation of Nigerian Commercial Ulilities:
Barriers and Constraints’ (1998) 3(4) Modus International Law and Business
Quarterly 37.



ivots of
ongoing in more than 70 countries of the world as ;P:epr::’{j’ ari!
the New World Economic Order so as to BCh'e'{ef i :rhf-'::r.:
effective resource allocation as well as U““S?Uf n‘Eas’t:;;
countries include those of Africa, Latin America, Easie
Europe and Asia,” : .
; The government is moving the public secim. : ?;:; f:ﬁ
domain of the private sector so that the public sec orh - ldic .
be limited to areas of strategic importance. rtTi:adrﬁ-a; he
progressive withdrawal of budgetary support for ce ? fﬁr;-nc;;
the public sector in the bid to ensure operatlor?a ;: mc_j On-
However, efficiency is achievable if support is as; -
inevitability. Government is divesting itself of sharehol ITr;i [::.
select public enterprises either partially or completely. e
initiatives are similar to those of India and other emerging
economies that are deregulating.” ‘

In Nigeria, Nigerian Telecommunications Pfc.. the
moribund telecommunication service provider and Nam-sr’fal
Electric Power Authority (NEPA), the epileptic electricity
provider, are two key examples of public utility corporations that
have failed in all the areas identified above. They and their
predecessors operated for a long time as inefficient monopolies
funded by taxpayers and captive patrons’ funds. Consumers
were left at the mercy of these corporations, and have had tg
subsidise their inefficiency by paying for the services that were
irregular while utilising alternative mean
well as generating their own electricit
with electricity, ecological cost,

Government responded. albei
the mentioned and other essential
make basic social and

s of communication as
y at great financial and

t belatedly, by deregulating
services provision SO as to
infrastructure Services availaple to
vulnerable and victimised groups as well as protect consumers
from  exploitation, |t purposes to ensyre
competitiveness and private sector-
through  deregulation and privatisat

through a legal framework that is fo

efficiency,
driven €conomic growih
lon. This s achievable
r consumer angd investor
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transtor (HOOT), rehabilitite oparate-and transter (101
and concessloning ™
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businenses will omorgo i the almosphore of keon competition,
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deregulation should also roduce the cost ol Givil Gover o
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oversight. 11 s expoctod also thal bottor products will e s
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one hand and ‘race for the bottom' on the otller hand. This is
playing out in the Nigerian telecommunications !|1dtlstry wherg
sOme major companies have issued out more lm\es than their
platform - could  carry, thereby causing congestion Iand call
mefficiency. In addition, the location of masts In many
significant cases does not appear to have gone ‘through
environmental —impact  assessment.  Some are in  fact
sandwiched in between residential buildings. Deregulation doc?s
and should not mean absence of regulation and laxity in
tansparency  as  well as law enforcement but liberal
accommodation by law, _

The deregulation of financial services ushered in
universal banking by which banks could combine commercial
and investment (merchant) banking as well as open insurance
and securities windows, The gross abuse that attended the
oparation of universal banking resulted in massive insider
dealing. By that, bank CEQOs, directors, managers, other
msiders as well as their proxies applied depositors and
shareholders' funds to speculative contrivances of scandalous
dimensions that caused the financial market failures of the past
few years. Huge life savings were lost at the further cost of
enormous  government  bail-outs of major banks, and the
Nigerian securities market is just recovering from the contagion,
though many investors may never recover therefrom.’®

The Nigerian financial system apparently learnt not from
but forgot everything of the hegativity of the 1980s deregulation
of the United States savings and loan (S&L) industry pursuant
to the Depository Institutions Deregulation and Monetary
Control Act (DIDMCA) of March 1980, which IS highly
instructive. Commenting on the negative impact, an informed
commentator recounts:

That deregulation allowed S&L institutions lo act more like
banks and adopt a federal charter This act made it
possible for S&Ls to offer their customers more attractive
iInterest rates on savings accounts, increase the limit on

" See Olayiwola O Oladele How Secure are Secyritios?
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Series 002 of Osun State University delivered on Wednesda}, 1%*1-:?:' Lbecture
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e.cf:-tl:_tau.- msx.tmnua. by 250 percent, and relax  thoi
Srestrictions somewhat on who  could obtain . a loan l;”

developing, acquiring or gonstiueling prapgty. After the
DIDMCA, and a number of other acts and reforms Qave

the S&L industry signific nntty |‘nulv}mln|mnw lo oparale
as it pleased, the mdndtty Brgan to collapst as lending gol
out of hand. The industry was so deregulatod that lendors
started approving their own - loans, as woll as theso .l:'|
unqualitied borrowers who wanted large sums ol monoy
for risky venturgs. Before too long, the S&L. industry had
lent much more money than it should have, leading lo an
estimated $150-billion government bailout,”’ \

4.0 '\.’ehicle‘_s_oleQregulntinn and Corporate Governance
1. Licensing:

_QC‘VE“’““@‘“ targeted duuqulahon of petroleum . products
‘m‘tpmtatton as well refining at competition thal should ensure
competition, efficiency and u ltimately resull into reduction in
pnces It L..iat:bllh_b pelia h“um nnpodatlun and uilnmq under
open . llcalmng to allow for participation therein by cligible
private seclor mu.oiu‘u, bodies. Duogulahun ol pocing oughl
ulllmately to bring in new firms and businesses, which through
campbntion would make refined petroleum producls available
locally and removed the need for subsidy. However, the subsidy
programme compounded, the prablem that it was meant 1o
solve, and Iesultbd in, dtamwnlwb for iI‘NL,blITIL.Ill n local
refining.

- Um Plesmu‘.tnl Stueung Commtltoe on lln, Global
_Flnanclal Sector submilted thal the IL,dcml tmmmmuu
'expended mc:-re than NG80 btlllon as submdy for petroleum
produots prices 10, . 9008 Smca lhc.n the. fiqures  have
geomeincally increased. However the submdy did nol achieve
the desired purpose but went 1o spurious claims and
engendeled cm:uptlon db well as looting of Whe lreasury Joday,
_'many of ‘the - licences for domestic ‘open operations i the
downstream sector of {he economy remain unuhlnscd because
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of projected lack of profitability. The axiom is, if much could be
gained through false claims of subsidy, not many entreprencurs
would be willing to persevere in and risk the pain of huge capital
outlay in expectation of uncertain future returns. Conversely,
the telecom deregulation has worked, at least in keeplng
government not in the arena of business but in ensuring that it
has more time to concentrate on governance and to facilitate
business activities.”®

A school of thought argues persuasively against total
deregulation. By this argument, the deregulation of the
downslream sector of petroleum industry or other seclors of the
economy should be phased so as to “enable state-owned
monopolies to regain efficiency” before they are fully privatised.
The second school of thought argues that the fulcrum of
globalisation is total deregulation, including complete
“dismantling,  unbundling and subsequent wholesale
privatisation of all state-owned [petroleum] businesses. The
third school is totally against liberalisation or deregulation
because, among other things, it leaves Nigerians at the mercy
of market forces that could be easily manipulated and looting in
the guise of privatisation.”

The deregulation of the electricity sector of the economy
takes form of privatisation and commercialisation. It breaks
government monopoly of that sector by winding up the NEPA
and incorporating in its stead the Power Holding Company of
Nigeria (PHCN). The restructuring takes cognisance of the
division of the enterprise of electricity provision into generation,
transmission and distribution. It also recognises the facts that
there is economic gain in vertically integrating the PHCN and
other State-owned companies with private seclor enterprises.
From 1972 to 2005, the defunct NEPA controlled 94 per cent of

" See also Okechukwu Eme, Innocent and Onwuka, Chukwujekwu Charles
‘The Political Economy of Deregulation Policy in Nigeria: The Chaliengeg;
Ahead’ (March 2011) Journal of Business and Organisational Development
Vol. 2, <hitp//www.cenresinpub.org/POLITICALECONOMY> acceseed Of
November 2012. h

" See Kombo Mason Braide, ‘Modes of Deregulation in the Downstream
Scctor of the Nigerian Petroleum Industry’ '
-:http:ifnigerde!lacongress‘com:‘maniclesimodes_of

deregulation i o
w.htm> accessed 06 November 2012. 9 'n_the_do
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T AV
cantrolling sharcholdars could (and did) occur on f::rr!rzl;all and
scalo.™ To that effect, they have to adopl I_llf‘j R
persuasive bost practices in corporale VANl }’ ( ulhis;
benefils, nol only of the corporate insiders  bu
stakeholdars (oo, otk

In broad principle advocacy, the emerging cor[_:)(:;lg
governance framewark should follow the Palh set by '( =C ”
principles in promoting transparent and afficient markels as 'fm
as in bearing consistency with the rule of law and Ulf:aﬂ'f
definealing the dulies and powers of regulatory, SUReIvIRElY
and enforcement authorities. It also ought to protect the rights
of shareholders as well as the means of their enforcement, This

entails trealing domestic and foreign sharcholders equitably

and recognising the rights of all stakeholders under the law or

mutual agreements so that the gains of deregulation could be

sustained.” Disclosure of material corporate information will
have to be full,

transparent and compliant with line iterm
requirements and other best praclices requirements that zssure
value lo all stakeholders,

2. Concessioning

The Infrastructure Concession Regulatory Commission
has as its key stralegic objective
national infrastructure through private sector  funding by
assisting the Federal Government of Nigeria and its Ministries,
Departments, and Agencies (MDA) to implement and establish
effective Public Private Partnership’s (PPP) process” States
may be involved in, and responsible for, ppp projects,
However, the Federal Government. undertakes to provide
financial guarantee for many PPP projects within the States

(ICRC)
facilitating “investment in

~ — L E .
C John C_c_)ffee Jr., 'Privatisation and Corporate Governance: The Lessons
from Securities Market Failure’ jn Merri

Co;oora!o Gpvon_vance Lessons from Transition Economy Reforms,
SSPnnceton Unwersny' Press, Princeton 2008) 272.

See Bob‘Triclfer, Corporate Governance Principles, Policies, and Practice,
(Oxford University Press, Oxford 2009) 159,
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according to the best practices under its own guidelines ang
policy.®

The partners in PPP projects could proceed by jointly setting
up a ‘Special Purpose Vehicle/Entity (SPVISPE). This is usually
a subsidiary company with a legal status and an asset/liability
structure that secures its obligations even if the parent company
goes bankrupt. It is also known as a "bankruptcy-remote entity"
whose businesses are restricted to the acquisition and financing
of specific assets. The unequal personalities of the parties to

the PPP project commend the choice of this organisational
form.

3. Privatisation and Commercialisation

In a bold effort to jettison public sector-driven economic
development for free market-led one, Nigeria, the Federal
Government enacted the Public Enterprises (Privatisation and
Commercialisation) Act.®’” As the title suggests, the goal is to
provide for the privatisation and commercialisation of certain
public enterprises. To that effect, the Act established the
National Council on Privatisation and the Bureau of Public
Enterprises with diverse functions and powers.

The Privatisation and Commercialisation Act classifies
the target public enterprises to be privatised into two. Part | of
the First Schedule to the act has the list of the enterprises for
partial privatisation. Part Il of that Schedule contains the
enterprises for full privatisation.®® The National Council on
Privatisation (“the Council”) established under section 8 of the
Act has power to intermittently add to, delete from or amend the
list as it may by order publish in the Gazette.®

The sale of the shares of all public enterprises being
privatised shall be by public issue or private placement. Where
the sale is by public issue, it necessarily should be on the

% <http:/lwww.icrc.gov.ng/> accessed 07 November 2012, _ _ |

87 Cap P38, Laws of the Federation of Nigeria 2004. The pioneering siatule
was the Privatisation and Commercialisation Decree of 1988 enacted by the
defunct military government of Nigeria.

®® |bid., Section 1(1) and (2).

® Section 1(3).
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capital market. However, the Council m“}’* gml;?:";:; ZL:GIII} r'
Issue or private placement, approve ’Fhﬂosdi@m ::1 addition to the
to a willing buyer or lhroggh ‘any' otheft th Gﬁvernm@m of tha
scheme for partial prustgE, Y lines and decisions
Federation may by periodic policy guidelines al % Eor i
divest of its shareholding in the privatised enterprises. For th
e (O : i { the shares or a part of
purpose, the Council may dispose 0
even in international capital market.”' : bk e

The Council has the power to 'detern'une_fhe_ po 'i'.‘"_”
economic and social objectives of privatisation  and
commercialisation of public enterprises’ as well as appro‘ff-_-‘ t\“‘--‘
enterprises to be privatised or commercialises. It may also sel
the legal and regulatory framework for the untc:r_[::-rnst;::; and
'delermine whether [the sale of] the shares of a listed public
enterprise should be by public or private issue or otherwise and
advise the Government of the Federation accordingly ' It also
may ‘review, from time to time, the socio-economic effects of
the programme of privatisation and commercialisation and
decide on appropriate remedies.* %

The Bureau of Public Enterprises (the Bureau), inter alia,
advises the Council on the capitalisation needs of the public
enterprises that are up for privatisation. facilitates the issue of
the shares and sale of assets of the public enterprises 1o be
privatised, advises the Councii of the structure of the share
sale, supervises the sale of the shares by
according to Council guidelines and ensures
the privatisation exercise. laking into account the need for
balance and meaningful  participation by Nigerians and
foreigners in accordance with the relevant laws of Nigena®™

The Public Enterprises (Privatisation and
Commercialisation) Order, 2004™ provides that Gov
may offer 51 percent of its shares in the privatis
Core Investors. The staff of the enlerprise
10 percent of the shares offered for sale

Issuing houses
‘the success of

emmentl
ed enlerprise 1o
may also have up to
to the public reserved

“ Section 2

"' Section 3

" See generally, section 11
" Section 13, generally,

™S 17 of 2004
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[ llu'lm P ransen fusuen WMAOtY tghts e
pratection o which the prosont i |1n=nunl1|v Ono mf:l”“””-v
here that the stiaeture of shareholdipg Impacts e r-.i--l1 y”w.:--.lu
and tiquidity of the capltal markol. Tho lealling t_hi[nnullf'.- ’;m'w””“! |
In\w qualitative the legal prolection of whatoholdory ‘11::::
jansdiction o An arrangoment  that — giver D1 porcon
shaveholding o core nvostors institationalines: l,'l:!lll't'!'llti.l’li'-(f
ownership - Other pravatised entarpises  may  howovo
tHﬂHHHuH‘nHa\ﬁVHhHHlﬂlhﬁpnhnulnlhnu“nnulnwnnudnp
: According o Collog, contomporary — wcholiship iy
tinancial sconomics emphasisos ‘both the contialty of logal
protection for nunonly shareholdors and the possibilily H-l.'al
regulation can outporton prvale contracting ™ e adds 1l
the centrality o protoction: must be altonded  not only by
ellective onforcomont but also by a stiong mcentive 10 sook
remedies tor infraction even altor the logal systom has provided
them ™ Collea argues convineingly furthes

[)e:

The citical question becomes, does local law establish
adequate disclosure and markel ransparency standards
restnet msdor rading, and adequately regulate takcovers
and cotporate control contests? I it docs, then arguably
the oxposure ol shareholders to  unfanr self-dealing
ttansactions ol the corporale lovel may have only a
second-level significance ™

The argument turns on the conclusion that privatisation has
farled in some bansitional economues of which Poland

Czech Republic are oxamples, due to inchoate or inadequate
securities regulation. In the early 1990s, the Czech Republic
rushed  into  prvatisation  without  adequate  regulatory
foundation. Instead, it embarked on ex-post development of
regulatory controls In response 10 many Grses and scandals
that arose. In a concerted move to established a prvate sector
led economic growth, the authonties privatised some 1,481 joinl

™ John C Colfee, ibid 266
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e of privalisalon. i
stock companies in the Czech firs! pl”‘ﬁ 34.';1:'{;1{; moved her
privatised 461 in the second phase. Tt ‘f’“‘_’ duct ("GP} fron
" e of the qross domestic pro __ i

private sector share of the gros . 1g4% @ real gargantuan
12 per cent in 1960 to 74 percent in 19557
[f:h;'f i

Czech Hepublic wongly 3*55‘?med simultaneously with
market  would  naturally  deve g,pclive secondary marrkel in
privatisation, and there V{ﬂulq be an acl . Fallacioushy. the
the sccurities of the privatised enterprses. | h voucher
authoritics belicved that dispersal of ownershl‘p Thiﬂug‘ “hfj':‘.’f'*l"j'
privatisation would achieve that. T hoggh {ﬂ'ft;a!(;fa {a “';r.
initial optimism which drove up share prices till 1995, CJ“_} & 5 f
and securities market scandals soon caused Qreatv loss o
confidence by investors and drove themn off. Foreign d1r¢§t and
portfolio investment fell from the 1995 level of $103 million to
$57 million in 1996, In 1997, the investment was in (he
negative, and by 1998, the economy had entered into
recession, compelling the authorities to set up a Securiy{_-s and
Exchange Commission o check the race for the bollom. ™

The lesson for Nigeria from the foregoing is plain, topical
and conlemporary. The country has rules on her statute books
but we nced enforcement will. The experience of the past four
years that led to the near collapse of the securities marke!, and
a massive loss of investment, including life savings, is highly
instructive. The rules have been there all along, and since then
there has not been any fundamental change in our financial
regulations.  The problem is wilh enforcement Investors’
proteclio_n al the corporate and markel levels should be of high
priority.'”

Strong corporate law also plays an important
preserving  the largeted  gains  of deregulation
privatisation.  The  scandals  {hat allended
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wate and public
Corporate governance refers 10 lh?a{;(;’:: and public
institutions, including laws, feg‘:‘[h elationship, in @
institutions, which together govern ? managers and
market economy, between CDrpOfade{hose who invest
entrepreneurs, on the one hand, an
resources in corporations on the other.

It is established that privatisation is valua'ble in ehmm:almig
inefficiency, weak management and informatlonal' asymme ry
State-owned enterprises provided that there ‘_S no looting,
uncertain property rights, weak government oversight, legal ﬂﬁd
corporate governance frameworks.'® Opinion however -
divided on the type of control that government should exercise
on the privatised enterprises. One school of thought argues that
the lesser government ownership and control are the more
shareholders’ profit maximisation is assured by yielding the
enterprises to market forces. Another school of thoughts is of
the view that government insures the expectation of investors to
receive returns on their risky investments if the State retains a
major equity holding in the privatised enterprises. This enables
government to provide stability and credibility as well ang
intervene appropriately in favour of the shareholders in the
post-privatisation period, %’

Burkhard tested the viability of {he
as well as the desirability of sudden or gra
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found that gradual but credible privatisation is more reassuring
to investors in emerging markets, and it has the propensity of
offering long-term benefits to the market and investors alike
The investors in such markets do not expect government to sit
in a state of detached altruism. The fact that they see
government as “performance insurer” by the stake it retzins in
enterprises being progressively privatised make them more
secure in investing.'®

Ultimately, the role being urged on government in the
process of privatisation is not that of undue interference but that
of enabler, facilitator and provider of enabling environment for
foreign investment. Happily, the Government of the Federal
Republic of Nigeria has adopted and is implementing the policy
of gradual privatisation. Government role in the post-
privatisation period must however ensure policy stability and
supportive infrastructures to reduce the cost and risk of doing
business in the country.

In the post-privatisation period, particularly in partially
privatised enterprises, government role in preservation of the
value conferred on the investors is an important means Dy
which the efficiency of the private sector-driven economic
system will be assured. It is strategically significant that
government has implemented the policy of partial privatisation
of some key enterprises with a statutory undertaking to further
divest its shareholding in the privatised enterprises and dispose
of its shares through local or international capital market. If an
investor would assume that investing in an enterprise where the
State is a co-owner guarantees lesser risk and higher returns,
the assurance that government involvement gives should
engender his key interest in government assets that will be
privatised in future.’®

CONCLUSION

Deregulation is offers an important way out the inefficiencies
and failures that have bedevilled the path of Nigeria and many

:2 Iid,
See Akanbi, ibid 432,



th to sustainable economic
ed by the Nigerian legal
tronage. The legal and

other emerging market countries pa
development. The vehicles employ
system towards it have global pa i
regulatory institutions that should support the initiative are
emerging. The extant rules as well as ongoing reforms should
adequately cope with the process if adequatel\{! - and
purposefully hamessed towards the desired goals of efficiency
and sustainable development. Phased deregulatory policy that
Nigeria adopts is commendable. However, the big problem with
Nigeria is transparency and lack of the will to enforce oversight
regulation.

Nigeria ought to learn from other transition and emerging
economies so as to avoid the failure of the process. The best
practices in corporate governance that protect the interests of
all the stakeholders must be adopted.
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