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Abstract 

Despite numerous efforts put in place by the government to diversify the Nigerian economy, the results of 

these attempts and incentives employed have not been really felt in the economy. This study examined the 

effects of export diversification on economic growth in Nigeria for the period 1981-2017 using data from 

oil exports, government expenditure, non-oil exports, credits to private sector, exchange rates and lending 

interest rate as the independent variables and Gross Domestic Product as the dependent variable. The 

study utilised the Augmented Dickey Fuller and Phillip Perron unit root tests for estimation. The findings 

unfold the existence of a positive insignificant effects of non-oil exports on economic growth in Nigeria. 

Exchange rate and credit to private sector have a positive significant impact in the long run while lending 

interest rates and government expenditure have negative impacts in the long run. Nigeria can benefit 

largely from the exports of non-oil products if she can improve on the policies implemented to encourage 

non-oil exports, provide effective infrastructures and suitable environments for business purposes 

amongst other factors that would help encourage the growth of non-oil exports.  
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1. Introduction  

One of the major objectives of macroeconomic policies is achieving economic growth and development 

and a way through which economic growth and development can be fostered is through export. Nigeria 

depends heavily on foreign trade for growth. Nigeria initially began with the export of agricultural 

products. A few solid minerals and cocoa were mainly exported during the pre-independence and early 

post-independence eras. During these eras, the agricultural sector was the cornerstone of the economy 

accounting for about 70% of non-oil exports, 65% of the GDP and it also generated employment for 

about one-third of the population (Umoh & Ekpo, 2014). 

However, in the 1970s, the oil boom made Nigeria a mono-cultural economy with focus majorly on oil 

export. The oil and gas sector then accounted for about 10% of the GDP, over 70% of government 

revenue and over 90% of export earnings (NBS, 2017). The Ministry of Petroleum Resources was merged 

with the Nigerian National Oil Corporation (NNOC) in 1977 which then became the Nigerian National 

Petroleum Corporation (NNPC). NNPC was established by Act No. 18 and was charged with the 

responsibility of exploring, producing, transporting, refining and marketing petroleum products. The 

Nigerian government between 1965 and 1980 commissioned four refineries; two in Port Harcourt and one 

each in Warri and Kaduna. As a result, the oil sector became the leading sector of the economy. A lot of 

revenue was generated from the oil sector at that period such that other sectors were neglected, although 

not fully. This situation is referred to by economic scholars as ‘Dutch disease’. It occurs when the swift 

development of one sector of the economy leads to a decline in the development of other sectors. 

The role the oil sector plays in Nigeria in terms of total export, foreign exchange earnings and total 

revenue cannot be overemphasized. It constituted 90% of Nigeria’s total foreign exchange earnings in the 

1970s (Akeem, 2011). Oil prices are determined exogenously and as a result of this, a fall in the price of 
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crude oil in the international market will affect the Nigerian economy negatively. For example, the global 

economic crisis of the 1980s which was as a result of the collapse of the oil market put Nigeria in a 

terrible state. Efforts put in to revive the economy failed including the Structural Adjustment Plan (SAP) 

introduced by the Babangida regime. 

The vulnerability of the oil sector to changes in international prices and the performance of the non-oil 

sector on the Nigerian economy dictate the need to diversify the economy back to the abandoned non-oil 

sectors like the agriculture and the mining sectors which were known to have dominated Nigeria's exports 

in the past. Export diversification has proven to be a successful strategy in improving economic growth in 

many countries and it is believed that non-oil trade has the ability to propel the Nigerian economy to its 

desired growth. As a result, in the past years, efforts have been put in by the government to diversify the 

economy among which are; the import substitution strategy, trade liberalization policy, export promotion 

policy among others and also the establishment of agencies such as the Nigerian Export Promotion 

Council (NEPC) and the Nigerian Export-Import Bank (NEXIM). Despite these policies, the effect of the 

non-oil sector is not really felt on the economy as little is gotten from this sector in terms of government 

revenue and foreign earning. However, there are debates by some economic scholars on whether export 

diversification or specialization should be adopted to enhance the economic growth of countries. 

This study aims at examining the impact of non-oil exports on economic growth in Nigeria; it aims at 

determining the factors responsible for the current performance of the non-oil sector and examining the 

ways in which the non-oil sectors can be improved to induce economic growth. This paper is structured as 

follows: section 2 provides a brief review of literature, section 3 provides the methodology, model 

specification, presentation and interpretation of results while section 4 provides the conclusion and 

recommendations. 

 

2. Review of Literature 

2.1 Conceptual Framework 

Export Diversification 

Export diversification can be defined as a change in the structure of the existing export product mix of a 

country (Alwang, Ali & Siegel, 1991). It can also be defined as the spread of production over several 

sectors of an economy (Berthelemy & Chauvin, 2000). Herzer and Nowak-Lehnmann (2006) explained 

that export diversification is of two forms: horizontal and vertical diversification. Horizontal 

diversification occurs within the same sector and it entails adjusting a country's export mix by adding new 

products to the existing export basket within the same sector. Vertical diversification however entails a 

shift to the tertiary or secondary sector from the primary sector.  

Economic Growth 

Economic growth can be defined as an increase in the amount of goods and services produced by a 

country over time or as an increase in output or the real national product overtime. Economic growth 

differs from economic development in the sense that economic development means an increase in per 

capita income and an overall transformation an economy’s various sectors. A country's economic growth 

can be measured by its Gross Domestic Product (GDP). 

2.2 An Overview of Nigeria's Export Diversification Experience  

Nigeria’s export structure changed from agriculture to oil after the civil war. This change reduced the 

agricultural contribution to the gross domestic product. As a result of the perceived consequences of this 

change coupled with the high degree of volatility associated with world oil prices, the government 

instituted some incentives between the early 1970s and the 1980s such as the placement of high tariffs on 

agricultural imports and the removal of agricultural export tax and sales tax in order to promote the 

agricultural sector (Oyejide, A. 1986). 

The negative effects of the 1980 economic crisis made the Nigerian government begin to look for ways to 

diversify country’s export base. This led to the adoption of some strategies such as the export promotion 

strategy, the import substitution strategy and the agricultural-led industrialization strategy. Import 
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substitution involved the production of goods which were previously imported into the country, export 

promotion focused on encouraging the production of goods for export to other countries of the world and 

the agricultural-led industrialization strategy focused on first embarking on policies to improve 

production in the agricultural sector and then establishing industries where the raw materials obtained 

from the agricultural sector are processed. Some institutions were then established and charged with the 

responsibility of promoting exports. These institutions include; the Nigerian Export Promotion Council, 

the Nigerian Export and Import Bank and the Nigerian Export Processing Zone Authority. The recent 

border closure and the prohibition of certain import items can be viewed as an import substitution 

strategy. A constraint in the implementation of these strategies is the difficulty in the business 

environment in terms of technology, government policies, capital among others. 

 

2.3 Theoretical Framework 

The Classical Trade Theory 

This theory consists of the Absolute Cost Advantage and the Comparative Cost Advantage. Adam Smith 

put forward the theory of absolute cost advantage in 1776. Smith made a publication, ‘an inquiry into the 

nature and causes of the wealth of nations, 1776’ where he postulated that countries should specialize in 

the production of the commodities she can produce at a lower absolute cost compared to other countries. 

This theory objected the mercantilist theory of international trade as Smith argued for free trade. He 

compared nations to households and believed that since every household finds it prudent to produce some 

of its needs and to buy others, this should also apply to nations. This theory however fails to explain the 

basis of trade in a situation where a country has absolute advantage in the production of both goods and 

so, David Ricardo in his book, “Principles of Political Economy and Taxation, 1817” adopted a two 

country and two good model and stated that even if a nation has absolute advantage in the production of 

the two available commodities, it is possible for a mutually beneficial trade to exist between both nations. 

He stated that comparative advantage was more important than absolute advantage.  Ricardo believed that 

for a mutually beneficial trade to exist between nations, absolute advantage is not a sufficient condition 

but a pattern of comparative advantage across nations is the sufficient condition for mutually beneficial 

trade. 

Heckscher-Ohlin Theory 
This theory was initially proposed by Eli Heckscher in 1919 in a Swedish paper. In 1933, this theory was 

improved on by Bertil Ohlin, his student. Heckscher-Ohlin theory was developed on the basis of the 

comparative cost advantage and its emphasis is on the factors of production. This theory states that a 

country should import goods that are produced relatively intensively by the country’s relatively scarce 

factor of production and export goods that are produced relatively intensively by the country’s relatively 

abundant factor of production. In simple terms, this theory explains that a country which is labour-

abundant should export labour-intensive items and import capital-intensive items while a capital-abundant 

country should export capital-intensive items and import labour-intensive items (Suranovic, 1997).    

 

Prebisch-Singer Hypothesis 

This idea was developed in the 1940s by Hans Singer and Raul Prebisch. This theory is based on the 

argument that the prices of primary goods fall relative to the prices of manufactured goods thereby 

causing the terms of trade of primary-product based economies to decline. Singer and Prebisch believed 

that export diversification is important for economic growth especially in developing countries where 

primary products are majorly exported. 

2.3 Empirical Review 

Adenugba and Dipo (2013) in their study; ‘non-oil exports in the economic growth of Nigeria’ using time 

series data for the period 1981-2010 found out that non-oil exports have performed below expectation due 

to some reasons such as the ineffectiveness of export promotion strategies that have been adopted. The 

study further revealed that Nigeria is far from diversifying her export base and as a result, the oil sector 
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continues to be the single most important sector of the economy. In conclusion, it was stated that for an 

increase in revenue to occur through the export of non-oil products, some policies should be implemented 

by the government to enhance the productivity of the individual sectors and subsectors of the economy 

which will encourage the exportation of non-oil commodities. 

In another study by Kromtit, Kanadi, Ndangra and Lado (1985-2015), an ARDL (Auto-Regressive 

Distributed Lag) model was employed to ascertain the relationship between non-oil exports and GDP. 

The result indicated a positive and significant relationship between non-oil exports and economic growth 

i.e non-oil exports, especially agriculture significantly contribute to GDP. The result however showed that 

exchange rate had a negative and non-significant relationship with GDP. Conclusively, Kromtit et al 

advised the government to improve on the strategies put in place to encourage non-oil exports so that non-

oil exports can contribute more to economic growth and also recommended a legislation that makes 

participation in non-oil sectors easy.   

Nwanne (2015) in his study assessed the relationship between the non-oil exports and economic growth in 

Nigeria using the OLS Method. The Johansen co-integration test showed that the variables are co-

integrated which confirms the existence of long-run equilibrium relationship between the variables. The 

research revealed the existence of a significant relationship between non-oil exports and economic growth 

in Nigeria and that agricultural and manufacturing component of non-oil export have positive and 

significant relationship with economic growth while solid minerals component has a negative and 

insignificant relationship with economic growth in Nigeria. 

Olaleye and Olasode (2013) in their study; ‘export diversification and economic growth in Nigeria (1983-

2012)’ discovered that there exists a bidirectional relationship between agricultural share of output and 

per capita income and a uni-directional relationship between Per Capita income and manufacturing and 

oil exports using the Granger causality test. This unfolds the need for Nigeria to diversify her economy so 

as to deepen the impacts of other sectors on the growth of the economy. The outcome of the research 

revealed that the agricultural sector has more potential to cause an increase in PCI when compared to the 

manufacturing sector. 

Abogan, Akinola and Baruwa in their study for the period 1980-2010 examined the impact of non-oil 

exports on economic growth in Nigeria. To actualize this, the Ordinary Least Square method involving 

Error correction mechanism employed. The Johansen co-integration test indicated that the variables are 

co integrated which confirms the existence of long-run equilibrium relationship between the variables. 

Also, the research showed that non-oil exports have performed below expectation in contributing to GDP. 

To determine the relationship between non-oil exports and economic growth in Nigeria, a study was 

conducted by Ikpe, Anowor and Onudugo for the period 1981-2012. The study revealed a weak and 

insignificant impact of non-oil exports on economic growth in Nigeria. In addition, the study indicated 

that a unit increase in non-oil export stimulates the growth of the Nigerian economy by a meager 0.03 per 

cent. 

Duru and Ehidiamhen (2018) examined the impact of export diversification on economic growth in 

Nigeria for the period 1980 to 2016. The outcome of the study revealed that export diversification has a 

positive and insignificant relationship with economic growth in Nigeria while the export of goods and 

services, the growth rate of exports and investment had a positive and statistically significant relationship 

with economic growth in Nigeria while trade openness had a negative and insignificant effect on 

economic growth. 

After reviewing some works done by different researchers, it was revealed that there are conflicting views 

on the impact of export diversification on economic growth in Nigeria. While some found out that non-oil 

exports had positive and significant effect on economic growth, some found out that non-oil exports had 

positive and insignificant relationship with economic growth and some found out that a part of non-oil 

exports had negative and insignificant relationship with economic growth in Nigeria. Hence, the goal of 

this research is to determine the actual impact of export diversification on economic growth using ADF 

unit root test and Philip Perron unit root test and also adopting the Johansen co-integration and the error 
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correction model for the long run and short run analysis respectively. This study is for the period 1981 to 

2017 which will provide an update on the impact of export diversification on economic growth in Nigeria 

for thirty seven (37) years. 

3. Methodology  

The aim of this study is to examine the effect of export diversification on economic growth for thirty-

seven years. Hence, export was disaggregated into oil exports and non-oil exports in order to compare 

their relative effects on economic growth in Nigeria. 

3.1 Model 

Hypothesizing that oil export and non-oil export could have effects on economic growth, both variables 

are included in the model. The model is therefore given as: 

 
Where GRODP is Gross Domestic Product, OIEXPO is Oil Export, NOLEXPO is Non-oil Export, 

EXCGATE is Exchange Rate to USD, GOVEXPD is Government Expenditure, LINTERE is Lending 

Interest Rate, and CREDIPRA is Credit to the Private Sector. 

3.1.1 Data Source 

This study utilized time series data spanning a period of thirty-seven years from 1981-2017. The data 

were sourced from Central Bank of Nigeria (CBN) statistical bulletins. 

3.1.2 Analytical Method 

The data unit root was tested using ADF unit root test and Philip Perron unit root test. Johansen co-

integration was adopted for the long run analysis while the error correction model was adopted for the 

short run analysis. 

3.2 The Results 

3.2.1 Plots of the Relationship among Non-Oil Exports, Oil Exports and GDP 

Figure 3.1 shows the plots of Non-Oil Exports, Oil Exports and GDP. The essence is to check the 

movements of the variables overtime. This will provide a preparatory view about the relationship or result 

to expect from the series. Figure 3.1 shows that oil exports (OIEXPO), non-oil exports (NOLEXPO) and 

GDP (GRODP) all experience positive movements throughout the period, although with little 

fluctuations. This shows that all the variables move together in the same direction and suggests that both 

oil exports and non-oil exports would tend to have positive relationships with economic growth. 

However, both oil exports and non-oil exports tend to be insignificant in the short run. 
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Figure 3.1: Plot of Non-Oil Exports, Oil 
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3.2.2 Description of Statistics 

Table 3.1: Description of Statistics 

 GRODP OIEXPO NOLEXPO 

 Mean  32749.95  4187.033  242.2356 

 Median  22449.41  1286.216  28.0086 

 Maximum  69023.93  14323.15  1130.171 

 Minimum  13779.26  7.2012  0.2032 

 Std. Dev.  18889.20  5023.337  364.5336 

 Skewness  0.801592  0.857408  1.284344 

 Kurtosis  2.141006  2.220295  3.08634 

 Jarque-Bera  5.099938  5.470657  10.18365 

 Probability  0.078084  0.064873  0.006147 

 Sum  1211748.  154920.2  8962.718 

 Sum Sq. Dev.  1.28E+10  9.08E+08  4783851. 

 Observations  37  37  37 

Source:  Author’s computation 2019 

Table 3.1 shows the statistical description of Non-Oil Exports, Oil Exports and GDP. The average value 

of Oil exports is N4187.033 million whereas, that of non-oil exports is N242.2356 million. This reveals 

that the average value of oil exports is 17 times more than that of non-oil exports. Also, the maximum 

amount of non-oil exports is lower than the average value of oil exports. That is to say, oil exports take a 

large share of the total exports in the country. The Jarque Bera statistics indicates that GDP and Oil 

exports are normally distributed while non-oil export is not. Non-oil export has the largest value of 

skewness among the three variables which shows that it is not rightly skewed. .  

 

3.2.3 Checking if the Variables Have Unit Roots  

Table 3.2: Checking if the Variables Have Unit Roots  

VARAIBLES ADF UNIT ROOT TEST PHILIP-PERON UNIT ROOT 

GRODP  0.032145 -3.339751**  -0.857782 -3.179804** 

EXCGATE -1.908908 -5.10829*** -2.040328 -5.10829*** 

OIEXPO -1.186777 -6.189049*** -1.2499 -6.224121** 

NOLEXPO -0.862064 -6.984244*** -1.038146 -7.78539*** 

GOVEXPD -1.232998 -7.214707*** -0.886346 -7.099545*** 

LINTERE -1.959504 -6.64334*** -2.603484 -8.222993*** 

CREDIPRA -0.377974 -4.412662*** -0.380509 -4.418445*** 

Source:  Author’s computation 2019 

***indicates significance at 1%, **indicates significance at 5% 

 

The first step in this analysis involved performing some checks on the position of the variables regarding 

the problem of unit roots. This was achieved using the ADF test and the Philip-Peron test was used as a 

confirmatory test. From table 3.2, the ADF result shows that without taking the differencing of the 

variables, none of the variables is significant in term of the T-statistics. However, taking the differencing 

ensures the variables are significant. The same conclusion holds for the results of the Philip-Peron test. 

This leads to the conclusion that the variables have unit roots until they are differenced. 
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3.2.4 Explaining the Co-integration Results 

Table 3.3: Results of the Co-integrating Relationship 

Hypothesized  Trace Max-Eigen 

No. of CE(s) Eigenvalue Statistic Statistic 

  0.787300  198.0094***  54.17560** 

 1  

 0.702581  143.8337***  42.44147 

2  

 0.629177  101.3923***  34.72109 

3 

 0.566311  66.67119**  29.23998 

4 

 0.437492  37.43120  20.13723 

  0.264097  17.29398  10.73300 

 6 

 0.170935  6.560972  6.560972 

Source:  Author’s computation 2019 

***indicates significance at 1%, **indicates significance at 5% 

 

Table 3.3 shows that the variables are co-integrated in the long run. The trace test shows that there are 

four co-integrating vectors, while the Max-Eigen test showss one co-integrating vector. This indicates that 

OIEXPO, NOLEXPO, GRODP, EXCGATE, GOVEXPD, LINTERE, and CREDIPRA can be combined 

in the long run.  

 

3.2.5 Long Run Effects 

Table 3.4: Results of the long run coefficients   

 OIEXPO NOLEXPO GOVEXPD LINTERE CREDIPRA EXCGATE 

Coefficient -0.418588 -0.040344  1.622674  0.021919 -0.831211 -0.704949 

Standard 

Error  (0.12953)  (0.06895)  (0.23753)  (0.00616)  (0.16340)  (0.09584) 

T-statistics 
[-3.23148] [-0.58511] [ 6.83152] [ 3.55793] [-5.08701] [-7.35575] 

Effects Positive 

and 

Significant  

Positive and 

Insignificant 

Negative 

and 

significant 

Negative 

and 

significant 

Positive and 

Significant 

Positive 

and 

Significant 

Source:  Author’s computation 2019 

Table 3.4 shows the effect of non-oil exports, oil exports and other variables on economic growth in the 

long run. Oil export reveals a positive and significant long run relationship with GDP. By implication, oil 

export has a positive effect on economic growth in the long run and when export from oil increases by 

1%, economic growth increases by 0.4%.  

Similarly, the effect of non-oil exports on gross domestic product is positive but insignificant in the long 

run. By implication, non-oil export also has the potentials to increase economic growth insignificantly in 

the long run. This is not unconnected with the reality of the state of non-oil exports in the country.  

The long run effect of government expenditure on gross domestic product is negative. This means that 

government expenditure impacts economic growth negatively in the long run. The reason being that 
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government expenditure tends to increase inflation in the long run because there may be no correspondent 

increase in production activities.  

The effect of interest rate on gross domestic product is significant and negative meaning that increase in 

interest rate tends to discourage economic growth. In simple terms, it is explained that when interest rate 

increases, investment decreases which translates to a decline in productive activities. 

The effect of credit to the private sector and exchange rate is positive on gross domestic product. That is, 

an increase in credit to the private sector and exchange rate devaluation leads to an increase in economic 

growth. 

 

3.2.6 Short Run Effects 

Table 3.5: Short Run Effects of Exports Diversification on Economic Growth 

 Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob. 

ERROTERM -0.143421*** 0.030100 -4.764888 0.0001 

DGRODP(-1) 0.217920 0.142691 1.527221 0.1388 

DNOLEXPO(-1) 0.002330 0.012893 0.180717 0.8580 

DGOVEXPD(-1) 0.095769** 0.044207 2.166367 0.0396 

DOIEXPO(-1) -0.039578* 0.019708 -2.008248 0.0551 

DEXCGATE(-1) 0.004581 0.022035 0.207883 0.8369 

DCREDIPRA(-1) -0.066337 0.042478 -1.561681 0.1305 

DLINTERE(-1) 0.001033 0.001262 0.819017 0.4202 

Constant 0.037975 0.012733 2.982416 0.0061 

R-squared 0.668910 Durbin-Watson stat 1.722768 

F-statistic 6.566056 Prob(F-statistic) 0.000107 

Jarque-Bera 20.62557 Prob. 0.1116 

VEC Residual Heteroskedasticity Tests 

Chi-sq 474.9802 Prob 0.1825 

VEC Residual Serial Correlation LM Tests 

LM-Stat  39.23110 Prob  0.8396 

Source:  Author’s computation 2019 

***indicates significance at 1%, **indicates significance at 5%, *indicates significance at 10%, 

 

Table 3.5 shows that the effect of oil exports on gross domestic product in the short run is negative and 

significant at 10% level of significance. This implies that a one percent increase in oil exports leads to a 

decrease in economic growth by 0.03%. The reason for this negative effect is explained by a term known 

as Dutch Disease. According to this term, an increase in oil exports as a result of over concentration on 

the oil sector at the detriments of other sectors will eventually lead to a collapse of other sectors of the 

economy. It causes unemployment in the economy and consequently decreases economic growth. 

The effect of non-oil export on gross domestic product in the short run is positive but insignificant. This 

means non-oil export has the potential of increasing economic growth in the short run but the effect is not 

significant.  

The effect of government expenditure on gross domestic product is significant and positive meaning that 

government expenditure can have positive immediate effect on the economy. The effect of credit to 

private sectors is negative which means it affects economic growth negatively. Other variables have non-

significant effects on economic growth in the short run. 

The error correction term shows that the short run errors are corrected at 14% rate annually. The 

regressors are also able to account for 66% of the variation in gross domestic product, while the Durbin-

Watson statistics shows there is no fear of serial correlation. Examining the diagnostics on the residuals 

shows that the model behaves well. 
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3.3 Potential Effects of Exports Diversification on Economic Growth 

The results indicate that oil exports have positive effects on economic growth in the long run but not in 

the short run while non-oil exports have positive effects on economic growth in both short run and long 

run. This implies that diversifying the export base of the country into non-oil exports will be of great 

benefit to the country. It will assist in employment generation, the development of other sectors of the 

economy and also enhance economic growth.  

 

4. Conclusion and Recommendations 

Export diversification has been viewed as a way through which economic growth and development can be 

fostered in countries. As a result, this study investigated the effect of export diversification on economic 

growth in Nigeria. In order to achieve this, time series data spanning the period 1981-2017 was utilized.  

Theoretically, increasing the export of non-oil products is expected to have a positive and significant 

relationship on economic growth. This paper however revealed the existence of a positive but 

insignificant effect of non-oil exports on economic growth in Nigeria in both the short and long run. In 

the past years, some incentives have been put in place by the government to encourage non-oil exports 

but still, the effect has been insignificant. Some reasons for the insignificance of these incentives include; 

insufficient capital used to run the non-oil sectors, the terrible condition of infrastructures which hinders 

the production and movement of non-oil goods to areas where they are needed, lack of efficient and 

regular monitoring of the funds given out to manage the non-oil sectors and the unavailability of a 

conducive and reliable business environment to encourage non-oil products and exports. 

The imperative for export diversification is justified over the long and short run with the growth of a 

leading sector, for example, agricultural sector, manufacturing sector and adequate monitoring and 

funding to encourage economic growth. For economic growth to be achieved through export 

diversification in Nigeria, access to loans for the production of non-oil exports should be provided at a 

low lending rate. Institutions should be established to manage the funds given out for the development of 

the non-oil sectors and also to reduce corruption. Infrastructural facilities that will aid the development of 

non-oil sectors should also be provided as well as the provision of a stable and suitable business 

environment to aid the development of the non-oil sectors. 
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