


CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background of the Study
Manufacturing industries are important in both advanced and developing economies. They manufacture goods and services that assist in economic development and contribute significantly to the production of jobs. The significance of capital structure decisions in terms of increasing a company's value cannot be overstated. A firm’s capital structure is the combination of assets and liabilities that it uses to fund its activities. It is critical for any firm's sustainability, and the financial managers of such firms are accountable for the capital structure mix choice. Pandey (2010) considers capital structure to be the most important decision made by company managers due to its impact on shareholder risk and return. The key aim of this study is to look into the effects of debt financing on firm performance in Nigeria manufacturing sector.
According to Omaliko and Okpala (2020), financing mix is one of the most highly discussed finance themes or ideas among academics and scholars' studies. Its significance relates to the fact that capital structure is inextricably linked to a company's capacity to meet the requirements of diverse stakeholders. The primary claims on the firm's assets are represented by the financing mix. This covers both equities and liabilities of various sorts. The conventional idea of dividing the capital structure into debt and equity has been around for a long time. The important decision for financial managers is hence how much debt and how much equity to take on. Before settling on a capital structure for any company, it appears that certain elements must be considered. The structure may vary over time, however adjustments may be made at any moment based on whether the debt burden is low or excessive. More debt may raise shareholders' risk, but when the conditions are appropriate, it may also significantly improve their rewards. If the debt-equity structure is well-designed, the cost of capital may rise, resulting in a rise in the firm's value (Aziz & Abba, 2019). 
Debt financing's influence on firm performance is one of the most important decisions that all businesses, whether new or established, must make. This study is mainly concerned with the company's capital structure. Many businesses rely on debt, either long-term or short-term, to establish or sustain their operations. Capital structure, according to Brealey et al. (2006), is the sum of debt and equity finance. According to Abor (2005), in order to accomplish the firm's goals, the organization must make appropriate capital structure decisions. Debt is one of the most crucial indicators of a company's profitability and development. Long-term debt financing, according to Schiantarelli and Jaramillo (1996), helps a manufacturing business to improve its performance. This is possible if the firm has sufficient cash to operate. Internal, external, or internal debt or equity can all be used to create revenue for a manufacturing firm. If a firm has too much debt and is unable to repay it, it will have an impact on the company and its employees at the same time. A firm may decide to fire employees in order to save costs and prevent insolvency. To summarize, debt may be beneficial to a firm, but it can also be hazardous if it is not managed correctly. Furthermore, despite the fact that few studies on debt financing have been conducted, the outcomes have been mixed (both good and negative) in terms of business performance.
Financing decisions serve as a baseline for business decisions, and the proposition of mix financing has a significant impact on a company's financial efficiency. One of the crucial decisions that the central body of an organization must make is the optimal combination of diverse sources of short and long term funds (Liaqat, Sadique, Bagah, Khan &Naseer 2017). Debt financing has been used to close fiscal deficits in the manufacturing sector (Onchong, Muturi, & Atambo, 2016). Since retained profits may not be adequate or inaccessible, debt funding is a crucial source of resources for many growing companies (Githaigo & Kabiru, 2015). The equity sources are derived from stock shares floated on the trading floor, relatives, -personal funds, and so on; the debt sources are derived primarily through loans from deserving borrowers, either through the stock market (bonds and debentures, option capital, and so on) or from personal funds. In principle, lending to a manufacturing company is better, but the sum the lender can recover is reduced by the principal and interest paid. Investment is riskier, but if the production firm succeeds, the upside prospect for the investor can be quite attractive; the drawback is a complete loss of investment.
A good deal of research has been done on the effects of debt funding on firm performance. The findings of these experiments are contradictory. Cecchetti, Mohanty&Zampolly (2011) studied the relationship of debt on companies and found that a moderate level of debt increases welfare and productivity, while a high level would lead to a decrease in firm growth. Rainhart and Rogoff (2009) proposed that debt has a favorable effect on a firm's growth only when it is held within certain limits. A financial catastrophe is almost inevitable if the ratio crosses those limits. Stern Stewart and Company agrees, claiming that a high level of debt increases the likelihood of a company going bankrupt. Since the company will be unable to raise further debt from financial firms, it will be unable to undertake projects that are expected to be profitable.
The essence of debt is a crucial factor in the success of a manufacturing firm. According to Jaramillo and Schiantarelli (1996), manufacturing firms can improve their productivity by obtaining long-term financing. If a company has access to long-term debt financing, it can invest in new equipment and capital to boost productivity. According to Marcouse (2003), by investing in more modern and sophisticated machines, productivity per worker increases According to Ventire & Miller (2004), modern awareness promotes greater output per unit of effort. The packaging business will also engage in more efficient emerging innovations. Owing to a lack of access to long-term funding, manufacturing businesses could be compelled to use short-term loans to support long-term projects. As a result, there will be mismatches between assets and obligations, as well as a decrease in working capital. The depletion of working capital will have a negative impact on a company's operations. It is critical that project cash flows serve as the primary source of debt repayment.
1.2  Statement of the Problem 
Due to a shortage of capital in the service of manufacturing firms in Nigeria, debt financing management has become important (Derbile, 2003). In Nigeria today, this sector is critical for job creation. If the owners of such firms wish to grow or expand, they would need to obtain and retain a loan. The management of such a corporation must consider the risks of using leverage to finance the operation/growth of the firm, since adequate profits must be generated to pay operating costs, interest on capital invested, and shareholder dividends. Management must use the required technique in order to produce better outcomes. This is where the use of debt financing is critical due to its advantages over other options. The study aims at ascertaining the effect of debt financing on firm performance of Nigeria manufacturing sector.
1.3 Objectives of the Study
The objective of this study is to examine the effect of debt on the financial performance of the Nigerian manufacturing sector. The specific objectives include to:
1. Ascertain the relationship between short-term debts and return on assets in the Nigerian manufacturing sector.
2. Determine the nexus between long-term debts and return on assets in the Nigerian manufacturing sector.
3. Establish the association between total debts and return on assets in the Nigerian manufacturing sector.
1.4 Research Questions
Sequel to the specific objectives stated above, the following research questions have been posed:
1. What is the relationship between short-term debts and return on assets in the Nigerian manufacturing sector?
2. What is the nexus between long-term debts and return on assets in the Nigerian manufacturing sector?
3. What is the association between total debts and return on assets in the Nigerian manufacturing sector?
1.5 Research Hypotheses
In consonance with the research objective and research questions, the following hypotheses have been formulated:
Hoi: There is no significant relationship between short-term debts and return on assets in the Nigerian manufacturing sector.
Hoii: There is no significant nexus between long-term debts and return on assets in the Nigerian manufacturing sector.
Hoiii:  There is no significant association between total debts and return on assets in the Nigerian manufacturing sector.
1.6 Significance of the Study
The study will be of importance to the:
I. Management of manufacturing sector in Nigeria in that it will provide insights into how debt financing affects firm’s performance of manufacturing sector in Nigeria. This will also help them make ultimate decisions on whether or not to use debt financing, what type of debt to use, and the most optimal capital mix between debt (long - term debt and short – term debt). 
II. This study will also provide financial institutions with information on how to create attractive financing packages that addresses the short – term and long – term financing needs of manufacturing sectors.
III. The findings of this study will benefit investors and lenders because they will provide insight into the impact of a specific operational style of firm management in securing the interests of managers and shareholders, as the capital market sets securities prices based on reported firm performance. Similarly, creditors and other financial institutions would be allowed to draw a boundary as to whether their funds would be recovered or not based on a company's performance metrics. 



1.6 Scope of the Study
There are a lot of manufacturing companies listed in Nigeria, but the research only considered  24 companies which are in food and beverages sector that were listed in Nigeria Stock Exchange. The choice for the use of this industry under the manufacturing sector was that even though several studies; Nousheen and Arshad (2013), Zahid et al 2013 have been carried out in other countries using this domain, none with the composition of these variables have been studied in Nigeria.
The period of study is ten years (2011 - 2020), while the choice for the period is to capture recent years of operations of these in Nigeria, when compared to other foreign works conducted within these years. Data on ROA are collected thus, in order to examine the determinants of financial performance in listed food and beverages firms in Nigeria. 
This study effect of debt financing on firm performance of Nigerian manufacturing sector will cover all sources of funds e.g. loan to the manufacturing firms of Nigeria. Gumede (2002) points out that the manufacturing sector is the most important sector of the Nigeria economy because of huge employment it generates. Furthermore, this study covers effect of debt (short term debt, long term debt, and total debt) financing on the performance and return on assets in Nigeria manufacturing sector.
1.8 Limitations of the Study
This study is limited to the following factors;
Financial constraint- Insufficient fund tends to impede the efficiency of the researcher in sourcing for the relevant materials, literature or information and in the process of data collection (internet, questionnaire and interview).
Time constraint- The researcher will simultaneously engage in this study with other academic work. This consequently will cut down on the time devoted for the research work.
1.9 Definition of Terms
1.9.1 Debt: Debt is a form of financial instrument that makes the holder a borrower of a corporation but not a shareholder. Debt is broken down into two types: debentures and preferred shares. 
1.9.2 Return on Assets: Return on assets (ROA) is an indicator of how profitable a company is relative to its total assets. ROA gives a manager, investor, or analyst an idea as to how efficient a company's management is at using its assets to generate earnings. The ROA is expressed as a percentage; the higher the ROA, the better. This is a ratio that calculates profit before interest and taxes as a percentage of total assets invested in a company.
1.9.3 Manufacturing Company: Manufacturing Company is one branch of sector that made tools and processes raw materials to transform it into the products that the company produces. Industrial design and engineering were the two sector that closely related to the manufacturing sector. Manufacturing sector includes all the intermediate process that is required for the production components. 
1.94 Short Term Debt: Short-term debt, also called current liabilities, is a firm's financial obligations that are expected to be paid off within a year. It is listed under the current liabilities portion of the total liabilities section of a company's balance sheet.

1.9.5 Long Term Debt: Long Term Debt is any amount of outstanding loans held by a corporation with a maturity of 12 months or more. On the balance sheet, it is listed as a non-current liability. Long term debt maturities can range from 12 months to 30 years, and the forms of debt can include securities, mortgages, secured loans, debentures, and so on. 


	









                                         
                                            CHAPTER TWO
                                        LITERATURE REVIEW
2.0 Introduction 
A literature review is necessary because it shows the state of the art in the subject of inquiry. In this chapter, attempts were made to analyze the perspectives of famous writers, professors, academics, and intellectuals in significant contributions to the studies on the effect of debt financing.
2.1 Conceptual review
A conceptual framework is a research instrument that aids in the researcher's development of information and appropriate interpretation of the situation under review, as well as its correlation. The study's conceptual framework included debt financing as an independent variable and financial performance as a contingent variable. 
2.1.1 Debt Financing 
Firms' optimal debt capital has always been a crucial problem in measuring their output in relation to other growth drivers such as firm scale, sales growth, asset structure, and tangibility. Debt financing is a time-bound action that entails repaying a debt and the debt's interest at a predetermined end date. It occurs when a company borrows money for a short-term or long-term capital requirement, resulting in debt to a lender or an investor. 

If a company uses debt finance, according to Miller (2019), it suggests that the company receives its cash from other businesses or outlets, resulting in debt being borrowed from the "initial lender for either short-term requirements or long-term capital expenditure." It is a policy in which borrowing money is accompanied by the expectation that the entire sum borrowed, plus interest, will be repaid in the future. The rate of interest paid on the amount lent reflects the lender's willingness to take a gamble in order to get the desired funds. Both equity and power are never relinquished in debt finance. In addition, the interest paid is tax deductible.
2.1.2 Short Term Debt and Performance
Debt financing for the Short Term According to Olaniyi, Elulu, and Abdusalam (2015), short-term debt is an account reported in the current liabilities of a business's statement of financial position that includes any indebtedness contracted by a firm which is due within a year. The debt in a company's liabilities account is often made up of short-term bank loans and other forms of debt. Short-term debt is used to fund current assets that may be converted into cash rapidly; accounts receivable and inventory are examples of this sort of debt. Long-term debt, or debts, are non-current liabilities used to fund long-term assets such as the acquisition of land and the construction of the facility or ship (Julius and Lucky, 2020). This is mathematically stated as Short Term Debts divided by Total Assets.
According to the coordinating principle of fund, short-term assets ought to be financed with short-term liabilities and long-term assets ought to be financed with long-term liabilities (Guin (2011)). Short-term assets and liabilities are for the most part characterized to be those things that will be utilized, liquidated, develop or paid off inside one year (Guin (2011)). A firm’s current assets (counting cash, inventories, accounts receivable, etc.) are by and large considered short-term assets whereas plant and gear are for the most part considered long-term assets. In any case, current resources can be long-term in case they are not totally utilized or sold during the year. 
2.1.3 Long –Term Debt and Performance
Long Term Debt Financing Long-term debts show the percentage of assets financed with debt which is payable after more than one year. It includes bonds and long-term loans. Generally, these bonds and loans carry a higher interest rate, as lenders demand a higher return in exchange for taking on the greater risk of loaning money over a long period of time. In reality, long-term debt limits managerial discretion by making access to new funds and over-investment less likely (Hart & Moore, 1995). Mathematically, Long Term Debt Financing is measured as long term debt to total assets. According to Ubesie (2016), long term debt financing is a debt financing that matures in more than one year. It arises when an organization raises money for working capital or capital disbursements by selling corporate bonds, trade bills or notes to individuals and/or institutional investors. In return for lending the money, the individuals or institutions become creditors and receive a promise the principal and interest on the debt will be repaid.  
Fidel Jaramillo & Fabio Schiantarelli (1996) examines the impact of the development structure of debt on firms' performance. More particularly they address two fundamental issues. The primary one is whether the accessibility of long term fund permits firms to progress their efficiency. The other one is whether it fortifies capital accumulation by firms. There are slightest two reasons why access to long term debt may improve firms' efficiency. On the one hand it may permit firms get to to way better and more beneficial advances, which the firm may be hesitant in financing with brief term debt because of panic of liquidation. On the other, need of accessibility of long term fund may put a press on working capital and this may have unfavorable results on efficiency.
The other side of the coin is that short term debt, on the off chance that it carries with it more ceaseless checking, may drive firms to decrease inadequacy and to extend efficiency, at each level of measurable inputs (capital stock, number of laborers, materials).Ultimately the issue is an experimental one.
2.1.2 Financial Performance
Performance is the most important metric for determining a company's profitability (Matar & Eneizan, 2018). Financial performance primarily portrays the sector of a business's outcome as well as results, demonstrating the sector's general financial stability over a given time span (Naz, Ijaz & Naqvi, 2016). They asserted that it demonstrates how effectively a company uses its capital to maximize shareholder equity and profitability. It assesses a company's financial stability over time (Matar & Eneizan, 2018; Naz, Ijaz, & Naqvi, 2016) and demonstrates the efficiency of the organization's leadership (executive) (Matar & Eneizan, 2018). It is important for consumers of financial information as it represents the company's ongoing operations. A company with better financial results is more likely to attract investors than one with worse financial results. When a company has a strong financial report that shows it has successfully and wisely used its capital. Almajali, Alamro, and Al-Soub (2012) assume that a company's higher financial output indicates how effectively and efficiently it uses its limited capital and, as a result, "contributes at the macro level to the country's economy." Almajali, Alamro, and Al-Soub (2012) assume that a company's higher financial output indicates how effectively and efficiently it uses its limited capital and, as a result, "contributes at the macro level to the country's economy." According to Omondi & Muturi (2013), “Growth in profitability can be used to measure financial performance, output potential, revenue growth, and capital and financial Resource utilization.”
Consequently, several studies have measured firm performance using different performance proxies.  Sumit (1997) measured performance of Indian firms using productivity and profitability. Whereas, Juliet, William &Robat (2001) studied performance using: profitability, real sales, operating efficiency and capital expenditure as performance measures. Subsequently, Frederiek &  Cynthia (2003) measured performance as product market competition, financial pressure and ownership identity on Belgian firms. In contrast, Alex, Augusti, and Mercedes (2006) defined performance in Spanish manufacturing businesses as sales, value added, profitability, equity, and short and long term debt. Mohd, Rohaizat, Kamaruzzaman, and Norhayati (2011), on the other hand, proxy performance in Malaysian businesses using an increasing number of clients, a comparison of yearly income, and a comparison of annual profit. Nousheen and Arshad (2013) define proxy performance as net income ratio, which is calculated by dividing net income after taxes by total sales.
Most research on performance, however, utilize return on assets (ROA), return on equity (ROE), return on sales (ROS), earnings per share (EPS), market capitalization growth, gross and net profit margins, economic profit, and Tobin's Q as performance measures. Muhammad, Ammar, and Muhammad (2013) investigated the influence of capital structure on banking performance using ROA, ROE, and EPS. Mesut (2013) investigates the influence of company size on ROA in Turkish businesses in his research “Does firm size affect firm profitability?” Harold, Jooh, and Berhe (2006) conducted research on the influence of main marketing variables on ROE and ROA in the US pharmaceutical sector. Similarly, Aliu (2010) investigates the impact of capital structure (leverage) on the performance (ROA, ROE, and investment) of publicly traded Nigerian manufacturing firms. Humera, Maryam, Khalid, Sundas, and Bilal (2011) investigated the link between corporate governance and company performance (ROA, ROE, and Tobin's Q) in Pakistani enterprises. Claudio and Urs (2009) use ROA and Tobin's Q to investigate the influence of firm age on performance. Jeffrey et al. (2005) examine the effects of management ownership, board independence, accounting profit, stock return, and debt return on performance (Tobin's Q, accounting profit, stock return, and debt return). Furthermore, several studies have utilized both financial (modern and classical) and nonfinancial ratios as indicators of firm performance. While researching company performance in Indonesia, Agustinus, Prasetyantoko, and Rachmadi (2008) employed return on assets and market capitalization growth. Awoyemi (2011) utilized Tobin's Q as a proxy for performance in his paper titled "firm growth dynamics in Nigeria manufacturing industry." Similarly, Adeel, Francis, and Simon (2006) utilized company growth and productivity to assess performance while conducting a UNIDO-funded study on the performance of Nigerian manufacturing businesses. Yana (2010) investigated the characteristics that influence the success of listed businesses in New Zealand, using return on assets, economic profit, and Tobin's Q as performance indicators.
2.1.3 Return on asset
In order to achieve high performance, manufacturers are continuously working to enhance asset utilization and decrease loss. This is due to increased shareholder pressure, which means that funds available for investment that might lead to improvements are frequently constrained. Companies must get more out of their assets while keeping expenses low in order to remain competitive (Carlos &Rodrigo, 2010). Return on assets (ROA) is one of the traditional financial indicators or accounting ratios used by businesses to assess performance. This notion has been interpreted and utilized in many waysROA measures a company's profitability in relation to its total assets. It demonstrates how effective management is in generating earnings from its assets. Bambang, Elen, and Andi (2012) defined return on assets as a performance metric. It informs the investor about a company's ability to produce income from its assets. Furthermore, a greater ROA indicates a higher degree of managerial performance.Apart from return on sales and return on equity, ROA may be seen as the firm's capacity to make use of its assets. As a result, it is one of the world's simplest estimates of performance. Yana (2010), on the other hand, defined ROA as a measure of how effectively assets are leveraged to generate profits. As a result, the greater the ROA metric, the better the firm is since it is generating more on its investments. Huijun and Jianeng (2013), on the other hand, indicate that businesses with low ROA are less risky than firms with high ROA, resulting in the profitability premium.
The concept return on assets has been used in several researches to reflect financial performance, although measured differently.  For Renato (2010), return on assets is obtained by dividing the net profit of the period by the total assets of the company. Unlike the return on equity, return on assets is not a measure of firm’s efficiency to generate profit from the invested capital, thus it cannot be used to compare the company’s performance against other kinds of investments. Also return on assets is not the best indicator in order to compare the performance of companies in different industries, since the scale factors and capital requirements may differ, however this ratio is good to compare the profitability between companies in the same sector. 
Return on Assets Calculation According to Brigham and Houston (2001), return on asset (ROA) is determined by comparing available net profit for common stockholders to total assets. Available net profit for common shareholders ROA = Total assets A higher ROA number implies better firm performance due to a greater return on investment rate. “This value indicates the firm's return on all assets (or financing) supplied to the firm" (Wild, Subramayan & Haslsey 2005). 

      (a). The liquidity ratio is a ratio that compares a company's current assets to its current  
           Liabilities to determine its capacity to fulfill its short-term commitments.
(b). The Asset Management Ratio is defined as "the asset management ratio; it evaluates how well a firm manages its assets" (Brigham and Houston, 2001: 81). 
(c). Debt Management Ratio is a wealth (asset) management ratio used to determine a firm's capacity to pay long-term obligations (debt) used to fund all company activities.
The formula is:
 ROA =  
2.1.6 Debt Capital, Risk and Sales Growth of the Firm
Increased debt financing in a company's finance process would result in a lower agency cost of equity from outside investors. As a result, according to Muritala (2012), the organization hypothesis assumes that high leverage can minimize agency costs while increasing productivity, resulting in improved company performance. Business risk is associated with firms that are most likely to face financial difficulties, which may result in bankruptcy. High debt servicing of a firm without equivalent earnings growth necessitates regulatory compliance with principal and interest payments on a regular basis. Furthermore, high-leverage businesses could suffer cash depreciation and, as a result, be unable to access additional debt funding due to high interest payments. 

According to Chadha and Sharma (2015), a company with a high growth rate tends to fund itself with less long-term debt and more short-term debt in order to minimize agency expenses. The issues of agency cost in a rising company could be more severe as a result of the need for consistency in the company's spending rather than rigidity. Muritala (2012), on the other hand, observed that a firm's growth opportunities are a significant determinant of its performance; firms with growth opportunities may generate investment benefit.
2.1.8 Revenue Growth
Revenue growth is a monetary indicator of a company's revenue growth over time. According to Delmar, Davidson, and Gartner (2003), if there is one metric of firm execution that can be used, it must be income expansion, as quoted by Akinyi (Akinyi, 2012). A firm's monetary gains growing over time is a strong measure of performance because it shows that the company is continually improving. Firms' primary aim is to boost their earnings, and this increase in sales volume will continue to rise in the short and long term, particularly though profits are low. The theory of firm development underpins the growth and profitability dynamics of a business. Increases in sales and profits are likely to impact market value and rate of return metrics in both real and virtual sectors (Gabrijelcic, Herman & Lenarcic, 2016).
2.2 Theoretical Review 
 This section examines numerous theories relating to debt capital and firm efficiency, including trade-off theory, pecking order theory, and Modigliani and Miller theory, among


2.2.1 Trade off theory
Trade off theory is concerned with cost–benefit analysis of business process. According to the principle, the ideal capital structure is the trade-off between the gains and the costs of debt. According to Graham and Harvey (2002), the tradeoff theorem refers to a firm's option of leverage between the benefits and costs of debt, as well as the tradeoff of costs and benefits of investing when keeping the firm's asset stable as a determinant of the ideal debt ratio. The tradeoff theory expresses the benefits and drawbacks of using leverage, with the benefits being tax cuts involved with leverage and the drawbacks being the cost of borrowing, for example, the expenditures of money related difficulty adding liquidation costs related to the obligation and non-liquidation costs (e.g., disadvantageous payout requests by vendors, loan holder/investor disputes, and so on). Makanga (2015) stated that in order for a company to maximize its value, it should consider this trade-off when assessing the funding balance of debt and equity. As debt rises, the relative gain of increased debt increases, while the marginal expense increases.A more classical interpretation of the Trade-off hypothesis, according to Kraus and Lizenberger (1973), as quoted by Frank and Goyal (2007), is the optimal use of debt reflects as an exchange in between debt tax and dead weight insolvency expenses. According to Myers (1984), in order for the organization to consider the tradeoff theorem, it must first establish an objective debt-to-value ratio and then work continuously toward that goal. The goal is achieved by striking a balance between the tax revenue from bankruptcy and the dead weight insolvency costs (Frank & Goyal, 2017).
If a firm that uses leverage is unable to satisfy the demands of its debt holders, it will face financial difficulties. When a leveraged company repeatedly fails to satisfy the debt holders' commitments, the firm can become insolvent. The main component of the Trade-off principle of the firm's capital composition is the cost of financial distress or bankruptcy (direct or indirect), which is often referred to as the cost of debt. As the word "trade-off" implies, policy makers must weigh the benefits and drawbacks of debt and make the right decision for the business. According to trade-off principle, a company would accept debt if the tax advantage outweighed the costs of debt servicing. This might not always be the case. Researchers working on the Trade-off hypothesis, on the other hand, come to conflicting conclusions. Titman and Wessel (1988), Rajan and Zingales (1995), and Fama and French (2002) confirm that firms with good competitiveness have a capacity to obtain less leverage, which contradicts the tradeoff proposal that better performing firms can acquire more leverage. It has been found that significantly large organizations with low financial pressure requirements use leverage moderately. The tradeoff theory outlined the balance between significant benefits and costs as they relate to debt for optimum capital structure.
2.2.2Pecking Order 
This concept was established by theorist Myers (1984) as an alternative to capital structure theory, which supports financial managers' activities in maximizing the firm's capital structure. According to this idea, “due to uneven knowledge and transaction costs, corporations follow a hierarchical sequence of funding priorities, with internal financing preferred above external financing.” (Olaniyan, Soetan, & Olayemi, 2017,). Chadha and Sharma (2015) consider that external financing is appropriate for optimizing the firm's debt capital in relation to its sales growth. Finance managers' principal purpose is to maximize capital structure as an indicator of success.
This theory also implies that external investors may seek to identify the firm's worth through financial performance, which they will be able to fully follow based on the firm's funding decisions. As a result, a company's capital structure choice will act as a signaling aspect, with decision makers possessing greater power as an indication of the company's high quality. This is a solid signal that well-performing firms will obtain more leverage since they are regarded to be less likely to default risk on collateral security cost that increase following leverage issuance (Leland & Pyle, 1977; Ross, 1977; Myers & Majluf, 1984). As a result, we anticipate a positive relationship between the company's outputs and the utilization metric. As a result, the pecking order theorem is uncertain regarding the direction of the relationship between a firm's financial performance and its capital structure.
2.2.3 Modigliani and Miller theory (M&M) 
According to the M&M hypothesis, capital structure has no bearing on firm performance. Modigliani and Miller (M&M) believe that dividends are meaningless in determining a firm's share value since they have no "effect on the shareholder's wealth," (Egbeonu, Edori, and Edori) (2016). In the absence of income tax, transaction cost, and agency cost (ideal market circumstances), the capital blended in the firm's statement of financial position is irrelevant to performance, according to the hypothesis.
The MM hypothesis on the other hand, averse to the concept of connecting a firm's valuation to its financing structure. The model also demonstrates that profitability is the sole criteria that can be used to determine a firm's valuation as well as the risks connected with it, not the proportion of its funding. (Liaqat, Sadique, Bagah, Khan &Naseer 2017).
2.3 Empirical Review
This section review various related works carried out by different scholars with their results and recommendation on impact of debt capital on the performance of firms. Among others are:

2.3.1 Debt financing effect on firms’ performance on non-financial sector
Aziz and Abbas (2019) empirically examined debt financing impact on firms’ execution on Pakistan nonfinancial division. The study endeavored to look at the affiliation of different debts financing on firms’ execution in fourteen (14) divisions of Pakistan by utilizing the auxiliary strategy of information collection. Information were collected from fourteen (14) different segments (Pakistan Stock Trade) for nine (9) a long time period traversing from 2006- 2014. Utilizing the relationship investigation to check the quality of the relationship, the result demonstrates a negative impact in spite of the fact that importance on budgetary execution in Pakistan. Lucy (2014) inspected the presence of relationship between capital structure and execution. The research embraced the informative non-experimental plan for forty-two (42) nonfinancial companies in Kenya (Nairobi Securities Trade). The study secured a period of seven (7) a long time (2006-2012). The study observed significant significance and an opposite relationship between the variables.
2.3.2 Capital structure and corporate performance of Nigeria quoted firms
Olokoyo (2013) examined “Capital structure and corporate execution of Nigerian quoted firms: A board information approach.” The result was based on 2003-2007 accounting and marketing information from one hundred and one (101) firms that are cited in Nigeria. Utilizing the settled impact estimation, random-effect estimation as well as a pooled relapse demonstrate and an recognizable proof tests and the Hausman’s Chi2 insights were computed to test in the event that the settled impacts show estimator is then again suitable to the random model. Among other discoveries, the thinks about found out that firm’s use have significant and negative affect on accounting execution of firms. 
2.3.3 Capital structure impact on financial performance in Nigeria firms
Osuji and Odita (2012) in their assessment of capital structure impact on financial performance in Nigerian firms utilized 30 firms (non-financial) recorded on the Nigerian Stock Exchange from 2004-2014 utilizing the standard slightest squares to analyze the board information collected, found that capital structure of firms has noteworthy and negative affect on firms execution.
2.2.4 Impact of capital structure on corporate performance
Mustafa and Osama (2013) utilized 76 Jordanian firms from a period from 2001-2006 to consider on the effect of capital structure on corporate performance. Utilizing the ordinary least square (OLS) came into conclusion that capital structure contrarily and factually partners with firms’ execution but there's inconsequential effect of equipping on profoundly equipped and modest adapted firm’s performance. Uremadu and Onyekachi (2018) whereas examining capital structure effect on corporate execution in Nigeria on the buyer products segment utilized the different relapse of conventional slightest square utilized the different relapse of ordinary least square (OLS) strategy to analyze compiled information.
The study appeared  negative but inconsequential impact Different studies from diverse researchers like Olajide, Funmi and Olayemi (2017), Nwude, Itiri, Agbadua and Udeh (2016), Varun (2014), Onalapo and Kajola (2010), Ebiad (2009), and Brother and Newman 1998) utilizing distinctive information investigation all came to the conclusion that capital structure have noteworthy and negative impact on firm’s performances. A few other ponders have appeared to have positive relationship. Ajibola,Wisdom and Qudus(2018)  conclude in their study of Listed manufacturing firms in Nigeria’s capital structure and financial performance that there is a positive impact of capital structure on financial performance.
2.2.5 Capital structure impact on financial performance and shareholder’s wealth
Mubeen and Kalsoom (2014) examined capital structure effect on financial performance and shareholders’ wealth. 155 Pakistan firms within the textile segment was the test of the study. The analysis result concluded that there's a positive impact of capital structure on both financial performance and stakeholders wealth.
2.2.6 Capital structure and financial performance
Nirajmi and Priya (2013) affirmed a positive relationship between capital structure and financial performance after their investigation of information utilizing relationship and numerous regressions in a comparative study. Separated from the over considers, other considers like Berger and Di Patti (2006), Chen (2004), Franck and Goyal (2003) and Hadlock and James (2002), all concluded that there's a positive relationship between capital structure and firm performance utilizing distinctive information examination strategy and examining. Other result from different considers appears as a mixed impact of capital structure on performance. Zeitan and Tian (2007) in their study came to a conclusion that there's a blended impact of capital structure on firms’ performance.

2.2. 7 Debt capital and financial capital 		
Abeywardhana and Magoro (2017) empirically examined “debt capital and financial performance: A comprehensive review of South Africa and Sri Lankan listed companies.” The researchers gathered data from 2011-2015 of the “wholesale and retail sector companies in South Africa and Sri Lanka”. The fixed-effects (inside) regression approach was utilized in the data analysis. The results demonstrate that short-term and long-term loans have a negative influence on financial performance in both sectors in South Africa, whereas in Sri Lanka, short-term debt has a negative impact while long-term debt has a favorable benefit.
Akinyomi (2013) used a static trade-off to study three manufacturing companies chosen at random from the food and beverage categories over a five-year period (2007-2011). He used the correlation analysis method, and the results revealed that debt to capital, debt to common equity, short term debt to total debt, and the age of the firm are all positive and significant related to return on asset and return on equity, but long term debt to capital is significantly and negatively related to return on asset and return on equity. He also discovered a significant relationship between capital structure and financial performance using return on asset and return on equity.
2.2.8 Capital structure decision and firm Performance
Akingunola, Olawale, and Olaniya (2017) investigated capital structure decisions and company performance using information from nonfinancial enterprises in Nigeria. Using a sample of 22 non-financial enterprises listed on the Nigerian Stock Exchange between 2011 and 2015 (5 years period). The study after estimating the board information set utilizing pooled, settled impact and irregular impact strategies, and the Hausman’s test in selecting the suitable show appears that brief term debt to capital and add up to debt to add up to value impacts execution essentially and contrarily whereas short term debt to add up to resource and long term debt to add up to resource that have a critical and positive impact on return on value and add up to debt to add up to value has negative and critical impact. But Philips and Sipahioglu (2004) concluded in their study that no noteworthy interface exist between capital structure and firms performance. From the experimental audit, there are numerous clashing comes about on the relationship between capital structure and performance. Some research found a positive and substantial association, while others found a negative and substantial association. Again, some research found a negative and inconsequential link, while others found a mixed association. According to one study, there is no link between the two. As a result, this study investigated the link and formed an opinion on the issue.
2.2.9 Relationship between Capital structure and ailing Manufacturing firms
According to Ajeigbe, Fasesin, and Ajeigbe (2013), it is vital to identify elements that contribute to the capital structure composition of the business during its operation. The study was conducted with the goal of determining the association between capital structure variables and ailing manufacturing enterprises of Nigerian listed firms. The study used multiple regression analysis to assess struggling industrial businesses on the Nigerian stock exchange between 2005 and 2010. The final sample includes 14 manufacturing firms. The control variables in the study, that is, the business’ leverage level, were assessed using long-term debt ratio, short-term debt ratio, and total debt ratio. Capital transfer, tangibility, profitability, firm size, and non-debt tax shield were examined as capital structure determinants (independent variables). Capital intensity, tangibility, profitability, firm size, and non-debt tax shield were used to assess capital structure determinants (independent variables). The study revealed that the position of independent variable such as tangibility, profitability, firm size, and non-debt tax shields with total debt was generally consistent with the explanations of trade-off theory and also supported previous empirical findings.
2.3.0 Capital structure of firms in manufacturing industry in Nigeria
Owolabi and Inyang (2012) studied the drivers of capital structure decisions made by enterprises in Nigeria's manufacturing industry. According to the report, a firm's capital structure consists of a certain mix of debt and equity issuance to ease possible demands on its long-term funding. The study confirmed that many assumptions have been formed in the publications to investigate such issues, and they generally focus on what factors are likely to impact firms' leverage decisions. According to the study, empirical research demonstrate the basic factors of capital structure in firms such as tangibility, size, growth potential, profitability, and non-debt tax shields. In addition to this, variables such as corruption, political climate, and the nature of financial markets have been recognized as having a significant impact on the capital structure of enterprises in Nigeria.
                  






CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY
3.0 Introduction 
This chapter describes the research methods of the study. Research methodology is the procedural plan that is adopted by the researcher to validly, objectively, economically and accurately answer the research questions (Ngechu, 2004). It is detailed explanation of the procedures and techniques that were used while collecting and analyzing data. This section of the study therefore describes the research design, study population, sample and sampling technique, research instrument, method of data collection, pilot study, validity and reliability, method of data analysis test as well as model specification.
3.1 Research Design
This study adopted Ex-post facto research design. Ex-post facto research uses data already collected, but not necessarily amassed for research purposes. Ex-post facto literally means from what is done afterwards. The study will rely heavily on already existing secondary data of all listed food and beverages manufacturing companies in Nigeria. The dependent variable for this study is financial performance, while the independent variable is debt financing. This research design is adopted because of its strengths as the most appropriate design to be used in a study like this where it is difficult to select, control and operate all or any of the independent variables, or when laboratory control will be impartible, costly or ethically questionable. This design examines the data collection sources, population, sampling plan, method of analyses and instruments of data collection used.
3.2 Population of the study 
Population of a study is described by Odoh and Chinedum (2014) as the point of focus from which a generalization is made regarding the research findings. The study concentrated on Manufacturing Sector particularly the food and beverages in Nigeria. According to the validation of Nigeria Stock Exchange the population of the study will comprise on 24 listed food and beverages companies quoted in Nigeria Exchange Group Plc.as at 31st December, 2020. 
Table 3:1

	1.       Cadbury Nigeria Plc.

	2.       Champion Brewery Nigeria Plc.

	3.       Dangote Sugar refinery Plc.

	4.       Ellah Lakes Plc.

	5.       FTN Cocoa Processors Plc.

	6.       Flour Mill of Nigeria Plc.

	7.       Golden Guinea Breweries Plc.

	8.       Guinness Nigeria Plc.

	9.       Honeywell Flour Mill Plc.

	10.    International Breweries Plc.

	11.    Livestock Feeds


	12.     MCNichols Plc.


	13. Multitrex Integrated Foods Plc

	14.     Northern Nigeria Flour Mills Plc.

	15.     Nascon Allied Industries

	16.     Nestle Plc.

	17.   Nigeria Breweries Plc.
18. Okomu Oil Palm
19.  Pharma Deko 

20. PZ cursors Nigeria
21. Presco Plc.
22. UAC of Nigeria
23. Union Dicon salt Plc.
24.	Unilever Nigeria Plc.
	


3.3 Sampling unit
The sampling frame for this study consists of companies in Nigeria Exchange Group Plc. are listed below:
Table 3:2
	1.       Cadbury Nigeria Plc.

	2.       Dangote Sugar refinery

	3.       Flour Mill of Nigeria Plc.

	4.       Honeywell Flour Mill Plc.

	5.       Guinness Nigeria Plc.

	6.       Nestle Plc.

	7.       Nigeria Breweries Plc.

	8.      Nascon Plc. 

	9.      UAC Plc.

	10.   Unilever Nig. Plc.


3.4     Sampling Technique
 It is used to make statistical inference in this research is the simple random sampling technique. The stratified sampling technique will be adopted for this study. Stratified sampling helps to focus on certain characteristics of a population that are of importance to the researcher. Judgmental sampling technique was adopted in the study due to data availability and data history sufficiency constraint. 
3.5 Sample Size Determination
According to Ezejule and Ogowo (1990), a minimum of 10% of population is considered appropriate for sampling. There are 169 companies listed on the Nigeria Exchange Group Plc. out of which are 21 listed food and beverages manufacturing companies.
The sample size was determined based on the number of the population members who have sufficient data history and can be accessible from the database of the Nigerian Stock Exchange or their respective official websites. Due to the limitation of time and inadequacy of audited financial statements, 10 companies will be randomly selected from the companies. These 10 companies from a sample size of 30% of a total number of food and beverages manufacturing companies listed on the Nigeria Stock Exchange.
3.6Method of Data Collection
This study source it data through secondary source. This source has been adjudged a better source as it may be less free from bias unlike the primary source. The secondary sources include journals, books, newspapers, annual reports and magazines. Secondary data sources are mainly used to supplement primary data to enable researcher get more information concerning the topic.
3.7 Research Instrument
This study is source from the audited financial statement of the companies. This data has the advantage of being relatively more reliable since the financial statement has been audited by an independent audit firm.
3.8 Method of Data Analysis
Panel Multiple regression was adopted to investigate the model of the study. Descriptive statistics was used in describing the nature of the data, while correlation analysis was conducted to ascertain the level and magnitude of relationships amongst the variables. Regression was run in order to make inferences from the outcome of the result as to their impact, direction and the significance level of their impact to the dependent variable financial performance. Stata13 was used as a tool of data analysis. Robustness tests such as multicollinearity test, normality test, heteroscedasticity test, hausman specification test, langrange multiplier test were conducted. This enable the researcher ascertain the validity of the results for the study. Normality test was conducted using the skewness, kurtosis and Shapiro wilk. Langrange multiplier test was estimated to check for panel effect where the hausman specification test favors the random. Where the langrange result turnout to be significant the Random effect result was interpreted for the analysis otherwise robust ordinary least square.
3.9 Model Specification
The independent variables for this study are short term debt measured as total short debt to total debt, long term debt measured as total long term debt to total debt while company leverage is the total debt to total assets. The dependent variable is the return on asset (ROA) of the companies. The functional structure is as follows:
ROA=f (STD, LTD, TTD, FRMSZE)
While the structural, function is as follows;
ROA=a0 + STD+  LTD+TTD+ FRMSZE+ 
   Where;
ROA= Return on Assets 
STD= Short term debt
LTD=Long term debt
TTD= Total Debt
Control Variable;
FRMSZE = Firm size
  =Coefficient of independent variables
     =error term
 a0=Intercept
 Table 3.2: Measurement of Variables
	
S/N

	
Variables
	
       Definitions
	  
   Types
	
               Measurement

	1
	  ROA
	Return on Assets
	Dependent
	

	2
	   STD
	Short term debt
	Independent
	Short term debt = short term debt ÷ total capital. Short term debt is debt that need to pay within 12 months and include the current portion of long term debt

	3
	   LTD
	Long term debt
	Independent
	Long term debt = long term debt ÷ total capital. Long term debt is use for the capital outlays, which involve in business expenses, such as buy the basic operation things (facilities and assets).

	4
	
	Total Debt
	Independent
	Addition of  short term and long term debt = Total Debt




	5
	FRMSZE
	Firm Size
	control
	Firm size as a moderating variable






                                                                





CHAPTER FOUR
DATA PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION
4.0 Introduction
This chapter presents analyses and findings of the research as laid down in the research methodology. The study findings were presented to examine the effect of debt on firm performance in Nigeria manufacturing sector, particularly food and beverages companies. During this study, the annual reports of ten selected consumer goods companies were used for the purpose of acquiring secondary data. Other sections of the data analysis were done in congruence with the research objectives. 
The statistical analysis was done using both descriptive and inferential analysis. The descriptive analysis involves the use of mean, standard deviation, minimum and maximum which were presented in a descriptive table. This inferential statistics was presented with the aids of correlation matrix table and regression table using model summary table, ANOVA table, multiple regression and coefficient table. 
Table 4.1: Descriptive Statistics
	
	Return on Assets
	Short-Term Debt
	Long-Term Debt
	Total Debt
	Total Asset

	Mean
	.0977
	50677474.7200
	19638458.5500
	70315933.2700
	147726548.6100

	Std. Deviation
	.08462
	49523585.42071
	19912844.59664
	62909164.55054
	359311218.99007

	Skewness
	.265
	1.550
	1.218
	1.202
	8.886

	Std. Error of Skewness
	.241
	.241
	.241
	.241
	.241

	Kurtosis
	-.623
	2.157
	1.040
	.937
	84.944

	Std. Error of Kurtosis
	.478
	.478
	.478
	.478
	.478

	Minimum
	-.09
	1627573.00
	24625.00
	1953401.00
	10046942.00

	Maximum
	.28
	218742264.00
	87499217.00
	283286497.00
	3567070123.00


Source: Researcher’s Analysis, 2021.
Table 4.1 above shows the mean (average), standard deviation, the maximum values, and minimum values as well as skewness and kurtosis of the major variables. The results expressed helps to provide some insight into the nature of manufacturing sector companies in Nigerian which were selected for this study. First, it can be observed that on the mean, in a 10-year period (2011-2020) of the sampled manufacturing firms used for this study was characterized by positive ROA (9.7%). This is an indication that most quoted manufacturing sector companies in Nigeria have a positive Return on Assets (ROA) over the study period.  In addition, results from the descriptive statistics showed that the maximum ROA was 28% and minimum ROA value of -9%. The mean Short-term debt was 50.7(±49.5) million naira, with the minimum of 16.3million naira and maximum short-term debt of about 2.2 Billion naira. Average long-term debt was found to be approximately #19.6million, with the minimum of #16.27 million, and #87.5 million maximum long-term debt.  The average Total debt was found to be #7.03billion, with minimum TD of #19.5 million, and maximum #28.3 Billion.
4.2 Test of Multicolinearity
	Table 4.2: Correlations Table

	
	Return on Assets
	Short-Term Debt
	Long-Term Debt
	Total Debt
	Total Asset

	Return on Assets
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	-.140
	-.165
	-.162
	-.142

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.165
	.101
	.107
	.160

	
	N
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Short-Term Debt
	Pearson Correlation
	-.140
	1
	.562**
	.965**
	.405**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.165
	
	.000
	.000
	.000

	
	N
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Long-Term Debt
	Pearson Correlation
	-.165
	.562**
	1
	.759**
	.318**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.101
	.000
	
	.000
	.001

	
	N
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Total Debt
	Pearson Correlation
	-.162
	.965**
	.759**
	1
	.420**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.107
	.000
	.000
	
	.000

	
	N
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Total Asset
	Pearson Correlation
	-.142
	.405**
	.318**
	.420**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.160
	.000
	.001
	.000
	

	
	N
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
The table 4.2 above reports multiple collinear relationship among all the variables. The table shows strong positive correlations exist among all the independent variables with TD showing more tendency for autocorrelation with very strong significant positive relationship with all the STD, LTD and TA. On the contrary, ROA was insignificantly negatively correlated to all the variables including total assets (TA), which serves as control variable. 


4.3 Hypotheses Testing
The following hypotheses stated in null form and tested will serve as the basis of this research based on the research objectives;
4.3.1    Hypothesis 1
Hoi: There is no significant relationship between short-term debts and return on assets in the Nigerian manufacturing sector.
	Table 4.3a: Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.140a
	.020
	.010
	.08421

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Short-Term Debt



	Table 4.3b: ANOVA

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	Df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	.014
	1
	.014
	1.952
	.165b

	
	Residual
	.695
	98
	.007
	
	

	
	Total
	.709
	99
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Return on Assets

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Short-Term Debt



	Table 4.3c: Coefficient

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	T
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	.110
	.012
	
	9.087
	.000

	
	Short-Term Debt
	-2.388E-10
	.000
	-.140
	-1.397
	.165

	a. Dependent Variable: Return on Assets


From the regression tables above (Tables 4.3a-4.3c), the model summary result indicated that there is a weak negative nonsignificant correlation between the Short-term debt (proxy for debt financing) and Return on Assets (ROA). This is reflected on the value of the co-efficient of the correlation (R) which is 0.140. This value indicates that the strength of the relationship between the two variables under study is 14% while holding other independent variables constant. The co-efficient of determination (R2) showed a value of 0.020 which indicates about 2%. This result implies that on the average about 2% variations in ROA within the period under review is systematically explained by changes in short-term debt. Thus, not more than 98% variations in the Return on Assets (ROA) remain unexplained by this explanatory variable. The coefficient value is -2.388E with a corresponding p value of 0.165, which is greater than the 0.05 (5%) significance level (at 95% Confidence interval). This depicts a statistically nonsignificant relationship between short-term debt and ROA. We therefore do not reject the null hypothesis of no significant relationship between short-term debt and firm performance in Nigeria manufacturing sector.
4.3.2     Hypothesis 2
Hoii: There is no significant nexus between long-term debts and return on assets in the Nigerian manufacturing sector.
	TABLE 4.4a: Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.165a
	.027
	.017
	.08388

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Long-Term Debt



	Table 4.4c: Coefficients

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	T
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	.111
	.012
	
	9.435
	.000

	
	Long-Term Debt
	-7.012E-10
	.000
	-.165
	-1.656
	.101

	
a. Dependent Variable: Return on Assets


From the regression tables above (Tables 4.4a-4.4c), the model summary result indicated that there is a weak negative nonsignificant correlation between the long-term debt (proxy for debt financing) and Return on Assets (ROA) of the manufacturing sector firms in Nigeria over the study period. This is reflected on the value of the co-efficient of the correlation (R) which is 0.165. This value indicates that the strength of the relationship between the two variables under study is 16.5% while holding other independent variables constant. The co-efficient of determination (R2) showed a value of 0.027 which indicates about 2.7%. This result implies that on the average about 2.7% variations in ROA within the period under review is systematically explained by changes in long-term debt. Thus, not more than 97.3% variations in the Return on Assets (ROA) remain unexplained by this explanatory variable. The coefficient value is -7.012E-10 with a corresponding p value of 0.162, which is greater than the 0.05 (5%) significance level (at 95% Confidence interval). This depicts a statistically nonsignificant relationship between long-term debt and ROA. We therefore do not reject the null hypothesis of no significant relationship between long-term debt and firm performance in Nigeria manufacturing sector
4.3.3      Hypothesis 3
HO3:   There is no significant association between total debts and return on assets in the Nigerian manufacturing sector.
	Table 4.5a: Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.162a
	.026
	.016
	.08392

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Total Debt



	Table 4.5b: ANOVA

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	Df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	.019
	1
	.019
	2.650
	.107b

	
	Residual
	.690
	98
	.007
	
	

	
	Total
	.709
	99
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Return on Assets

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Total Debt




	Table 4.5c: Coefficients

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	.113
	.013
	
	8.954
	.000

	
	Total Debt
	-2.182E-10
	.000
	-.162
	-1.628
	.107

	a. Dependent Variable: Return on Assets


From the regression tables above (Tables 4.5a-4.5c), the model summary result indicated that there is a weak negative nonsignificant correlation between the total debt (proxy for debt financing) and Return on Assets (ROA) of the manufacturing sector firms in Nigeria over the study period. This is reflected on the value of the co-efficient of the correlation (R) which is 0.192. This value indicates that the strength of the relationship between the two variables under study is 19.2% while holding other independent variables constant. The co-efficient of determination (R2) showed a value of 0.026 which indicates about 2.6%. This result implies that on the average about 2.6% variations in ROA within the period under review is systematically explained by changes in total debt. Thus, not more than 97.4% variations in the Return on Assets (ROA) remain unexplained by this explanatory variable. The coefficient value is -2.182E-10 with a corresponding p value of 0.107, which is greater than the 0.05 (5%) significance level (at 95% Confidence interval). This depicts a statistically no significant relationship between total debt and ROA. We therefore do not reject the null hypothesis of no significant relationship between long-term debt and firm performance in Nigeria manufacturing sector
4.3.4 Regression Matrix
	Table 4.6a: Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Durbin-Watson

	1
	.192a
	.037
	.007
	.08432
	.812

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Total Asset, Long-Term Debt, Short-Term Debt

	b. Dependent Variable: Return on Assets


Table 4.6b: ANOVA
	

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	.026
	3
	.009
	1.230
	.303b

	
	Residual
	.683
	96
	.007
	
	

	
	Total
	.709
	99
	
	
	

	
a. Dependent Variable: Return on Assets

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Total Asset, Long-Term Debt, Short-Term Debt



	Table 4.6c: Coefficients

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Collinearity Statistics

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Tolerance
	VIF

	1
	(Constant)
	.114
	.013
	
	8.872
	.000
	
	

	
	Short-Term Debt
	-6.694E-011
	.000
	-.039
	-.310
	.757
	.627
	1.595

	
	Long-Term Debt
	-4.871E-010
	.000
	-.115
	-.940
	.350
	.674
	1.483

	
	Total Asset
	-2.102E-011
	.000
	-.089
	-.809
	.420
	.824
	1.214

	a. Dependent Variable: Return on Assets


From the overall regression matrix tables above (Tables 4.6a-4.6c), the model summary result with the R-value of 0.192 indicates that there is a positive correlation between independent variables (short-term debt, long-term debt, and total debt) and dependent variable (Profitability of manufacturing companies). This value indicates that the strength of the relationship between the profitability of the selected manufacturing firms in Nigeria and the independent variables under study is about 19.2%. The coefficient of determination (R2) showed a value of 0.037 which indicates about 3.7%. This result implies that on average about 3.7% of profitability can be systematically explained by changes in all the independent variables (except total debt). Thus, not more than 96.3% of variations in profitability of the selected manufacturing companies can be attributed to other extraneous variables. Since the calculated F-value (-1.230) with its corresponding p-value (p=0.303) is greater than the p-value (5% α-level), we know there is a no significant statistical relationship between the dependent and independent variables. Durbin Watson statistic of 0.812 is close to 0, pointing to the presence of auto-correlation, hence total debt was automatically removed since it is addition of both short-term and long-term debts and it strongly correlated to the two variables.  The average tolerance value is 0.708 (not less than 0.10) and the average Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) is 1.4306 (less than 2.5), indicating the absence of collinearity. 
Thus, the general model would be represented as:
ROA = β0 + β1STD + β2LTD + β3TA + ɛi.
ROA = 0.114 - 6.94E-10(STD) – 4.871E-10(LTD) – 2.102E-10(TA) + 0.905
4.4 Discussion of Findings
The objective of this study is to examine the effect of debt on the financial performance of the Nigerian manufacturing sector. In order to analyze the effect of debt on the financial performance of the Nigeria manufacturing sector particularly the food and beverages in Nigeria, the study extracted data from the annual reports of the Ten (10) selected companies and subjected it to both descriptive and inferential statistical analysis. Profitability was measured by return on assets (ROA).  Short-term debt (STD), long-term debt (LTD), and total debt (TD) were the independent or explanatory variables which were considered as proxy for measuring debt financing, while Total Asset (TA) was used as control variable.

On the relationship between short-term debts and return on assets in the Nigerian manufacturing sector, the findings from the study found out that short-term debt financing has an inverse and statistically insignificant relations on return on assets (ROA). All thing being equal, a percent increase in short-term debt will cut ROA down by 0.14 percent, this can be attributed to interest rate being charged, nonjudiciuos use of fund and corruption. This findings is compatible with the findings of Abeywardhana and Magoro (2017) and Dada (2014) who investigated relationship between profitability (proxy ROA and ROE) and debt of big firms in Nigeria and found out that if there is increase in debt then the profitability of big firms also decreases. This finding contradict the findings of Akinyomi (2013) whose study revealed that each of debt to capital, debt to common equity, short term debt to total debt and the age of the firm is significantly and positively related to return on asset and return on equity. This finding of the study is against priory’s expectation as manufacturing firms are expected to take short-term loan for short-yielding productive purposes.
While examining the nexus between long-term debts and return on assets in the Nigerian manufacturing sector, the study also found out that long-term debt financing has an inverse and statistically insignificant relations on return on assets (ROA), which is in line with findings of Habib, Khan and Wazir (2016) and also Akinyomi (2013) but contrary the finding of Ajibola, Wisdom and qudus who reported positive relationship between ROA and long term debt servicing. Again, this is against apariori expectation as long-term debt was expected to have direct significant effect on firm performance. The above results show that if there is increase in long term debt by 1 percent then performance will decrease by 16.1%. Addae et al. (2013), Alawwad (2013)), Al-Taani (2013), Nguyen and Nguyen (2015), all revealed a negative relationship between performance and long-term debt in previous studies. The findings also support the pecking order theory, which states that corporations should employ internally generated funds rather than take out loans, which are costly and reduce company performance. Companies' performance has suffered as a result of their usage of debt, as debt has increased interest costs and lowered income.
The study also revealed insignificant inverse association between total debts and return on assets in the Nigerian manufacturing sector. Though, Cecchetti & Zampolly (2011) stated that the debt boosts welfare and productivity when moderate, a high level of debt accumulation stunts firm’ growth. Similar opinion was also held by Rainhart and Rogoff (2009), has a positive effect on a firm's growth only when it is kept within specified bounds, but if the ratio exceeds those boundaries, a financial disaster is nearly certain. A high level of debt makes a company more likely to fail, because it will be unable to obtain additional debt from financial institutions, therefore unable to pursue projects that are predicted to be profitable.
Furthermore, against the expected researcher’ expectation, the control variable (firm size, proxy by total asset) was also found to have negative insignificant relationship with ROA of the selected manufacturing companies during the study period. This finding is contrary to that of Sohail and Ulfat (2019) who found a positive and significant relationship between size of firm and performance of companies. According to the findings, an increase in firm size is expected to decrease the profitability (ROA) by 16.2 percent. But actual sense, larger firms have more returns than smaller firms, better management, more diversification investment option for larger firms and economies of scale. This result of firm size is contradicted with the findings of Gleason et al (2000), Mathur and Mathur (2000), Zeitun and Tian (2007) and Nguyen Nguyen (2015) who all discovered that the size of firms is also an important determinant of performance of companies.
Finally, regression matrix showed that the combined effect of all the debt financing parameters (STD, LTD and td) plus control variable (TA) are negatively insignificantly correlated with profitability (ROA).  Total debt (TD) was automatically removed due to high degree of autocorrelation with other independent (explanatory) variable. This can be said to be related to the fact that TD was calculated as the direct sum of STD and LTD. The findings showed that a unit increase in debt servicing will decrease ROA by 19.2 percent. This is in line the findings of Osun and Odita who found that capital structure of firms has noteworthy and negative affect on firms execution, and contrary to the submission of Ajibola,Wisdom and Qudus(2018)  who concluded base on their study of Listed manufacturing firms in Nigeria that there is a positive impact of capital structure on financial performance.


                                                        








CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction 
This chapter discusses the summary of the research findings, conclusion gotten from the survey and the necessary recommendation.
5.1 Summary
The primary objective of this study was to examine the effect of debt on the financial performance of the Nigerian manufacturing sector with particular focus on food and beverages companies. The elements of debt financing that served as independent variables are; short-term debts (STD), Long-term debts (LTD), and total debts (TD) with total assets (TA) as the control variable. While profitability of the manufacturing sector firms in Nigeria was measured by Return on Assets (ROA). Related literatures related to the major concepts of the study was reviewed in line with the study’s objectives and previous related study which served as sources of empirical. The theories on which the study was anchored are: trade-off theory, pecking order theory, and Modigliani and Miller theory which are the key capital management theories recognized in the literature.
The study employed an ex-post facto research design and relied solely on secondary data from the financial statements of all listed food and beverages manufacturing companies on the Nigerian Stock Exchange (NSE) between 2011 and 2020. The population of the study comprised the 24 listed food and beverages companies quoted in Nigeria Stock Exchange as at 31st December, 2020 out of which 10 firms were randomly selected out of those that met inclusion criteria. Data generated was subjected to both descriptive and inferential analysis with the aid of Statistical package for social sciences (SPSS) Version 23. The results of the analysis are summarized as below;
1. Collectively, all the selected companies operated on a positive profitability over the study period with mean ROA of 0.098 (9.8%).
2. Manufacturing companies in Nigeria are more favorably disposed to taking short-term loan than long-term loan as mean short-term debt is far higher than mean long-term debt.
3.  Significantly positive correlations between all the independent variables.
4. Short-term debt had nonsignificant weak negative relationship (p=0.165, r=0.14) with return on assets in the Nigerian manufacturing sector.
5. Long-term debt had nonsignificant weak negative nexus (p=0.101, r=0.168) with return on assets in the Nigerian manufacturing sector.
6. Total debt had nonsignificant weak negative association (p=0.107, r=0.162) with return on assets in the Nigerian manufacturing sector.
7. Finally, all the independent variables and total assets (control variable) had combine non-significant negative correlation (p=0.843, r=0.133) with ROA in the Nigeria manufacturing sector.
5.2. Conclusion 
From this research findings it is concluded that effective and efficient management capital management is very important for the profitability of manufacturing firms. The study's findings reveal that a company's performance is negatively correlated with both short- and long-term debt. Both short-term and long-term debt have a major, negative, and unsavory influence on firm’s profitability and performance. This is due to the fact that debt is an unsustainable source of capital, an increase in debt causes a drop in firm profitability. Manufacturing companies looking to boost profits should focus on internally generated revenues instead of relying on external borrowing which are unreliable and unsustainable due to high interest rate that usually accompany loan and short window period for repayment. 
Though, the result indicates that firm’s use more of short-term debt, it is of the researcher’s opinion that organizations should use more of long-term debt with low interest (or interest free) to allow for proper utilization of cash that allow it to go the some production cycle. When organizations use short-term financing, asset growth and sales growth have a favourable and significant impact on their performance. This demonstrates that when a company's assets and revenues increase, the company's performance improves. 
5.3 Recommendations
The study's suggestions and recommendations are listed below.
1. According to the report, organisations in Nigeria should employ a lower degree of debt because it lowers their performance.
2. Companies should rely more on their internal sources of money because it is the most cost-effective and trustworthy. 
3. Because a high amount of debt puts a company at danger of insolvency, organisations should employ the optimal level of capital structure.


5.4. Further Study Areas
Future research could look at incorporating the other performance assessment elements as well as the capital structure. Better results can be obtained by including other performance and capital structure variables.
1. Future research could be extended by using a longer time period, which would strengthen the results' reliability.
2. Studies should focus on individual firm to ascertain the effect of debt financing on each organizational performance. 
3. Future research could focus on investor behavior, specifically whether they prefer to invest in borrowing versus capital companies.
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	      APPENDIX


        YEAR
	                        PAT
	         NESTLE                    
                ROA
	LOG OF STD
	LOG LTD
	LOG  TD
	LOG OF TOTAL ASSETS(FS)

	2011
	16,808,764
	0.22
	23,420,143
	30,032,762
	53,452,905
	76,945,793

	2012
	21,137,275
	0.24
	25,179,644
	29,598,012
	54,777,656
	88,963,218

	2013
	22,258,279
	0.21
	33,233,095
	34,379,584
	67,612,679
	108,207,480

	2014
	22,235,650
	0.21
	44,638,052
	25,484,372
	70,122,424
	106,062,067

	2015
	23,736,777
	0.20
	59,731,857
	21,476,122
	81,207,979
	119,215,053

	2016
	7,924,968
	0.05
	121,033,434
	17,674,423
	138,707,857
	169,585,932

	2017
	33,723,730
	0.23
	79,680,495
	22,245,456
	101,925,951
	146,804,128

	2018
	43,008,026
	0.26
	92,117,501
	19,996,435
	112,113,936
	162,334,422

	2019
	45,683,113
	0.24
	125,535,430
	22,281,225
	147,816,655
	193,374,314

	2020
	39,212,025
	0.16
	166,030,352
	50,875,661
	216,906,013
	246,184,996

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	NIG. BREWERIES
	
	
	
	
	

	YEAR
	PAT
	ROA
	LOG OF STD
	LOG LTD
	LOG  TD   
	LOG OF TOTAL ASSETS(FS)

	2011
	38,434,033
	0.18
	85,652,875
	51,489,507
	137,142,382
	215,447,123

	2012
	38,042,714
	0.15
	86,834,468
	73,351,269
	160,185,737
	253,633,629

	2013
	43,080,349
	0.17
	100,295,715
	40,104,733
	140,400,448
	252,759,633

	2014
	42,520,253
	0.12
	114,554,626
	63,239,328
	177,793,954
	349,676,784

	2015
	38,049,518
	0.01
	140,655,590
	43,818,068
	184,473,658
	3,567,070,123

	2016
	28,396,777
	0.08
	144,856,800
	56,977,573
	201,834,373
	367,639,915

	2017
	517,562
	0.05
	1,627,573
	325,828
	1,953,401
	10,088,861

	2018
	-263,807
	-0.03
	2,305,491
	245,987
	2,551,478
	10,487,010

	2019
	16,104,763
	0.04
	127,440,036
	87,499,217
	214,939,253
	382,503,815

	2020
	7,525,621
	0.02
	209,075,927
	74,210,570
	283,286,497
	444,437,374

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	HONEYWELL FLOUR MILL
	
	
	

	YEAR
	PAT/LOSS
	ROA
	LOG OF STD
	LOG LTD
	LOG  TD
	LOG OF TOTAL ASSETS(FS)

	2011
	2,412,769
	0.19
	15,711,759
	1,456,525
	17,168,284
	12,505,813

	2012
	2,600,712
	0.09
	24,183,810
	7,451,818
	31,635,628
	27,650,432

	2013
	2,843,520
	0.05
	27,503,156
	9,381,239
	36,884,395
	55,437,478

	2014
	3,351,564
	0.05
	28,059,339
	15,165,852
	43,225,191
	63,830,439

	2015
	1,120,267
	0.02
	31,860,220
	15,767,390
	47,627,610
	67,943,444

	2016
	-3,023,852
	-0.04
	44,213,225
	15,470,752
	59,683,977
	76,046,576

	2017
	4,304,955
	0.04
	26,318,698
	34,498,351
	60,817,049
	113,151,714

	2018
	4,426,978
	0.04
	28,207,258
	40,236,091
	68,443,349
	124,835,013

	2019
	68,368
	0.000
	42,301,619
	38,535,524
	80,837,143
	137,505,112

	2020
	650,492
	0.005
	53,514,351
	31,461,351
	84,975,702
	142,261,292

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	UNILEVER NIG.PLC
	
	
	

	YEAR
	    
                                               
	ROA
	LOG OF STD
	LOG LTD
	LOG  TD
	LOG OF TOTAL ASSETS(FS)

	2011
	5,515,213
	0.17
	18,892,176
	22,615,278
	41,507,454
	32,249,928

	2012
	5,507,613
	0.15
	22,332,576
	26,454,101
	48,786,677
	36,497,624

	2013
	4,724,429
	0.11
	28,072,664
	6,333,552
	34,406,216
	43,754,114

	2014
	2,412,343
	0.05
	31,370,833
	6,886,614
	38,257,447
	45,736,255

	2015
	1,192,366
	0.02
	34,697,653
	42,169,578
	76,867,231
	50,172,484

	2016
	3,071,885
	0.04
	53,513,389
	60,801,366
	114,314,755
	72,491,309

	2017
	7,450,085
	0.06
	36,695,307
	8,480,686
	45,175,993
	121,084,365

	2018
	10,552,140
	0.08
	43,167,053
	5,886,777
	49,053,830
	131,843,373

	2019
	-7,419,674
	-0.07
	34,808,084
	37,149,169
	71,957,253
	103,677,519

	2020
	-3,965,921
	-0.04
	27,798,857
	29,388,418
	57,187,275
	91,517,538

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	UAC PLC
	
	
	
	

	YEAR
	PAT
	ROA
	LOG OF STD
	LOG LTD
	LOG  TD
	LOG OF TOTAL ASSETS(FS)

	2011
	5,636,573
	0.26
	6,103,594
	2,048,354
	8,151,948
	21,556,555

	2012
	2,830,309
	0.12
	3,428,617
	1,077,205
	4,505,822
	23,843,291

	2013
	6,520,747
	0.26
	4,591,036
	11,588,092
	16,179,128
	25,082,425

	2014
	4,313,364
	0.18
	5,031,081
	13,534,551
	18,565,632
	24,474,320

	2015
	3,503,362
	0.13
	5,774,634
	212,433
	5,987,067
	27,585,089

	2016
	2,627,290
	0.12
	6,991,411
	198,965
	7,190,376
	22,291,514

	2017
	3,079,827
	0.10
	8,570,999
	152,842
	8,723,841
	32,174,633

	2018
	3,608,667
	0.07
	8,835,704
	73,648
	8,909,352
	49,041,894

	2019
	1,484,147
	0.03
	9,191,133
	24,625
	9,215,758
	48,987,189

	2020
	-2,475,586
	-0.05
	9,076,340
	435,991
	9,512,331
	46,679,401

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	CADBURY NIGERIA PLC
	
	
	

	YEAR
	PAT
	ROA
	LOG OF STD
	LOG LTD
	LOG  TD
	LOG OF TOTAL ASSETS(FS)

	2011
	3,783,211
	0.12
	12,182,826
	3,083,000
	15,265,826
	32,642,612

	2012
	4,401,907
	0.11
	14,919,196
	3,118,332
	18,037,528
	39,811,415

	2013
	6,023,219
	0.14
	14,386,781
	4,790,912
	19,177,693
	43,172,624

	2014
	1,512,687
	0.05
	14,042,218
	3,235,863
	17,278,081
	28,820,107

	2015
	1,153,295
	0.04
	11,651,634
	4,480,074
	16,131,708
	28,417,005

	2016
	-296,402
	-0.01
	12,820,278
	4,515,939
	17,336,217
	28,392,951

	2017
	299,998
	0.01
	12,529,586
	4,150,745
	16,680,331
	28,423,121

	2018
	823,085
	0.03
	10,085,490
	4,766,490
	14,851,980
	27,528,040

	2019
	1,070,845
	0.04
	9,901,393
	5,334,310
	15,235,703
	28,801,938

	2020
	931,827
	0.03
	14,474,694
	5,186,467
	19,661,161
	33,210,684

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	DANGOTE SUGAR
	
	
	

	YEEAR
	PAT
	ROA
	LOG OF STD
	LOG LTD
	LOG  TD
	LOG OF TOTAL ASSETS(FS)

	2011
	7,404,416
	0.13
	29,928,082
	3,752,930
	33,681,012
	55,630,825

	2012
	10,796,416
	0.17
	32,520,850
	4,261,441
	36,782,291
	64,280,589

	2013
	13,537,612
	0.24
	28,934,754
	4,359,916
	33,294,670
	57,280,617

	2014
	11,908,690
	0.18
	34,532,088
	4,229,514
	38,761,602
	64,522,412

	2015
	12,659,855
	0.13
	34,532,088
	4,229,514
	38,761,602
	97,287,804

	2016
	14,198,693
	0.13
	35,516,958
	4,768,318
	40,285,276
	106,671,333

	2017
	37,822,609
	0.19
	91,644,487
	5,212,819
	96,857,306
	196,064,664

	2018
	25,830,941
	0.14
	66,033,588
	5,309,997
	71,343,585
	178,523,711

	2019
	24,102,816
	0.12
	73,352,250
	6,693,930
	80,046,180
	198,129,122

	2020
	31,370,659
	0.12
	122,752,272
	11,225,370
	133,977,642
	259,280,544

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Guinness Nigeria Plc.
	
	
	

	YEAR
	PAT
	ROA
	LOG OF STD
	LOG LTD
	LOG  TD
	LOG OF TOTAL ASSETS(FS)

	2011
	26,176,966
	0.28
	36,535,848
	15,355,692
	51,891,540
	92,175,032

	2012
	14,671,195
	0.14
	34,535,091
	23,184,867
	57,719,958
	102,534,172

	2013
	11,863,726
	0.10
	51,275,097
	23,746,413
	75,021,510
	121,060,621

	2014
	9,573,480
	0.07
	44,248,479
	43,018,077
	87,266,556
	132,328,273

	2015
	7,794,809
	0.06
	46,100,344
	27,804,912
	73,905,256
	122,246,632

	2016
	-2,015,886
	-0.01
	67,109,622
	28,222,217
	95,331,839
	136,902,444

	2017
	1,923,720
	0.01
	63,719,622
	39,375,539
	103,095,161
	146,038,216

	2018
	6,717,605
	0.04
	42,847,115
	22,819,679
	65,666,794
	153,254,068

	2019
	5,483,732
	0.03
	48,856,474
	22,875,691
	71,732,165
	160,792,627

	2020
	-12,578,818
	-0.09
	60,597,976
	10,509,465
	71,107,441
	144,145,581

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	FLOUR MILL
	
	
	
	

	YEAR
	PAT
	ROA
	LOG OF STD
	LOG LTD
	LOG  TD
	LOG OF TOTAL ASSETS(FS)

	2011
	10,095,752
	0.09
	30,153,185
	44,513,521
	74,666,706
	116,730,494

	2012
	8,896,718
	0.05
	49,026,827
	13,465,613
	62,492,440
	172,506,941

	2013
	8,900,989
	0.04
	84,562,513
	46,726,101
	131,288,614
	223,889,725

	2014
	10,437,522
	0.05
	81,893,577
	39,308,867
	121,202,444
	220,145,555

	2015
	2,419,544
	0.01
	116,115,447
	18,762,765
	134,878,212
	231,529,878

	2016
	10,425,786
	0.04
	114,508,685
	18,543,783
	133,052,468
	232,296,607

	2017
	9,829,046
	0.03
	217,412,600
	18,404,858
	235,817,458
	343,933,157

	2018
	9,244,729
	0.03
	140,074,526
	31,083,760
	171,158,286
	322,604,582

	2019
	19,317,654
	0.06
	138,329,706
	36,799,208
	175,128,914
	314,058,187

	2020
	12,582,571
	0.04
	100,624,270
	67,325,900
	167,950,170
	314,267,060

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	NASCON NIG.PLC
	
	
	

	YEAR
	PAT
	ROA
	LOG OF STD
	LOG LTD
	LOG  TD
	LOG OF TOTAL ASSETS(FS)

	2011
	2,232,793
	0.22
	3,554,604
	827,782
	4,382,386
	10,046,942

	2012
	2,767,715
	0.26
	3,377,122
	734,839
	4,111,961
	10,689,542

	2013
	2,699,542
	0.24
	4,538,541
	731,825
	5,270,366
	11,431,167

	2014
	1,867,038
	0.15
	6,248,579
	902,464
	7,151,043
	12,555,885

	2015
	2,105,646
	0.13
	7,951,499
	1,255,093
	9,206,592
	16,294,826

	2016
	2,415,183
	0.10
	15,124,954
	1,432,087
	16,557,041
	24,603,267

	2017
	5,343,592
	0.18
	16,615,330
	1,972,705
	18,588,035
	30,123,247

	2018
	4,420,217
	0.15
	16,088,720
	2,288,229
	18,376,949
	30,270,429

	2019
	1,845,242
	0.05
	218,742,264
	8,837,243
	227,579,507
	38,668,792

	2020
	2,690,310
	0.06
	25,521,662
	6,067,509
	31,589,171
	44,308,991
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