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Abstract

Poor management of land resources creates environmental problems such as
land degradation, soil erosion and pollution, as well as serious social and
economic tensions. Mineral extraction, production, refining and distribution
have immediate impact on the environments and their host communities.
Nigeria being an extractive economy with numerous cases of defiance by the
host communities on the mining operating companies, a number of ways for
advancing dealings with communities can be drawn to inform broader com-
munity dialogue in the extractive economy of Nigeria and countries with sim-
ilar situations. This paper used information from secondary sources to dem-
onstrate the importance of accommodating host communities as stakehold-
ers. The paper establishes the various roles played by mining stakeholders and
how their involvements have changed overtime in terms of scale. Options
were drawn for improving the current state of Nigerian mining communities
and suggestions were made on avoiding future host community conflict (typ-
ically existing in the oil region of the country). The paper recommends that
the recognition of communities as stakeholders is crucial in developing Nige-
ria’s non-oil sector.
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1. Introduction

As Nigeria is rapidly increasing its investment opportunities in resource wealth,

greater access to the country is leading to increased resource extraction activities,

particularly non-oil mining across the country. While oil and gas industries and

solid minerals provide significant economic opportunities for the country’s eco-
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nomic prosperity, there are also costs (social, environmental and human) asso-
ciated with these activities that must not be ignored. These costs are prevalent
and widespread in the local communities. However, the state of today’s com-
munities impacted by extractive activities is heavily influenced by governments
and companies (Franks et al., 2014). The oil and gas sector has, however, been
the most challenging, as oil companies are in constant conflict with the com-
munities, and the communities are in grievances with the government and
companies (Kemp et al., 2011; Koos & Pierskalla, 2016). For example, in Nigeria,
while crisis still lingers in the oil producing Niger Delta, new developments in
the non-oil sector are showing signs of the Niger Delta struggles. Already, the
brunt borne by communities through extensive mining is a terrain of discursive
and material contestation since community members perceived mining opera-
tions as a form of external suppression—a scenario where the government is
imagined as having the cake and the communities seeing themselves as being
denied of their fair share. The nexus between rapid increase in extractive indus-
tries and communities have earlier been suggested—see for example the work of
Maconachie and Hilson (2013: p. 347), as follows:

“While resource extractive investment has had significant social, political
and economic implications for actors at all scales... the livelihood impacts
of intensified resource extraction at the community-level have been partic-
ularly varied and profound. At the community level, responses to heigh-
tened investment in the extractive industries have been wide ranging: va-
riously met by resistance and rejection, by acquiescence combined with
demands for better labour conditions and community benefits, and in other
cases, outright acceptance in anticipation of gainful employment and ex-

pectations of “modernization”.

Based on the dynamic nature of communities in the midst of increasing ex-
tractive activities highlighted by Maconachie and Hilson (2013), this paper pro-
vides a narrative to stimulate new line of discourse and policy direction around
the present day mining communities in Nigeria. The premise of the paper is
based on the assertion that importance must be given to communities in mineral
development, especially in resource rich (but resource cursed—see for example,
Al-Abri et al., 2019) countries like Nigeria. Given Nigeria’s reprehensible reputa-
tion with oil-producing communities (see, for example, Auty, 1993; Watts,
2004a, 2004b, 2008; United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), 2006;
Ogunleye, 2008; Amnesty International, 2009; United Nations Environmental
Programme (UNEP), 2011; Koos & Pierskalla, 2016; Albert et al., 2019), non-oil
industries that are investing in the country could draw lessons from the Niger
Delta, and other parts of the world, to avoid replicating the debilitating negativi-

ty attached to resource production.

Concepts and Methods

For the purpose of this paper, minerals are taken to be what are known in the
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business as “hard/solid minerals” (Humphreys, 2013), although reference is made
along the way to other mineral products including oil and gas. For communi-
ties—the concept is highly contested, imprecise and even policy dependent (see,
for example, Kapelus, 2002; Li et al., 2012). The term is defined in terms of the
following approaches; by association and impact (see Veiga et al., 2001; Cheney
et al., 2002), by geographic and homogenous terms (see, for example, Accounta-
bility and Business for Social Responsibility (BSR), 2004; Luning, 2012), or by
best practice (see for example, International Finance Corporation (IFC), 2000,
2007; International Institute of Environment and Development (IIED), 2002).
Because of these wide ranging approaches, communities in this paper refers to a
socially, culturally and ecologically bounded group of people whose location is
close to, or downstream from an extractive activity operation, and are affected
by such operation, and hold the right to make decisions based on perceived mu-
tual benefit of its members.

This paper gathered and synthesised as much information as possible from
different secondary sources such as; academic and grey literature, which pro-
vided significant amount of information on the subject matter, and from media
reports because of their enormous influence in shaping public opinion, policy,
and personal experience of the authors. Overall, the documents used here were
selected based on their merits. The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 ex-
plores why communities should be recognised as stakeholders and the role of
government as a stakeholder respectively. Section 3 examines the emergence and
evolutionary trends of communities within the Nigerian extractive economy.
Section 4 illustrates the policy implications and the way forward for communi-

ties hosting extractive activities respectively.

2. Communities as Stakeholders

There is a huge literature on mining and stakeholders which this paper has not
reported, because the focus here is on understanding the position of communi-
ties as key stakeholders in extractive industries. Freeman (1984: p. 84) states that
“a stakeholder in an organisation is any group or individual who can affect or is
affected by the achievement of the organisation’s objectives”. Subsequently, a
number of writers have contributed to the stakeholder debate (see, for example,
Donaldson & Preston, 1995; Clarkson, 1995; Ostensson, 1997; Phillips & Rei-
chart, 2000; Matu et al., 2020). For example, Ostensson (1997), viewed stake-
holders in mining as “somebody, or a group of some bodies, who has an interest,
be it economic, legal, political or ethical, in the outcome of a project or a process,
and who therefore holds a stake in it”. By this view, any individual or group who
affect or are being affected by mineral extraction in the past, present or in the
future can be considered as a stakeholder. In view of the nature of mining,
stakeholder involvement and the role they play is a dynamic process where some
stakeholders may disengage over time, and others may join at a later stage of the

project.
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Ostensson (1997) divided stakeholders into primary (core) and secondary
(peripheral). The “core stakeholders” are those who are materially affected by
individual mining projects and whose objectives with respect to sustainable de-
velopment relate mainly to those projects. This set the case for government (the
regulator), local communities (host; including indigenous people and migrant
workers) and mining companies (operator) themselves. Conversely, the “peri-
pheral stakeholders” are those whose objectives are generally of a broader politi-
cal, ideological or cultural nature, for instance, NGOs and intergovernmental
organisations (IGOs) (Ostensson, 1997). Financiers, NGOs, contractors, share-
holders, customers and insurers all fall under the peripheral stakeholders be-
cause they have the “capacity to mobilise public opinion in favour of, or in op-
position to, a corporation’s performance” (Clarkson, 1995: p. 107). This is ob-
vious, particularly when issues arises that draws their attention such as, project
finance, environmental degradation to agricultural and traditional lands and
water, corruption and lack of transparency, inequitable revenue sharing, conflict
and human rights violations etc.

In view of the nature of mineral business, this paper adopts Clarkson’s (1995:
pp- 106-107) and Ostensson’s (1997) typology that classify the government and
communities as their most salient (definitive) stakeholders. Although this is a
simple classification, they are contentious when mining communities vary in
their perceptions and expectations of mineral development. This becomes more
sensitive in cases where there are indigenous communities or vulnerable groups
who may be unrepresented, and when there are gender issues in specific con-
texts. For example, First Nations people', who now claim to be right holders, no
longer accept being grouped into that body of people who were being provided
an opportunity to comment or participate in mining projects at the discretion of
governments. Therefore, stakeholder mapping in a mining project is not a finite
process, and is likely to continue beyond the scoping phase and throughout ex-
ploration, construction, production, and ultimately closure and remediation.
The role of stakeholders also depends on local conditions and global order or
movement. Azapagic (2004) noted that identifying mining stakeholders is a pre-
requisite for enhancing mining’s contribution to development, even though
working out the boundaries of rights and responsibilities continued to be a chal-
lenge. Nonetheless, the International Council on Mining and Metals’ (2012)
document entitled “community development— toolkif’, could be adopted in iden-
tifying the potential interest groups.

The Role of Government as a Stakeholder

While mineral extraction, production, refining and distribution have immediate
impact on the environments and communities in which they operate, the role
played by government permeates all facets of the operational, financial and ma-

nagerial life of their operations. Generally, countries’ mineral resources are treated

"The First Nations are Canadians recognised as the indigenous Aboriginal who are neither Inuit nor
Métis.
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as national heritage (Haysom & Kane, 2009; Al-Abri et al., 2019). For example,
as a colonial legacy, Nigeria, South Africa, Indonesia, India and most of the de-
veloping nations, have constitutionally entrusted their mineral ownership to the
state. Conversely, most of the developed countries like Canada, Australia and the
United States are able to manage their resources through individual, provincial
and national ownerships. However, the only difference between the developing
and developed countries mode of operation is in the requirement for ensuring
an optimum equilibrium and trade-offs between the sustainability of mining
dependent communities and promoting economic growth. In this light, the tasks
of government involves drawing up legislations, regulations and codes, institu-
tions, continuous arbitration and conflict resolution that provides a platform for
both domestic and foreign investors, while protecting and safeguarding the en-
vironment and communities. As mining often occur in locations that are home
to poor and vulnerable people (Kemp, 2009), those affected need government
protection of their right to livelihoods. In the case of failure, weak regulation or
non-enforcement and monitoring of rules, the government is directly or indi-
rectly responsible for meeting the costs of environmental mismanagement and
rebellion from the affected communities (see for examples Muradian et al., 2003;
Watts, 2004a, 2008; Albert et al., 2019; Albert et al., 2020).

Even though, communities enjoys positive benefits including technology trans-
fer and training for local populations, access to wealth through revenues and
royalties, employment, the provision and improvements in infrastructure (roads,
schools, health centres, water and sanitation), such benefits are most often de-
stroyed by the mining activities (Fonseca, 2004). A similar outcome was reported
by Bridge (2008) who noted that the fear of negative consequences often triggers
rejection and political opposition by locals who see themselves as the first to bear
the negative impacts. These impacts depend upon the nature of the mining op-
eration, the size of the project, and the type of mineral being extracted, the type
of exploitation method and the life span, the nature and sensitivity of the sur-
rounding’s physical and social environment, and the effectiveness of planning,
pollution prevention and mitigation and control techniques. However, it should
be noted that minimising the risks associated with mining on communities is
solely the responsibility of the government, through policies that are mostly in-
cluded in the respective government’s national mining regulations. For example,
in Indonesia, the licence holder must plan for the community beyond the lifes-
pan of the mine. Similarly, Peru, Argentina, Columbia, Philippines and Chile are
all intermittently refining legislation or regulation to address social impacts.
However, all these are yielding insignificant results in the developing countries.
For example, in Latin America alone, out of 139 mining companies sampled in
15 countries in 2010, 118 of them are in conflict with different communities (In-
ternational Union for Conservation of Nature, 2010). Also, in some African
countries like Nigeria, Ghana and South Africa, where community relations are
part of the mining permitting process, their respective governments are inade-

quately protecting the mining communities, which make them vulnerable lead-
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ing to so many kinds of conflicts (Kemp, 2009; Albert et al., 2020).

Eggert (2001) highlighted that mining industries are only able to create min-
eral wealth when government establishes a suitable framework for them to thrive.
For mining companies to maximise profit, the creation of the resources must be
in a manner consistent with local conditions and global best practices. However,
it is not a best practice for mining projects to simply conform to government
regulations without measuring whether those regulations either adequately pro-
tect the environment or meet international standards, but rather, they are also
guilty of influencing government policy/legislation in their favour (Amare,
2019). Over the last two to three decades, the ground rules for mineral projects
have shifted significantly. The government’s role in mining is now changing
from an owner to a regulator, and the civil societies expect environmental re-
sponsibility and good relationship with local communities. Such policy shifts
now puts more pressure on the mining operators, and compel them to obtain a
“social licence” in order to operate—a means for local communities to be in-
formed, participate, monitor and measure mining project life (see Veiga et al.,
2001; Salim, 2003; Azapagic, 2004; Jenkins & Yakovleve, 2006).

3. Mineral Development and Communities in Nigeria

There is a significant deposit of solid minerals in Nigeria (coal, oil sands, iron
ore, gold, limestone, uranium, tantalum, diamond etc.) but the ascendancy of
crude oil as a major income earner led to their neglect, where exploitation is
poorly organised, lives of miners are gravely endangered, and the sector gene-
rates less revenue (Edeme & Nkalu, 2019). In the last two decades, Nigeria like
other resource rich countries has embarked on reforms in policies, institutions,
fiscal and legal frameworks to revive the mineral sectors (Ishola, 2008; Edeme &
Nkalu, 2019). The country envisage for a national policy that encourage a shift in
the role of government from “owner-operator” to “regulator-administrator”,
and that of the “private sector” as “operator” (Ministry of Mines and Steel De-
velopment, 2008). This implies that the role of government would now be li-
mited to setting and monitoring operational guidelines, thus avoiding the skewed
joint ventures that spawned revolt in the Niger Delta (see for example, Albert et
al., 2020).

Nevertheless, Campbell (2012) noted the complexities of these changes in the
developing countries. For example, the adoption of global initiatives such as the
Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative (EITI) by Nigeria represents a sig-
nificant acknowledgement of the importance of transparency and accountability
for resource wealth. However, the Nigerian chapter of EITI, the Nigerian Extrac-
tive Industries Transparency Initiative (NEITI) constituted in 2007 majorly fo-
cussed on revenue generation to the government with little consideration to how
corporate social responsibilities are being achieved.

In the past, records show that early mining in Nigeria was undertaken at spe-
cific sites in both small- and large-scale operations. For example, prior to coloni-

al occupation, early European and Arab explorers, mainly Germans, Spanish and
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Lebanese, discovered, mined and traded tin, galena and gold with their home
countries (Hodder, 1959). For example, tin was mined and smelted in the early
eighteenth century (Fell, 1939; Hodder, 1959; National Bureau of Statistics, 2008).
However, organised mining in Nigeria began between 1902 and 1923, following
the commissioning of the minerals survey of the southern and northern protec-
torates (Marcellus, 2010). One interesting aspect of colonial mining was the rec-
ognition of Africans as occupiers of mineral-bearing land. Community leaders at
that time were the recognised land owners and recipients of any compensation.
As such, those individuals who owned that land where minerals were found
hardly benefited. Also, mining employees (referred to as pagan labour), the ma-
jority of whom are unskilled and a few semi-skilled, had limited rights of negoti-
ation, but were given certain protection by the Mining Regulation of 1927-1929.
While colonial mining contributed to government revenues for infrastructural
development at the national level, it relegated host communities from stake-
holders to sources of labour. It is again obvious that before the enactment of the
first Nigerian Mining Law in 1946, there was no documented environmental
management strategy for mineral extraction, processing and reclamation (Us-
man, 2001).

In the country’s first attempt at regulating mining activities, the 1946 Act in-
cluded environmental protection. Yet, it has not changed mining-induced envi-
ronmental degradation (Omotehinse & Ako, 2019). For example, in support of
Hodder (1959), the result of the various Nigerian government’s survey in the last
few decades has shown that the tin mines of Jos remain lethal pits, where about
1500 dangerous mining ponds from past mining have degraded the physical
landscape (Vanguard, 2010; Goki et al., 2016; Omotehinse & Ako, 2019). Also,
the coal mines of Enugu have been partially converted into refuse dumps (Omo-
tehinse & Ako, 2019). Very recently, lead poisoning in Zamfara, Nigeria, led to
the death of at least 500 children (see for example, Ibrahim & Aliyu, 2010).

In view of the new Nigerian Mining and Minerals Act (NMMA) of 2007, Sec-
tion 4.6.1, it is essential that mining grantee obtain consent from local authori-
ties prior to the commencement of the development of mineral title. Also, the
action plans entered into are documented as “Community Development Agree-
ment” (CDA), which may include capacity building, education and employment
in addition to social services and infrastructural development. While this policy
may sound conventional, Chindo (2011: p. 46) reported that mining communi-
ties’ consent is not even sought on the commencement of most mining projects.
He posits that: “granted licences and permits commonly overlap other surface
rights like private or public properties, forest reserves, conservation areas, farm-
lands and settlements, whilst, mineral exploration is prohibited in sacred areas
and trees”. Similarly, Chindo (2011) found significant overlap between granted
mining licences and areas of high biodiversity and existing human settlement.
For example, in 2010 alone, more than 1600 titles were issued in Nigeria. This
poses a potential conflict between the need to access resources for development

and the need to conserve biodiversity and livelihoods. Given Nigeria’s horrific
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reputation in the oil sector, the development of non-oil sector must factor and
take appropriately steps to mitigate any potential threat to the environment and
local livelihoods, otherwise risks the trepidation of Niger Delta rebellion (Albert
et al., 2020). While oil is localised in the Niger Delta region, solid minerals are
found across different parts of the country. With the opening of a new mine (if
not properly regulated), there is the potential for communities to be shattered,
for environments to be destroyed and for carbon to be emitted. Likewise any
potential conflict with communities is likely to be more widespread. In such sit-
uations, communities may suddenly end with abrupt dispersal of the population
(Babatunde, 2012).

From the foregoing, it can be argued that the mining communities consulta-
tion in Nigeria have usually been superficial and grossly inadequate. Even though
communities have been historically relevant in mining, their consideration and
engagement as stakeholders is comparatively a new phenomenon. Host com-
munities have been recently engaged as secondary stakeholders in the oil indus-
try after many years of neglect by the Multinational Oil Corporations (MNOCs)
and the Nigerian government. This was noted by Idemudia (2009: p. 2) who
viewed host communities engagement as secondary stakeholders—instead of
being primary stakeholders. Whereas the government has the capability of ter-
minating mining operations, host communities do not have such a power, but
have in recent times disrupted oil productions particularly in the Niger Delta re-
gion (Albert et al., 2020). For example, since the beginning of 2008, attention has
now been given to the oil producing communities because they lay more threat
to the oil operations (Albert et al., 2020). Conversely, some established cement
companies like Dangote Group and Ibeto are countering civil society and com-
munity fears that resource extraction is “antidevelopment”. These companies
that are exploiting limestone and gypsum for cement production in North-central
Nigeria are expanding their corporate services to include public participation,
employment and business opportunities, contract awards and provision of infra-
structure to their host communities. This kind of positive outlooks counters the
oil sector’s marginalisation of the Niger Delta (Albert et al., 2020).

The inability of government to provide basic human amenities to the host
communities and protect them from environmental pollution by oil operations
(Eweje, 2007) is a complete negation to Articles 1, 10, 18, 21 and 26 of the 2007
United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. Due to lack of
social infrastructure as a result of poor governance, Frynas (2005) added that oil
companies are under pressure and threat by their host communities and Civil
Societies to provide infrastructure in the Niger Delta. Supporting Frynas (2005),
community investment deploys capital from investors and directs it to com-
munities that are overlooked and underserved by their government. The com-
munities, though sometimes ambivalent, are swayed toward mineral extraction
for the money it will likely bring. In this instance, even at the initial stage of ex-
ploration, communities express optimism that extraction would lead to an im-

provement in the socio-economic life of their people. Such pragmatism is un-
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derstandable in the Niger Delta region, given the level of poverty in communities
that are remote, deprived and seriously disadvantaged in terms of access to eco-
nomic opportunities, social services, and infrastructure. In view of this kind of
communities’ dilemma, the Environmental Rights Action/Friends of the Earth
Nigeria (ERA/FoEN) have prominently sensitised and empower communities to
make informed choices about negotiating access to resource extraction. For in-
stance, Ojo (2012) reported that the group is at the forefront in sensitising
communities in Nigeria to use their bargaining power on planned bitumen ex-
ploration. This is against the fears that oil sands extraction has the following
characteristics: 1) long-term (usually last up to 100 years depending on reserve,
technology and economics); 2) complexity (usually involving heavy machinery,
numerous parties, chain of investments, multiple partners and labour); 3) capital
intensive (requires massive investments of millions to billions of dollars); and 4)
bad reputation (large-scale environmental impacts and displacement).

Overall, this paper argues that the sluggish nature of the Nigerian government
towards managing antagonistic social issues should be rectified if at all the
non-oil mining sector is to be developed and sustained. Otherwise, the govern-
ment’s efforts of expanding the extractive industry beyond oil extraction will be
faced with the reoccurrence of the Niger Delta crises. For example, the Zamfara
lead poison incidents in 2010 (Ibrahim & Aliyu, 2010) and the records showing
Nigeria as having one of the worst records of oil pollution of any oil producing
country (United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP), 2011) could ex-
pand the perception of the Nigerian government’s weak institutional capacity to

monitor and enforce mining regulations.

4. Policy Implications

It is important to note that communities are complex and at times difficult to
predict, making common approach often untenable. Reflections on this section
may assist in building dialogue and articulate shared features in order to escape
from vulnerability to community opposition, which can result into additional
financial and operational risks.

The NMMA 2007 intends to bring mining benefits to the local and national
economy, but defining “host communities” has proven contentious, thus re-
sulted in little discernible difference to the lingering crisis in the Niger Delta. A
community under the existing definition consists of a selection of some few
people as representatives who often see themselves as accountable to themselves,
or to the chiefs and elders of their communities, as against accountability to all
the stakeholders with interests in mining. This tend to accord the “landown-
ers/chiefs” and “elites” (who are at the top of indigenous power hierarchies) spe-
cial privileges and also craves a “hegemonic stake” in the communities. It is not
uncommon that both international and national mining companies usually di-
alogue with these “local power centres”, on the prospects of mineral extraction
in their communities. While it is right to respect the local governance system
and traditional institution, it is also a best practice to involve the majority of the
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community members that wants to participate irrespective of their social class.
For example, there are unreported cases where the CDA composes only land
owners and excluded women in decision making. This oversight has resulted in
majority of the people of the local communities seeing themselves as being de-
tached from mining in their domains, a situation that leads to apathy and even
antagonism, if it remains unaddressed (Albert et al., 2020). As a consequence, it
is now a common scene where community members that feel isolated by the
glaring attention given to other groups could plot dangerous movement against
the company as a way of drawing attention and for their voices to be heard (see
for example, Ojo, 2012; Albert et al., 2020). When communities are identified
and engaged at the earliest, Davis (1998) and Humphreys (2000, 2013) noted
that it gives them sense of ownership of the process and are likely to support and
participate in future community programmes.

Within the CDA provisions, there is need to articulate communities to agree
with the mining procedure. Even if this was achieved, the question remains: Is
the community where the mineral title area is located or the community closest
to it that is regarded as the host community? If the latter, then there should be a
defined perimeter for easy identification and management because mining is a
localised activity that may have extensive spatial impacts. Thus, a buffer zone
becomes necessary to make possible easy identification based on proximity and
potential impacts. The same principle can be applied when it comes to compen-
sation. Early stakeholder mapping in the scoping phase is a useful tool to allow
stakeholders gain an appreciation of who is interested and how they may be in-
volved, as well as identifying the nature of the interrelationships between stake-
holder groups. Social analysis techniques (e.g. social network analysis or mul-
ti-stakeholder approach) can be used in identifying stakeholders, their needs, inte-
ractions, aspirations and concerns regarding the project. In identifying stake-
holders, it is also advisable for mining companies to be as open and inclusive as
possible. However, gauging opinion in a community of hundreds to thousands
of people will be an inherently difficult task, if not essentially impossible. To
overcome these challenging tasks, qualitative information gathering process can
rely heavily on key informant opinion, that is, opinions of specific group of
people considered to be representative of broader groups within the communi-
ties. To avoid the exclusion of significant groups, and for a more comprehensive
assessment of situational context, considerable effort must be put into consulting
community members representing different groups—such as neighbourhoods,
gender, age, local NGOs and industry. This could enable an extensive contextua-
lisation of variables that promote harmonious company-community-government
relationship. Therefore, it is the position of this paper that the current usage of
the concept of stakeholder when dealing with extractive resources especially in
Nigeria needs to be redefined to include all the various groups within the com-
munity. This suggests that the various segments that make up the community
are what really matters and any recognition must include them. For example,
Jensen and Watchenko (2004) and Albert et al. (2020) suggested that the concen-
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tration of power among the few makes it rational for the opposition to pursue
power through extra-constitutional means. These views have in part led to con-
flict and instability in the Niger Delta (Orogun, 2010; Watts, 2004a, 2004b, 2008;
Albert et al., 2020).

Even if Nigeria is unwilling to pay rents and royalties from resource extraction
to the host communities (see for example, Constitution of the Federal Republic
of Nigeria, 1999: p. 28), this paper suggests that it should at least establish a
transparent financial distribution system—“Communities Fund”. The funds
would assist the host communities to benefit directly from their mineral wealth
apart from the normal minimal compensation paid for the land acquired for the
purpose of mineral extraction. The Communities Fund may be generated from
direct financial transfer of certain proportion of net profit (say up to 10 per cent
or more) from Nigerian mineral tax and company income tax. Contributions
made to the fund will be available as a credit against fiscal rent obligations being
royalty, and that can be used for the provision of physical and social infrastruc-

ture, and for long-term investment in the host communities.

Way Forward

Even though, a feeling of relative deprivation was argued as the major source of
grievance in the Niger Delta, this paper also supported Babatunde (2012: p. 51)
who posits that oil-related activities have affected the people’s livelihoods, food
security, personal security, and physical and mental health. However, it should
be remembered that ccurrently, the Nigerian oil producing communities receive
13 per cent of profits derived from petroleum sales otherwise known as the “13
per cent derivation fund”. Instead of these funds serving as key drivers of eco-
nomic growth and physical developments to the affected communities, it has left
for instance, the actual oil and gas communities in abject poverty (Watts, 2008;
Amnesty International, 2009). This could be attributed to the number of cases
where states and local governments in the region illegally siphoned the money to
fund other non-oil communities (or misappropriate them for their personal
gains), leaving the actual producing communities in hunger and penury (see for
example, Orogun, 2010). This action can be understood as an expression of dis-
tributional injustice, involving the compromised ability to access resource wealth
and failure to secure livelihood and healthy environment.

To circumvent this Nigerian problem, this paper suggests that a system of ef-
fective administrative structure that would administer the fund transparently,
openly and expeditiously with accountability should be established. It is assumed
that the administration will be more definitive and enable each of the communi-
ties to derive optimal benefits from resource extraction within their territory.
Even with all the difficulties that will no doubt plague its actual implementation
as in the case of Niger Delta (Watts, 2008; Amnesty International, 2009), the ad-
ministrative committee is assumed to involved, at the least, persons that are
vastly transparent, accountable and superior to the status quo (Babatunde, 2012:
p. 52). At best, however, it could reduce the existing cumbersome nature of man-

DOI: 10.4236/gep.2020.89013

222 Journal of Geoscience and Environment Protection


https://doi.org/10.4236/gep.2020.89013

A. I. Naibbi, M. Chindo

aging a common fund for the communities and fundamentally improve the
long-run diversification of a local economy that is largely dependent on oil ex-
traction. NGOs, including Nigerian Extractive Industries Transparency Initia-
tives, should also be included in the process in order to monitor the collection,
disbursement, transfer and direct distribution of revenues to the communities.

Similarly, even though environmental impact assessment (EIA) has already
been legalised as part of the procedures in evaluating the consequences of any
proposed mining projects in Nigeria, social impact assessment (SIA) has not yet
been widely adopted in formal planning systems in Nigeria. In the same manner
that ETA measures and assesses potential environmental damages, SIA assess the
potential impacts of mining projects and any social change processes invoked by
those projects on the communities (Esteves, 2008). Some of the benefits of SIA
in mining include among others: understanding societal expectations of local
benefits and promoting local community solutions, eliminate fears within the
company of limitless community demands and lack of clear boundaries of re-
sponsibility, and less reliance on intuition to justify on-going social investments
(Esteves, 2008: p. 346). For example, Ajayi and Ikporukpo (2005) and more re-
cently Omotehinse and Ako (2019) noted that Jos tin and Enugu coal mines are
instances of where several decades of poor mining practices and regulations have
degraded the environment. However, as a result of increasing global competi-
tiveness in mining and the need to entrench global best practices, the current
Nigerian 2007 Mining Act (Minerals and Mining Regulations, 2010) provides for
a very strong community relations and environmental restrictions.

As highlighted earlier, the social neglect perceived in the Niger Delta leads to
the struggle for ownership of their natural resources, which created the conflicts
experienced in the region. This paper is also suggesting for the integration of STA
with EIA into environmental and social impact assessment (ESIA) in a coherent
and strategic manner, which would provide a platform for relevant stakeholder
involvement, particularly the communities. As Esteves (2008: p. 346) noted, “SIA
is an effective means of involving affected communities in problem solving and
developing community goals”. In the Nigerian case, this negates the existing
practice of nothing more than informing the affected communities of the on-going
and/or proposed plans for the area, or at the very best incorporating them as
menials, assistants/informants at the preliminary stages.

Operators’ compliance with laws and requirements set by the governments,
borrowers or shareholders should not be the only motivation behind an all-inclusive
and comprehensive stakeholder strategy. The key to success in dealing with af-
fected communities is to view them as stakeholders rather than as a risk in busi-
ness terms. It is imperative that operators understand the structure and func-
tioning of local indigenous authority and model its initial approach on the local
structure (since a one cap fits all approach does not work). Not only could this
assist the company to understand their host communities, but equally impor-

tant, the local people will have a much better chance of understanding the com-
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pany—if it is introduced in a term that is culturally familiar to them. The com-
pany must also keep its activities firmly anchored in the national culture of the
country of operation, and take care to maintain consistency in all its policies in
line with international practices. Companies that tie their fortunes to those of
the surrounding region manage the risks of frontier assets better than those who
do not. While the company may be seen as a surrogate government, it must be
conscious of the temptation to take up the role of ineffective government, whe-
reby decisions are made on behalf of the communities. Current social spending
by extractive firms in Nigeria increases community dependence on finite re-
sources and permits government to neglect their duty of service provisions. To
stay ahead in resolving conflicting demands, operators need to be proactive,

timely and transparent in their dealings.

5. Conclusion

The extractive industries represent an important source of global revenue for
investors, communities and governments. However, this paper has demonstrat-
ed how the recognition of communities as secondary stakeholders limited their
ability to derive full benefits of mineral investments within their vicinity in terms
of job and business creation, infrastructural development, and long-term eco-
nomic growth. It appears that the government has not meaningfully invested
and protected the rights of host communities but relies on investors to do all the
investments and serve as surrogate government. That will not happen, except
that the government first shoulders its responsibilities before the investors play
their own part. The paper concludes that unless government properly regulates
the sector according to existing laws and international best practices, community
problems similar to those in the oil sector are bound to happen in the non-oil
sector. Also, communities should be wary of extractive industries that issue
hand-outs instead of creating partnerships and cooperation. In this case, com-
munities must be active, ambitious, and creative with their involvement in order
to address their needs, get the most benefit and sustain their livelihood. Compa-
nies’ investment in their host communities can only be meaningful through di-
alogue, understanding the community’s past and desired futures, addressing real
and perceived concerns, and negotiating a space for development within that vi-
sion. The paper insists that even well-meaning intentions that are not socially or
environmentally grounded may be incongruous. Recognising communities as
part of the major stakeholders and building dialogue and relations are crucial to
ensure that they get maximum benefit from extractive activities. Therefore, ex-
ploitation of resources for the attainment of economic, social and environmental
objectives of Nigeria requires attention to communities where the actual re-
sources hit the ground. A critical examination of the way local communities de-
mand for justice through environmental movements and social activism as well
as how the companies and the government react to these struggles could provide

an area for future research directions.
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