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ABSTRACT

The study examines the role the role and challenges of local government in rural development in

Nigeria: a case study of Esan central LGA of Edo State. The specific objectives are to assess the

role of the local government administration in rural development in Esan central Local Government

Area; to investigate whether job creation and provision of infrastructures by the government led to

prevention of rural-urban migration in Esan central Local Government Area; to find out the

relationship between governments budgetary allocation and rural development in Esan central

Local Government Area.

This study employed both descriptive and inferential statistics in analyzing the data

obtained. The descriptive statistics used include frequency distribution, mean and standard

deviation test t was used as an inferential statistic to test the research hypotheses. All

hypotheses were tested at 5% level of significance. Statistical Package for Social Science

(SPSS 20.0) software was as platform used for all the analyses.

The findings from the study revealed that revealed that the local government has

implemented effective policies that promote rural development in Esan Central. It was also

discovered that government job creation programs have encouraged youths to remain in

rural communities. It was revealed that Job creation and provision of infrastructures by the

government help to prevent migration in Esan central Local Government Area. It was

concluded that Government’s budgetary allocation helps to address rural development in

Esan central Local Government Area. It was recommended that the government should always
maintain a balance in development both in urban and rural areas of the state to minimize migration.

Local governments should be more people-centered in approach, such that necessary

collaboration/partnership with communities in its domain can facilitate the process of rural

development.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the Study

The idea of local government administration in Nigeria has attracted serious attention both

nationally and internationally since the local government reform of 1976. Agagu, (2017),

viewed local government as a level of government which is supposed to have its greatest

impact on the people at the rural areas. It is a tier of government which is closest to the

citizenry and it is saddled with responsibility of guaranteeing the political, social and

economic development of its area and its people (Enero, Oladoyin & Elumilade, 2019).

As a result of this development, there has been growing recognition of the importance of

rural development as an instrument in the overall development of the contemporary

developing world. This is because of the glaring gap between the rural and urban areas in

terms of infrastructural, resources distribution, human resources development and

employment, which has made rural development imperative (Ogbazi, 1982 in Zakari, 2014).

This imbalance has subjected the rural areas to more disadvantaged economic position. It

has induced rural – urban migration, thereby, increasing unemployment situation in the

urban areas, while, simultaneously depriving the rural areas of their agricultural workforce

(Zakari, 2014).
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The iidea iof ilocal igovernment iis ito ibrin

g igovernance icloser ito ipeople iin ithe igrassroots ifor iparticipation iin igovernance,

iservice idelivery ito ienhance isocio-economic idevelopment iand igood igovernance

i(Okoli, i2015). iBut iunfortunately, itoday, itransparency iand iaccountability iin iNigerian

ilocal igovernment iis irhetoric, imost ilocal igovernment iofficials idisplay iprovocative

iwealth igotten ithrough icriminal iinstitutionalized istealing iand icorrupt ipractices i(Onah,

i2010 iin iOkoli, iet ial, i2015). i

The ifailure iof ilocal igovernment iin ithe iarea iof iservice idelivery iover ithe iyears ihas

imade ithe icitizens ito ilose ifaith iand itrust iin ilocal igovernment iadministration ias ian

iinstitution iin iNigeria. i

From ihistorical iperspective, imodern ilocal igovernment iadministration iin iNigeria ican

ibe itraced ito ithe iBritish isystem iof ilocal igovernment. iBut iit ishould ibe istated

ihowever, ithat ilocal iadministration idid inot istart iwith ithe iadvent iof iBritish

iAdministration iin iNigeria, ibecause isome iforms iof isystem iof ilocal igovernment

iadministration ipre-dated ithe iBritish irule. iLocal igovernment iadministration iis ione iof

iman’s ioldest iinstitutions. iThe iearliest iform iof ilocal igovernments’ iadministration

iexisted iin ithe iform iof iclan iand ivillage imeetings. iIn ifact, idemocracy iitself

ioriginated iand ideveloped ialong ithe ilines iof ilocal igovernance iinitiative iin ithe

iancient iGreek iCity iStates. iIt ishould ibe inoted ihowever, ithat iin iother iparts iof ithe

iworld, ilocal igovernance iwas ideveloped ialong ithe ipeople’s iculture iand iexpectations,

iand ithe isystem iwas itied ito ithe inorms iand ipractices iof ithe ipeople i(Aghayere,

i2007). i
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According ito iGboyega, ifour ipoints iof ihistorical ireference ican ibe iidentified iin ithe

idevelopment iof ilocal igovernment iadministration iin iNigeria. iThey iare: i(1) iColonial

irule; i(2) iLocal igovernment ireforms iin ithe iEast i(1951) iand iWest i(1952)

irespectively; i(3) iThe imilitary icoup iof i1966; iand i(4) iThe i1976 iLocal iGovernment

iReform i(Gboyega ias icited iby iAghayere, i2007 iin iOviasuyi iet ial, i2010). i

Local igovernment iadministration iin iNigeria ihas iundergone imany ichanges iof iwhich

ithe i1976 i

Reforms iand ithe iConstitutions iof i1979 iand i1999 ican ibe isaid ito ibe imost

iprominent. iBefore i1976, ilocal igovernment iadministration iin iNigeria ihad ipassed

ithrough imany ichanging ienvironments iand ithis ihas iin ino ismall imeasure iinfluenced

iits idevelopment. iAgain, ithe i1976 iLocal iGovernment iReforms ibrought iwatershed iin

ilocal igovernment isystem; ithe ireform ibrings iunified istructure iand imakes ilocal

igovernment ibedrock ifor idevelopment iin ithe irural iarea i(Agagu, i2017). i

The ireform iwas ia imajor ideparture ifrom ithe iprevious ipractice iof ilocal igovernment

iadministration iin iNigeria. iThe iphilosophical ibasis iof ithe ireform ilies iin ithe

iconviction ithat ia istrong ilocal iauthority iwith iclearly idefined ifunctional

iresponsibilities iin ia ipower-sharing irelationship iwith ithe istates iis ian iinstitutional

isafeguard iagainst ityranny. iFollowing ithe i1976 ireforms, ilocal igovernment ibecame

irecognized ias ia itier iof igovernment ientitled ito ia ishare iof inational irevenue

iconsequent ion iits iconstitutionally iallocated ifunctions i(Imuetinyan i2007 iin iOviasuyi

iet ial, i2010) i
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The iprovisions iof ithe i1976 ireform idocument iwere iincorporated iinto ithe i1979

iConstitution iof ithe iFederal iRepublic iof iNigeria. iSection i7(1) iof ithe iconstitution

iprovides ithat i“the igovernment iof ievery istate ishall iensure itheir iexistence iunder ia

ilaw iwhich iprovides ifor ithe iestablishment, istructure, icomposition, ifinance iand

ifunctions iof isuch icouncils” iConstitution iof ithe iFederal iRepublic iof iNigeria i(1979).

i

The ipower iof ithe istate igovernment iover ilocal iauthorities ihas ibeen iwrongly iapplied

ito iundermine ielected iand iparticipatory igovernance iand iresponsibility iat ithe

igrassroots, iand ithis ihas imade ioperation iof ithe iconstitution iquestionable. iThe

isituation iof ilocal igovernment iadministration iunder ithe i1999 iConstitution iis ialso

ivery iconfusing iand icomplex. iAlthough, ithe i1999 iConstitution ialso iguarantees ithe

iexistence iof ia idemocratically ielected ilocal igovernment isystem, iit ihowever, ilike ithe

i1979 iConstitution, igives ithe istates ithe iresponsibility ito ihandle iissues iof

iorganization iand istructure i(Oviasuyi iet ial, i2010). i

As ia iresult iof ithis idevelopment, imost iof ithe irural iareas iin iNigeria iare iin ia

ipathetic istate iof idevelopment, ieven, isome iof ithe iurban ilocal igovernment iareas iare

ialso ideficient iin idevelopment. iSome iof ithese iinfrastructures iwhere iavailable, iare

ileft iuncared ifor. iThe iimplication iof ithis iis ithat ilocal igovernments iin iNigeria ihave

ibeen iconsistent iover ithe iyears iin itheir ifailure ito ienhance itheir icapacity ito iengage

iand imobilize ihuman iresources itowards itheir ineeds. iLocal iroads iare ileft iunrepaired,

irural ielectricity iare iin istate iof idilemma, irural ihealth icentres iare idilapidated iwith
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iabsence iof idrugs iand inecessary ihealth ipersonnel, irural iboreholes iand iwater ipumps

ihave ino iwater, irural iwater ischeme/projects iare ideserted i(Tolu, i2014). i

Edo istate, iis inot ian iexception, ithe iperiod iunder ireview i2008-2018, iMusa i(2011)

iasserts ithat ilocal ilevel ihas iturned iinto ia icare-taker iimposed iby istate igovernments.

iIn isome icases, icare-takership iis iperpetuated iif ithe ioutright idenial iof idemocratic

ilocal igovernment ithrough icare-taker icommittees idemonstrates iincrease iin

iauthoritarian iholds ion ithe icouncils iby istate igovernors, ithe icase iof iwhere ielections

ihold idoes inot igive icause ifor icheers i(Okoli,2015). iThat iis iwhy iin iEdo istate, ieach

itime ia igovernor iassumes ioffice, ihis ifirst iofficial ifunction iwill ibe ithe idissolution

ior ire-constitution iof ilocal igovernment iofficials iwhether ielected ior iappointed ito

isecure igrassroots isupport iby ihook ior icrook i(The ination, i2012 iin iOkoli, iet ial,

i2015). iMany iargued ithat ithe ipoor iperformance iof ilocal igovernments iin iNigeria iis

idue ito istate iand ilocal igovernment ijoint iaccount. iMany istate igovernors iand istate

iassembly imembers ihandle ilocal igovernment ias iif ithey iare inot iconstitutionally

iguaranteed idemocratic ielected iofficials i(Mark iin iOkoli iet ial, i2015). iAgain, ias ia

iresult iof ijoint iaccount, imost ilocal igovernment ichairmen ialways icomplain iof

ishortage iof ifunds ireleased ito ithem, idue ito ithe iinterference iof istate igovernment iin

itheir iaffairs ias iorchestrated iby igovernors i(FRN iin iOkoli iet ial, i2015). iGenerally,

ias iregards ito irural idevelopment, ithe ifollowing iareas i(economic isector, ihealth

isector, iprovision iof iessential iamenities, iagricultural isector, igeneral isecurity,

iindustrialization, ieducation isector, itransportation iand icommunication isector) ihave

ibeen iaffected iby isome iof ithese iissues istated iabove iand ithese iareas iare ithe
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iprimary iassignment iof ilocal igovernment ibut iinstead iof iperforming ias iexpected,

iend iup idoing ilittle. i

For iinstance, iit iis inoteworthy ithat imost iof ithe iroad inetworks iin irural iareas iin iEdo

istate iand iNigeria iat ilarge iare imaintained ithrough icommunity iefforts. iThis icannot

ireally ibe ieffective ias ithe icontemporary iroad idevelopment ineeds iof ithe irural iareas

iare isuch ithat imere icommunity iefforts icannot iadequately iaddress. iThere iis itoo,

ivery iapparently, ipoor iquality ieducation iin imost irural iareas i(Ele, i2011; iIjere i,2012)

inote iin ithis irespect itoo ithat irural ieducation iis icharacterized iby ilimited ifunctional

ior iwork ioriented ieducation iand idisdain ifor ihandicraft iand itechnical isubjects. iOkoli

iand iOnah i(2007) imake isimilar iobservation ias ithey inote ithus: iThe iprivilege iof

ieducation iwhich, ifor iinstance, iis isupposed ito ibe ia ibirth iright iof ievery iNigerian

ichild iis ian iillusion ito imany ipoor irural idwellers. iIn isome iplaces, ithere iare ino

ischools iat iall iwhile iin isome iothers ithe ischools iare ishabby, iill-equipped iand

ipoorly istaffed. i

Edo irural iareas iis iequally icharacterized iby iapparent ilack iof ihealth iinstitutions ias

ithere iare ihardly iany iwell-equipped ihospital ihealth icentres, iclinics iand imaternal

ihomes. iOnah iand iOkoli i(2007) iobserve isimilarly ithat iin imost irural iareas iin iEdo

iand iNigeria iat ilarge, ino imedical iinstitution iof iany isort iexists iat iall iand ithat

iwhere ithey ido, ithe ipeople ihave ito itravel ivery ilong idistances ito iaccess ithem. i

Water isupply iin ithe irural iareas ihas ialso ibeen idiscovered ito ibe igrossly iinadequate

iand iwith ithe ispread iof iwater iborne idisease iincreased iby ithe iaccompanying ipoor

isanitary iconditions i(Ele, i2011; iAbah, i2010) iobserve itoo ithat, irural iareas iin iEdo
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istate iis ialso icharacterized iby idepressingly imeager iannual iper icapital iincome, ipoor

iliveable ihouses iand ivarious iforms iof isocial iand ipolitical iisolation. iIn isummary,

ithere iis iapparent ilack iof idevelopment iin ithe irural iareas iin iEdo istate ias ireflected

iin ithe inear itotal ilack iof ibasic iinfrastructure, iand isocial iservices. iIn iEdo istate iof

iNigeria, ifor iinstance, ia isurvey iof ithe idevelopment ineeds iof ithe i471 icommunities

iin ithe istate ias iat i2009 irevealed ithat i385, i342 iand i304 irural icommunities ilack

iaccess ito iaccessible iroad, iportable iwater/borehole iand icottage ihospitals irespectively

i(Edo istate, i2009). i

However, igood ilocal igovernment iadministration icannot ibe iunderestimated itowards

irural idevelopment iin iEdo istate. iThus, ithis ipaper iwas iembarked iupon ito iestablish

ithe inexus ibetween iLocal iGovernment iand iRural iDevelopment iin iEsan icentral

iLocal iGovernment iArea, iEdo iState. i

1.2 Statement iof iProblem i

Local igovernment iis iexpected ito ibecome imore imeaningful iin ifacilitating irural

idevelopment iat ithe igrassroots ilevel. iThe imerit iin iinvolving ithe ilocal icommunities’

iinhabitants ias ia ifocal ipoint iof igood igovernance iin ithe ilocal igovernment

iadministration iis ithat ithey iserve ias ia ipoint iof icontact ibetween ithe ilocal

igovernment iand ithe igrassroots i(Okafor, i2002 iin iZakari i2014) i

Basic ifacilities isuch ias iroads, ibridges, imarkets, ihealth iinstitutions, iprimary iand

ipost-primary iinstitutions ihave ibeen iprovided iin idifferent iparts iof ithe icountry

ithrough iself-help idevelopment iprogrammes. iAccording ito iOkafor i(2004),

icommunities ihave ithe icapacity ito irespond ito ispecific ilocal idevelopment iplans,
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imobilize itheir iresources iin ia icollective iway, iadjust itheir iorganizations ito ithe

irequired ineeds iand idevise itheir iown iappropriate imanagement irules ito icope iwith

ithe isituation i(Okafor, i2004). i

Regrettably, ithe irealization iof ithese iobjectives ihas ibeen iconstrained iby ia inumber

iof iissues iconfronting ilocal igovernment idevelopment iin iEdo istate iwhich iare ias

ifollows: iJoint iaccount isystem, icorruption, istate iinterference, iloss iof iautonomy,

icaretaker iship, ipoor icommitment iand ipoor ifunding. i

Furthermore, iin ithe ikey iareas iaccording ito ithe ifour-point iagenda iof ilocal

igovernment iadministration, ithe ihealth icenters iin imost ilocal igovernment iis ito isay

ithe ileast ideplorable. iThere iis iabject inonexistence iof idrugs, imedical iequipment iand

imanpower. i

In ithe icase iof iessential iamenities, ibasic isocial iamenities ias iroad, ielectricity, iwater

iand irecreational ifacilities iare ivery imuch ilacking iin ithe ilocal igovernment iacross

ithe istate. iIn ithe iarea iof iagriculture, imajority iof ithe irural idwellers idepend ion ithis

isector ibut imechanization iof ithe isector iremains iat ia ilow iebb. i i

Again, iin ithe iarea iof ieducation, ithis iis ian iindispensable iindex iof idevelopment ibut

imuch ihas inot ibeen idone iby isuccessive iadministrations ito iprovide ifunctional

iqualitative ieducation ito ithe irural idwellers.

1.3 iObjectives iof iStudy i
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In ia ibroad iview, ithis istudy iseeks ito ilook iat ithe irole iThe irole iand ichallenges iof

ilocal igovernment iin irural idevelopment iin iNigeria: ia icase istudy iof iEsan icentral

iLGA iof iEdo iState

. iBut, ibeing ispecific, ithe iobjective icomprises iof ithe ifollowing: i

i. To iassess ithe irole iof ithe ilocal igovernment iadministration iin irural

idevelopment iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea;

ii. To iinvestigate iwhether ijob icreation iand iprovision iof iinfrastructures iby ithe

igovernment iled ito iprevention iof irural-urban imigration iin iEsan icentral iLocal

iGovernment iArea;

iii. To ifind iout ithe irelationship ibetween igovernments ibudgetary iallocation iand

irural idevelopment iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea.

1.4 Research iQuestion

i. What irole idid ilocal igovernment iadministration iplayed itowards irural

idevelopment iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea?

ii. Did ijob icreation iand iprovision iof iinfrastructures iby ithe igovernment iled ito

istoppage iof irural-urban imigration iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea?

iii. To iwhat iextent idoes igovernment’s ibudgetary iallocation iaddress irural

idevelopment iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea?

1.5 Research iHypotheses

H0: Local igovernment idoes inot iplay isignificant irole itowards irural idevelopment

iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea.
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H0: Job icreation iand iprovision iof iinfrastructures iby ithe igovernment idoes inot

iprevent imigration iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea.

H0: Government’s ibudgetary iallocation idoes inot iaddress irural idevelopment iin

iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea.

1.6 Significance iof ithe iStudy i

This istudy ihas iboth itheoretical iand ipractical isignificance. iTheoretically, ithe istudy

iprovides ia itheoretical iframework ifor ithe iunderstanding iof ithe irole iof ilocal

igovernment iin irural idevelopment iin iNigeria. iTherefore iconsidering ithe ipivotal irole

iof ilocal igovernment iin idevelopment iin igeneral, isuch iinformation iwill ibe iof

iimmense ihelp ifor ipolicy iformulation ion ithe idevelopment iof igrassroots. iThe iresult

iof ithe istudy iwill iequally ibe iof ihelp ito iother iresearchers iwho imay iwant ito

iresearch ion isuch itopic ior irelated itopics ion idevelopment iin ithe iacademia iin ithe

ifuture. i

On ithe ipractical isignificance, ithe istudy iwill idraw iattention iof, iand ienlighten iboth

ithe istakeholders iand ithose iwho iimplement ipolicies ion irural idevelopment iin

iNigeria iwho imay inot ireally iunderstand ithe icentral irole iof irural idevelopment ion

ithe icrucial iand iinescapable irole iof ilocal igovernment isystem. iAs ia iresult, ithe irural

idwellers iwill iendeavour ito iparticipate ifully iin igrassroots idemocratization iand

idevelopment, iwhile ithose iwho iimplement ipolicy ion idevelopment iin iNigeria iwill

ibecome idedicated ito ipolicy iformulation, irecommendations iand iimplementation.

1.7 Scope iof ithe iStudy i
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This istudy icovered ithe icritical ianalysis iof ithe irole iof ilocal igovernment iin irural

idevelopment. iThe iscope iof ithis istudy iis ilimited ito ithe ioperation iof iEsan icentral iLocal

iGovernment iArea, iEdo iState ifor ithe iperiod iof i2018– i2020 i2014). iCommunities iin

iNigeria iin ithe ipast ihave imaintained ia istrong itradition iin ithe iarea iof iself-help

iprojects i(Okafor, i2004 iin iZakari iya’u, i2014). i i

Basic ifacilities isuch ias iroads, ibridges, imarkets, ihealth iinstitutions, iprimary iand

ipost-primary iinstitutions ihave ibeen iprovided iin idifferent iparts iof ithe icountry

ithrough iself-help idevelopment iprogrammes. iAccording ito iOkafor i(2004),

icommunities ihave ithe icapacity ito irespond ito ispecific ilocal idevelopment iplans,

imobilize itheir iresources iin ia icollective iway, iadjust itheir iorganizations ito ithe

irequired ineeds iand idevise itheir iown iappropriate imanagement irules ito icope iwith

ithe isituation i(Okafor, i2004). i

Regrettably, ithe irealization iof ithese iobjectives ihas ibeen iconstrained iby ia inumber

iof iissues iconfronting ilocal igovernment idevelopment iin iEdo istate iwhich iare ias

ifollows: iJoint iaccount isystem, icorruption, istate iinterference, iloss iof iautonomy,

icaretaker iship, ipoor icommitment iand ipoor ifunding. i

Furthermore, iin ithe ikey iareas iaccording ito ithe ifour-point iagenda iof ilocal

igovernment iadministration, ithe ihealth icenters iin imost ilocal igovernment iis ito isay

ithe ileast ideplorable. iThere iis iabject inonexistence iof idrugs, imedical iequipment iand

imanpower. i

In ithe icase iof iessential iamenities, ibasic isocial iamenities ias iroad, ielectricity, iwater

iand irecreational ifacilities iare ivery imuch ilacking iin ithe ilocal igovernment iacross
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ithe istate. iIn ithe iarea iof iagriculture, imajority iof ithe irural idwellers idepend ion ithis

isector ibut imechanization iof ithe isector iremains iat ia ilow iebb. i i

Again, iin ithe iarea iof ieducation, ithis iis ian iindispensable iindex iof idevelopment ibut

imuch ihas inot ibeen idone iby isuccessive iadministrations ito iprovide ifunctional

iqualitative ieducation ito

CHAPTER iTWO

LITERATURE iREVIEW
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2.1 Introduction

This ichapter ipresents ithe iliterature ias iwell ias ithe iconceptual iframework iand

itheoretical iframework ifor ithe istudy iso ias ito iserve ias ia ilink ibetween ithe ipast iand

ithe ipresent.

2.2 Conceptual iFramework

2.2.1 Concept iof iLocal iGovernment

The iconcept iof ilocal igovernment iinvolves ia iphilosophical icommitment ito

idemocratic iparticipation iin ithe igoverning iprocess iat ithe igrassroots ilevel. iThis

iimplies ilegal iand iadministrative idecentralization iof iauthority, ipower iand ipersonnel

iby ia ihigher ilevel iof igovernment ito ia icommunity iwith ia iwill iof iits iown,

iperforming ispecific ifunctions ias iwithin ithe iwider inational iframework. iA ilocal

igovernment iis ia igovernment iat ithe igrassroots ilevel iof iadministration imeant ifor

imeeting ipeculiar igrassroots ineed iof ithe ipeople i(Agagu, i2017). iIt iis idefined ias

i“government iby ithe ipopularly ielected ibodies icharged iwith iadministrative iand

iexecutive iduties iin imatters iconcerning ithe iinhabitants iof ia iparticular idistrict ior

iplace.

Local igovernment ican ialso ibe idefined ias ithat itier iof igovernment iclosest ito ithe

ipeople, i“which iis ivested iwith icertain ipowers ito iexercise icontrol iover ithe iaffairs

iof ipeople iin iits idomain” i(Lawal, i2018). iAkpan i(2017) idefined ilocal igovernment

ias i“the ibreaking idown iof ia icountry iinto ismaller iunits ior ilocalities ifor ithe ipurpose

iof iadministration iin iwhich ithe iinhabitants iof ithe idifferent iunits ior ilocalities

iconcerned iplay ia idirect iand ifull irole ithrough itheir ielected irepresentatives iwho
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iexercise ipower iand iundertake ifunctions iunder ithe igeneral iauthority iof ithe inational

ior istate igovernment”. i

Barber i(2014) idefined iLocal igovernment ias iauthority ito idetermine iand iexecute

imatters iwithin ia irestricted iarea. iIt ibecomes iclear ifrom ithe iabove ithat ithe ipurpose

iof iestablishing ia ilocal igovernment iis ito iensure iappropriate iservices iand

idevelopment iactivities iresponsible ito ilocal iwishes iand iinitiatives. iLocal igovernment

ioperates iat ithe ilowest ilevel iof isociety. i i

Bandhu i(2018) idefined ilocal igovernment ias: irepresentative iof ilocal iinhabitants,

imore ior iless iautonomous iin icharacter iinstituted iunder istate ilegislation, iin ia ivillage,

ia idistrict, ia icity ior iin iurban iareas ito iadminister iservices ias idistinguished ifrom

istate iand icentral iservices.

The ijurisdiction iof ia ilocal igovernment iis ilimited ito ia ispecific iarea, ia ivillage ior ia

icity, iand iits ifunctions irelate ito ithe iprovision iof icivic iamenities ito ithe ipopulation

iliving iwithin ithat iarea. iClarke i(2008) imaintains ithat ia i“local igovernment iappears

ito ibe ithat ipart iof ithe igovernment iof ia ination ior istate iwhich ideals imainly iwith

isuch imatters ias iconcern ithe iinhabitants iof iparticular idistrict ior iplace”. i i

According ito iRao i(2015), iLocal igovernment iis i“that ipart iof ithe igovernment iwhich

ideals imainly iwith ilocal iaffairs, iadministered iby iauthorities isubordinate ito ithe istate

igovernment, ibut ielected iindependently iof ithe istate iauthority iby ithe iqualified

iresidents. i iRobson i(1999), iin ia ilengthy idefinition, isays ithat i“Local igovernment

imay ibe isaid ito iinvolve ithe iconception iof iterritorial, inon-sovereign icommunity

ipossessing ithe ilegal iright iand ithe inecessary iorganization ito iregulate iits iown iaffairs.
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iThis iin iturn ipre-supposes ithe iexistence iof ia ilocal iauthority iwith ipower ito iact

iindependently iof iexternal icontrol ias iwell ias ithe iparticipation iof ithe ilocal

icommunity iin ithe iadministration iof iits iown iaffairs. iGokhale i(2017) idefinition iof

ilocal igovernment iis ivery isimple. iHe isays ithat i“Local iself-government iis ithe

igovernment iof ia ispecified ilocality iby ithe ilocal ipeople ithrough ithe irepresentatives

ielected iby ithem. iVenkatarangaiya iand iPattabhiram i(2019) idefined ilocal igovernment

ias ithe iadministration iof ia ilocality, ia ivillage, ia itown, ia icity ior iany iother iarea

ismaller ithan ithe istate iby ia ibody irepresenting ilocal iinhabitants, ipossessing ia ifairly

ilarge iamount iof iauthority, iraising iat ileast ia ipart iof iits irevenue ithrough ilocal

itaxation iand ispending iits iincome ion iservices iwhich iare iregarded ias ilocal iand,

itherefore, ias idistinct ifrom istate iand icentral iservices. i

A ilocal igovernment iis iexpected ito iplay ithe irole iof ipromoting ithe idemocratic

iideals iof ia isociety iand icoordinating idevelopment iprogramme iat ithe ilocal ilevel. iIt

iis ialso iexpected ito iserve ias ithe ibasis iof isocio-economic idevelopment iin ithe

ilocality. i

Ezeani i(2014) ifavours ithe iapproach iby iAdamolekun i(2017) iin idiscussing ilocal

igovernment iwithin ithe ipurview iof idecentralization. i iDecentralisation iis itypologised

iinto i“deconcentration” imeaning iadministrative idecentralization ior ifield

iadministration iand i“devolution” iimplying idemocratic idecentralization iin iwhich ithere

iis isubstantial iautonomy ito isub-national iunits i(i.e. ilocal igovernments) iwith ipowers

iand iresponsibilities ito iperform ispecific ifunctions igiven iunder ithe ilaw iby ithe

icentral igovernment. i iDuru i(2013) iconverges iNowith iEzeani i(2014) iand
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iAdamolekun i(2017) ion ithe iabove iapproach iand iconceptualization iof ilocal

igovernment ias idevolution.

Proceeding ifrom ithe iabove, iEzeani i(2014) iidentified ithe ifollowing icharacteristics iof

idevolution: ilocal igovernment imust ibe igranted iautonomy iand iindependence iand ibe

iclearly irecognized ias ia itier iof igovernment iwith ilittle ior ino idirect icontrol iby ithe

icentral igovernment. i iLocal iunits imust ihave iclear iand ilegally irecognized

igeographical iboundaries. i iLocal igovernments imust ipossess icorporate istatus

iincluding ithe ipower ito iraise isufficient irevenue ito iperform iassigned ifunctions. i

iDevolution iinvolves ithe ineed ito i“develop ilocal igovernments ias iinstitutions”. i iIt

ialso ientails ireciprocal, imutually ibenefiting iand icoordinate irelationships ibetween

icentral iand ilocal igovernments. i

An ianalysis iof ithe iabove idefinitions ireveals icertain iessential icharacteristics iof ilocal

igovernments. iThese iare: i

2.2.2 Evolution iof iLocal iGovernment iin iNigeria i

Local igovernment iis ia icreation iof iBritish icolonial irule iin iNigeria. iIt ihas, iover

itime, iexperienced ichange iin iname, istructure iand icomposition i(Arowolo, i2018).

iBetween i1930s iand i1940s, ilocal igovernment iwas iknown ias iChief iin iCouncil,

iwhere itraditional irulers iwere igiven ipride iof iplace iin ithe ischeme iof ithings. iIn ithe

i1950s, ielection iwas iintroduced iaccording ito ithe iBritish imodel iin ithe iWestern iand

iEastern iparts iof ithe icountry iwith isome imeasure iof iautonomy iin ipersonnel,

ifinancial iand igeneral iadministration i(Nwabueze, i2022). i i
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It iwas ion ithis ipremise ithat ithe irising itide iof iprogress, igrowth iand idevelopment

iexperienced iin ithe ilocal igovernments iin ithese iareas iwas ibased. iThe ipace iof ithis

idevelopment iwas imore inoticeable iin ithe iSouth ithan iin ithe iNorth. iDuring ithis

iperiod, iheterogeneity iwas ithe ihallmark iof ithe ilocal igovernment ias ithere iwas ino

iuniformity iin ithe isystem iand ithe ilevel iof idevelopment iwas ialso iremarkably

idifferent. i i

The iintroduction iof i1976 ireforms iby ithe imilitary iadministration iof iGeneral

iObasanjo ibrought iabout iuniformity iin ithe iadministrative istructure iof ithe isystem;

ithe ireforms iintroduced ia imulti-purpose isingle-tier ilocal igovernment isystem i(Ajayi,

i2018). iThe ireforms ialso iintroduced ipopulation icriticism iunder iwhich ia ilocal

igovernment icould ibe icreated. iConsequently, ia ipopulation iof iwithin i150,000 ito

i800,000 iwas iconsidered ifeasible ifor ia ilocal igovernment i(1976 iGuidelines). iThis

iwas idone ito iavoid ithe icreation iof inon-viable ilocal icouncil iand ifor ieasy

iaccessibility. iThere iwas iprovision ifor ielective ipositions, ihaving ithe iChairman ias

iexecutive ihead iof ilocal igovernment iwith isupervisory icouncilors iconstituting ithe

icabinet. iThis iwas icomplemented iby ithe ibureaucrats iand iprofessionals, iwho iwere

icharged iwith ithe iresponsibility iof iimplementing ipolicies. i i

In i1991, ia imajor ilandmark ireform iwas iintroduced ias ithe isystem ihad ilegislative

iarm. iIn iaddition, ithe iBabangida iadministration iincreased ithe inumber iof ilocal

igovernments ifrom i301 iin i1986 ito i453 iin i1989 iand i589 iin i1991. iThe iAbacha

iregime iincreased ithe inumber ito i774 ilocal icouncils ithat iwe ipresently ihave iin

iNigeria i(Ajayi, i2000 iin iTolu, i2014). i i
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The iprecursor iof ilocal igovernment iwas ithe inative iadministration iestablished iby ithe

icolonial iadministration. iAs ione iof iits iprincipal iauthors iposited, iNative

iAdministration iwas: iDesigned ito iadapt ito ipurposes iof ilocal igovernment ithe itribal

iinstitutions iwhich ithe inative ipeople ihave ievolved ifor ithemselves iso ithat ithe ilatter

imay idevelop iin ia iconstitutional imanner ifrom itheir iown ipast, iguided iand irestrained

iby ithe itraditions iand isanctions iwhich ithey ihave iinherited, imoulded ior imodified ias

ithey imay ibe ion ithe iadvice iof ithe iBritish iofficers. iIt iis ian iessential ifeature iof ithe

isystem, iwithin ithe ilimitations, ithe iBritish iGovernment irules ithrough ithese inative

iinstitutions iwhich iare iregarded ias ian iintegral ipart i iof ithe imachinery iof

iGovernment iwith iwell-defined ipowers iand ifunctions irecognized iby iGovernment iand

iby ilaw iand inot idependent ion ithe icaprice iof ian iexecutive iofficer i(Cameron i1964).

iThe iNative iAdministration iwas icharged iwith ithe icollection iof itaxes, imaintenance

iof ilaw iand iorder, iroad iconstruction iand imaintenance, iand isanitary iinspection,

iespecially iin itownship iareas. iThis isystem iof igovernment, iwhich iwas imodelled

iafter ithe iMillsian iideal iof ilocal irepresentation, igenerated itwo itypes iof iconflicts

iamong ithe ifledging iethnic igroups iin iNigeria. i

The ifirst iarose iin icases iwhere itwo ior imore iethnic igroups iwere i‘lumped itogether’

iin ione inative iadministration. iGiven iwhat iPost iand iVickers i(1993) ihave iaptly

icalled ithe i‘differential iincorporation’ iof iNigerian ipeoples iinto iNigeria, isome igroups

iwho ihad iearlier iaccess ito ithe iBritish iand ihad iacquired isome ieducation itended ito

idominate ithe iNative iAdministration. iIf isuch idomination icould ibe ijustified, ias ithe

iBritish idid, ion ithe igrounds iof ithe iopportunity iit iafforded ithe iprivileged igroup ito
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igroom iothers iin ithe iart iof igovernance, ithe isuperimposition iof ithe iparamount iruler

iof ione igroup ias ipermanent inative iauthority ieven iwhen ithere iwas ino ipre-colonial

ihistory iof idependent irelations, iencouraged ilocal iseparatism. iMost iof ithe igroups

ijoined iin isuch inon-consensual imatrimony iagitated ifor iseparation iand iindependence.

i

2.2.3 Local iGovernment, iIts iImportance/Roles iand iLocal iAdministration

Some iform iof ilocal igovernment iexists iin ievery icountry iof ithe iworld. iAlthough

ithere imay ibe idifferences iin ithe iessential ifeatures iof ilocal igovernment:

iconstitutional istatus, ihistorical istructure, ilevel iof iautonomy, iet icetera, ilocal

igovernment iis igenerally iseen ias iveritable iagent iof idevelopment iand igrassroots

iparticipation iin ia idemocratic iprocess. i

According ito iEmezi i(2019) iin iIzueke i(2018), iin ia ibroader idefinition, isees ilocal

igovernment ias ia isystem iof ilocal iadministration iunder ilocal icommunities ithat iare

iorganized ito imaintain ilaw iand iorder, iprovide isome ilimited irange iof isocial iservices

iand iencourage icooperation iand iparticipation iof ithe iinhabitants itowards ithe

iimprovement iof itheir iconditions iof iliving. iIt iprovides ithe icommunity iwith iformal

iorganizational iframework iwhich ienable ithem ito iconduct itheir iaffairs ieffectively ifor

ithe igeneral igood. i

Also, iin iIzueke, i2018, iHill i(1994) iis iof ithe iopinion ithat iif ilocal igovernment iis ito

ibe ieffective iprovider iof iservices, iit imust ibe imore ithan iefficient, iand iit iruns ia

irisk iif iit ineglects ithe iinvolvement iof ithe ipublic iin ia imeaningful iway, ireason

ibeing ithat ithe ilocal igovernment iwill istill ibe ijudged iby ithat ijustice, ifairness,
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iequality iand iopenness iby iwhich idemocratic isociety ias ia iwhole iis ijudged. iHowever,

ithere iis ia ireasonable idegree iof idivergent iideas iamong imost iwriters ion ithe

imeaning iof iLocal iGovernment, ialthough ifew idefinitions iexist, ithis iis ito ia ilarge

iextent ia ifunction iof ithe idiffering isocio-economic iand ipolitical idevelopment iof

ilocal igovernment iby imost iwriters. i i

Some iwriters idefined iLocal iGovernment ias i“Local iadministration iset iup ioutside ithe

imain ifocus iof ithe icentral inational ior iregional iadministration”. iThe iimplication iof

ithis idefinition iis ithat ithere iis ia iglaring iabsence iof ilegal ipersonality, ii.e. iability ito

isue iand ibe isued, iwhich iis ithe imajor icharacteristic iof iLocal iGovernment. i

According ito ithe iUnited iNation i(UN) ioffice ifor iPublic iAdministration, iLocal

iGovernment iis ia ipolitical isubdivision iof ia ination i(or iin iFederal isystem ior iState)

iwhich iConstitute iby ilaw iand ihas isubstantial icontrol iover ilocal iaffairs iincluding

ithe ipower ito iimpose itax ior iexert ilabour ifor iprescribed ipurposes, ithe igoverning

ibody isuch ias ian ientity iis iselected ior iotherwise ilocally ielected i(Zakari iya’u, i2014).

i

The iabove idefinition iis iakin ito ithe ione igiven iby iRobson iin iZakari iya’u, i2014,

iwho isees iLocal iGovernment ias, i“a iterritorial inon isovereign icommunity ipossessing

ithe ilegal iright iand ithe inecessary iorganization ito iregulate iits iown iaffairs”. i i

Looking iat iit ifrom ithe iNigeria icontext, ithe iguideline ifor i1976 iLocal iGovernment

ireforms isuggested ia idefinition iof iLocal iGovernment ithus, igovernment iat ithe ilocal

ilevel iwhich iexercised ispecific ipowers iwithin idefined iareas. iViewing ithe iabove

idefinitions, iLocal iGovernment ican ibe iseen ias ithe ilowest itier iof igovernment,
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iestablished iby ilaws iand iassigned ispecific iresponsibilities. iAlso, ithe iabove

idefinitions ihowever icontained ifour iinstitutional ifeatures iof iLocal iGovernment iand

ithey iare: iFirst, ithe iLocal iGovernment iunit imust ihave ia ilegal ipersonality ii.e. ilike

ithe ipublic icorporation; iit ican isue iand ibe isued. iSecond, iit imust ihave ispecified

ipowers ito iperform ia irange iof ifunctions. iThird, iit imust ienjoy isubstantial iautonomy,

iespecially iin ifinancial iand istaff imatters isubject ito ilimited icontrol ifrom ithe icentral

igovernment; iand ifinally, iit imust ihave ielected irepresentatives ialong iparty iline ior

iideological iorientation. i

In icontrast ito ilocal igovernment, ilocal igovernment iadministration ihas ibeen idefined

iby iRondinelli i(2001) ias ia iform iof ideconcentration iin iwhich iall isubordinate ilevels

iof igovernment iwithin ia icountry iare iagents iof ithe icentral iauthority, iusually ithe

iexecutive ibranch, iregions, iprovinces, idistricts, imunicipalities iand iother iunits iof

igovernment iheaded iby ior iare iresponsible idirectly ito ia icentral igovernment iagency

iand ithe iheads iof ithe ilocal iadministration iserve iat ithe ipleasure iof ithe ination’s

ichief iexecutive. i

Local iadministration iis itherefore, ia idevice iestablished iby ieither ithe istate ior ifederal

igovernment ifor ithe ipurpose iof iadministering ithe ilocalities iunder iits icontrol. iIt ican

ibe iestablished iat ithe ifederal ior icentral, istate ior ilocal ilevels iof igovernment. i i

Furthermore, ithe iSole iAdministrator iSystem iand ithe iCaretaker iCommittee iof

iManagement iestablished iby iboth iGeneral iIbrahim iBabangida iand iGeneral iSani

iAbacha igovernments iare igood iexamples iof ilocal iadministration. iThe iessential

ifeatures iof ilocal iadministration iare ias ifollows: i
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i. It ilacks isubstantive iautonomy iwhich imakes iit iimpossible ifor ilocal iagents ito

itake iany iauthoritative idecisions iwhich iare ibinding ion ithe icitizens. iIt isimply

icomplies ior iacts iaccording ito ipolicy iguidelines ihanded idown ito iit iby ithe

icentral iauthority. iThe ifunctions iof ithe ilocal ibody iare inot iprovided ifor iin ithe

iconstitution. i

ii. Local iadministration iexists imainly ito iexecute ipolicies iand iprogrammes

iformulated iby ithe icentral iauthority ito iwhich iit iis idirectly iresponsible iand

iaccountable. i

iii. The icentral ior istate igovernment idirectly iappoints iand icontrols ithe istaff iof ithe

ilocal iadministration. iThus, ithe imembers iof ithe ilocal ibody iare inot ielected

irepresentatives iof ilocal ipeople.

iv. There iexists ia idefined ipattern iof ihierarchical icontrol iof ipowers iand ifunctions

iand ialso, iof ichannel iof icommunication ifrom ithe iagents iof ilocal iadministration

iand ivice iversa, iand iwhich ithe ilatter imust istrictly iadhere i(Ozor, i2008 iin iEzeani,

i2019). i

v. Local iadministration ilacks ifinancial iautonomy. iThe icentral ior istate igovernment

idetermines iand icontrols iits ifinances i(Ezeani, i2019). i

In ihis icritic iof ithe igovernment iof ithe ithen iEastern iRegion iof iNigeria, iAkpan

i(2002) iin iEzeani,

2019, isaid iby ithe iuse iof ithese icentral igovernment iofficials iin ithese iroles, iby

ilimiting ithe ifinancial iand iexecutive ipowers iand ifunctions iof ilocal igovernments ito

ithe iwhims iand ipleasures iof ithe icentral igovernment; iby itaking iover icontrol iof istaff
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iserving ilocal igovernments; iby iassuming ithe imain ifinancial iresponsibility ifor ilocal

igovernment iservices; iby itaking iover icontrol iof istaff iserving ilocal igovernments,

iEastern iNigeria ifrom iindependence ipracticed ia iveiled iform iof iintegrated

iadministrative idecentralization iwith ithe iso-called ilocal igovernment iserving ias

inothing ibut imere iarms iand iagents iof ithe icentral igovernment. i

It iis inot isurprising, itherefore, ithat iRonald iWraith i1982, iwho ihas iwritten

iextensively ion ilocal igovernment, ionce ihad ito ichange ithe ititle iof ihis ibook ifrom

iLocal iGovernment iin iWest iAfrica’’ ito i„‘Local iAdministration iin iWest iAfrica’’

ibecause ihe irealized ithat iin imost icases iwhat ithen iexisted iin iWest iAfrica iwas imere

iLocal iAdministration irather ithan ilocal igovernment i(Wraith, i2002 iin iEzeani, i2019).

i

Furthermore, iin ithe iarea iof irole, iAccording ito iEgboh i& iAttansey, i(2014), igiven iits

istatutory ifunctions iand iresources, iwe iview ithe ifollowing ias ithe iareas iin iwhich ithe

ilocal igovernment ican ifacilitate irural idevelopment: i

a. Economic iSector: iThe ibulk iof ithe ipopulation ilive iin ithe irural iareas ihence;

ievery ieconomic idevelopment imeasure ishould itake ispecial inote iof irural idwellers

iand itheir iproblems. iTherefore, ilocal igovernments ishould ibe iinvolved iin

ieconomic iplanning iand iexecution iboth iof ithe ifederal iand ithe istate igovernment.

iThat iway, ithey istand ia ibetter ichance iof imobilizing itheir ipeople ito isupport

igovernment ipolicies ialleviation imeasures ias iwell ias icreate ijobs ifor itheir

iteeming ipopulation. iBy iso idoing, ithey iimprove itheir ieconomy iand iaddress ithe

iproblem iof ipoverty. i
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b. Health iSector: iThe istate iof ihealth icenters iin imost ilocal igovernment iis ito isay

ithe ileast ideplorable. iThere iis iabject inonexistence iof idrugs, imedical iequipment

iand imanpower. iAgain, ithere iis iincreasing ilack iof ienthusiasm iamong ihealth

ipersonnel ias ia iresult iof iwhich imost iinhabitants iof ithe irural iareas iresort ito

itraditional imedical ipractices. iSome ihas ifallen ivictims ito ifake idrugs isold iby

imost ilocal idispensaries iand imedicine ishops. i

Indeed, ilocal igovernment istands ia ibetter ichance iof itackling ithe ihealth iproblems

iof ithe irural ipeople iby iaddressing ithe iproblems ibedeviling ithe isector. i

c. Transportation iand iCommunication: iLocal igovernment ishould iconstruct iand

imaintain ilocal iroads iand iby iso idoing iease ithe iburden iof itransportation ihanging

ion ithe ineck iof ithe iinhabitants iof irural iareas. iAlso, ithey ican iset iup imass

itransit ias ia iway iof ichecking ithe iskyrocketing icost iof itransportation. iIn ithe

iarea iof icommunication, iefforts ishould ibe igeared itowards iencouraging iGlobal

iService iMobile i(GSM) iservices iproviders ito iconnect ithe inook iand icrannies iof

itheir ilocalities.

d. Provision iof iEssential iAmenities: iSuch ibasic isocial iamenities ias igood iroads,

inetwork, ielectricity, iwater iand irecreational ifacilities iare ivery imuch ilacking iin

ithe irural icommunities iacross ithe icountry. iTherefore, ithe ilocal igovernment

ishould ipartner iwith ithe icentral iand istate igovernment iin iproviding ithem. iBy iso

idoing ithe iproblem iof irural iurban idrift iwill ibe ichecked. i

e. Agricultural isector: iNotwithstanding ithe icraze ifor ioil, iagriculture iremains ithe

imainstay iof ithe icountry’s ieconomy. iMajority iof iNigerian idepend ion iagriculture,
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iespecially ithe irural idwellers, ito igenerate iincome. iIn iNigeria, imechanization iof

ithe isector iremains iat ia ilow iebb. iGovernment ican iand ishould icome ito ithe ihelp

iof ithe ifarmers iby iway iof iproviding ithem iwith isoft iloans, isubsidized ifarm

iinputs isuch ias ifertilizer, iimproved iseedlings, iinsecticides iand ieven ifarm

iimplements ifor iplanting ioperations. iAlso, iseminars iand iworkshop ishould ibe

iorganized iduring iwhich ifarmers iare itaught ibest iagricultural ipractices. i

f. General iSecurity: iSecurity iof ilives iand iproperties iremains iindispensable iin

ievery idevelopmental iplanning iand iprogrammes. iResources iare imade iand ikept

ior ireinvested ifor igreater iresults ior idividends. iHence, itherefore, iefforts ishould

ibe igeared itowards iensuring ireasonable ipeace iand imutual ico-existence ibetween

ilocal icommunities. iSuch iatmosphere ipromotes iprogramme iand iproject iexecution

iand iresources icollection.

g. Industrialization: iLocal igovernment ican icontribute ito irural idevelopment ithrough

irural iindustrialization iby isetting iup icottage iindustries isuch ias igarri iprocessing

iplants, irice imilling icenters, ipalm-oil iprocessing iunits, ifishing iand ilivestock

ioutfits ietc. iSuch iventures iprovide iemployment ito ithe ipeople iand iempower

ithem ifinancially. iOther iways iin iwhich irural idevelopment ican ibe iattained iis iby

iencouraging icommunity iprojects isuch ias iroad iconstruction, irural ielectrification,

iwater iprojects iand iso ion. iAlso, ilocal igovernment ican iaddress ithe iperennial

ihousing iproblems ifacing iNigerians iby iembarking ion ihousing iprojects. i i

h. Education iSector: iEducation iis ian iindispensable iindex iof idevelopment. iThough

iaware iof ithe iimportance iof ieducation iin iany iplanned inatural idevelopment, inot
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imuch ihas ibeen idone iby isuccessive iadministrations ito iprovide ifunctional

iqualitative ieducation ito iNigerians iespecially ithe irural idwellers. iAgainst ithe

ibackdrop iof ithe iimportant iconsequences itherefore, iwe iexpect ilocal igovernment

ito iredouble itheir iefforts iin ithis iregard. iNot ionly ishould ischools ibe ibuilt ibut iof

iimportant iis ithe ineed ito ipromote ithe iquality iof iteaching istaff iin ithe ischools

ithrough itraining iand iimproved iwelfare ipackages. iAgain, irelevant iteaching iand

ilearning iaids isuch ias itextbooks, iclassrooms, ioffice iaccommodation iand ifurniture

ishould ibe iprovided i(Egboh i& iAttansey, i2014).

i. Encouraging iCommunal iSelf-help iProjects: iIn ithis icase, ithe igovernment iat

ithe igrass iroot ilevel ishould iin ione iway ior ithe iother iencourage idifferent

icommunities ito iform ian iorganization ior igroup ithat iwill iwork itowards

ienhancing ithe irural idevelopment iin itheir idifferent ivillages/communities. iThis iis

ibecause; ithe igovernment icannot itackle ithe iwhole iproblems iat ia itime. i i

2.2.4 Concept iof iRural iDevelopment

An iunderstanding iof ithe iconcept iof idevelopment iwill igive ia iclearer ipicture iof

irural idevelopment. iHornby i(2018) idefines idevelopment ias ithe igradual igrowth iof

isomething iso ithat iit ibecomes imore iadvanced, istronger, ietc.; ithe iprocess iof

iproducing ior icreating isomething inew. iThis idefinition iimplies ithat idevelopment

iinvolves ia igradual ior iadvancement ithrough iprogressive ichanges. iUmebali i(2011)

isees ithe ichanges ito ibe imulti-dimensional iinvolving ichanges iin istructures, iattitude

iand iinstitutions ias iwell ias ithe iacceleration iof ieconomic igrowth; ithe ireduction iof

iinequality iand ieradication iof iabsolute ipoverty. iHe iasserted ithat idevelopment
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iinvolves ieconomic igrowth icomponents, iequality ior isocial ijustice’s icomponent iand

isocio-economic itransformational icomponents iwhich iare iall ion ia iself-sustaining ibasis.

Simon i(2019) isees idevelopment ias ian iimprovement iin iquality iof ilife i(not ijust

imaterial istandard iof iliving) iin iboth iquantitative iterms. iHe iopines ithat idevelopment

imust ibe iseen ias iactually iand itemporally irelative, ineeding ito ibe iappropriate ito

itime, ispace, isociety, iculture. iRural iDevelopment isimply iconnotes ia isustained

iimprovement iin ithe iquality iof ilife iof ithe irural ipeople. iIt iimplies iconsistency iin

iapproach iin iwhich imicro iand imacro-economic, isocial ipolitical, icultural iand

itechnological ivariables iare iengineered, icombined iand iimplemented ias ian iorganic

iand idynamic iwhole ifor ithe ibenefit iof ithe ipeople i(Onurah i2011). iRural

idevelopment iis isometimes iused isynonymously iwith iagricultural idevelopment iefforts.

iIt iis ion ithis iaccount ithat ithe initrated irural idevelopment iprojects iin iNigeria iwere

idesigned ito iensure ithat iagricultural iand irural idevelopment iefforts ibecome ipart iof

ipackage iof iservices ioffered ito ifarmers iand ithe irural ipopulation i(Ijere iand

iMbanasor, i2018).

The ibottom iline ireally iis ipoverty ialleviation iconsequent iupon iincrease iin irural

iproductivity, iincome iand idiversification iof irural ieconomic, iimprovement iin ithe

isupply iof irural iinfrastructure i(physical, isocial iand iinstitutional), ienhancement iof

isocial iparticipant iand iradical iimprovement iof ithe iquality iof ilife iof ithe irural

ipeople. iThe iconcept iof irural idevelopment ihas ibeen ibroadened iin irecent itime ito

iaccommodate inon-economic iissues, ithis ibroadened irural idevelopment iconcept,

iotherwise iknown ias ithe isustained irural idevelopment, itakes ia ilong iterm iview iof
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iwhich imeets ithe ineeds iof ithe ipresent igeneration iwithout icompromising ithe ineeds

iof ifuture igeneration i(Michener, i2008).

These iobjectives ican ibe iparaphrased ito iinclude:

 Promotion iof ithe isocial, icultural, ieducational iand ieconomic iwell- ibeing iof ithe

irural ipopulation

 Promotion iof isustained iand iorderly idevelopment iof ithe ivast iresources iin ithe

irural iareas ifor ithe ibenefit iof ithe irural ipeople

 Increase iin iand idiversification iof ijob iopportunities iand iimprovement iof iincome

iin ithe irural iareas,

 Mobilization iof ithe irural ipopulation ifor iself-help iand iself-sustaining iprogramme

iof idevelopment, iand

 Up-lifting iof ithe itechnological ibased iindustries iin ithe irural iarea

2.2.6 Government’s iApproaches ito iRural iDevelopment

Overtime, isuccessive igovernments ihave iembarked ion iseveral iprogrammes itargeted

iat irural idevelopment. iOther iapproaches ihave ibeen iby inon-governmental

iorganization i(NGOs), icooperatives, iindividuals ithrough iprivate iinitiatives, icorporate

ibodies ias iwell ias iinternational iorganizations. iThe ivarious iprogrammes iinitiated iand

ichiefly itargeted iat ithe irural isector iby igovernment iinclude ithe ifollowing:

 National iAccelerated iFood iProduction iProgramme i(NAFPP)

 River-Basin iDevelopment iAuthority i(RBDA)

 Agricultural iDevelopment iProgramme i(ADP)

 Operation iFeed ithe iNation i(OFN)



37

 The iGreen iRevolution

 Agricultural iCredit iGuarantee iScheme i(ACGS)

 Directorate ifor iFood, iRoad iand iRural iInfrastructure i(DFFRI)

 Better iLife ifor iRural iDwellers i(BETTER iLIFE)

 National iAgricultural iInsurance iCorporation i(NAIC)

 National iDirectorate iof iEmployment i(NDE)

 National iAgricultural iLand iDevelopment iAuthority(NALDA)

 National iPoverty iEradication iProgramme i(NAPEP)

 National iRural iRoads iDevelopment iFund i(NRRDF)

 Rural iBanking iScheme i(RBS)

 Family iSupport iProgramme i(FSP)

 Universal iBasic iEducation i(UBE)

 Rural iInfrastructure iDevelopment iScheme i(RIDS)

A icursory ilook iat ithe iintroduction, iestablishment, iimplementation iand ithe iobjectives

iof imajority iof ithe iabove iprogrammes iwill ireveal ithat ithey iare imainly itargeted iat

irural idevelopment iin ian iattempt ito ibetter ithe ilives iof irural idwellers, istimulate iand

ienhance ieconomic igrowth, ias iwell ias iget ithe irural isector ito icontribute

imeaningfully ito ithe inational ieconomic iand isocial idevelopment. iThese iprogrammes

ihave idirect ior iindirect iimpact ion irural idevelopment iand ican ibroadly ibe igrouped

iinto ispecific iand imulti-specific iprogrammes. iThe ispecific iprogrammes iare ithose

idirected imainly iat iagriculture, ihealth, ieducation, ihousing, itransport, iinfrastructure,

ifinance iand imanufacturing. iSuch iprogrammes iwere iinitiated iin ithe iearly i1970s iand
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i1980s.On ithe iother ihand, imost iof ithe imulti-specific iprogrammes iwere iput iin iplace

iin ithe iearly i1990s iand ithereafter ito ihandle igeneral iprojects, isuch ias iNDE, iDFRRI,

iBetter iLife, iFamily isupport ietc.

Many iof ithe ispecific iprogrammes ihad isome ipositive ieffect ion irural idevelopment

ialthough iObadan i(2017) isays ithe itarget ipopulations ifor isome iof ithem iwere inot

ispecified iexplicitly ito ibe ipoor ipeople i(rural idwellers). iExamples iof isuch ias ithe

iRBDAs, iACGS, iRBS, ietc., iwhich iwere idesigned ito itake icare iof isuch iobjectives

ias iemployment igeneration, ienhancing iof iagricultural ioutput iand iincome, iand

istreaming irural-urban imigration, iwhich ino idoubt iimpair irural idevelopment. iOther

idevelopment iprogrammes isuch ias iOFN, iGreen iRevolution, iFree iand icompulsory

iprimary ieducation, ilow icost ihousing ischemes ietc. iimpacts ipositively ion ithe irural

idwellers ibut imost iof ithem icould inot ibe isustained idue ito ilack iof ipolitical iwill

iand icommitment, ipolicy iinstability iand iinsufficient iinvolvement iof ithe iintended

ibeneficiaries iof ithe iprogrammes ihence iaccording ito iChiliokwu i(2011) imost iof

ithem idied iwith ithe igovernment ithat iinitiated ithem.

2.2.7 Inadequate iFinance iand iRural iDevelopment i i

One iof ithe iperennial iproblems iwhich ihas inot ionly idefied iall ipast iattempts iat

ipermanent isolution, ibut ialso ihas ia itendency ifor ievoking ihigh iemotions ion ithe ipart

iof iall iconcerned i(each itime iit iis ibrought iforth ifor idiscussion ior ianalysis) iis ithe

iissue iof iequitable irevenue iallocation iin iNigeria. iIt iis ian iissue iwhich ihas ibeen

ipoliticised iby isuccessive iadministrations iin iNigeria iboth iMilitary iand icivilian

iregimes. iIndeed, iin ivirtually iall icountry iin iwhich ithe iconstitution ishares ipower
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ibetween ithe icentral iand iregional ior istate igovernments iand, ifor ieach ilevel ito ibe

i“within ia isphere ico-ordinate iand iindependent” i(Wheare i1993) ienough iresources

ineed ibe iallocated ito ieach itier ito ijustify itheir iexistence. iPerhaps, imore iimportant iat

ithis ijuncture iis ia iconsideration iof ithe iadequacy iof ithe itotal irevenue iprofile iof

iLGs, ifrom iall isources, ifor itheir ioperations. iIn ithe iworks iof iIkelegbe, i(2018) iand

iAghayere, i(2013) ithey iare iof ithe iview ithat ilocal igovernments iobtain iadequate

irevenue ifor itheir ioperations. iHowever, ias iIkelegbe i(2018), ifor iexample, iputs iit,

ithere iis i‘tremendous istrengthening iof ilocal igovernment ifunding, istructuring,

iautonomy iand idemocratization. iAdequate ifinance iis ian iindispensible itool ifor ilocal

igovernment iadministration iand ithe iexecution iof iproject ifor iwhich iit iwas inot iup.

iAccording ito iOrewa i(1998) ithe iraison id’être iof ilocal iauthority iis ito icollect iit

irevenue iefficiently iand ito iuse isuch irevenue ito iprove imany isocial iservice ias

ipossible ifor iits itax ipayers iwhile iat ithe isame itime imaintaining ia ireasonable

iamount ireserve itide iit iover iany iperiod iof ifinancial istringency. iHence ithe iability

iof ilocal iauthorities ito igenerate irevenue ito imanage iit iproperly. iBlau iand iScout ias

ia icited iby iMukoro, i(2011) iin itheir ilocal igovernment ihave inoted ithat ithey ido inot

iexist ibut iin icommunities iand isocieties iand ihave iroots iin ilarge isocial isystem. i i

Following ifrom ithe iforegoing, ithe ibasic ienvironment iof ia ilocal igovernment iin

iNigeria iwith iregard ito irevenue igeneration ican ibe iidentified ibased ion ithe iprovision

iat ichapter i(vi) i(c) iof ithe i1999 iconstitution iof ithe ifederal irepublic iof iNigeria

iwhich ideals iwith ipublic irevenue iand ithe ifourth ischedule ithere iprovides ifunctions

iof ia ilocal igovernment icouncil isection i162 i(of ichapter i(vi) isub isection i3,5,6,7 iand
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i8) iprovide ithat i“Any iamount istanding ito ithe icredit iof ithe ifederation iaccount iand

ishall ibe idistributed iamong ithe ifederal iand istate igovernment icouncil iin isuch istate

ion isuch iterms iand iin imanner ias imay ibe ipresided iby ithe iNational iAssembly.

iAccording ito iOkoli i(2008), idespite ithe ielaborate iprovision imade iin iboth idecree

iNo. i36 iof i1998 iand i1999 iconstitution ifor ithe ifinancial iautonomy iof ithe ilocal

igovernment idoubt istill iremains ias ito ithe ifinancial irelationships iamong ithe ithree

itier iof igovernment ifor ione ithing ithe idirect ifunding iof ithe ilocal igovernment iwhich

ihas ibeen ijettisoned iby ithe iambiguities iin ithe iprovision iof i1999 iconstitution ias ifar

ias ifinance iof ithe ilocal igovernment iare iconcerned. iThe ifinancial icrisis iof imost

ilocal igovernment iin ideveloping icounties iis iworsened iby ithe ifact ithat ithey iare

ilocated iin ithe irural iareas. iAs ia iresult iof irural ipoverty, ithey iare iunable ito

igenerate ienough iinternal irevenue. iThey, itherefore, irely imainly ion istatutory

iallocation ifrom ithe ifederal igovernment iwhich iis iusually iinadequate ifor iany

imeaningful idevelopment iactivity. iAs iaptly istated iin ithe ilocal igovernment iYearbook

i(2008). iAdedeji i(2018) iasserts ithat ithe isuccess ior ifailure iand ithe ieffectiveness ior

iineffectiveness iof ilocal igovernment idepends ion ithe ifinancial iresources iavailable ito

ithe iindividuals’ ilocal iauthorities iand ithe iway ithe iresources iare iutilized iindeed ithe

iproblem iassociated iwith iinadequacy iof ifindings icontinue ito iremain iquite ihigh

iamong ifactors imost ifrequently iof ilocal igovernment ito ieffectively iperform itheir

istatutorily ideveloped ifunction. i i

Akpan, i(1995) iargued ithat ithe ibottom iline iin ijudging ithe ieffectiveness iof ilocal

igovernment iis ithe iamount iof ifunds iat itheir idisposal. iHe inotes ithat i“the isuccess iof
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ia ilocal iauthority iis ioften imeasured iin iterms iof iits iability ito iprovide iservices ito

ithe ipublic. iThese iservices icost imoney”, iwhich ithe ilocal igovernment ido inot ihave

isufficiency. iOgbonnia i(2019) isay’s ithat iother isources iof ilocal igovernment irevenue

idepend ion ithe iresourcefulness iand iingenuity iof ithe icouncil. iHe ifurther iexplains

ithat, ithere iare iseveral iways ithe icouncil ican igenerate ifunds ibut ithe imajor iproblems

ilies iin ithe iability iof ithe ichairman ito ilook iinwards ito icreate imeans iof igenerating

ifunds ifor ithe icouncil. i i

iThe iinadequacies iof ioperational iand icapital ifunds iconstitute ia iset-back ion ilocal

igovernment iimplementation iof iregular iservices iand iinvestment iprogrammes.

iConsequently, imost ilocal igovernment ican ionly ipay iworkers isalaries iand itake icare

iof ire-current iexpenditure. iIn ithe icase iof iNigeria, ithe ifinancial icrisis iin ithe ilocal

igovernment ihas ibeen iworsened iby ithe ifailure iof ithe iFederal iGovernment ito

irecognize ithe inew ilocal igovernment icreated iby isome istates. iThe istate igovernors

iuse ipart iof istatutory iallocations imeant ifor ithe inewly icreated iones, iwhich iin iOyo

ireferred ito ias iLocal iCouncil iDevelopment iAreas i(LCDA) i(Ezeani, i2019).

2.2.8 Impediments ito iRural iDevelopment iEnhancement iin iNigeria

1. Relative iNeglect ifor irural idevelopment ipolicies: iGenerally, ithere ihas ibeen iless

iemphasis ion irural idevelopment iin iNigeria. iThe iEdo iState iVision i2020 i(2014);

iin ithis irespect inotes ithus; i iOver ithe iyears, ithe idevelopment istrategies iin

iNigeria igenerally ihas ibeen iurban ibiased iand ifor iwhich ithere iexists irelative

ineglect iof ithe irural iareas iresulting iinto ia idearth iof iinfrastructural ifacilities iin

ithe irural iareas. iNigeria’s idevelopment ipolicies iwhich ihas iresulted ito irural
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iunderdevelopment ias ireflected iin ithe ilack iof irural iindustrialization iand ipoor

iphysical, isocial iand iinstitutional iinfrastructures i(Mahon, i2017). iThis iprevalent

iorientation, iaccording ito iOlasiji i(2017), iis iclosely iconnected iwith ithe icolonial

ieconomy iwhich iis istill ipromoted iin iNigeria. iOlasiji i(2017) iin ithis irespect

ispecifically iobserves ithus: i iThe i1960 ipolitical iindependence idid inot ichange ithe

ipattern iof irural/urban ipolarization. iNigerian ileaders ihave icontinued ito imaintain

ithe iBritish icolonial idevelopment ilegacy iwhich iserves ithe iexternal ieconomic

iinterest iand iimpoverish ithe istandard iof iliving iamong irural idwellers.

Olarenwaju iand iToyin i(2017) inote itoo ithat isuch idevelopment istrategy iof

iconcentrating iinvestments iin iurban iareas ihas iresulted ito ia iwide iimbalance ior

igap iin irural iand iurban idevelopment. iThis ifactor iof irelative ineglect ifor irural

idevelopment iwas ireinforced iby igovernment’s iover-reliance ion ithe ipetroleum

ieconomy. iObviously, ithe ipetroleum ieconomy ihas ibecome ithe imain istay iof ithe

icountry’s ieconomy iand ifor iwhich igovernment ihas, iover ithe iyears, ipaid iless

iattention ito ithe idevelopment iof ithe imajor iactivities iof ithe irural iareas

iparticularly iagriculture. iOshin i(2017) iin ithis irespect icontends ithat iagriculture

ihas icontinued ito idivide imore ias iit iloses iits ieconomic iimportance ifollowing ithe

igreater iemphasis ion ithe ipetroleum isector. iIn iessence iand iaccording ito iEle

i(2011), ithe iemphasis ion ipetroleum ieconomy iand ithe isubsequent ineglect iof ithe

iagricultural isector ihas icontributed isubstantially ito ithe icurrent ipoor istate iof ithe

irural ieconomy iand ithe igeneral irural isector iunderdevelopment.
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2. Lack iof iIntegration iof ithe ivarious irural idevelopment iefforts: iBeyond, ithe

igeneral ineglect iof idevelopment ipolicies ifor ithe irural iareas iin iNigeria, ianother

ifactor ithat isignificantly imilitates iagainst irural idevelopment iis ithe iinability iof

ithe irural idevelopment iinstitutions ito ico-operate iamong ithemselves iand ito

iensure ithat itheir irespective iinitiatives, iactions iand imandates iare icoordinated ito

ireinforce iand isupport ieach iother iand ithat itheir iactivities iare istreamlined

itowards ieffective irealization iof igovernment’s irural idevelopment iobjectives.

iIdown i(2019) iobserves ithis iimpediment ito irural idevelopment iin iNigeria iin ihis

icomment ithus: iThe iactivities iof ivarious ibodies iinvolved iin ithe idevelopment

iefforts iand iactivities inever idovetailed ias iexpected. iThis iis ito isay ithat ithe

iexpected ico-ordination iamong ithe idifferent idepartments, iministries, iFederal,

istates iand ithe ilocal igovernments ifor iinstance, ion ithe iimplementation

imechanisms ihas ibeen ivery idifficult ito iachieve. i

Ele i(2011) iin ihis istudy itoo inotes ithat ithe irural idevelopment iefforts iin iNigeria

ihas inot ibeen igiven ithe iintegrated iand icomprehensive iapproach iit irequires. iThis

ihas ibeen idysfunctional ito irural idevelopment iand ias iAbah i(2018) iargues, irural

idevelopment iin iorder ito ibe ieffective ihas ito ibe icomprehensive, iinvolving iall

iaspects iof irural ilife iand iinvolving ithe icomplimentary iefforts iof ithe ilocal

igovernment, istate igovernment iand ifederal igovernment ias iwell ias ithe

icommunities iand ivoluntary iagencies. iIntegration iis iindeed, inecessary ias ithe

ifactors iinvolved iin irural idevelopment iare iinterrelated iand imutually ienhance ione

ianother iin itheir ieffectiveness i(Okoli iand iOnah, i2018). i i
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3. Ineffective iimplementation iof irural idevelopment ipolicies, iprojects iand iprograms.

iIt ihas ibeen irecognized iearlier iin ithis iwork, iNigeria ihas iover ithe iyears,

inonetheless, ideveloped isome ipolicies ito ienhance ithe idevelopment iof ithe irural

iareas. iRealizing ithe idevelopment iobjectives iof ithose ipolicies iand iprograms ihas,

ihowever, ibeen iconstrained iby ithe ipattern iand inature iof itheir iimplementation

iwhich ihas ibeen icharacterized iby iineffectiveness iand iinefficiency. iAs iEle i(2011),

iIkelegbe, i(2011) iand iNweke, i(2011) icontend, ieffective ipolicy iimplementation iis

iusually ivery idifficult ito irealize iparticularly iin ideveloping inations ilike iNigeria.

iImplementation iof irural idevelopment ipolicies ihave, ino idoubt, ibeen icharacterized

iby isimilar iineffectiveness iand iinefficiency. iThe iinability iof ithe irelevant irural

idevelopment iagencies ito ieffectively iimplement irural idevelopment ipolicies icould

ibe ias ia iresult iof iinadequate iresources iwhich, iquite ioften, iare ia ireal ithreat ito

isuccessful iimplementation iof irural idevelopment ipolicies. iIt icould, ias ia iwell, ibe

ia iresult iof ithe ipervasive icorruption iin ithe iNigerian ipublic iservice ibureaucracy.

iSuch icorrupt itendencies, imost ioften, isignificantly iincreases ithe ipossibility ithat

iallocated ifund ifor irural idevelopment iprojects iand iprograms iwould ibe

imisappropriated ior iout irightly iembezzled iand ithus ihampering ieffective

iimplementation iand ithe iconsequent irealization iof ithe ipolicy idevelopment igoals

iand iobjectives iof ithe ipolicy. iFor iinstance, ithe iAgricultural iDevelopment

iProgramme i(ADP) ithat iwas iintended ito iraise iagricultural iproducts iand iimprove

iconditions iof ithe irural ipopulation iand ithe iDirectorate iof iFood, iRoads iand

iRural iInfrastructure iintended ito itransform ithe irural iinfrastructure iwere iunable ito
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imeet itheir idevelopment iobjectives idue ilargely ito ipoor iimplementation i(Ajadi

i2018). iIndeed, irural idevelopment istrategies ido inot iwork iin ia ivacuum. iTheir

ieffective iimplementation irequires ifunctional iand icapable iinstitutions iwith

iappropriate iinstitutional iarrangement ifor ithat. i

Another imajor iexplanation ifor ithe iineffective iimplementation iof irural

idevelopment ipolicies iin iNigeria iis ithe idiscontinuation iof irural idevelopment

ipolicies. iMost ioften, irural idevelopment ipolicies ior iprograms iare idiscontinued

iwhenever ithere iis ia ichange iin igovernment ileadership. iMost itimes, inew

igovernment iabandons ithe iprojects iand iprograms iof iits ipredecessor ieven iwhen

isuch iprograms iare iappropriate. iIn ithis irespect, iAjadi i(2018) inotes ithat ithere iis

iusually ithe iabsence iof isustained, icohesive iand iconclusive iimplementation iof

irural idevelopment ipolicies. iIt iis ithis ipropensity ithat iled ito ithe iabandonment iof

iBetter iLife ifor iRural iWomen iprogram iof iGeneral iIbrahim iBagangida iand ito

ithe iintroduction iof ithe iFamily iSupport iProgramme iby ithe isucceeding iregime iof

iGeneral iSani iAbacha. iIn ithe icontext iof ithis ipropensity, imost irural idevelopment

ipolicies iare inot isustainably iimplemented iand ito itheir ilogical iconclusion. i i

4. Poor icommitment iof ithe ipolitical irepresentatives, itowards ienhancing ithe

idevelopment iof itheir irural iconstituencies. iThe ipolitical ileaders iand

irepresentatives iin iNigeria, ieither iat ithe iexecutive ior ithe ilegislature iarm, ihave

iall icome ifrom igiven irural iareas iof ithe icountry. iThese ipoliticians iat idifferent

ipoints iand itime ihave iobserved ithe idevelopment ineeds iof ithese irural iareas iand

ieven imade ipromises itoo ion ihow ito iaddress ithese idevelopment iconcerns.
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iHowever, itheir iwill iand iinterest ito iactually iarticulate ithese ineeds iand ithe

istrategies ior iprograms ifor iaddressing ithem ihave, iindeed, inot ibeen inoticeable.

iThe iprevalent iand icommon iobservation iis ithat ithey ihardly ipursue iconclusively

ithe irelevant iprograms ifor ienhancing ithe idevelopment ineeds iof ithe irural iparts

iof itheir iconstituencies. iThis ilack iof iinterest iand ipolitical iwill ito iproject ithe

idevelopment ineeds iof ithe irural iareas iat ithe irelevant ipolitical ior ibureaucratic

ipower ipoints idoes inot iinduce igovernment’s iprompt iattention ito iaddressing ithe

idevelopment ineeds iof ithe irural iareas. iThis iscenario iis iagain ireinforced iby ithe

ifact ithat imost ipolitical ioffice iholders i(Local iGovernment iChairmen, iCouncilors

iand iSupervisors, iState iCommissioners iand iState iLegislatures iand iFederal

iLegislatures) iall idetest iliving iin ithe irural iareas iand ihave iopted ito, irather ilive

iin ithe imetropolitan istate icapitals ior ithe iFederal iCapital iTerritory, iAbuja. iFor

ithis, ithey ido inot ifeel ithe iimpact iof ithe igross ideprivation iobtainable iin ithe

irural iareas iand ifor iwhich itoo ithey itend inot ito irealize ithe iurgent iand idire

ineed ifor ienhancing idevelopment iin ithe irural iareas. iThese iattitudes ido inot

ireflect ieffective ipolitical irepresentation iparticularly ifor ithe irural ipopulation.

iIndeed, ias iBaba i(2011) inotes, ipolitical irepresentation iin iNigeria iis iessentially

ifor iprivate ibenefit iand inot ifor ipublic ibenefit. iThis ireasonably iexplains ithe inon-

challant iattitude iby ipolitical ileaders iand irepresentatives itowards ienhancing

inational idevelopment igenerally iand ithat iof itheir irespective irural iconstituencies

iparticularly.
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5. The iAdministrative iinefficiency iof ithe iLocal iGovernment iAreas: iThe ilocal

igovernment iareas ioccupy ia istrategic iposition iin ithe idevelopment iprocess iof ithe

irural iareas. iEven ithough iit icannot ibe ireasonably iassumed ithat iother ihigher

itiers iof igovernment i(state iand ifederal itiers) ido inot ihave ia irole ito iplay iin

ienhancing irural isector idevelopment, ithe itask iconstitutionally icentre’s, iin ia

ilarger ipart, ion ithe ilocal igovernment. iAs iAnikeze i(2017) iargues, ithe iprimary

ipurpose iof ilocal igovernment iis ito iprovide iessential ilocal iservices iand ithus

iaccelerate ithe ipace iof isocial iand ieconomic idevelopment iof ithe irural iand

igrassroots ipeople. iIndeed, ithe ireconstitution iof iNigeria iinto i301, i589 iand i774

ilocal igovernment iareas iin i1976, i1991 iand i1996 irespectively iwas imeant

iostensibly ito ibring igovernment icloser ito ithe ilocal ipeople iand ito ispeed iup irural

idevelopment. iSad ienough, ithis iobjective ihas inot ibe inoticeably irealized i(Tony,

i1995; iBaba, i2011). iThis iis ieven iso, idespite ithe ihuge imonthly istatutory

iallocations ito ithe ilocal igovernment iareas. iThe iinability iof ithe ilocal

igovernments ito iwork itowards ienhancing ithe irural idevelopment icould, iin ilarge

iparts, ibe iattributed ito ipoor iand iinept ileadership iand ipervasive icorruption iin ithe

ilocal igovernment iadministrative isystem i(Halidu, i2017; iAnikeze, i2017). iThe

ihigh ilevel iof icorruption, ifor iinstance, imakes iit idifficult ifor ithem ito ichannel

iadequate ifund iand ienergy ito ieffective irural idevelopment. iAs iAnikeze i(2017)

inotes, ithe iinterest iof ithe ilocal igovernment ileadership iprimarily irevolves iaround

itrivialities ior iat ibest iaround ithose ischemes ifor iwhich ithey ihope ito iderive



48

iimmediate ipersonal igains. iThe inet ieffect iof ithis ihas ibeen igeneral istagnation iin

ithe idevelopment iprocess iof ithe irural ipeople iand itheir ienvironment.

2.2.9 The iImperative iMeasures ifor iEnhancing iRural iDevelopment iin

iNigeria i i

1. Fundamentally, igovernment ineeds ito iplace irural idevelopment iat ithe itop iof ithe

iagenda iof ithe inational idevelopment iin irealization iof ithe ifact ithat ienhanced

irural idevelopment iis ia iprerequisite ifor imeaningful iand isustainable ioverall

inational idevelopment ipolicies iand iprograms. iFurther ito ithis iis ithe ineed ifor

iconsistency iin ithe iexecution iof irural idevelopment iprogrammes. iIndeed,

iimplementation iof iappropriate irural idevelopment iprograms ishould icontinue

iirrespective iof ichanges iin igovernment. i

2. Government iagain ineeds ito ide-emphasize itotal ifocus ion ithe ioil isector iand ito

ienhance iagricultural idevelopment ithrough iaddressing ithe ineeds iof irural ifarmers

iwith ifunctional iincentives. iThis iis inecessary ias iincreased iincome ifrom

iagricultural iactivities, iwhich iis ithe imain istay iof ithe irural ieconomy, iimproves

ithe iquality iof ithe ilife iof ithe irural idwellers. iFor iinstance, iwhen ifarmers ishift

ifrom ithe iuse iof itraditional itools ilike ihoes iand imatches ito ithe iuse iof imodern

itools ilike itractors, itheir iproduction iincreases iform isubsistence ito icommercial

iquantities. iAnother idimension ito ithis iis ithe ineed ifor ithe iestablishment iof iagro

i– iallied iindustries ias igrowth ior idevelopment idrivers iof ithe irural iareas. iSuch

iagro i– iprocessing iindustries icould ibe iin ithe iareas iof irice imilling iand

ipackaging, iprocessing iof icashew iand igroundnut iproducts, icassava iand icocoyam
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ifloor ipackaging, iprocessing iof ipineapple, ioranges iand ipaw-paw iinto ifruit ijuice

ietc. i

3. The ipolitical irepresentatives iand ileaders ineed ito iidentify iwith ithe idevelopment

ineeds iof ithe irural iareas iof itheir iconstituencies. iIndeed, ithey ineed ito iarticulate

isuch ineeds iand iensure ithat ithey ibecome iintegral iparts iof ithe igovernment’s

idevelopment iagenda iand ithat ipolicies ior iprograms iinitiated ito iaddress ithem iare

imonitored ito iensure iproper iimplementation. iThis iis inecessary iin iview iof ithe

ifact ithat irural idwellers ion itheir iown, ido inot iconstitute iany imeaningful ipolitical

iforce iand iso idevelopment ipolicy iformulations igenerally iignores ithem. iAgain,

ithe ipolitical irepresentatives ilike ithe ifederal ilegislators icould ienhance irural

idevelopment iby iactually idevoting ipart iof itheir iconstituency idevelopment

iallowance ito irural isector idevelopment. iThis iis inecessary ias isuch idisplay iof

icommitment ito irural idevelopment iby ithe ipolitical irepresentatives iwill, iin iturn;

itrigger igreater icommitment itowards iinitiating irural idevelopment iprojects iand

iprograms ion ithe iside iof ithe irural icommunities ithemselves.

4. There iis iequally ithe ineed inot ionly ito iadequately imake ibudgetary iallocation ifor

irural idevelopment ibut, ivery iimportantly, iin iensuring ithat isuch iallocated ifunds

iare ijudiciously iused ito iexecute irural idevelopment iprojects iand iprograms. i i

5. There iis ialso ithe ineed ifor imonitoring iand iintegrating iof ithe ivarious inational,

istate iand ilocal igovernment ipolicies iand iprogrammes ion irural idevelopment iand

ithe ico-ordination iof ithe iactivities iof iall ithe irural idevelopment iinstitutions. iIt iis

ispecifically isuggested ihere ithat ithe ifederal igovernment icreates ia ifederal
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iministry ithat iwill ihave ithe imandate ito iensure ithe iintegration iand iharmonization

iof ithe ivarious istrategies, ipolicies iactivities iand igoals iof iall ithe ipro-rural

idevelopment iinstitutions iand iagencies iincluding iprivate irural icommunity

iinitiatives iand ithose iof iNon-governmental iorganizations i(NGOs). i

The ilocal igovernments iin iNigeria ineed ito ieschew icorruption iparticularly iat ithe

ileadership ilevel iand iemphasize iaccountability, idue iprocess, iprudence iand

idiligence. iAgain, ithe ileadership ineed ito irefocus ifirmly ion iits iprimary iand

istatutory iduty iof iadministering ilocal iand irural idevelopment iin iintegrated iand

isustainable imanner. iIt iis iexpected ithat ithe idemocratization iprocess iin iNigeria

iwill iaid ithe icoming iinto iexistence iof ivisionary iand ipurposeful ileaderships iin

ithe ilocal igovernment isystem. iSuch iresponsible ileaderships iwill ibe iinclined ito

ideveloping iappropriate ipolicies iand iprograms ithat ican ibe ieffectively

iimplemented ito iaddress ithe irural iunderdevelopment ineeds iin iNigeria. iIndeed,

iwith isuch icommitment iof igovernment ileadership iat ithe istate iand ifederal

igovernment ilevels iin iNigeria itowards ienhancing idevelopment iat ithe irural iareas,

ithe ination iwould isignificantly ikey iinto ithe imillennium irural idevelopment igoals

iand iobjectives.

2.2.10 iChallenges iFacing iRural iDevelopment

Rural idevelopment iis ifaced iwith ichallenges iwhich ihave imade ithe ieffect iof

igovernment’s iefforts iat idifferent ilevels, iNGOs, iprivate iinitiatives iand iinternational

iinvolvement inot ifelt iby ithe iintended ibeneficiaries. iUmebali iand iAkubuilo i(2011)

ilist isome iof ithem ito iinclude
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 Vicious icycle iof ipoverty

 Poor iinfrastructure

 High ipopulation idensity

 High ilevel iof iilliteracy

 Low isocial iinteraction iand ilocal ipolitics iand

 Rural-urban imigration

A imajor ichallenge iis ithat ithe ihypothetical irural idweller iwho iis ithe ithermometer

ithrough iwhich ione idetermines ithe iimpact iof irural idevelopment iin ithe iwords iof

iChinsman i(2018) icontinues ito igive inegative ireadings ias ihe iis iseen ito ibe iravaged

iby ian iexcruciating ipoverty, iignorance iand idisease. iA ilot iof irigors, ibottlenecks iand

iunnecessary ibureaucracy iare ioften iattached ito irural idevelopment iprocess. iThis

ievident iin ithe ihistory iof imost iof ithe irural idevelopment iprogrammes iwhich iare

ioften isaddled iwith idisappointments.

Another ichallenge iis ithe iissue iof iproliferation iof idevelopment iprogrammes. iSome

iare iso isuperficially iimplemented ithat ithe iaverage itargeted ipopulation i(rural

idwellers) idoubt ithe isincerity iof ithe iinitiators. iSuch iproliferation ican ieasily ibe

inoticed ifrom ithe imany inumbers iof isuch ithat idied iwith isuccessive igovernment ithat

iinitiated ithem. iThe iproblem iof iimplementation iis ianother iglaring ichallenge. iObot

i(2019) ijustified ithis iclaim iwhen ihe iwrites ithat ithe idevelopment ipolicies igeared

itowards ithe iimprovement iof ithe irural idwellers iremained ialmost ia ihouse-hold iword

iwithout icorresponding isuccess iespecially iat ithe iimplementation istates. iTo ithis iend,

isome iof ithem iare iso imany irural icommunities ibut iwithout iwater isince itheir
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iinstallation. iAlso, imost iof ithe ilow icost ihaphazardly iimplemented ias ia iresult iof

ipoor isupervision.

Perhaps, ithis iis iwhy iwater itaps iabound iin ihousing iestate ibuilt iby isome istate

igovernments iduring ithe isecond irepublic iare iyet ito ibe icompleted iand ihanded iover

ito ithe iintended ibeneficiaries i25 iyears iafter. iThis imay ialso ibe ithe ireason iwhy ithe

icommunity iand ipeople’s iBanks isystem ifailed. iThe iissue iof ifunding iis ialso ia ibig

ichallenge. iSome iof ithe irural idevelopment iprogrammes iare iso ibogus iwithout ia

iclearly idefined isource iof ifunding. iThe icases iof ithe ihousing ifor iAll, iUBE ietc., iare

iclear iexamples. iThey ioften iinitiated ibefore isourcing ifor ifunds ifrom iphilanthropists

iand iinternational idonors iwhich imay inever icome. iOther ichallenges iinclude iarmed

iconflicts iranging ifrom iethnic, ireligious iand icommunal iissues iwhich ido inot iprovide

ienabling ienvironment ifor ithe iimplementation iof isustainable idevelopment

iprogrammes iin isuch iareas. iFor iinstance, ia isituation iwhere iforeigners iand

igovernment iworkers iin isome icoastal irural iareas itarget iof ikidnappers idemanding

iransom iis iobviously inot ifavorable ior iconducive ifor idevelopmental iwork.

iCorruption iposes ia ivery ibig ithreat ito irural idevelopment. iThere iis ilack iof iintegrity,

iaccountability iand itransparency ion ithe ipart iof ipeople iwho iare isupposed ito

iimplement idevelopmental iprojects iin ithe irural iareas. iNwakobi i(2017) ilaments ithat

ipublic ifunds i(made ifor irural iprojects) iare istarched iaway iin ibank ivaults iin iEurope

iand iAmerica, iwhile ian ioverwhelming iproportion iof ithe ipopulation ilive iin iabject

ipoverty.

2.2.11 The iRoles iof iLocal iGovernment iin iRural iDevelopment i
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Local igovernment idevelopment iis ia ibroad iterm icovering ithe ibasic ifacilities iand

iservices ineeded ifor irural icommunities iand irural idevelopment i(FAO, i2011). iIt iis

idesigned ias ithe itotality iof ibasic iphysical ifacilities iupon iwhich iall iother ieconomic

iactivities iin ia isystem idepend i(African iDevelopment iBank, i2019, iGeet, i2017).

iRural idevelopment icomprises ithe iassets ineeded ito iprovide ipeople iwith iaccess ito

ieconomic iand isocial ifacilities iand iservices isuch ias iroads, iwater, idrainage, ibridges,

ielectricity ie.t.c. iLocal igovernment iis ia igovernment iat ithe igrassroots ilevel iof

iadministration imeant ifor imeeting ithe ipeculiar ineeds iof ithe irural ipeople i(Agagu,

i2018). iIn ihis ianalysis, ihe iviewed ilocal igovernment ias ia ilevel iof igovernment

iwhich iis isupposed ito ihave iits igreatest iimpact ion ithe ipeople iat ithe irural iareas. iIt

iis ia itier iof igovernment iwhich iin iphysical iterms iis iclosest ito ithe icitizenry iand iit

iis isaddled iwith iresponsibility iof iguaranteeing ithe ipolitical, isocial iand ieconomic

idevelopment iof iits iarea iand iits ipeople i(Enero, iDadoyin iand iElumilade, i2019).

iAppadorai i(1995) iobserved ithat ithere iare iproblems ithat iare ilocal iin inature iand

isuch iproblems iare ibetter ihandled iby ilocal igovernment ibecause ithey iare ibetter

iunderstood iby ithe ilocal ipeople ithemselves. iBased ion ithe i1976 iguidelines ifor ilocal

igovernment ireform, iit iis iexpected ithat ilocal igovernment ishould iengage iin irural

iinfrastructural iprovision ito iengender idevelopment iand igood igovernance iat ithe

igrassroots. iBut iunfortunately, ilocal igovernment istill ilacks ibehind iin ithe iarea iof

iinfrastructure, ithis iugly itrend iis iparticularly igreater iin ithe iarea iof iwater iand

isanitation, irural iroad iaccess iand ielectricity. iAccording ito iWorld iBank i(2019)

iNigeria’s iinfrastructure iin iterms iof iquality iand iquantity iis igrossly iinadequate iand
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iinferior ito ithat iexisting iin iother iparts iof ithe iworld. iOut iof ithe i102 icountries

iassessed iin ithe iglobal icompetitiveness ireport iin i2004, ithe iNigeria’s iquality iof

iinfrastructure iwas iranked i3rd ito ithe ilast, ithis iis iconsistent iwith ithe iWorld iBank

isurvey iresults iwhere imanufacturing ifirms ilisted iinfrastructure ias itheir imost isevere

ibusiness iconstraint. iThe iNigerian iroads iwere idescribed ias ithe ilowest iin idensity iin

iAfrica, iwhere ionly i31% iof ithe iroads iare ipaved ias icompared ito i50% iin ithe

imiddle-income icountries, iand ieven iwhere iroads iare iprovided, ionly i40% iof ithese

iroads ican ibe isaid ito ibe iin igood icondition i(Alabi iand iOcholi, i2018). iCurrently

ionly i20% iof iNigeria’s irural ipopulation ihave iaccess ito ielectricity. i i

Ogunna i(2000) iattributed ithe ilow iperformance iof ilocal igovernment ito ithe ifollowing

ifactors; iinadequate irevenue, ilow iexecutive icapacity, ipoor iand iinadequate iworking

imaterials, iincompetence iand iineptitude iof iexisting istaff iand iexcessive icontrol iby

ithe istate igovernment iwhich iresult iin idelays iand ired-tapism. iThe isolution, ihe

isuggested, ilies iin ithe ireview iof ithe ilocal igovernment isystem iparticularly iin iareas

iof ifinancial irelationship iwith ithe istate igovernment iand ipersonnel. iThis icontrol iof

ilocal igovernment iwas imade iclear iin ithe iimplementation, iguideline ion ithe

iapplication iof ithe icivil iservice. iReform iin ithe ilocal igovernment iservice. iOkunade,

i(2008) iexpressing ihis iown iidea, istate ithat ithe ispread iof icounties ihas iprovided ithe

iawareness iamong irural idwellers, iand ihas iprovided ithe iexistence ifor ia iconcept iof

ithe iprocess iof icommunity idevelopment iand iof iproject iwhich ihave ibeen iset iin

imotion isince ithe iUnited iNational iOrganization idevelopment iits iconcepts isince

ithirty iyears iago. iCommunity idevelopment idraw igreater iinspiration ifrom ithe idesire



55

ifor ia ichange iand iin ithe iability iof iman ito ilearn iand icharge ithrough ithe ivoluntary

imethod, i(that iis, ifree ifrom icoercion) iand ithrough ithe iparticipation iof iindividuals

iand igroups iin ithe idevelopment iprocess ifor ithe iachievement iof isome idefinite igoals.

i i

According ito iSehinde, i(2013) icommunity idevelopment iis: iA iprocess iof ieducation

iby iwhich ipeople iof iall iages iand iinterest iin ithe icommunity, ilearn ito ishare itheir

ithoughts, itheir iideas, ithe iparticipation, itheir ijoys iand itheir isorrows iand iin ia ilarge

imeasures ito imould iand ishape ithe icommunal idestiny ifor ithemselves. i iIt iis ia

iprocess iof iself idiscovery iby ithe itime ithe ipeople iof ia icommunity ilearn ito iidentify

iand isolve itheir icommunity iproblems. iA ifirm igrasps iat itheir ibeliefs iand ivalue

isystem iwill ithrow ilight ion iwhat ithe icommunity iaccepts ias igood iand ibad, ias iright

ior iwrong. iIn iturn, ichanges iachieved iby icommunity ieffort ican iinfluence ithe ibeliefs

iand ivalue isystem iof ia icommunity. iIt iis inecessary ito istimulate ithe iself-help ispirit

iof ithe ipeople iby imobilizing ithem ifor icommunal iefforts, iwhich ishould ibe isustained

iwith ithe iassistance iof ithe igovernment. iBlue iPrint ifor irural idevelopment, iargues

ithat ifor ieffective iimplementation iof istrategies ifor icommunity idevelopment ithe itown

iand icommunity iunions, iage igrades, ietc ishould ibe ilinked iwith igovernment. iThis

iidea ihe isaid iis ito iinvolve ithe icommunity ipeople ifully ithrough itheir iunion, iage

igrades iand iother isimilar ipolicies ithat iare idesigned ito iimprove itheir ieconomic,

isocial, ipolitical iand icultural idevelopment. iHe istated ithat ithis iwould ienable ithem ito

imake ipositive icontributions ito iboth irural iand inational idevelopment. iThe

icommunity iunion iand iage igrade iin ievery icommunity ihave iusually iserved ias ipoint
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iof iarticulation iand ifully iaware iof ithe ineeds iof ithe ipeople. iHowever, iif ithey iare

ifully iintegrated iinto ithe iplanning istage iof idevelopment iproject, ia ilot iwill ibe

iachieved. i i

Writing ion irural idevelopment iin iNigeria, iMabogunje, i(2002) iin ihis ibook i“leading

iissues iin iNigerian iRural iDevelopment” iaccused isuccessive iNigerian igovernment iat

ibeing iprevious iregimes, irather ithan ideveloping ithe irural iareas. iHe icontent ithat ithis

iis ithe igeneral ipattern iall iover ithe ithird iworld icountries. iMabogunje, iremarked ithat

imany istrategies isuch ias i“authoritarian ihand iout” ifrom ithe iadministration iwhich

iprescribed ithe ifacilities isuitable ifor ithe irural iareas iand itwo, ithe iso-called

idevelopment ifrom ibelow ihave ibeen itried iin ithe ipast, iin ithe iattempt ito isolve irural

ipoverty iin iNigeria. iThese istrategies ihave ihowever inot iproved isuccessful; ihe ilooks

iat irural idevelopment iproblem isuch ias ilack iof icoordinated icommunity idevelopment

iprogrammes, imanpower iproblems iof iinfrastructure, iproblem iof irelevant irural

ieducation. iHe isuggests isolutions ito ithese iproblems, iwhich iinclude iclear

iunderstanding iof ithe iconcept icommunity idevelopment, ian iintegrated idevelopment

iprogrammes, iprovision iof iinfrastructure, irelevance iat irural ieducation ito ithe ipeculiar

ineed iand iaspiration iof ithe irural iareas. iLocal igovernment iand irural idevelopment iin

iNigeria, iOlowo, iet ial., iand i(2011) idescribes igovernment iapproach ito irural

idevelopment ias ia isham. iAccording ito ihim, igovernment ihas isucceeded iin iimposing

idevelopment iprogramme ion ithe irural imasses, isuch iprogramme ihe iargues, ionly

ibenefited ia ifew irich iand ipowerful iurban ielite. iHe icalls ifor ia imodel iof irural

idevelopment, iwhich iinvolves ithe igenuine iparticipation iof ithe irural ipeople. iSuch ihe
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icontinues iwill ibe irelatively iindependent iof icentralized iurban-oriented ibureaucratic

imachines. i i

Nwaka, i(2019) ion ihis ipart iargued ithat igovernment iimposition iof irural idevelopment

iprogramme ion ithe icommunities ihave ibeen iCog iin ithe iwheal iof irural idevelopment.

iAs ihe iput iit, igovernment ihave ioften iset icommunity idevelopment; ipriorities iwithout

ithe iparticipation iof ithe itarget ior irelevant icommunities. iHe isuggests ithat isince

igovernment, icommunities iare ithe iengines iof igrowth; igovernment ishould iplay idown

iits iexcessive icontrol iin ibetting iout idevelopment igoals iand ipriorities ifor ilocal

icommunities. i i iNnoli, i(2000) isees iself-help, ias ia istrategy ifor irural idevelopment ias

ia iform iof iexploitation ibecause, iaccording ito ihim, ifor ithe irural ipeople iit iis iviewed

ias ithe itask iresort ito itheir isurvival idue ito igovernment ineglect. iAccording ito ihim,

ithe icommunity idevelopment iprocess iarises ifrom ithe icrying ineed iof ithe irural

ipopulation ifor isocial iwelfare iservices, iunwillingness iof ithe irural iclass ito iprovide

ithese iamenities, ithe iexploitation iof ithe iruling iclass iof ithe icompetition iamong

icommunities ifor ithose isocial iartifacts iwhich iare ideemed ito ireflect isocial iprogress,

iand ithe iexploitation iby ithe iruling i iclass iat ithe itendency i iby iNigerians ito iinvest

imore itime, ienergy iand iresources iand ithose itasks iapproved iby itheir icommunities

ithan ithose isanctioned iby ithe inational icollectively ivia-the-state. iOkoli, i(2015) iin ihis

ibook icontends ithat ithe iBritish icolonialists iin iNigeria ihatched icommunity

idevelopment iideology iin iorder ito iunder idevelop ithe ipeople ithrough ihis inegative

imanipulation istrategy. iHe iregrets ithat ihis istrategy ihas icontinued ito ibe iemployed

iby iindigenous irulers iin ithe ipost-colonial istate. iHe ifurther icontends ithat ithis
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istrategy ipredicated iupon ithe icolonial ipolicy iof ieconomic iexploitation iof ithe ilocal

iarea iin ian iinstrument iused ito isustain ithe iself-interest iof ithe iruling iclasses iwhile

ithe irural icommunities isuffer iunder ipoor, ihash iand istagnated iconditions. i i

Aborisade i(2008) iin ihis ibook ihighlighted ithe ivarious idevelopment iprogrammes

idesigned iby isuccessive igovernments iin iNigeria, iwhich iaimed iat ideveloping ithe

irural icommunities. iHe igives ian iexample iof iRiver iBasin iand iRural iDevelopment

iAuthorities iestablished iin i1975 ito ipromote irural idevelopment. iHe ilaments ithat iin

ipractice ithe ischeme ibloated ibureaucracies ifeeding ion imega imillion inaira icontracts

ifor iirrigation iand iother iagricultural iprojects iwhile ithe irural iareas ifor iwhich ithey

iare imeant iseemed ito ihave irecorded ideeper iin idebilitating ipoverty. iFinally, ifrom

ithe iextensive ireview iof iliterature, iit iis iobvious ithat ischolars ilike iAkpan, i(2002), i

iOlisa i(2002) iand iOlowu i(2008) iregretted ithat irural idevelopment iactivities iand

iprogrammes iof ithe ipast idecades iof inational iindependence ihave inot itransformed ithe

icountry’s irural iareas iin ithe imodern, iwell isupplied icontended ithat iprosperous

ipopulation ienvisaged iare ithe ibeginning iof inational isovereignty. iThey iconcluded

ithat iin iterms iat ithe inumber iof iprogrammes iidentification ipursued, irural

idevelopment iin iNigeria ihas imade ilittle itransformatary iimpact. iThey icite ibasic

isocial iservices, ipublic iutilities iand iessential iinfrastructure ias istill ibeing iwoefully

iinadequate iin ialmost iall icorners iof ithe icountry. iIn iNigeria, ipast icentralized

idevelopment iefforts iembarked iupon ihad iresulted iinto ifailure ito ibenefit ithe irural

ipeople iyet; ithese ipeople icannot ibe ineglected ifor iits ienormity. iFor iinstance, iin

iNigeria, ithe ipopulation iof ipeople iresiding iin irural iareas iin ifew iselected istates iis:
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iEdo i70%, iRivers i86.16%, iAnambra i80:85%, iBauchi i76:8%, iOyo i37:84% i, iOndo

i25.8%, iKano i89:6%, iSokoto i38:7% iKwara i52.0%, iPlateau i69:0%, iOgun i68:3%

iand iAdamawa i71:5% i(Olojede, i2017). iIt ihas itherefore ibeen irealized ithat irural

idevelopment imust iconstitute ia imajor ipart iof ia idevelopment istrategy iif ia ilarge

isegment iof ithose iin igreatest ineed iare ito ibenefit isince imost iprogrammes iembarked

iupon iby ithe icentral iand istate igovernments ihave ifailed iin ithese iareas; ithen ilocal

igovernment ibecomes ithe inext iagent ito ifall ion ifor idevelopment. iThe iroles iof ilocal

igovernment iin irural idevelopment iare: i

Education: iLocal igovernments ithrough itheir ilocal ieducation idistricts ihave ibeen

iresponsible ifor ithe iconstruction, imaintenance iand istaffing iof iprimary ischools iin

itheir irespective iareas. i iAlso, iit iis iresponsible ifor ithe ipayment iof isalaries ifor

iteaching iand inon i– iteaching istaff iin iprimary ischools. i

Transportation: iThe iprovision iof itransportation ihas igone ia ilong iway ito ienhance

ithe istatus iof iNigerian ilocal igovernments. iThese ilocal igovernments ihave iset iup

idiverse imass iurban itransit ischeme ito ihelp ito itransport itheir istaff iand ialso iact ias

ia isource iof irevenue igeneration ifor ilocal igovernments. i

Public iToilet: iLocal igovernments iare inot ileft iout iin ithe imaintenance iof igood

ihygienic iculture. iThey iembark ion ithe iconstruction iof ipublic itoilet ifor itheir ipeople.

i

Water iSupply: iLocal igovernments iembark ion idigging iof ibore iholes iin ithe irural

iareas; ithis ihas igreatly iimproved ithe ihygiene inature iof ithe ipeople iin ithese irural

icommunities. i
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Medical iand iHealth: iThese iinclude ithe iprovision, imaintenance iand iadministration

iof idispensaries, imaternity iand ihealth icentres. iThe iincrease iin ithe irevenue

iallocation ito ilocal igovernments ihas ibeen ihelping iin ithe imaintenance iof ithese

imedical iand ihealth iservices. i

Law iEnforcement: iCustomary icourts iof iGrades iA, iB iand iC iand isetup iin idifferent

ilocal igovernment iareas. iThese icourts ideal iwith icivil icases isuch ias idivorce,

idefaulters iand iissuing iof icertificate iof imarriage iNehru i(2006) iemphasized ithe irole

iof ilocal igovernment ias ithe ibasis iof iany itrue isystem iof idemocracy. iAccording ito

ihim, ithe irole iof ilocal igovernment iincludes ithe ifollowing; i

Grass-root idemocracy: iLocal igovernment iprovides iscope ifor idemocracy iat ithe

igrass i– iroot ilevel. iIf idirect idemocracy ican istill ibe ipracticable, iit iis ionly iat ithis

ilevel, iotherwise idemocracy iat ithe istate ior inational ilevel ihas ibecome ionly iindirect

itype. i

Serves ias ia itraining iSchool: iLocal igovernment iis ian iexcellent iground ifor icreating

iand itraining ifuture ileaders. iThe iparticipation iof ipeople iat ithe ilocal ilevel iin ithe

imanagement iof itheir iown iaffairs, igives ithem inecessary iexperience ito ihandle ibigger

iaffairs ilater iat ithe istate ior inational ilevel. i

Encourages iparticipation iof ithe ipeople iin ipublic iaffairs: iLocal igovernment

iaffords iopportunity ito ithe ipeople ito iparticipate iin ipublic iaffairs. iIt ihas ibecome

iimpracticable ifor icommon ipeople ito iparticipate iin ipublic iaffairs iat i ithe istate ior

inational ilevel. i i
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Reduces ithe iburden iof ithe icentral igovernment: iLocal igovernment iin ia iway iacts

isupplementary ito ithe icentral igovernment. i iNo idoubt ihistorically ithe ilocal

igovernment iis iprior ito ithe istate ior inational igovernment, ibut iwith ithe ipassage iof

itime imany iimportant ifunctions igot itransferred ito ithe icentral igovernment. i

Serves ias ia ichannel iof icommunication: iThe ilocal igovernment iserves ias itwo-way

ichannel iof icommunication ibetween iitself iand ithe icentral igovernment i.Desires iand

iaspirations iof ithe ilocal icommunity iare iarticulated iand icarried iupward ito ithe istate

igovernment, iand iplans iand iprogrammes iof ithe istate iand ithe icentral igovernments

iflow iin ithe ireverse idirection. i

Vital ifor inational iprogress: iLocal igovernment ipromotes idiversity iof iexperience

iand icreative iactivity ithrough idemocratic iaction. iThus, iit icontributes ito inational

iprogress ithrough iresilence, istrength iand irichness iof idemocracy. i

2.3 Theoretical iFramework

In isocial iwork, itheories iare iused ias ia igeneral iprinciple ior ibody iof iprinciples

ioffered ito iexplain ia iphenomenon. iTheory ishould itherefore ibe iaccurate iand

ipredictive idescription iof ithe inatural iworld.

The ifollowing itheories iare irelevant ito ithis istudy:

 Endogenous iTheory iof iDevelopment

 Participatory iApproach iModel

 Empowerment iTheory

2.3.2 Participatory iApproach iModel
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Participatory iRural iApproach i(PRA) iis ian iapproach imostly iused iby inon-

governmental iorganizations i(NGOs) iand iother iagencies iinvolved iin iinternational

idevelopment. iThe iapproach iaims ito iincorporate ithe iknowledge iand iopinions iof

irural ipeople iin ithe iplanning iand imanagement iof idevelopment iprojects iand

iprogrammes. iThe iroot iof iPRA itechniques ican ibe itraced ito ithe iactivist iadult

ieducation imethods iof iPaulo iFreire. iIn ihis iview, ian iactively iinvolved iand

iempowered ilocal ipopulation iis iessential ito isuccessful irural icommunity idevelopment.

iRobert iChambers, ia ikey iexponent iof iPRA iargued ithat ithe iapproach iowns imuch ito

ithe iFreirian itheme ithat ipoor iand iexploited ipeople ican iand ishould ibe ienabled ito

ianalyze itheir iown ireality i(Chamber, i2019).

People’s iparticipation ias ia iconcept iwas iformulated ior irediscovered iin ithe i1970s, iin

iresponse ito ithe igrowing iawareness ithat ithe ivarious iapproaches ithen iemployed ifor

irural idevelopment, isuch ias icommunity idevelopment, iintegrated irural idevelopment

ior ibasic ineeds idid inot ioften ilead ito isignificant irural idevelopment iand iespecially,

ilargely, ias iwas ithen ithought, ibecause ithere iwas ilittle iinvolvement iin idevelopment

iprojects iof ithose iundergoing i‘development’.

PRA ihas i ibeen idescribed ias ia ifamily ior iapproaches, imethods iof ibehaviors ithat

ienable ipeople ito iexpress iand ianalyze ithe irealities iof itheir ilives iand iconditions, ito

iplan ithemselves iwhat iaction ito itake, iand ito imonitor iand ievaluate ithe iresults.

The iterm i‘participation’ ihas irecently icome ito iplay ia icentral irole iin ithe idiscourse

iof irural idevelopment ipractitioners iand ipolicy imakers. iParticipatory idevelopment

istands ifor ipartnership iwhich iis ibuilt iupon ithe ibasis iof idialogue iamong ithe ivarious
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iactors, iduring iwhich ithe iagenda iis ijointly iset, iand ilocal iviews iand iindigenous

iknowledge iare ideliberately isought iand irespected. iThis iimplies inegotiation irather

ithan ithe idominance iof ian iexternally iset iproject iagenda. iThus ipeople ibecome

iactors iinstead iof ibeing ibeneficiaries i(OECD, i2004). iParticipation iis ia iprocess

ithrough iwhich istake iholder’s iinfluence iand ishare icontrol iover idevelopment

iinitiatives iand ithe idecisions iand iresources iwhich iaffect ithem i(World iBank, i2015).

Participation iin irural idevelopment ihas igradually ibecame imore iestablished iamong

igovernments, idonors iand iinternational iorganizations, ito isuch ian iextent ithat iStirrat

i(2001) iargued ithat, iit iis inow idifficult ito ifind ia irurally ibased idevelopment iproject

iwhich idoes inot iin ione iway ior ianother iclaim ito iadopt ia iparticipatory iapproach

iinvolving ibottoms iplanning, iacknowledging ithe iimportant iof iindigenous iknowledge,

iand iclaiming ito iempower ilocal ipeople.

Arnstein i(2019) idefines iparticipation ias ithe iredistribution iof ipower ithat ienables ito

ihave-not icitizens, ipresently iexcluded ifrom ithe ipolitical iand ieconomic iprocesses, ito

ibe ideliberately iincluded iin ithe ifuture. iIt iis ithe istrategy iby iwhich ithey ican iinduce

isignificant isocial ireform iwhich ienables ithem ito ishare iin ithe ibenefits iof ithe

iaffluent isociety. iShe iputs iforward ia imodel ithat iconsists iof ia iladder iwith ieight

irungs, ias iillustrated iin ithe ibelow. iHe istated ithat ithe iladder iis ia isimplification iand

ithat ithe ieight irungs iare ian iimperfect irepresentation iof iwhat iis ireally ia icontinuum,

iwhere ia iclear idistinction ibetween ilevels iis inot ialways ipossible. iHowever, iit ihelps

ito iillustrate ithe ifact ithat ithere iare idifferent idegrees iof icitizen iparticipation.
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The imodel iabove iis inot ineutral ias ipointed iout iby iHayward iet ial i2004, ireading

ithe iladder ifrom ibottom ito itop; iit isuggests ia ihierarchical iview ithat ipromotes ifull

iparticipation ias ithe igoal ito ibe iachieved. iCohen iand iUphof i(2006) iwere iamong ithe

ifirst ito istress ithe iimportance iof iparticipation iin ithe ivarious istages iof ithe iproject

icycle, iparticularly idecision imaking iand ievaluation, irather ithan isimply isharing iin

ithe ibenefits iof iprojects. iPearse iand iStifel icomplement ithis iby istressing icontrol iand,

iby iimplication, ialso iissues iof ipower. iAccording ito iCohen iand iUphof, i(2006),

iparticipation iincludes ipeople’s iinvolvement iin idecision imaking iprocesses, iin

iimplementing iprogrammes, itheir isharing iin ithe ibenefits iof idevelopment

iprogrammes iand itheir iinvolvement iin ieffort ito ievaluate isuch iprogrammes.

The imodel iis irelevant ito ithe istudy iin ithe isense ithat iif irural idevelopment irealizes

iits ipotentials, idisadvantaged irural ipeople ihad ito ibe iorganized iand iactively iinvolved

iin idesigning ipolicies iand iprogrammes iand iin icontrolling isocial iand ieconomic

iinstitution ithat ihave iimpact ion itheir istandard iof iliving. iThe iuse iof iPRA ican ihelp

iinvolve icommunities iin ithe ivarious idecisions iconcerning itheir iown idevelopment,

iincluding iappraisal, iplanning, iimplementation, imonitoring iand ievaluation. iThe

i‘developers’ ihave ialso ibenefitted ifrom ithe iinteraction iof iPRA, iin ithe isense ithat

idevelopment ipractitioners ihave ibecome imore iopen ito iand irespectful iof ilocal

iknowledge iand imore ireceptive ito ilocal. i

It iinvolves ilocal ipeople, idevelopment iagencies, iand ipolicy imakers ideciding itogether

ihow iprogress ishould ibe imeasured, iand iresults iacted iupon. iIt ican ireveal ivaluable

ilessons iand iimprove iaccountability. iBy ibroadening iinvolvement iin iidentifying iand
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ianalyzing ichange, ia iclearer ipicture ican ibe igained iof iwhat iis ireally ihappening ion

ithe iground. iIt iallows ipeople ito icelebrate isuccesses, iand ilearn ifrom ifailures. iFor

ithose iinvolved, iit ican ialso ibe ia ivery iempowering iprocess, isince iit iputs ithem iin

icharge, ihelps idevelop iskills, iand ishows ithat itheir iviews icount i(Guiijt iand iGaventa

i

2015).

2.4 Empirical iReview

The isuccess iof irural idevelopment iprogrammes idoes inot idepend ion ithe iprovision iof

ifund iand imaterials iresources ialone i(Oyebamiji, i2017). iHuman ifactor iin icommunity

idevelopment iprogrammes iis iequally iimportant ibase ion ithe ifact ithat isuccessful

icommunity idevelopment iactivities iwill ibe idetermined iby ithe icompetence,

imotivation iand igeneral ieffectiveness iof ithe idevelopment iof ithe icommunity. iThere

iis ialso ithe ineed ifor imass imobilization iand ieducation iof ithe ipeople iso ias ito

iachieve imeaningful iparticipation iin ithe iprocess iof icommunity idevelopment ii.e.

ineed iidentification, iplanning, imonitoring/implementation iand ievaluation iof iprojects

icannot ibe iunderstood. iEffective icommunity ichange idemand ifor ia idynamic ihuman

iresources idevelopment. iThe iCommunity iDevelopment iAssociation imembers iare

itherefore ivery iimportant iin icommunity idevelopment iprojects ibecause ithey irepresent

ithe icommunity iand iare idirectly iin icharge iof iprojects.

Similarly, iChinsman i(2018) iin ia imeasure iof irural idevelopment ifound ithat iin

iassessing irural idevelopment iprojects, ithree iindependent iprogrammes ibecame ia

isingle ientity iwith ithe icomponents iof i(a) icommunity iempowerment i(b) irural ihealth
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i(c) isustainable iagriculture. iUnder ithe icomponent iof icommunity idevelopment, ithe

iaspects iof icommunity imobilization iand irural iwater isupply iwere icombined. iThe

icomponent irural ihealth icomprised iprimary ihealth icare i(training iof ivillage ihealth

iworkers iand isupervision iof ivillage ihealth iposts) iand ithe icurative iaspect i(health

icare iservices irendered iat ithe idispensaries) iwhile ithe icomponent iof isustainable

iagriculture ias iwell ias ithe icommercial iunits isuch ias ipoultry ifarm, itree

inurseries/orchards, iand idistribution iof ifarm iinputs ithrough ito ithe ifarmers. iHe

iconcluded iin ihis istudy ithat ithe iinvolvement iof ithe igovernment iin ithese ithree ikey

iareas iof icommunity idevelopment isignificantly iimprove ithe iwell-being iof ithe irural

idwellers.

In ia istudy iby iBazin iand iRoux i(2018) ion ithe ieffect iof ivarious igovernment

iinterventions ion ithe idevelopment iof ithe irural iareas iof ithe iMediterranean, ithe

ifindings iof ithe istudy irevealed ithat, ibecause igovernment iwas idirectly iinvolved

ithrough ithe iprovision iof ifund, imaterial iand itechnical isupport iand ithe ipeople iof

ithe iareas iwere icarried ialong ithrough itheir icommunity idevelopment iassociation, ithe

iprojects ibought iappreciable idevelopment ito ithe iareas. iThey ialso iidentified iseveral

iother ivariables ithat isupport ilocal ieconomic icapacities ias ia iresult iof ithe iexecution

iof ithese iprojects iin ithe ilocal icommunity. iThese iinclude iachievement iof imarket

iposition, iself-reliance iof ilocal iactors, iand ilocal icontrol iof imajor iresources iand

imassive iuse iof iavailable ilocal iresources.

Dare i(2013) iin ihis iwork, idiscusses ithe icreation iof ilocal igovernments iin iNigeria,

iNigeria’s, isocio-political icontext, icultural idiversity iand ithe iimport iof ithese ion ilocal
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igovernment iadministration iin iNigeria. iA ibrief ihistorical ibackground iof ilocal

igovernment iis ialso idiscussed. iThe i ifocus ihowever iis ion ithe iproblem iof ilocal

igovernment i iadministration ias ia ichallenge i ito irural idevelopment isuch ias ifinance,

iinadequacy iof iskilled i iworkers, i iproblems iof iparticipation iand iinvolvement iof ithe

ipeople i iin ithe idecision imaking iprocess, i igeneral i iindiscipline, iundue i iinterference

i iby ithe iFederal iand iState igovernments iin ilocal iadministration, imisplaced i ipriority,

ietc.

Rural idevelopment irelates inot ionly ia isustained iincrease iin ithe ilevel iof iproductivity

iof irural idwellers iand iimprovement iin itheir iwellbeing ibut ialso iphysical, isocial iand

ieconomic iimprovement. iOne iof ithe istrategies iemployed iby ithe igovernment ito

iachieve ithese iobjectives iis ithrough ithe iprovision iof ifund, imaterials iand itechnical

iman ipower ito iassist ilocal icommunities. iHaddad i(2006) isurveyed ithe iimpact iof

igovernment iintervention ion irural idevelopment iprojects iin ithe irural iareas. iThe

istudy iexamined ibeneficiary iownership iand iproject isustainability, imechanisms iof

idownward iaccountability, iparticipatory iplanning iand ipoverty ireduction. iHe irated ithe

iservices iprovided iand ireported ithat iprimary ihealth icare iservices iwas ithe imost

iimportant ito ithe ineed iof ithe ipeople i(35.8%), ifollowed iby iaccess ito iclean idrinking

iwater i(23.3%), iaccess ito iprimary ieducation i(16.5 i%), iimprovement iof iaccess iroads

i(14.2 i%), iand ithe iformation iof iwomen’s igroups/cooperatives i(10.2 i%). iHe ialso

ireported ithat, i74 i% iof ithe imembers iof ithe icommunity idevelopment icommittees

iwho ifacilitated iand isupervised ithese iprojects iare imen, iwhile i26 i% iare iwomen. iHe

iconcluded ithat ithe iprovision iof ithese isocial iamenities iempowered ithe irural
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idwellers, iimproves itheir istandard iof iliving iand ienhance ithe isocio-economic

idevelopment iof ithe icommunity.
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CHAPTER iTHREE

METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

This ichapter idescribed ithe imethodology iused iin ithis iresearch iinvestigation.

iThe imethodology iincludes iresearch idesign; ipopulation; isample iand isampling

itechnique; ithe iresearch iinstrument, i

operationalization iand imeasurement iof ivariables; isources iof idata iof ithe iresearch

iinstrument iand imethod iof idata ianalysis.

3.2 Research iDesign

The istudy iadopted isurvey iresearch idesign ibecause ithe isampled ielements iand ithe

ivariables iunder iinvestigation iwere iobserved iwithout iany iattempt ito icontrol ior

imanipulate ithem. iAgbonifoh iand iYomere i(2016) istated ithat ithe ipurpose iof ithis

idesign iwas ito iunderstand iand ipredict isome iaspects iof ithe ibehavior iof ithe

ipopulation iunder iinvestigation.

3.3 iPopulation iand iSampling iTechnique

In ithe icontext iof iresearch, ia ipopulation irefers ito ithe ientire igroup iof iindividuals,

iitems ior iphenomena ithat ipossess icertain icharacteristics iand iare iof iinterest ito ithe

iresearcher. iIt iis idefined ias ia igroup iof iindividuals, iobjects ior iitems itaken ito

imeasure ithe isample i(Creswell, i2018). iThe ipopulation iin ithis iresearch iwork iis i350

istaffs iof iEsan iCentral iLocal iGovernment iArea iof iEdo iState. iThe ireason ibehind
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ithe ifocus ion ithis ispecific ipopulation iis iaffected iby itime iand ifinancial iresource

iconstraints. i(Sources iHead iof iService iDepartment).

3.4 Sample iand iSampling iTechnique

A iSample isize iis ithe inumber iof iobservations iused ifor idetermining ithe

iestimates iof ia igiven ipopulation i(Neuman, i2006). iSample isize iis ia iportion ior

isubset iof ithe ipopulation. iThe iconvivence isample itechniques iwas iused ito iselect

ione ihundred i(100) irespondents’ istaff ifrom ithe itotal ipopulation
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3.5 Research iInstrument

Structured iquestionnaire iwas iused ito iobtain idata ifrom ithe irespondents. iThe

iquestionnaire iconsists iof istatements imeasuring ithe ivariables iof iinterest. iThe

iquestionnaires iwere idivided iin itwo isections. iSection iA icomprised iquestions ion ithe

ipersonal iinformation iof ithe irespondents iwhile isection iB icomprised iof iquestions ion

ithe irole iand ichallenges iof ilocal igovernment iin irural idevelopment iin iEsan iCentral

iLGA iof iEdo iState

3.6 iMethod iof iData iAnalysis

This istudy iemployed iboth idescriptive iand iinferential istatistics iin ianalyzing ithe idata

iobtained. iThe idescriptive istatistics iused iinclude ifrequency idistribution, imean iand

istandard ideviation. iT itest iwill ibe iused ias ian iinferential istatistic ito itest ithe

iresearch ihypotheses. iAll ihypotheses iwere itested iat i5% ilevel iof isignificance.

iStatistical iPackage ifor iSocial iScience i(SPSS i20.0) isoftware iwas ias iplatform iused

ifor iall ithe ianalyses. i

CHAPTER iFOUR

PRESENTATION iOF iRESULTS iAND iDISCUSSION iOF iFINDINGS

This ichapter ifocuses ion ithe ipresentation iof iresults icollected ifrom ithe iinvestigation.

iThe ifindings iare ialso idiscussed. i
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Presentations iof iresults

Question i1: iWhat irole idid ilocal igovernment iadministration iplayed itowards irural
idevelopment iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea?

Table i1: iDistribution iof iresponses ion ithe irole ilocal igovernment iadministration
iplayed itowards irural idevelopment iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment
iArea

. ITEMS N Mean
iScore

Remark

1. The ilocal igovernment ihas iimplemented ieffective
ipolicies ithat ipromote irural idevelopment iin iEsan
iCentral.

100 2.57 i i i i
iAgreed

2. Local igovernment iofficials iregularly iengage iwith
icommunity imembers ito iidentify idevelopment
ineeds.

100 3.15 i i i i
iAgreed

3. The ilocal igovernment iprovides iadequate isupport
ifor iagricultural idevelopment iin irural iareas.

100 2.79 i i i i
iAgreed

4. Local igovernment iinitiatives ihave iled ito ithe
iimprovement iof ieducation iand ihealth ifacilities iin
irural icommunities.

100 3.28 i i i i
iAgreed

5. The ilocal igovernment ihas ieffectively imobilized
iresources ifor ithe idevelopment iof irural
iinfrastructure.

100 3.22 Agreed

Criterion iMean: i2.50 i i

The idata iin iTable i1 iabove ishows ithat iitems i1, i2, i3, i4 iand i5 imet ithe

imean iscore istandard iof i2.50 iand, itherefore, iwere iall iagreed. iIt iwas

itherefore irevealed ithat ithe ilocal igovernment ihas iimplemented ieffective ipolicies ithat

ipromote irural idevelopment iin iEsan iCentral. iIt iwas idiscovered ithat ithe iLocal

igovernment iofficials iregularly iengage iwith icommunity imembers ito iidentify

idevelopment ineeds. iIt iwas iseen ithat ithe ilocal igovernment iprovides iadequate

isupport ifor iagricultural idevelopment iin irural iareas. iIt iwas ithere ifor ishown ithat ithe
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iLocal igovernment iinitiatives ihave iled ito ithe iimprovement iof ieducation iand ihealth

ifacilities iin irural icommunities. iIt iwas idiscovered ithat ithe ilocal igovernment ihas

ieffectively imobilized iresources ifor ithe idevelopment iof irural iinfrastructure.

Question i2: i Did ijob icreation iand iprovision iof iinfrastructures iby ithe igovernment

iled ito istoppage iof irural-urban imigration iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea?

Table i2: iDistribution iof iResponses ion ijob icreation iand iprovision iof iinfrastructures
iby ithe igovernment iled ito istoppage iof irural-urban imigration iin iEsan
icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea?

ITEMS N Mean

iScore

Remark

1. Government ijob icreation iprograms ihave

iencouraged iyouths ito iremain iin irural

icommunities.

100 3.54 Agreed

2. The iavailability iof irural iinfrastructure i(roads,

ielectricity, iwater, ietc.) ihas ireduced imigration ito

iurban iareas.

100 3.62 Agreed

3. iEmployment iopportunities iprovided iby ithe ilocal

igovernment ihave iimproved ithe istandard iof

iliving iin irural iareas.

100 3.59 Agreed

4. Lack iof iadequate ijob iopportunities istill icompels

iresidents ito imigrate ito iurban icenters.

100 3.25 Agreed

5. Government iefforts iin iproviding ibasic iamenities

ihave isuccessfully idiscouraged irural–urban

imigration.

100 3.24 Agreed

Criterion iMean: i2.50 i i i
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The idata iin iTable iabove ishows ithat iitems i1, i2, i3, i4 iand i5 imet ithe imean iscore

istandard iof i2.50 iand, itherefore, iwere iall iagreed. iIt iwas idiscovered ithat

igovernment ijob icreation iprograms ihave iencouraged iyouths ito iremain iin irural

icommunities. iIt iwas ishown ithat ithe iavailability iof irural iinfrastructure i(roads,

ielectricity, iwater, ietc.) ihas ireduced imigration ito iurban iareas. iIt iwas irevealed ithat

iemployment iopportunities iprovided iby ithe ilocal igovernment ihave iimproved ithe

istandard iof iliving iin irural iareas. iIt iwas iseen ithat ilack iof iadequate ijob

iopportunities istill icompels iresidents ito imigrate ito iurban icenters. iIt iwas ishown

igovernment iefforts iin iproviding ibasic iamenities ihave isuccessfully idiscouraged

irural–urban imigration.

Question i3 iTo iwhat iextent idoes igovernment’s ibudgetary iallocation iaddress irural

idevelopment iin

Esan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea?

Table i3: iDistribution iof iResponses ion iextent ito iwhich igovernment’s ibudgetary
iallocation iaddress irural idevelopment iin iEsan icentral iLocal
iGovernment iArea

ITEMS N Mean
iScore

Remark

1. The ilocal igovernment iallocates isufficient ifunds ito
irural idevelopment iprojects iannually.

100 3.64 Agreed

2. Budgetary iallocations ifor irural idevelopment iare
ieffectively iutilized ifor iintended ipurposes.

100 2.88 Agreed

3. There iis itransparency iand iaccountability iin ithe
imanagement iof irural idevelopment ifunds.

100 3.51 Agreed

4. The iamount ibudgeted ifor irural idevelopment ihas
iled ito inoticeable iimprovements iin irural iliving
iconditions.

100 3.55 Agreed
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5. Inadequate ibudgetary iallocation iremains ia imajor
iobstacle ito irural idevelopment iin iEsan iCentral.

100 3.43 Agreed

Criterion iMean: i2.50 i i i i iGrand iMean: i i2.93

The idata iin iTable i3 ishows ithat iitems i1, i2, i3, i4 iand i5 imet ithe imean iscore

istandard iof i2.50 iand, itherefore, iwere iall iconsidered ihigh. iIt iwas idiscovered ithat

ilocal igovernment iallocates isufficient ifunds ito irural idevelopment iprojects iannually.

iIt iwas ishown ithat ibudgetary iallocations ifor irural idevelopment iare ieffectively

iutilized ifor iintended ipurposes. iIt iwas iseen ithat ithere iare itransparency iand

iaccountability iin ithe imanagement iof irural idevelopment ifunds. iIt iwas ithere ifor

irevealed ithat ithe iamount ibudgeted ifor irural idevelopment ihas iled ito inoticeable

iimprovements iin irural iliving iconditions. iIt iwas idiscovered ithat iinadequate

ibudgetary iallocation iremains ia imajor iobstacle ito irural idevelopment iin iEsan iCentral.

Hypothesis

Hypothesis i1: iLocal igovernment idoes inot iplay isignificant irole itowards irural
idevelopment iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea.

Table i4: iT-Test ion iSignificant iRole itowards iRural iDevelopment iin iEsan
iCentral iLocal iGovernment iArea

Variable No
iExp.

X SD Df t-
Cal.

t-
Critical

Sig i(2-
tailed)

Decision

Local
iGovernment

iRole i

40 6.06 1.04
99 .177 1.964 .860

H01

iRejected

Rural
iDevelopment

60 6.09 1.12

Table i4 ishows ithat iLocal igovernment idoes inot iplay isignificant irole itowards irural

idevelopment iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea ithe itable ishows ithat ithe

icalculated ivalue iis i0.177 iwhile ithe icritical ivalue iis i1.964 iat i0.05 ialpha ilevel iof
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isignificance. iTherefore, ithe inull ihypothesis iis irejected. iIt ican ibe iconcluded ithat

iLocal igovernment iplay isignificant irole itowards irural idevelopment iin iEsan icentral

iLocal iGovernment iArea.

Hypothesis i2: iJob icreation iand iprovision iof iinfrastructures iby ithe igovernment idoes
inot iprevent imigration iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea.

Table i5: iT-Test ion iJob iCreation iand iProvision iof iInfrastructures iby ithe
iGovernment iDoes inot iPrevent iMigration iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea

Variable No
iExp.

X SD Df t-
Cal.

t-
Critical

Sig i(2-
tailed)

Decision

Job iCreation iand
iProvision iof
iInfrastructures

60 7.01 1.19 99

.286 1.964 .771

H01

iRejected

Prevention iof
iMigration iin iEsan

40 6.96 1.22

Table i5 ishows ithat iJob icreation iand iprovision iof iinfrastructures iby ithe igovernment

ihelp ito iprevent imigration iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea. iThe iTable

ishows ithat ithe icalculated ivalue iis i0.286 iwhile ithe icritical ivalue iis i1.964 iat i0.05

ialpha ilevel iof isignificance. iTherefore, ithe inull ihypothesis iis irejected. iIt iis

itherefore iconcluded ithat iJob icreation iand iprovision iof iinfrastructures iby ithe

igovernment ihelp ito iprevent imigration iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea.

Hypothesis i3: iGovernment’s ibudgetary iallocation idoes inot iaddress irural
idevelopment iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea.

Table i4: iT-Test ion iGovernment’s ibudgetary iallocation iaddress irural
idevelopment iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea.

Variable No
iExp.

X SD df t-
Cal.

t-
Critical

Sig i(2-
tailed)

Decision

Local
iGovernment iRole

i

40 7.05 1.04
99 .168 1.964 .860

H01

iRejected

Rural 60 7.08 1.12
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iDevelopment
Table i4 ishows iGovernment’s ibudgetary iallocation idoes inot iaddress irural

idevelopment iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea, ithe itable ishows ithat ithe

icalculated ivalue iis i0.176 iwhile ithe icritical ivalue iis i1.964 iat i0.05 ialpha ilevel iof

isignificance. iTherefore, ithe inull ihypothesis iis irejected. iIt ican ibe iconcluded ithat

iGovernment’s ibudgetary iallocation idoes inot iaddress irural idevelopment iin iEsan

icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea.

Discussion iof iFindings

From iresearch iquestion ione iit iwas itherefore irevealed ithat ithe ilocal

igovernment ihas iimplemented ieffective ipolicies ithat ipromote irural idevelopment iin

iEsan iCentral. iIt iwas idiscovered ithat ithe iLocal igovernment iofficials iregularly

iengage iwith icommunity imembers ito iidentify idevelopment ineeds. iIt iwas iseen ithat

ithe ilocal igovernment iprovides iadequate isupport ifor iagricultural idevelopment iin

irural iareas. iIt iwas ithere ifor ishown ithat ithe iLocal igovernment iinitiatives ihave iled

ito ithe iimprovement iof ieducation iand ihealth ifacilities iin irural icommunities. iIt iwas

idiscovered ithat ithe ilocal igovernment ihas ieffectively imobilized iresources ifor ithe

idevelopment iof irural iinfrastructure. iThis iwas iin iline iwith iwork iof iEmezi i(2009)

iin iIzueke i(2010), iwho iclaims ithat ilocal igovernment ias ia isystem iof ilocal

iadministration iunder ilocal icommunities ithat iare iorganized ito imaintain ilaw iand

iorder, iprovide isome ilimited irange iof isocial iservices iand iencourage icooperation

iand iparticipation iof ithe iinhabitants itowards ithe iimprovement iof itheir iconditions iof
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iliving. iIt iprovides ithe icommunity iwith iformal iorganizational iframework iwhich

ienable ithem ito iconduct itheir iaffairs ieffectively ifor ithe igeneral igood. i

From iresearch iquestion itwo iit iwas idiscovered ithat igovernment ijob icreation

iprograms ihave iencouraged iyouths ito iremain iin irural icommunities. iIt iwas ishown

ithat ithe iavailability iof irural iinfrastructure i(roads, ielectricity, iwater, ietc.) ihas

ireduced imigration ito iurban iareas. iIt iwas irevealed ithat iemployment iopportunities

iprovided iby ithe ilocal igovernment ihave iimproved ithe istandard iof iliving iin irural

iareas. iIt iwas iseen ithat ilack iof iadequate ijob iopportunities istill icompels iresidents ito

imigrate ito iurban icenters. iIt iwas ishown igovernment iefforts iin iproviding ibasic

iamenities ihave isuccessfully idiscouraged irural–urban imigration. iThis iwas isupported i

iZakari iya’u, i2014) iwho iclaims ithat iresources iin ilocal igovernment ican ibe iseen iin

iterms iof ihuman, imaterial, iand ifinancial. iHowever, ithe icrucial iresource iis ifinancial

iresources, ibecause iit igives imeaning ito ithe imobilization iof ihuman iand imaterial

iresources, iwhich iindeed ipromotes idevelopment iat ithe igrass-root. i
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From iresearch iquestion ithree iit iwas idiscovered ithat ilocal igovernment iallocates

isufficient ifunds ito irural idevelopment iprojects iannually. iIt iwas ishown ithat

ibudgetary iallocations ifor irural idevelopment iare ieffectively iutilized ifor iintended

ipurposes. iIt iwas iseen ithat ithere iare itransparency iand iaccountability iin ithe

imanagement iof irural idevelopment ifunds. iIt iwas irevealed ithat ithe iamount ibudgeted

ifor irural idevelopment ihas iled ito inoticeable iimprovements iin irural iliving iconditions.

iIt iwas idiscovered ithat iinadequate ibudgetary iallocation iremains ia imajor iobstacle ito

irural idevelopment iin iEsan iCentral. iBazin iand iRoux i(2018) ion ithe ieffect iof

ivarious igovernment iinterventions ion ithe idevelopment iof ithe irural iareas iof ithe

iMediterranean, ithe ifindings iof ithe istudy irevealed ithat, ibecause igovernment iwas

idirectly iinvolved ithrough ithe iprovision iof ifund, imaterial iand itechnical isupport iand

ithe ipeople iof ithe iareas iwere icarried ialong ithrough itheir icommunity idevelopment

iassociation, ithe iprojects ibought iappreciable idevelopment ito ithe iareas

From ithe ihypotheses iit iwas iconcluded ithat iLocal igovernment iplay isignificant irole

itowards irural idevelopment iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea.

Hypothesis itwo irevealed ithat i ithat iJob icreation iand iprovision iof iinfrastructures iby

ithe igovernment ihelp ito iprevent imigration iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea.

It iwas iconcluded ithat iGovernment’s ibudgetary iallocation ihelp ito iaddress irural

idevelopment iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea iin ia istudy iby iBazin iand

iRoux i(2018) ion ithe ieffect iof ivarious igovernment iinterventions ion ithe idevelopment

iof ithe irural iareas iof ithe iMediterranean, ithe ifindings iof ithe istudy irevealed ithat,
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ibecause igovernment iwas idirectly iinvolved ithrough ithe iprovision iof ifund, imaterial

iand itechnical isupport iand ithe ipeople iof ithe iareas iwere icarried ialong ithrough itheir

icommunity idevelopment iassociation, ithe iprojects ibought iappreciable idevelopment ito

ithe iareas

CHAPTER iFIVE

SUMMARY iOF iFINDINGS, iCONCLUSION iAND iRECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Introduction

The istudy iexamines ithe irole ithe irole iand ichallenges iof ilocal igovernment iin irural

idevelopment iin iNigeria: ia icase istudy iof iEsan icentral iLGA iof iEdo iState. iThe

ispecific iobjectives iare ito iassess ithe irole iof ithe ilocal igovernment iadministration iin

irural idevelopment iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea; ito iinvestigate iwhether

ijob icreation iand iprovision iof iinfrastructures iby ithe igovernment iled ito iprevention

iof irural-urban imigration iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea; ito ifind iout ithe

irelationship ibetween igovernments ibudgetary iallocation iand irural idevelopment iin

iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea. iThis ichapter icontains ithe isummary iof

ifindings, icontribution ito iknowledge, iconclusion iand irecommendations.
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5.2 iSummary iof iFindings

The ifollowing iare ithe isummary iof ifindings ifor ithis istudy. iThe ifindings iwere

iobtained ifrom ithe iextensive ianalyses icarried iout ion ithe iresponses iobtained ifrom

ithe istructured iquestionnaire:

It iwas itherefore irevealed ithat ithe ilocal igovernment ihas iimplemented ieffective

ipolicies ithat ipromote irural idevelopment iin iEsan iCentral. iIt iwas idiscovered ithat ithe

iLocal igovernment iofficials iregularly iengage iwith icommunity imembers ito iidentify

idevelopment ineeds. iIt iwas iseen ithat ithe ilocal igovernment iprovides iadequate

isupport ifor iagricultural idevelopment iin irural iareas. iIt iwas ithere ifor ishown ithat ithe

iLocal igovernment iinitiatives ihave iled ito ithe iimprovement iof ieducation iand ihealth

ifacilities iin irural icommunities. iIt iwas idiscovered ithat ithe ilocal igovernment ihas

ieffectively imobilized iresources ifor ithe idevelopment iof irural iinfrastructure.

It iwas ialso idiscovered ithat igovernment ijob icreation iprograms ihave

iencouraged iyouths ito iremain iin irural icommunities. iIt iwas ishown ithat ithe

iavailability iof irural iinfrastructure i(roads, ielectricity, iwater, ietc.) ihas ireduced

imigration ito iurban iareas. iIt iwas irevealed ithat iemployment iopportunities iprovided

iby ithe ilocal igovernment ihave iimproved ithe istandard iof iliving iin irural iareas. iIt

iwas iseen ithat ilack iof iadequate ijob iopportunities istill icompels iresidents ito imigrate

ito iurban icenters. iIt iwas ishown igovernment iefforts iin iproviding ibasic iamenities

ihave isuccessfully idiscouraged irural–urban imigration. i
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It iwas ishown ithat ilocal igovernment iallocates isufficient ifunds ito irural

idevelopment iprojects iannually. iIt iwas ishown ithat ibudgetary iallocations ifor irural

idevelopment iare ieffectively iutilized ifor iintended ipurposes. iIt iwas iseen ithat ithere

iare itransparency iand iaccountability iin ithe imanagement iof irural idevelopment ifunds.

iIt iwas irevealed ithat ithe iamount ibudgeted ifor irural idevelopment ihas iled ito

inoticeable iimprovements iin irural iliving iconditions. iIt iwas idiscovered ithat

iinadequate ibudgetary iallocation iremains ia imajor iobstacle ito irural idevelopment iin

iEsan iCentral.

From ithe ihypotheses iit iwas iconcluded ithat iLocal igovernment iplay isignificant irole

itowards irural idevelopment iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea.

It iwas irevealed ithat iJob icreation iand iprovision iof iinfrastructures iby ithe

igovernment ihelp ito iprevent imigration iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea. iIt

iwas iconcluded ithat iGovernment’s ibudgetary iallocation ihelps ito iaddress irural

idevelopment iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea.

5.3 iConclusion

It iwas iconcluded ithat ilocal igovernment ihas iimplemented ieffective ipolicies

ithat ipromote irural idevelopment iin iEsan iCentral. iIt iwas idiscovered ithat ithe iLocal

igovernment iofficials iregularly iengage iwith icommunity imembers ito iidentify

idevelopment ineeds. i iIt iwas ialso idiscovered ithat igovernment ijob icreation iprograms

ihave iencouraged iyouths ito iremain iin irural icommunities. iIt iwas iseen ithat ilack iof

iadequate ijob iopportunities istill icompels iresidents ito imigrate ito iurban icenters. iIt

iwas ishown igovernment iefforts iin iproviding ibasic iamenities ihave isuccessfully
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idiscouraged irural–urban imigration. iIt iwas ishown ithat ilocal igovernment iallocates

isufficient ifunds ito irural idevelopment iprojects iannually. iIt iwas ishown ithat

ibudgetary iallocations ifor irural idevelopment iare ieffectively iutilized ifor iintended

ipurposes. iIt iwas idiscovered ithat iLocal igovernment iplay isignificant irole itowards

irural idevelopment iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea. iIt iwas idiscovered ithat

iJob icreation iand iprovision iof iinfrastructures iby ithe igovernment ihelp ito iprevent

imigration iin iEsan icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea. iIt iwas iconcluded ithat

iGovernment’s ibudgetary iallocation ihelps ito iaddress irural idevelopment iin iEsan

icentral iLocal iGovernment iArea.

5.4 Recommendation

Based ion ithe ifindings, ithe istudy irecommends ithat: i

Based ion ithe ifindings, ithe ifollowing irecommendations ihave ibeen imade: i

1. The iroles iplayed iby ithe ilocal igovernments ican ibe isaid ito ibe ivery isuccessful.

iThough, ithere iis ineed ifor ithe igovernment ito iincrease itheir ifunction icapacity iof

ithese iprojects iand iprogrammes ito ibe iable ito icover ievery iarea iof ithe istate. i i

2. The igovernment ishould ialways imaintain ia ibalance iin idevelopment iboth iin

iurban iand irural iareas iof ithe istate ito iminimize imigration. i

3. Local igovernments ishould ibe imore ipeople-centered iin iapproach, isuch ithat

inecessary icollaboration/partnership iwith icommunities iin iits idomain ican ifacilitate

ithe iprocess iof irural idevelopment.

5.4.1 Recommendation iof iFurther iStudy
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Similar iwork ishould ibe icarried ion ithe irelationship ibetween ithe irole iof ilocal

igovernment iand irural idevelopment iother ilocal igovernment iarea iin iNigeria
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DEPARTMENT iOF iPUBLIC iADMINSTRATION

FACULTY iOF iSOCIAL iSCIENCE

UNIVERSITY iOF iBENIN

Dear iRespondent,

APPEAL iFOR iTHE iCOMPLETION iOF iQUESTIONNAIRE

I iam ian iundergraduate istudent iin ithe iabove-named iDepartment. iAs ipart iof ithe

irequirement ifor ithe iprogramme, iI iam iconducting ia iresearch ion i“The iRoles i iand

iChallenges iof iLocal iGovernment iin iRural iDevelopment iin iNigeria: ia icase istudy

iof iEsan iCentral iLGA iof iEdo iState”. i iIn ithis iregard, iyou ihave ibeen irandomly

iselected ias ia imember iof ithe isample. iI iwish ito iassure iyou ithat iyour ianswers iwill

ibe itreated iin istrict iconfidence iand iused ifor ithe istated iacademic ipurpose ionly. i

Thank iyou.

Yours ifaithfully,

IKHELOA iCHRISTABEL i

SECTION iA

PERSONAL iINFORMATION

Instruction: iPlease itick i(√) ithe iappropriate ioption iand ifill ithe ispaces iprovided.

1. Gender: iMale i( i i i), iFemale i( i)
2. Age: i i30- i35 iyears i( i i), i36- i40 iyears i( i), i41-50 iyears i( i), i51 iyears iand iabove

i( i)
3. Marital iStatus: iSingle i( i), iMarried i( i), iDivorced i/ iSeparated i( i), iWidowed i( i)

SECTION iB



94

Instruction: iTo ieach istatement, iplease iindicate ithe iextent ito iwhich iyou iagree iwith
ithe ifollowing iby i(√) iin ithe igiven icolumn. i

Key: iSA i–Strongly iAgree, iA- iAgree,N i– iNeutral iD- iDisagree, iSD i–Strongly
iDisagree

S/N ITEMS SA A N SD D

Role iLocal iGovernment iAdministration iPlay iTowards iRural
iDevelopment iin iEsan iCentral iLocal iGovernment iArea

1. The ilocal igovernment ihas iimplemented ieffective ipolicies ithat
ipromote irural idevelopment iin iEsan iCentral.

2. Local igovernment iofficials iregularly iengage iwith icommunity
imembers ito iidentify idevelopment ineeds.

3. The ilocal igovernment iprovides iadequate isupport ifor iagricultural
idevelopment iin irural iareas.

4. Local igovernment iinitiatives ihave iled ito ithe iimprovement iof
ieducation iand ihealth ifacilities iin irural icommunities.

5. The ilocal igovernment ihas ieffectively imobilized iresources ifor
ithe idevelopment iof irural iinfrastructure.

Job iCreation iand iProvision iof iInfrastructure iby ithe
iGovernment iLead ito ithe iStoppage iof iRural–Urban
iMigration iin iEsan iCentral iLocal iGovernment iArea

6. Government ijob icreation iprograms ihave iencouraged iyouths ito
iremain iin irural icommunities.

7. The iavailability iof irural iinfrastructure i(roads, ielectricity, iwater,
ietc.) ihas ireduced imigration ito iurban iareas.

8. iEmployment iopportunities iprovided iby ithe ilocal igovernment
ihave iimproved ithe istandard iof iliving iin irural iareas.

a.Lack iof iadequate ijob iopportunities istill icompels iresidents ito
imigrate ito iurban icenters.

9. Government iefforts iin iproviding ibasic iamenities ihave
isuccessfully idiscouraged irural–urban imigration.

10. Extent ito iwhich iGovernment’s iBudgetary iAllocation iAddress
iRural iDevelopment iin iEsan iCentral iLocal iGovernment
iArea
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11. The ilocal igovernment iallocates isufficient ifunds ito irural
idevelopment iprojects iannually.

12. Budgetary iallocations ifor irural idevelopment iare ieffectively
iutilized ifor iintended ipurposes.

13. There iis itransparency iand iaccountability iin ithe imanagement iof
irural idevelopment ifunds.

a.The iamount ibudgeted ifor irural idevelopment ihas iled ito
inoticeable iimprovements iin irural iliving iconditions.

14. Inadequate ibudgetary iallocation iremains ia imajor iobstacle ito
irural idevelopment iin iEsan iCentral.
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