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Executive Summary
The legitimacy of a government is primarily determined by the perception and confidence the
citizens repose on it. This confidence determines the willingness of citizens to discharge their
onerous responsibilities and obey the authority of the government.
Understanding why people are increasingly losing confidence and trust in government incited this
study. Therefore, the study attempted to investigate the consequences of sourcing for public goods
from private sources on people’s perception of the state legitimacy. The study specifically attempts
to:





assess the sources of public goods in Ilorin metropolis;
examine the perception of people on state legitimacy;
assess to what extent people keep their duties to the state;
investigate the effect of private sources of public goods on people’s perception
on state legitimacy; and
 investigate the influence of sources of public goods on individual’s
responsibility to the state.
Questionnaires were administered and analyzed using descriptive statistics, tables, graphs and
regression analysis.
The main findings are:
 Majority of people in the sample area source for water, education, health care and power
privately;
 Though, primary and secondary education are sourced from private providers, majority
of the respondents attend public tertiary schools;
 Majority of people who seek for health care in private hospital do so because of quality
of treatment they received there;
 Few people rely on private security providers such as vigilante, while majority rely on
police for the security of their life and properties;
 Majority of people who source for water privately depend on well and borehole sources;
 Despite the failure of government in the provision of public goods, majority of people
have interest in public affairs, majority are regular voters, and majority agreed to
willingly pay tax, protect government properties as well as obey state orders;
 Almost everyone in the sample is not satisfied with operations of security agents, public
cooperation and federal, state and local governments;
 Fair number of people trust the Court of Law, majority do not trust the police, elected
political officers and government agents such as NEPA, while majority do trust
traditional leaders, community non-elected leaders, and religious leaders;
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 Sourcing for education from private schools and water from private sources do not
significantly influence the satisfaction of people’s on the operation of governments,
security agents and public cooperation;
 Sourcing for health care and security from private sources inversely influence the
perception of people on the operations of security agents, public cooperation and
governments;
Recommendations
 Government should beef up the provision of public goods especially health care and
security
 The quality of public health care in particular and other public goods in general should be
improved
 Security agents, public cooperation, and elected public officers need to fulfill their bit of
the social contract so as to gain (regain) the trust of people
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Statement of the Research Problem
The late 1970s and 1980s were marked by steady contraction in government revenue and massive
expansion in expenditure which resulted in the excruciating austerity measures adopted by
governments across the Global South (Esping-Anderson, 1990, Evans, 1995). These measures
crystallized into the structural adjustment policies of the 1980s and the deregulation programmes
(privatization, commercialization and liberalization) of the 2000s. Essentially, these were
characterized by precipitous decline in the capacity of the state to finance, provide and deliver
public good to the citizens. Scholars and analysts captured the phenomenon in various
characterization of the state as ‘recoiling state,’ ‘retreating state,’ ‘withering state’ or ‘limited
state.’ The gradual retrenchment of the state in public good provision creates a vacuum that is
being taken by non-state entities in the form of private operators, religious groups, community
organizations as well as ‘influential’ and wealthy philanthropists.
Public goods are seen as the basic necessities that people expect their governments and state
institutions to provide and deliver. Examples include education, health, security, water and basic
infrastructures like road, electricity, etc. They are generally non-excludable because every member
of the state has entitlement to such ‘welfare’ good and services. It is often expected that provision
of such goods should be public because large investments are required which may serve as
disincentive to private sector investors. Besides, investment in the provision of such good may not
attract (if at all) immediate dividends in terms of profit. Depending on the resource capacity of the
state, provision of such public good is seen as the obligation of the state. In more affluent advanced
states, there is immense capacity of the state to meet the expectation of the people in terms of
public good provision while in poorer less developed states in Global South, there is limited state
capacity to fulfill these obligations.
In light of the wide gulf between state provision of public good and public expectation, this study
seeks to interrogate the consequences of gradual state retrenchment in public good provision for
public perception of the state legitimacy. Legitimacy here seen as the willingness of individuals to
reciprocate in terms of respect for state institutions in form of payment of tax, obedience to rules
and directives of state agencies as well as nature and form of political participation as indicated by
voting and patterns of political contacting. In other words, does the source of public good matter
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for an individual’s perception of state legitimacy? For instance, if an individual sources his public
good mainly from non-state providers (private school, private hospitals, private security, etc.), how
does it shape his perception of state legitimacy? Will he be willing to pay his taxes regularly? Is
he likely to be a regular voter? Is he likely to be an active participant in the political process? Does
he see himself as a stakeholder in the preservation of that state? All these questions dovetail into
issues of availability, access, quantity and quality of public good and how these mediate people’s
opinion of state authority.
1.2 Relevance of the Study
The relevance of the study of this nature lay in its interrogation of the often-neglected roots of
popular disappointment and frustration leading to resentment of and resistance to state authority.
These are manifested in various actions such as vandalization of public assets, wanton destruction
of state property as well as direct challenge to state authority and legitimacy which sometimes
assumes violent dimensions as could be seen in the Niger-Delta uprisings, the rise and proliferation
of ethnic militias and religious fundamentalism. Existing studies on these phenomena focus on the
symptoms or outcomes rather than the causes of such flagrant resentment and challenge of state
authority and legitimacy. This study dwells deeper into the failure of the state in public good
provision and how this results in legitimacy crises of the state. By so doing, the study would
provide more nuanced understanding of the foundations of state failure and the instabilities that
flow with it and how such issues could be addressed.
1.3

Research Questions

The study addresses a number of questions such as, where do people in Ilorin metropolis source
for their public goods, government or private? What is the perception of people on the performance
of state and its agents? Does the source of public good matter for an individual’s perception of
state legitimacy? For instance, if an individual sources his public good mainly from non-state
providers (private school, private hospitals, private security, etc.), how does it shape his perception
of state legitimacy? Does sources of public goods influence citizens responsibilities to the state?
Will he be willing to pay his taxes regularly? Is he likely to be a regular voter? Is he likely to be
an active participant in the political process? Does he see himself as a stakeholder in the
preservation of that state?
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1.4 Objectives of the Study
The main objective of this study is to investigate the consequences of failure of the state in
public good provision in term of legitimacy crises. Specifically, the study attempt to:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

assess the sources of public goods in Ilorin metropolis;
examine the perception of people on state legitimacy;
assess to what extent people keep their duties to the state;
investigate the effect of private sources of public goods on people’s perception on state
legitimacy; and
v. investigate the influence of sources of public goods on individual’s responsibility to the
state.
1.5 Organization of the Study
The study is organized in six chapters, chapter one is the introduction which consists of the
research problem, relevance of the study, research questions, objectives and organization of the
study. Chapter two contains review of relevant literature, chapter three is the methodology where
issues concerning the research area, sampling procedure, model specification and techniques of
data analysis are discussed. The preliminary data analysis which consists of demographic
characteristics of respondents, distribution of sources of public goods, perception of people on
state legitimacy and responsibilities of citizens to the state are presented in chapter four. Chapter
five consists of regression results and discussion of the regression results. Chapter six concludes
the study and policy implications are drown.
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CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE
The idea that state has obligations to fulfill to its populace is central to the philosophical and
theoretical discourses on the state right from inception. Hobbes, Locke and Rousseau held similar,
yet contrasting perspectives on the evolution of the state and how the ‘contractual’ bond between
the state and its citizens avert the ‘state of nature.’ While Hobbes supported the idea of a Leviathan
sovereign which caters for, prowls and cows the populace into compliance and order, Locke argued
for a normative contract between the state and its people. Rousseau was more inclined to the notion
of ‘general will,’ implying what everyone wants as opposed to ‘particular’ or individualistic wills,
as the fundamental basis for the existence of the state. Implicit in the Rousseauean view is the
belief that societies make people, not conversely. Therefore, people can be good or bad depending
on how society makes them.
Inherent in the philosophical and theoretical ideas of the ‘contract’ as a bulwark against the
‘solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short’ state of nature is the belief that state has obligations to
provide certain salient goods (security, roads, education, health, etc.) for its people who in turn are
expected to maintain order by following state directives and obeying laws. Therefore, provision
and non-provision of such goods define the nature and character of the state, its legitimacy,
sovereignty and authority. Central to the benchmarks for measuring and classifying states along
the continuum of effective-ineffective, strong-weak or successful-failed is the capacity of the state
to meet its obligations in the area of public goods provision, or at least, providing appropriate and
efficient regulatory environment that guarantees that citizens have access to the basic goods and
services that enhance their well-being.
Generally speaking, public goods are seen as the basic necessities that make life worth living. This
conception is broad and all-encompassing suggesting that almost everything conceivable would
come under ‘public goods.’ This omnibus definition is not useful because it draws no line of
demarcation between what constitutes ‘public’ goods and what falls within the realm of ‘private’
goods. Meanwhile, scholars have refined the conception of public goods by highlighting its
attributes. Gavelle and Rees (2004) define public goods as commodities and services that are both
non-excludable and non-rivalrous. Non-excludability implies that individuals cannot be effectively
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excluded from its consumption while non-rivalrous suggests that consumption of such goods by
an individual or group does not actually or potentially reduce the amount available for
consumption by another individual or group. Examples include fresh air, security, fireworks,
knowledge, street lights.
In certain circumstances, access to public goods may be subject to restrictions such as user fees in
some government hospitals, recreation parks, etc. In such cases, such goods are referred to as ‘club
goods’ or private goods rendered by public authorities. Strictly speaking, the non-excludability
and non-rivalrous attributes of public goods appear utopian because, in reality, certain access
barriers are set for most public goods. For instance, access to fresh air by ordinary individuals may
have been jeopardized by wealthy industrial capitalists whose activities degrade the quality of air
available for consumption by others. Similarly, if we consider the example of cattle grazers who
rear their herds to consume grasses that ought to fall within the realm of public goods (nonexcludable and non-rivalrous), consumption of a mouthful grass by one cow translates to less grass
available to another. Therefore, the ‘free-rider’ problem often form the basis for institution some
form of regulation of access to public goods in order to avert what Ostrom (1990) and Angus
(2008) described as ‘tragedy of the commons.’
Basically, classical and contemporary conceptions of state converge on the belief that state has
overriding obligation to provide, or at the very minimum, regulate and mediate access to public
goods (sometimes referred to as ‘welfare’ goods in some literature). The reason for state provision
of such goods may be as a result of market failure (Bator, 1958; Krugman & Wells, 2006). Market
failure is said to exist when transaction costs and benefits serve as disincentives to private
investment in the provision of such goods, either because of huge initial capital outlay or delayed
or insufficient return. Market failure could also occur where the cost of excluding non-payer (freerider) from enjoying the benefits of public goods is highly prohibitive. It could also result from
potential grave consequences for the overall interest of the society when significant section of the
society is excluded from its consumption (for instance, public health, education, security, etc.).
Roads, electricity, markets, health, education, policing are some examples of public goods that
necessitates state intervention because free market could not overcome the externalities that
prevent its provision.
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Ideally, people expect their government and state institutions to provide and deliver public goods
such as education, health, security, water and basic infrastructures like road, electricity, etc. The
common belief is that public goods are goods produced only by the public sector. Although, it is
often the case that government is involved in the production of public goods especially where
market fails or is incapable of meeting demand, this is not necessarily always the case. Public
goods may be produced or delivered by private individuals, firms, multinational corporations and
other non-state entities. In most cases, they are economic products that are consumed, which, in
line with Bowles’ (2004) “collective consumption goods”, are usually non- rivalrous and nonexcludable in nature.
State intervention in the provision of public goods, which was motivated by the need to mitigate
the consequences of market failure, was in itself fraught with several challenges. In addition to
poor quality and inefficient delivery, the various subsidies and intervention programmes were
highly riddled with corruption which defeated the very purpose of state intervention. At the height
of the crises in the mid-1980s, international financial institutions mandated developing countries
to adopt adjustment policies which were aimed at “rolling back” the state (Atkinson, 1999). The
outcome was a massive wave of liberalization, privatization and commercialization policies and
programmes which culminated in state retrenchment that created extensive space for non-state
providers of public goods (Cammett & MacLean, 2014; Kayinga, 1996 & Gough, 2004).
The proliferation and increasing potency of non-state providers of public goods could be seen from
the angle of not just market failure and its attendant externalities, but also state failure which
prompted its retrenchment (MacLean, 2011). Various forms of non-state entities are engaged in
providing public goods ranging from education, health, water, sanitation to security. The
phenomenon of public goods provision by non-state entities has consequences for the contractual
‘bond’ which characterize state-citizen relations. To the extent that citizens are increasingly
becoming reliant on non-state institutions to access services that were traditionally the
responsibility of the state implies that the ‘contract’ and its apperturances is shifting. How are
issues of access, quality, equity, accountability and state capacity implicated in the rising wave of
non-state provision? What implication do these have on state legitimacy, sovereignty and
authority? In the first place, what do we know about legitimacy?
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Legitimacy is an essentially contested concept (Gallie, 1956), hence, its conception is prone
different perspectives. It literally translates to the legal as well as the psychological right to govern.
At inception, legitimacy connotes that the rightful king or queen was on the throne by reason of
‘legitimate’ birth. The concept has grown to mean not just that the leader (or regime) came into
existence through rightful means (e.g. elections, appointment, etc) but also that the government
elicits positive attitude in people’s minds. It is the positive mindset that predisposes people to obey
and support government authority without the government resorting to other forms of instruments
of compliance (Blair, 2013). Legitimacy offers a ‘reservoir of loyalty’ upon which government
cam extract compliance from citizens (Tyler, 2004; Tyler, 2006).
The forgoing discussion lays bare the intricate connection between legitimacy and state authority.
It is a legitimate government that will attract high level of obedience and support from the people.
Citizens are less likely to pay taxes, obey laws and may even revolt against a government that is
deemed illegitimate. A legitimate government should rely less on force and coercion. By the same
token, it is expected that a government that registers itself positively in the minds of the people
would need less of persuasion to guarantee the support of the people for its policies. While state
legitimacy is the cord that links governance with authority and compliance, achieving high level
of legitimacy requires that the state is able to provide and mediate access to salient public goods
and welfare services that improves the well-being of the people. To the extent that state is rapidly
retreating from this significant obligation and its space being filled by non-state entities with
interests that are not necessarily in sync with that of the state requires empirical interrogation.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY
3.1 Research Area
The research is carried out in Ilorin metropolis which is the capital of Kwara State, Nigeria. Kwara
is the geographical gateway between the westerner and northern regions of the Nigeria. The
population of Ilorin according to the last census exercise was estimated to be 814, 246. Ilorin is
located on latitude 8.5N and longitude 4.55E, while the altitude of Ilorin is 290m. As the
administrative capital of the state, residents of Ilorin comprise of people from other parts of the
state as well as people from other parts of the country. Hence, the study area – Ilorin – is a fair
representation of Kwara state and to some extent the country. The geographical map of Ilorin is
attached in Appendix B of this report.
3.2 Sampling Procedure
A sample of 2500 households/respondents were systematically drawn using structured
questionnaire as the research instrument administered by adequately trained enumerators and field
workers who were dispatched across the various data points. However, a total of 2240
questionnaire were returned, though not all were correctly completed.
Households are selected randomly which gives every household equal chance of being selected.
The field supervisor marks the starting point in each community, then the field workers walk in
opposite directions of each other until he/she reaches the 10th house, counting houses on both the
right and the left. The field worker asks for interview at the 10th house.

3.3 Model Specification
Generally, two different models are specified: the first model examines the effects of private
sources of public goods on people’s perception of state legitimacy, while the second model
examine the impact of private sources of public goods on citizens responsibilities. This enables us
to see whether or not sourcing for public goods privately affect the feeling of people about
government and the civic responsibilities of people.
𝑃𝑃𝑖 = 𝛼 + 𝛽𝑃𝑆𝑃𝐺𝑖 + 𝑢𝑖
𝐶𝑅𝑖 = 𝛼 + 𝛽𝑃𝑆𝑃𝐺𝑖 + 𝑢𝑖
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(1)
(2)

Where 𝑃𝑃 is people’s perception of state legitimacy, 𝑃𝑆𝑃𝐺 is private sources of public goods, 𝐶𝑅
is citizens responsibilities, 𝑢 is random errors independently identically distributed, and 𝑖 stands
for individual respondent.
In the first model, the dependent variable which is people’s perception of state legitimacy is
measured by the extent of satisfaction of people on performance of the three tiers of governments,
security agents, and public cooperation. Four different civic responsibilities are considered as
measures for the dependent variable in the second model, these include: willingness to pay taxes,
readiness to guard and protect government properties, willingness to vote in election and interest
in public affairs. Five variables which are private source of schooling, private source of health
care, private source of security, private source of power such as owning a generator, and private
source of water are used as the independent variables in both models.
3.4 Techniques of Analysis
Descriptive statistics which include percentages, frequency distributions, tables, graphs and charts
were used to examine the distribution of data on the variables of interest.
Ordered logit and probit are used to estimate all versions of the first model and extent of interest
in public affairs which is one of citizen’s responsibilities, while binary logit and probit are used to
estimate the remaining components of the second model. The use of both logit and probit allow us
to make comparison and assess the sensitivity analysis of estimates.
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CHAPTER FOUR
PRELIMINARY DATA ANALYSIS
This chapter presents the preliminary analysis of the data which comprises of frequencies,
percentages, graphs and charts. The preliminary analysis evaluate the general characteristics of
respondents and some apparent behavior concerning the sources of public goods, perception of
state legitimacy and responsibility of respondents to the state.
4.1 Demographic Distribution
Table 1 presents the demographic distribution of respondents which include the indigeneship,
age groups, gender, levels of education, religious beliefs, marital status, length of stay in the
study area and employment status.
Location
Majority of the respondents are indigenes of Kwara State which constitutes about 76.88% (1669
respondents) of the total sample while 502 respondents amounting to 23.12% are from other states
of the country. Although it is obvious that indigenes of the state are the majorities, however, close
to one - fourth of the sample are non-indigenes.
Age Group
The distribution of the respondents across age group shows that 86 respondents are within 15 – 24
age range, 652 respondents within the age of 25 – 34, 683 respondents within age range 35 – 44,
453 respondents within age range 45 – 54, 172 respondents within age range 55 – 64, 64
respondents within age range 65 – 74, and 130 respondents from the age of 74 and above. This
distribution shows that respondents within age range 35 – 44 represents 30.49%, those within age
range 25 – 34 represents 29.11%, those within age range 45 – 54 represents 20.22%, respondents
within age range 55 – 64 represents 7.68%, respondents with the age of 74 and above represents
5.80%, respondents within age range 15 – 24 represents only 3.84%, while only 2.86% of the
respondents are within age range 65 – 74. This distribution also shows that about 80% of the total
respondents are within the age of 25 and 54, leaving only about 20% to the rest of the age groups.
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Gender
The sample is made up of 1585 male respondents and 600 female respondents. Thus, the sample
consist of 72.54% male respondents while 27.46% of the total sample are female respondents. This
implies that male population exceeds female population with more than two folds in the sample.
This is expected since the target respondents are household heads.
Level of Education
Respondents with first degree (HND/B.Sc.) as their highest academic qualification represents the
majority of the total respondents with 28.81% (628 respondents), while those with highest
educational qualification of NCE/ND/Diploma follows with 21.70% (473 respondents) of the total
respondents. Respondents with secondary education represents 20.55% (448 respondents), 11.33%
of the respondents (247 respondents) have their highest educational qualification as post graduate
degree, 9.36% of the respondents (204 respondents) are primary education certificate holders,
7.16% of the respondents (156 respondents) do not have any formal education, while 1.10% of the
respondents (24 respondents) have other educational qualification apart from the above mentioned.
Religion
Majority of the respondents which is about 72.99% of the total sample (1586 respondents) belong
to the Islamic faith, while 26.46% of them are Christians, leaving only 0.51% (11 respondents)
and 0.05% (1 respondent) of the total respondents to traditional religion and believers in other
faiths respectively.
Marital Status
1912 respondents (88.31% of the total), which represent the bulk of the population, and a very
large percentage are married, while 198 respondents (9.15% of the total) are single. 30 respondents
which is 1.39% of the total respondents are divorced, 0.88% of them (19 respondents) are
widowed, and only 0.28% of them (6 respondents) have other marital status.
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Length of stay at the study area
Majority of the respondents 47.95% of sample (1004 respondents) resident in the study area
(Ilorin) for their entire life. Although, not stayed for their entire life, 998 respondents (47.66% of
the total respondents) have lived in the study area for more than one year, and only 4.39% of the
respondents (92 respondents) have lived in the study area for less than one year.
Employment Status
Considering the employment status of respondents about 50.82% of the respondents (1087
respondents) are self-employed, 28.61% of the total (612 respondents) are Civil Servants, 14.82%
of the respondents (317 respondents) are privately employed, and 5.75% (123 respondents) are
employed outside the above mentioned areas.
Table 1: Demographic Distribution of Respondents
Variables
Location
Kwara
Other States
Age Group
15 – 24
25 – 34
35 – 44
45 – 54
55 – 64
65 – 74
74 and above
Gender
Male
Female
Level of Education
Non Formal Education
Primary Education
Secondary Education
NCE/ND/Diploma
HND/B.Sc.
Post Graduate Degree
Others
Religion
Islam
Christianity
Traditional
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Frequency

Percent

1669
502

76.88
23.12

86
652
683
453
172
64
130

3.84
29.11
30.49
20.22
7.68
2.86
5.80

1585
600

72.54
27.46

156
204
448
473
628
247
24

7.16
9.36
20.55
21.70
28.81
11.33
1.10

1586
575
11

72.99
26.46
0.51

Others
Marital Status
Single
Married
Divorced
Widow
Others
Length of Stay in the Study Area
Less than One year
More than One year
Entire Life
Employment Status
Self employment
Civil Service
Private Employment
Others

1

0.05

198
1912
30
19
6

9.15
88.31
1.39
0.88
0.28

92
998
1004

4.39
47.66
47.95

1087
612
317
123

50.82
28.61
14.82
5.75

Source: computed by Authors

4.2 Sources of Public Goods
Figures 1 to 10 present distribution of sources of public goods such as education, health care,
security, power and water supply.
Distribution of schooling by sources
Figure 1 displays the distribution total schooling among the respondents, 42% of the respondents
have their children/wards in private schools at primary school level. This means that 42% of people
in the sample source for schooling from private sources. While about 31% of the respondents have
their children/ward attending schools organized by the state government, 17% attend schools
provided by federal government, and 5% each being provided by local government and community
sources. This shows that public education provision constitutes 53% of the sources of schooling,
while 47% of the schooling is provided by private sources including the community at primary
school level.
Figure 2 reveals that majority of pre-secondary schools are provided by private organizers, this
constitutes 63% of the total secondary schools, while only 37% is provided by governments. In
terms of sources of secondary, 67% is provided by private and 33% provided by governments.
However, post-secondary school is provided more by government, government provision of postsecondary constitutes 90%, while only 10% is provided by private.
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Sources of Healthcare
Figure 3 presents the sources of treatment enjoyed by the respondents which shows that 88% of
the total respondents received treatments from Clinic/Hospital, 8% of the respondents received
treatments from Chemists/Pharmaceutical, 3% received treatment from traditional medicine
practitioners, and only 1% goes for spiritual healthcare source. This implies that only 4% of the
total respondents prefer to receive treatment outside the modern and more scientific sources of
treatment (i.e. hospitals, clinics and pharmacies).
Organizer of Hospital
As display in Figure 4, 51% of healthcare services received by the respondents are organized by
private individuals while 49% are organized by government. This representation shows that 51%
of public goods enjoyed by the respondents in terms of healthcare infrastructure are organized by
sources outside government sources with only 49% being handled by the government.
Sources of Security
Majority of the respondents rely on police as their source of security which constitutes 60% of the
total respondents, 18% of them rely on community leaders for the protection of their life and
properties, 13% receives protection from vigilante and only 5% and 4% of the respondents rely on
religious leaders and other sources for protection respectively. About 56% of the respondents pay
(an individual or group of individuals) for the security of their life and properties while the
remaining 44% do not pay for security. This is evident in Figure 6 below.
Supply and Cost of Power
The distribution of generator ownership is presented in Figure 8. A larger percentage of the total
respondents have alternative source of power supply in form of generator aside the provision by
the Power Holding Company (PHC). The Figure shows that 63% of the sample have at least a
generator while 37% do not have any.
Table 2 presents the hourly and weekly supply of power both from PHC and generator as well as
the cost of power. The average monthly electricity bill paid by the respondents is #3,071.99 (three
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thousand and seventy-one Naira, ninety-nine kobo), with the minimum and maximum monthly bill
of #100 and #37,270 respectively. On the average, respondents enjoy 3.18 hours of power supply
per day with a minimum of Half an hour power supply per day and the maximum of 22 hours
power supply per day.
The respondents have access to power supply for 3.28 days in a week on the average, while the
respondent with the minimum and maximum access to electricity per week have half a day and 7
days in a week respectively.
The average daily usage of generator by the respondents is 4.32 hours per day, while the least user
spends half an hour per day using generator and the highest user uses generator for 24 hours a day.
The respondents averagely spend 5.31 days per week using generator with minimum and
maximum usage of 1 and 7 days per week respectively. The average weekly cost of generator fuel
of the respondents is N2569.90 with the minimum weekly cost of N500 and the maximum of
N30,000.
Access to Public Water
Only 37% of the respondents have access to publicly provided water and 63% of them do not but
rely on private sources of water such as well water and borehole water. Majority of those without
access to publicly provided water rely on well as their major source of water. The distribution
shows that about 57.5% of them make use of well water, 35% rely on borehole, 5% rely on water
from vendor, and only 0.5% and 1% of the respondents use stream water and water from other
sources respectively. All these are displayed in Figures 9 and 10.
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Figure 1: Distribution of Total Schooling by Sources
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Figure 2: Distribution of Government & Private Sources of Schools
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Figure 3: Sources of Treatment
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Figure 4: Organizer of Hospital
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Figure 5: Reason for Choice of Hospital
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Figure 6: Sources of Security
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Figure 7: Payment for Security
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Figure 8: Ownership of Generator
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Table 2: Supply and Costs of Power
Variable
Mean
Monthly Electricity Bill
N3,071.99
Hours Supplied per Day
3.28
Days supply per week
3.18
Hours of Generator per
4.32
day
Days of generator per
5.31
week
Weekly cost of generator N2569.90
fuel

Standard Deviation
2430.49
1.68
2.94
2.94

Minimum
100
0.5
0.5
0.5

Maximum
N37,270.00
7
22
24

1.91

1

7

2862.47

N500

N30,000

Source: computed by Authors

Figure 9: Access to Public Water
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Figure 10: Private Sources of Water
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4.3 Perception of People on State Legitimacy
The distribution of people’s perceptions of performance of security agents such as the police,
different levels of government – federal, state and local – and the level of trust on institutions such
as the law court, the police, elected political officers, traditional leaders, religious leaders and so
on are presented in this section.
Perception of People on Performance of Police
Table 3 presents the perceptions of people on the performance of the police with regard to
prevention of crime in the society, catching/arresting criminals, punishing criminals and making
people feel safe. The distribution of people’s perception of police performance on preventing crime
represented in row one of the table, it is observed that only 3.44% of the people rated police
performance very well, 31.01% of them rated the police fairly well and 25.12% rated the police
performance fairly badly. However, majority of the people perceived police performance on
preventing crime as very badly, with 40.44% of the respondents argued in this regard.
The perception of people on how well police perform the function of catching criminals presented
in row two show similar distribution as in the first row. Majority of the respondents, 37.57%
perceived the performance of police in this regards as very badly, 27.19% of the respondents
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perceived police performance as fairly badly, 31.66% perceived their performance as fairly well,
while only 3.59% believe the police is performing very well in catching criminals.
Only 3.36% of the respondents believe the police is performing very well in making people feel
safe, 31.19% believe the police is performing fairly well, 26.71% believe the police performance
in this regards to be fairly badly, and majority of the respondents (38.74% of the respondents)
perceive the police performance in making people feel safe as very badly.
As regards people’s perception of the performance of police in punishing criminals, majority of
the respondents (39.63%) believe the police is performing very badly, 27.21% believe the police
is performing fairly badly, 28.85% believe the police is performing fairly well, while only 4.31%
believe the police is performing very well in punishing criminals.
Therefore, the distribution of people’s perception of police performance in general shows that
majority of the people perceive police to be performing very badly.
Overall feeling of people about different levels of government (% of total sample)
The feelings of people on the performance of different levels of government are presented in Table
4. The distribution of people’s feeling about the performance of local government, it reveals that
only 4.08% are very satisfied with the local government performance, 25.66% are fairly satisfied,
29% are not very satisfied, while the majority, 38.84% are not at all satisfied with the performance
of the local government.
The distribution of people’s feeling about the performance of state government shows that majority
of the respondents (35.73%) are not at all satisfied with the state government, 28.64% are not very
satisfied with the state government, 29.62% are fairly satisfied, while only 4.52% of the
respondents are very well satisfied with the state government.
As regards people’s feeling about federal government, 39.98% of the respondents, which
represents the majority of them are not at all satisfied with the Federal Government, 30.15% are
not very satisfied, 23.15% are fairly satisfied, while only 5.15% are very satisfied with the Federal
Government.
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The distribution displayed in row four of the table reveals that 39.89% of the respondents feel not
at all satisfied with security agents such as Police and Road Safety, 29.16% feel not very satisfied
with these security agents, 25.73% feel fairly satisfied and only 3.81% feel very satisfied with the
operation of these security agents.
On people’s feeling about Public Corporations such as NEPA, Water Corporation, 49.16% of the
respondents are not satisfied at all with Public Corporations, 23.15% are not very satisfied, 23.20%
are fairly satisfied, while only 3.14% feel very satisfied with the operations of these Public
Corporations.
These distributions about the overall feeling of people about different levels of government and
agents of government shows that majority of the people are not satisfied at all with the performance
of various levels of government, security agents and public cooperation.
Percentage of People that trust the public institutions (% of total sample)
The distribution of the extent of people’s trust on institutions such as police, court of law, elected
politicians, traditional leaders including religious and community leaders is presented in Table 5.
The statistics shows that 50.76% of the respondents do not at all trust the police, 37.85% trust the
police just a little, 7.51% somewhat trust police institution, while only 2.90% of the respondents
trust the police institution a lot.
People’s trust on the institution of Court of Law is a little better than people’s trust on the police
institution, in that, majority of the respondents (39.43%) trust the institution of Court of Law just
a little, 24.12% do not trust this institution at all, 19.88% somewhat trust this institution, while
12.10% trust the institution of Court of Law a lot.
People’s trust on elected political officers is much poorer, the data show that, as much as 56.19%
of the respondents do not trust elected politicians at all, 28.82% trust them just a little, 10.22%
somewhat trust them and only 3% trust them a lot.
The distribution of people’s trust on the institution of other Government Agents shows that the
majority (38.48%) trust this institution just a little while 37.16% do not trust this institution at all.
However, 16.82% somewhat trust this institution, while 5.23% trust the institution of other
Government Agents a lot.
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People’s trust on the institution of Traditional Leaders is better than the institutions of government
and its agencies. It is clear from the distribution that 29.23% of the respondents trust the institution
of Traditional Leaders just a little, 26.93% somewhat trust this institution, and 23.83% trust this
institution a lot. However, 17.15% of the respondents do not trust this institution at all.
People’s trust on the institution of Non-Elected Community Leaders also shows a better
distribution, as 28.77% of the respondents trust this institution a lot, 24.40% somewhat trust this
institution, 28.91% trust this institution just a little, while 14.62% do not trust this institution at all.
The distribution of people’s trust on the institution of Religious Leaders is the best of all the
institutions presented in Table 5. Majority of the respondents (41.75%) trust this institution a lot,
23.15% somewhat trust this institution, and 21.01% trust this institution just a little. Whereas,
10.27% of the respondents do not trust this institution at all.
These distributions that show people’s trust on various institutions indicate that people tend to put
more trust on non-governmental institutions such as the institutions of Traditional Leaders, NonElected Community Leaders, and Religious Leaders, rather than in governmental institutions such
as the Police, Court of Law, Elected Political Officers, and Other Government Agents.
Table 3: Perception of people on performance of police (% of total sample)
Very badly
Fairly
Fairly well Very well
badly
Preventing crime?
40.44
25.12
31.01
3.44
37.57

27.19

31.66

3.59

Making people feel safe?

38.74

26.71

31.19

3.36

Punishing criminals?

39.63

27.21

28.85

4.31

Catching criminals?

Source: computed by Authors
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Table 4: Overall satisfaction rating of people about different levels of government (% of
total sample)
Very
Not at all Not very Fairly
satisfied
satisfied satisfied satisfied
Local Government

38.84

29.00

25.66

4.08

State Government

35.73

28.64

29.62

4.52

Federal Government

39.98

30.15

23.17

5.15

Security Agents (such as Police, Road Safety)

39.89

29.16

25.73

3.81

Public Corporations (such as NEPA, Water
Corporation)

49.16

23.15

23.20

3.14

Source: computed by Authors

Table 5: Percentage of People that Trust the Public Institutions (% total sample)

The police?
Court of law?
Elected Political Officers?
Other Government Agents?
Traditional Leader
Community Non-Elected Leaders
Religious Leaders

Not at all

Just a little

50.76

37.85

7.51

2.90

24.12

39.43

19.88

12.10

56.19

28.82

10.22

3.00

37.16

38.48

16.82

5.23

17.15

29.28

26.93

23.83

14.62

28.91

24.40

28.77

10.27

21.01

23.15

41.75

Source: computed by Authors
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Some what

A lot

4.4 Citizen’s responsibility in the State
This section presents the distribution of people’s willingness to discharge their responsibilities
such obey state orders always, protect government properties, be regular voter, pay taxes and be
interested in public affaires. These distributions are presented in Figures 11 to 15.
Obedience of State Order
As displayed in Figure 11, 76% of the respondents agreed that they will always obey state orders
while 24% of them are not prepared to willingly obey state orders. This shows that despite people’s
poor perception and distrust of the government and its institutions, majority of the people are still
prepared to obey the orders of the state.
Protection of the State Properties
This distribution in Figure 12 shows that 74% of the respondents choose to willingly guard and
protect state properties at all times while the remaining 26% choose not to. This shows that
majority of the people are still ready to protect state properties despite the statistics in section 4.2
of this report show that majority of people source for public goods privately.
Ever Voted
This distribution shows that 78% of the respondents have voted in the national election at least
once, and only 22% of them have never voted in national election. This shows that the majority
are still participating in electing political leaders in the country despite the lack of trust on them.
Willingness to Pay Tax
The distribution shows the majority of the respondents (65% of the respondents) are willing to pay
tax, while 35% of them are not willing to pay tax. This implies that majority of the citizens are still
willing to contribute to the revenue of the government in the form of tax, despite their distrust of
the government and unhappiness about its institutions.
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Interest in Public Affairs (% of total sample)
The distribution of people’s interest in public affairs as presented in Figure 15 shows that about
38% of the respondents are very interested, about 24% of them are somewhat interested, about
23% of them are not very interested, and only about 11% of the respondents are not interested at
all. This implies that the majority are still interested in the affairs of the government despite poor
perception and distrust of the government.
Figure 11: Obedience of State Orders
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will obey
76%

Source: computed by Authors
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Figure 12: Protection of State Properties
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Source: computed by Authors

Figure 13: Ever Voted
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Figure 14: Willingness to Pay Tax
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Figure 15: Interest in Public Affairs (% of total sample)
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not at all

CHAPTER FIVE
PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF REGRESSION RESULTS
In this chapter the regression results are presented, interpreted and discussed. Tables 6a to 6e
present ordered regression results on factors that can influence the perception of people about
different levels of government and security agencies and public cooperation. Table 7 presents
results on probability that people will have interest in public affairs. Results on the probability that
individual would willingly vote, protect government properties and pay tax are presented in Tables
8, 9 and 10 respectively. All the Tables display logit and probit results. The estimates of the logit
and probit models are similar, particularly the signs of the coefficients.
In Table 6a private school and private source of water are not significant, meaning that these two
does not affect individual’s perception about the federal government operations. The probability
that the individual will be satisfied with the operations of federal government decreases with use
of private hospital and use of private security but increase with private source of power. The results
in Table 6b is similar to results in Table 6a, the probability that an individual would be satisfied
with state government operations decreases with use of private hospital as source of health care
and use of private security but increase with private source of power. Private school and private
source of water does not significantly affect the perception of people on the operations of state
government. The results on perception of local government operations is slightly different. As
shown in Table 6c, the probability that people will be satisfied with the operations of local
government decreases as people source for health care in private hospitals and privately source for
security, however, it increases with private source of water. Private school and private power
supply does not significantly affect the perception of people about operations of local government.
Table 6d presents the results on probability of individual been satisfied with the operations of
security agencies such as police and road safety. The probability that people will be satisfied with
the operation of security agents increases with ownership of generator but decreases with private
hospital and private security, while private school and private source of water are not statistically
significant. The last table in this category is Table 6e which presents results on people’s perception
on the operation of public cooperation such as NEPA and water cooperation. There is no evidence
that private school, ownership of generator and private water supply significantly influence the
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probability that people will be satisfied with the operation of public corporations. However, the
probability of been satisfied decreases with private hospital and use of private security.
Tables 7 to 10 present results of the effects of sourcing for public goods privately on individual’s
responsibility to the state such having interest in public affairs, voting in election, protecting
government properties and paying tax willingly. The results in Table 7 reveal that the probability
of people having interest in public affairs increases with private source of hospital but decreases
with private source of water, while private school, private security and private power supply are
statistically significant. It is evident from Table 8 that the probability of an individual in the study
area to vote during election increases with private school and private supply of water but private
hospital, private security and ownership of generator do not significantly influence the decision to
vote. The logit and probit results in Table 9 show that the probability of an individual protecting
government properties increases with private school and private water supply, while it decreases
with private security and private source of health care as well as private provision of power have
no significant effect on the probability of an individual protecting government properties. The last
table is Table 10 which displays the results of probability of an individual paying tax voluntarily.
The probability of paying tax willingly increases with sourcing education from private school and
hiring private security agents. Private hospital, private source of power and private source of water
are not significant.
Generally, people satisfaction on the operation of the three tiers of governments, security agents
and public cooperation reduces as individual source for health care and security from private
providers. In other words, people get more dissatisfied with government and government agents
as they pay private providers of health care and security. Therefore, government can change the
perception of people by increasing the provision of public goods particularly health care and
security. The only two variables significant in the voting model show direct relationship with
voting. It seems contrary at the face, because ordinarily one will expect people not to vote if the
source for their public goods privately. However, the result suggests that people may be interested
in changing the status quo through voting. People get less interested in public affairs as they
privately source for water, hence, government can get people to be more interested by providing
public water. People protect government properties more as they source for education and water
privately, this could because people understand the cost of providing these goods.
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Table 6a: Probability that Individual will be Satisfied with Federal Government Operations
VARIABLES
Logit
Probit
Private school
0.0114
-0.000241
(0.0914)
(0.0545)
Private hospital
-0.203**
-0.132**
(0.0887)
(0.0530)
Pay for private security
-0.195**
-0.0966*
(0.0892)
(0.0532)
Own generator
0.214**
0.135**
(0.0913)
(0.0548)
Private sources of water
0.203
0.109
(0.153)
(0.0906)
Constant cut1
-0.233
-0.156
(0.169)
(0.101)
Constant cut2
1.094***
0.663***
(0.171)
(0.102)
Constant cut3
3.085***
1.721***
(0.196)
(0.109)
Observations
1,766
1,766
Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Source: computed by Authors

Table 6b: Probability that Individual will be Satisfied with State Government Operations
VARIABLES
logit
probit
Private school
0.0200
0.0142
(0.0906)
(0.0541)
Private hospital
-0.181**
-0.122**
(0.0879)
(0.0526)
Pay for private security
-0.352***
-0.187***
(0.0885)
(0.0528)
Own generator
0.228**
0.134**
(0.0905)
(0.0543)
Private sources of water
0.219
0.121
(0.148)
(0.0895)
Constant cut1
-0.454***
-0.291***
(0.164)
(0.0996)
Constant cut2
0.800***
0.487***
(0.165)
(0.0999)
Constant cut3
3.285***
1.808***
(0.199)
(0.110)
Observations
1,779
1,779
Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Source: computed by Authors
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Table 6c: Probability that Individual will be Satisfied with Local Government Operations
VARIABLES
logit
probit
Private school
0.0889
0.0538
(0.0910)
(0.0545)
Private hospital
-0.180**
-0.107**
(0.0887)
(0.0531)
Pay for private security
-0.350***
-0.185***
(0.0894)
(0.0533)
Own generator
0.118
0.0762
(0.0911)
(0.0548)
Private sources of water
0.282*
0.134
(0.151)
(0.0910)
Constant cut1
-0.248
-0.174*
(0.168)
(0.101)
Constant cut2
1.030***
0.616***
(0.170)
(0.102)
Constant cut3
3.267***
1.792***
(0.201)
(0.111)
Observations
1,766
1,766
Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Source: computed by Authors

Table 6d: Probability that Individual will be Satisfied with Security Agents Operations
VARIABLES
logit
probit
Private school
-0.0228
-0.0254
(0.0913)
(0.0545)
Private hospital
-0.192**
-0.104*
(0.0886)
(0.0531)
Pay for private security
-0.234***
-0.129**
(0.0892)
(0.0533)
Own generator
0.181**
0.113**
(0.0916)
(0.0550)
Private sources of water
0.0983
0.0196
(0.149)
(0.0892)
Constant cut1
-0.390**
-0.272***
(0.167)
(0.100)
Constant cut2
0.911***
0.532***
(0.169)
(0.101)
Constant cut3
3.322***
1.781***
(0.207)
(0.111)
Observations
1,767
1,767
Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Source: computed by Authors
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Table 6e: Probability that Individual will be Satisfied with Operations of Public Corporation
VARIABLES
logit
probit
Private school
-0.128
-0.0918
(0.113)
(0.0652)
Private hospital
-0.242**
-0.148**
(0.110)
(0.0635)
Pay for private security
-0.433***
-0.232***
(0.113)
(0.0646)
Own generator
-0.130
-0.0447
(0.113)
(0.0654)
Private source of water
0.193
0.101
(0.195)
(0.111)
Constant cut1
0.777***
0.487***
(0.212)
(0.121)
Constant cut2
3.277***
1.754***
(0.250)
(0.131)
Observations
1,766
1,766
Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Source: computed by Authors

Table 7: Probability that Individual will have Interest in Public Affairs
VARIABLES
logit
probit
Private school
-0.0967
-0.0677
(0.0916)
(0.0550)
Private hospital
0.166*
0.0960*
(0.0898)
(0.0539)
Pay for private security
-0.0565
-0.0355
(0.0894)
(0.0536)
Own generator
0.0298
0.0219
(0.0921)
(0.0553)
Private sources of water
-0.280*
-0.181**
(0.150)
(0.0894)
Constant cut1
-0.660***
-0.425***
(0.169)
(0.100)
Constant cut2
0.359**
0.211**
(0.168)
(0.100)
Constant cut3
1.911***
1.098***
Observations
1703
1703
Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Source: computed by Authors
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Table 8: Probability that Individual will Vote in an election
VARIABLES
Logit
Private school
0.224*
(0.116)
Private hospital
-0.0152
(0.115)
Pay for private security
0.110
(0.115)
Own generator
0.0674
(0.118)
Private sources of water
0.619***
(0.169)
Constant
0.539***
(0.191)
Observations
1,865

Probit
0.130*
(0.0670)
-0.00731
(0.0662)
0.0640
(0.0663)
0.0377
(0.0682)
0.367***
(0.102)
0.342***
(0.115)
1,865

Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Source: computed by Authors

Table 9: Probability that Individual will Protect Government Properties
VARIABLES
logit
probit
Private school
0.271***
0.167***
(0.0996)
(0.0613)
Private hospital
-0.160
-0.0996*
(0.0987)
(0.0606)
Pay for private security
-0.171*
-0.105*
(0.0979)
(0.0602)
Own generator
-0.0905
-0.0559
(0.102)
(0.0625)
Private sources of water
0.357**
0.222**
(0.158)
(0.0982)
Constant
0.330*
0.205*
(0.177)
(0.110)
Observations
1,865
1,865
Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Source: computed by Authors
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Table 10: Probability that Individual would Willingly Pay Tax
VARIABLES
Logit
Probit
Private school
0.198** 0.123**
(0.0968) (0.0604)
Private hospital
-0.143 -0.0890
(0.0953) (0.0593)
Pay for private security 0.219** 0.136**
(0.0948) (0.0591)
Own generator
0.0778 0.0487
(0.0984) (0.0613)
Private sources of water -0.184 -0.113
(0.160) (0.0988)
Constant
-0.0245 -0.0166
(0.254) (0.158)
Observations
1,865
1,865
Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Source: computed by Authors
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CHAPTER SIX
CONCLUSION AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS
Conclusion
A number of conclusions can be drawn from the descriptive and regression analyses carried out in
this study. First, it is clear that majority of people source for public goods from private sources,
specially when the private source is readily available. Majority source for higher education at
public schools may be because of scarcity of private tertiary schools or may be the high cost of
private tertiary schools. Second, majority of people are not satisfied with the operations of the
three tiers of government in the country, as well as, the operations of security agents and public
cooperation. Third, majority of people do not trust government and government agents. Fourth,
surprisingly majority of people have interest in public affairs, willing to pay tax voluntarily, willing
to protect government properties, and still keep their civic responsibility by voting regularly. And
finally, fifth, sourcing for health care and security from private sources inversely affect how people
feel about government and government agents.
Policy Implications
People are fast losing confidence and trust in government and government agents, this has a lot of
implications on government policies. There is need for government to redirect her policies so as
to regain people’s confidence and trust in order to avoid civil unrest and uprising against the
government and government agents. Government and politicians should honestly and diligently
work to fulfill the social contract between them and the people.
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Appendix A
PUBLIC GOODS AND STATE LEGITIMACY IN NIGERIA
Mass Questionnaire
Faculty of Social Sciences
University of Ilorin, Ilorin, Nigeria.
Dear Respondent,
This research instrument is designed to study the connections between provision of public goods
and state legitimacy in Nigeria.
We will be very glad if you could respond to the attached questions faithfully and honestly. Your
anonymity and confidentiality is guaranteed. The information you provide will be used strictly for
this academic exercise. There are no right or wrong answers.
Thanks in anticipation of your much needed understanding and co-operation.

Yours faithfully,
_______________
H. I. Mobolaji PhD
F. A. Aremu PhD
A. A. Kilishi PhD
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SECTION A: (Access and Sources of Public Goods)
EDUCATION
1) How many children/dependants are under your care

-----------------------

2) Indicate the number of your children/ dependants in the following schools:
i.

Pre-Primary School -------------------------

ii.

Primary School

iii.

Junior Secondary School -------------------------

iv.

Senior Secondary School ---------------------

v.

Post Secondary School -----------------------

----------------------------

3) Indicate the Organization that runs the school your children/ dependants attend
Pre-Primary

Primary

Secondary

Tertiary

Federal Government
State Government
Local Government
Community
Private
Religious Body

4) Indicate the reason your children/ dependants attending the school they attend
Pre-Primary

Primary

Is the only school around us
Is the closest to our house
Is the cheapest
Academic standard
Religious reason
Academic Standard
Others (specify)
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Secondary

Tertiary

5) Is any of your child/ dependant NOT currently in school? (a) Yes

(b) No

(If your answer to 5 is No, please move to question 8)
6) How many of them are NOT in school? ----------------7) What is the reason he/she/they is/are NOT in school -------------8) Has any of your child/ dependant enjoined scholarship? (a) Yes (b) No
9) If your answer to 8 is Yes, what is the source of the scholarship
(a) Federal Government (b) State Government (c) Local Government (d) NGO (e) Private
Individual (f) Religious body (g) International Organization (h) Others (specify)----------------------------HEALTH
10) If you or any member of your household is sick, where do you usually seek treatment?
(a) Hospital/Clinic (b) Chemist/Pharmacy (c) Traditional Medicine Practitioners (d)
Spiritual Healer (e) Others (specify) --------------------11) If your option in 10 is (a), please indicate who runs the hospital/ Clinic
(a) Government (b) Private (c) Religious Body (d) Others (specify) ---------------12) Indicate the reason for your choice in 10
Options
Is the only place to get treatment around us

1

Is the closest to our house

2

Is the cheapest

3

Quality of Treatment

4

Religious reason

5

Others (specify)

6

13) Where would you PREFER to seek treatment?
(a) Public hospital (b) Private hospital (c) Traditional Medicine Practitioners (d) Spiritual
Healer (e) Others (specify) --------------------14) How much time does it take you to get to the hospital? (in minutes) ----------------------
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SECURITY
15) Please indicate as appropriately in the table below:
Very
safe
A. How safe do you feel walking
neighbourhood during the day?

Fairly A bit
Very Don’t
safe unsafe unsafe Know

alone in your

B. How safe do you feel walking alone in your
neighbourhood at night?

1

2

3

4

7

1

2

3

4

7

16) If you or any member of your household were a victim of crime which of the following
would you FIRST call for help?
(a) Police (b) Community Leader (c) Religious Leader (d) Vigilante (e) Others (specify)
----------------------17) If your answer to 16 is NOT Police, please give reason for your option(s)? ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------18) Do you pay someone/ a group for the protection of your family and properties?
(a) Yes

(b) No

19) If Yes, how much do you pay per month? ------------------------20) Have you ever gone to Court of Law to seek redress on your rights? (a) Yes (b) No
21) If your answer to 20 is Yes, how satisfied were you with the outcome of the Court?
Not at all satisfied

Not very satisfied

1

Fairly satisfied

2

Very satisfied

3

4
22) If your answer to 20 is No, please indicate under what circumstance you will go to Court
of Law.
(a) Crime against my person (b) Crime against my property (c) Abuse on my rights (d)
Others (specify) --------------23) With respect to question 20 above if you will NOT go to Court of Law, please give
reason(s) for your decision.
(a) Have no trust in the Court (b) Culture detest going to court (c) Prefer resolving issues
outside the Court (d) Financial Constraints

(e) Others (specify) ----------

24) Is your house connected to electricity? (a) Yes (b) No
(If your answer in question 24 is No, please move to 28)
25) How many hours on the average do you have power supply in a day? ---------------Page 50 of 58

26) How many days do have power supply in a week? ------------27) How much on average do you pay for electricity in a month? -----------28) Do you have a generator? (a) Yes (b) No
(If your answer in 28 is No, please move to 32)
29) How many hours do you put on the generator in a day? ----------------------------30) How many days do you put on the generator in a week? ------------------------------31) How much fuel do you use for operating the generator in a week? (Money in Naira) ------------------------------------------32) Beside domestic use, do you need power for another purpose?
(a)Yes

(b) No

33) If answer to question 32 is Yes, please specify -------------------------34) Is your house connected to state water corporation? (a) Yes

(b) No

35) If your answer to 34 is Yes, how many days in a week do you have water supply? ---------------------------------------36) Do you have other sources of water supply? (a) Yes (b) No
37) If Yes, indicate the source(s) by ticking appropriately the following options
(a) Borehole (b) Well (c) Purchase from water vendors (d) Stream (e) Others (specify)--------------------------38) Indicate your feeling on the cost of sourcing the following:

Very Costly

Moderately
Costly

Power supply
Water Supply
Education of your Child/dependant
Security of your family members and property
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Not Costly

SECTION B: (Perception of State Legitimacy)
39) On the deterioration or any important information about the available public goods in your
area, how often do you contacted any of the following persons or to give them your view?
Never Only
once

A

few Often

times

A local government Chairman or Councillor
A representative to the State Assembly
A representative to the National Assembly
A member State Executive (e.g. Commissioner)
An official of a government agency (such as water
corporation)

40) If your option in 39 is NEVER, please indicate the reason?
(a) I do not trust any body in government (b) Is difficult to contact them (c) Others (specify)
--------------------------41) How would you rank the response you received from the following when you contacted
them?
Very
badly
A local government Chairman or Councillor
A representative to the State Assembly
A representative to the National Assembly
A member State Executive (Commissioner)
An official of a government agency (such as water
corporation)
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Fairly
badly

Fairly
Good

Very
Good

42) Who do you think should have primary responsibility for managing each of the following
tasks?
Federal
government

State
Government

Local

Traditional

Community

The

government

leaders

members

private
sector

Keeping
people safe?
Managing
schools?
Managing
health clinics?
Collecting
income taxes?
Solving local
disputes?
Maintaining
law and order?

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

43) Who is currently responsible for the following functions in your neighbourhood?
Police

Patrolling

and

Vigilante

Private

Community

Others

Security

Volunteers

(Specify)

securing

your neighbourhood?
Arresting criminals?
Punishing criminals?
44) How satisfied are you with the performance of these functions in your neighbourhood?
Very
satisfied

Not at all

Not very

Fairly

satisfied

satisfied

satisfied

Patrolling and securing your
neighbourhood?
Arresting criminals?

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

Punishing criminals?

1

2

3

4
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45) How well do you think the police are doing at the following activities:
Very badly

Fairly well

Very well

1

Fairly
badly
2

3

4

1

2

3

4

Making people feel safe?

1

2

3

4

Punishing criminals?

1

2

3

4

Preventing crime?
Catching criminals?

46) How much would you say you trust the following institutions?
Not at all
The police?
Court of law?
Elected Political Officers?
Other Government Agents?
Traditional Leader
Community
Non-Elected
Leaders
Religious Leaders

Just a little

Some what

A lot

Don’t
Know/Haven’t
Heard enough

1

2

3

4

7

1

2

3

4

7

1

2

3

4

7

1

2

3

4

7

1

2

3

4

7

1

2

3

4

7

1

2

3

4

7

47) In your own opinion, what would you say about the following?
Never

Rarely

Often

Are people treated unequally under the law?

1

2

3

4

Don’t
know
7

Do officials who commit crimes go unpunished?

1

2

3

4

7

Do ordinary people who break the law go
unpunished?
Do Elected Political Office Holders champion the
interest of the people who voted for them?

1

2

3

4

7

1

2

3

4

7
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Always

48) Overall how satisfied are you with the operation of the following?
Very
satisfied

Do not

Not at all

Not very

Fairly

satisfied

satisfied

satisfied

Local Government

1

2

3

4

7

State Government

1

2

3

4

7

Federal Government

1

2

3

4

7

Security Agents (such as Police, Road Safety)

1

2

3

4

7

Public Cooperation (such as NEPA, Water
Cooperation)

1

2

3

4

7

know

SECTION C: (Responsibility to State)
49) How interested would you say you are in public affairs?
(a) Very interested (b) Somewhat interested (c) Not very interested (d) Not at all
interested (e) Don’t Know
50) A. Have you ever voted in any election? (a) Yes

(b) No

B. With regard to the last 2011 general elections, which statement is true for you?
You were not registered or you were too young to vote

0

You voted in the elections

1

You decided not to vote

2

You could not find the polling station

3

You were prevented from voting

4

You did not have time to vote

5

Did not vote for some other reason

6

Don’t know / can’t remember [DNR]

7

51) Considering the level of satisfaction from the present state of public goods provision in
your area, which of these statements below best describe your view?
1. I will pay my tax regularly and
voluntarily to the government.
Agree

strongly Agree

with statement 1

with Agree

statement 1

2. I will never pay any tax regularly and
voluntarily to the government, if I have
my way.
with Agree strongly with Agree
with

statement 2
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statement 2

neither

52) Which of these statements below best describe your view?
1. If I have my way I will canvass for the
2. If I have my way I will canvass for
continuity

of

the

present

state

the removal of the present state

government because of its attention to

government because of its low

the provision of public goods.

attention to the provision of public
goods.

Agree strongly with Agree
statement 1

with Agree with Agree strongly with Agree

statement 1

statement 2

statement 2

with

neither

53) Which of these statements best represent your opinion?
1. I will follow state orders and

2. I will ignore and reject state orders

directives at all times

Agree

strongly Agree

with statement 1

statement 1

if I have the choice

with Agree

with Agree strongly with Agree

statement 2

statement 2

with

neither

54) Which of these statements best represent your opinion?
1. I will guard and protect government

2. I will never guard and protect

properties at all times if it continues

government properties at all times if it

this way.

continues this way.

Agree

strongly Agree

with statement 1

statement 1

with Agree

with Agree strongly with Agree

statement 2
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statement 2

neither

with

55) With regards to the Police, Road Safety and other security agencies, which of the following
statements is closest to your view?
1.

I would willingly abide by their 2. I would ignore these directives if I have the chance

directives
Agree

to do so
very Agree

strongly

with Agree

statement 1

with Agree

statement 2

strongly

with statement 1

very Agree with
neither

with statement 2

SECTION D: (Personal Profile)
56) What is your Gender?
(a) Male

(b) Female

57) What is your age? (in years) ------------------------58) What is your highest level of academic qualification?
(a) Non formal Education (b) Primary Education (c) Secondary Education (d) NCE/
Diploma/ND

(e)

HND/B.Sc.

(f) Post Graduate Degree (g) Others

(specify).......................
59) What is your religion?
(a) Islam (b) Christianity (c) Traditional religion (d) Others (specify)
60) What is your marital status?
(a) Single

(b) Married (c ) Divorced (d) Widow (e) Others (specify)

61) What is your State of origin and Local Government?
State ------------------------------------Local Government ---------------------------------62) How long have you been resident in this area?
(a) Less than a year (b) More than one year (c) My entire life
63) What is occupation? (a) Self Employed (b) Civil Servant (c) Private Employment (d)
Others (specify)--------------------Thank You for the Response
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