
SSLJPRDS | p. 290

The Impact of Local Governance on Poverty Reduction in the 
Central Senatorial District of Cross River State
1Hilary Idiege Adie & 
2Bassey Ekpenyong Anam
1Department of Public 
Administration, University of 
Calabar
2Institute of Public Policy and 
Administration, University of 
Calabar

Article DOI: 
10.48028/iiprds/ssljprds.v11.i1.21

A b s t r a c t

his study examines the impact of local governance on Tpoverty reduction in the Central Senatorial District of 
Cross River State, Nigeria, a region characterised by 

both rural and semi-urban communities facing persistent 
poverty and underdevelopment. The research investigates 
h ow  l o c a l  gover nan ce  m ec han i sms — par t i c u lar l y 
participatory budgeting, service delivery, and institutional 
transparency—contribute to poverty alleviation. Employing a 
mixed-methods approach, the study combines quantitative 
data from 300 household respondents with qualitative insights 
from six key informant interviews, including local government 
officials and planning officers. Data were analysed using 
descriptive statistics, chi-square tests, and regression analysis, 
allowing for both relational and causal inferences. The 
findings reveal that effective local governance is significantly 
associated with reductions in poverty levels. Specifically, 
higher levels of citizen participation, efficient service delivery, 
and greater transparency positively influence household 
welfare. However, the study also identifies critical barriers 
such as weak institutional capacity, political interference, 
delayed fund disbursement, and limited community 
engagement, which undermine the potential impact of 
governance reforms. These findings underscore the need for 
institutional strengthening, enhanced citizen participation, 
and more accountable budgetary processes. The study 
concludes by recommending practical policy actions aimed at 
improving governance frameworks to foster inclusive 
development and reduce poverty in local government areas.
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Background to the Study
Local governance constitutes a fundamental component of democratic development and 
public administration, particularly in decentralised systems where authority and 
responsibility are devolved to grassroots institutions. Its central purpose is to bring governance 
closer to the people, ensuring that service delivery, development planning, and resource 
allocation re�ect local needs and priorities (Grindle, 2007). In developing countries like 
Nigeria, local government authorities are constitutionally charged with providing basic 
services such as education, healthcare, water, sanitation, and rural infrastructure, all of which 
are critical to improving livelihoods and reducing poverty.

Nigeria's federal structure assigns a signi�cant role to local governments in driving community 
development and poverty alleviation. �e rationale is that governance at the local level, when 
effectively managed, is more responsive, inclusive, and efficient. However, the reality in many 
Nigerian local government areas reveals a different picture. Despite the promise of 
decentralisation, governance is o�en marred by poor institutional capacity, bureaucratic 
inefficiencies, political patronage, mismanagement of funds, and a general lack of 
accountability (Akinola, 2010; Oviasuyi, Idada, & Isiraojie, 2010). �ese challenges have 
undermined the ability of local governments to address the structural and multidimensional 
nature of poverty effectively.

�e Central Senatorial District of Cross River State, comprising Abi, Yakurr, Obubra, Ikom, 
Etung, and Boki Local Government Areas, presents a relevant context for analysing this issue. 
Although the region is rich in natural resources and cultural diversity, it continues to face high 
poverty rates, poor infrastructure, and limited access to basic services. �is study investigates 
the impact of local governance on poverty reduction efforts in the district, exploring whether 
mechanisms such as participatory budgeting, transparent service delivery, and institutional 
accountability contribute meaningfully to improving local living conditions. By linking 
governance processes to development outcomes, the study seeks to offer evidence-based 
recommendations for enhancing the effectiveness of local governance in addressing poverty in 
Nigeria.

Research Problem
Despite decades of institutional reform and decentralisation aimed at enhancing governance 
at the grassroots level, poverty remains a persistent and multidimensional problem in Nigeria. 
According to the National Bureau of Statistics (NBS, 2020), approximately 40.1% of Nigeria's 
population lives below the national poverty line. Cross River State, once considered a model 
for tourism-led development, is not exempt from this trend. �e state has experienced a 
decline in socio-economic conditions, particularly in rural and semi-urban areas. Recent 
statistics from the NBS (2020) show that over 60% of the population in the Central Senatorial 
District—including LGAs—live in poverty, Abi, Yakurr, Obubra, Ikom, Etung, and Boki 
lacking access to basic necessities such as healthcare, clean water, and quality education.

Several scholars have a�ributed this poverty to ineffective governance structures at the local 
level. Eteng and Anam (2019), argued that many local governments lack the institutional 
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capacity and political will to implement sustainable poverty reduction programmes. �ey 
noted that that although policies and frameworks for poverty alleviation exist, their 
implementation is o�en undermined by corruption, weak accountability systems, and the 
exclusion of communities from decision-making processes.

Local governments in the Central Senatorial District are constitutionally positioned to 
spearhead community development and improve livelihoods. However, anecdotal evidence 
and preliminary observations suggest that poor budget execution, low community 
engagement, and delayed funding disbursements have hindered tangible progress in poverty 
reduction. While decentralised governance is intended to empower communities, the 
outcomes in this region raise important questions about the actual impact of local governance 
on poverty alleviation. �is study, therefore, seeks to investigate the extent to which local 
governance has contributed to or hindered poverty reduction in the Central Senatorial District 
of Cross River State. �e research problem is grounded in the gap between policy intentions 
and developmental realities, particularly how institutional weaknesses and governance 
practices shape poverty outcomes at the grassroots level.

Objectives
Generally, the study seeks to evaluate the effect of local governance on poverty reduction in the 
Central Senatorial District of Cross River State. �e speci�c objectives of the study include, to 

1. Assess the relationship between participatory budgeting and poverty reduction.
2. Determine how service delivery quality affects poverty outcomes.
3. evaluate the in�uence of institutional transparency on poverty levels.
4. identify major governance barriers hindering poverty reduction efforts.

Hypotheses
H1: � �ere is no signi�cant positive relationship between participatory budgeting and 

poverty reduction.
H2: � Improved service delivery is not signi�cantly associated with lower poverty levels.
H3: � Higher institutional transparency does not signi�cantly contribute to poverty 

reduction.

Literature Review
Conceptual Clari�cations
Local Governance
Local governance refers to the processes, institutions, and mechanisms through which local 
authorities interact with citizens and other stakeholders to deliver public goods and services 
(Grindle, 2007). It encompasses participatory decision-making, transparency, service 
delivery, and accountability at the local government level. In Nigeria, local governance is 
carried out by constitutionally recognized Local Government Areas (LGAs), which are 
mandated to promote grassroots development.

Poverty
Poverty is a multidimensional phenomenon involving deprivation in income, access to basic 
services (education, health, water, and sanitation), and opportunities for improved livelihood. 
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�e World Bank (2022) de�nes extreme poverty as living on less than $2.15 per day. In the 
Nigerian context, poverty also includes social exclusion, unemployment, and limited access to 
public services, especially at the rural level (Eteng & Anam, 2019).

Poverty Reduction
Poverty reduction involves targeted efforts to improve the living conditions of the poor 
through the provision of services, infrastructure, employment, and social protection 
programmes. Effective governance at the local level is crucial to the success of these 
interventions, particularly in rural or underserved regions where state and federal presence is 
limited.

Participatory Budgeting and Poverty
Participatory budgeting is a democratic innovation that enables citizens to engage directly in 
budget formulation, priority se�ing, and monitoring of public expenditures. It is designed to 
enhance transparency, promote inclusive development, and align public resource allocation 
with community needs (World Bank, 1996). When effectively implemented, participatory 
budgeting can lead to more equitable service delivery, as it draws a�ention to the priorities of 
the most marginalised.

Empirical studies suggest that communities that participate in budget processes experience 
higher levels of ownership and satisfaction with public services (Olumide & Olayiwola, 2014). 
In Brazil and parts of South Africa, participatory budgeting has been instrumental in reducing 
poverty and improving access to basic services. In Nigeria, however, the practice is limited, and 
budget processes remain largely top-down and opaque. In Cross River State, poor civic 
engagement in budget decisions has contributed to the misallocation of resources and the 
persistence of poverty, especially in rural LGAs.

Service Delivery and Poverty Outcomes
Service delivery remains a critical dimension of poverty reduction, especially at the local level. 
�e provision of essential services such as primary healthcare, education, clean water, rural 
roads, and agricultural support can directly improve household welfare and reduce 
vulnerability. According to Effiom and Eyo (2021), the quality and consistency of service 
delivery in Nigerian local governments are key determinants of socio-economic well-being.

Unfortunately, delays in fund disbursement, poor infrastructure, and limited human resources 
o�en result in ineffective or incomplete service delivery (Ogunyemi, 2016). For instance, 
health centres may lack drugs or personnel, and schools may operate without quali�ed 
teachers or basic learning materials. �ese de�ciencies contribute to cyclical poverty, as 
affected populations are unable to build human capital or access economic opportunities.

Transparency, Accountability, and Poverty Reduction
Transparency in public �nancial management fosters trust in governance and ensures that 
resources are used efficiently. It involves making budget information available to the public, 
adhering to procurement regulations, and facilitating audits and evaluations. When local 
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governments operate transparently and are held accountable by citizens, corruption is 
reduced, and resources are more likely to reach targeted bene�ciaries (Oviasuyi, Idada, & 
Isiraojie, 2010). In contrast, the absence of transparency and weak oversight mechanisms o�en 
lead to elite capture, where political and administrative elites divert funds for personal or 
partisan interests. �is undermines development outcomes and perpetuates poverty. 
Strengthening internal control systems, promoting civil society oversight, and adopting open 
data platforms are crucial for enhancing transparency at the local level.

Barriers to Effective Local Governance
Several structural and institutional challenges continue to hinder the effectiveness of local 
governance in Nigeria. Chief among these are political interference, bureaucratic 
inefficiencies, low technical capacity, and irregular �nancial transfers from the federal and state 
governments (Ezeani, 2006; Akinola, 2010). Local government councils are o�en subject to 
control by state governors, particularly through the State Joint Local Government Account 
(SJLGA), which limits their autonomy and delays project implementation. Inadequate staff 
training, absence of performance monitoring frameworks, and lack of community engagement 
further constrain governance outcomes. �ese factors combine to reduce the responsiveness 
of local authorities and weaken efforts aimed at poverty alleviation. Moreover, the over-
centralisation of �scal powers limits the ability of LGAs to mobilise local resources or innovate 
in service delivery.

�eoretical Framework
�is study is anchored on two interrelated theoretical frameworks: Decentralisation �eory 
and Participatory Governance �eory, both of which offer insights into the mechanisms 
through which local governance can in�uence poverty outcomes.

Decentralisation �eory
Decentralisation theory, as advanced by Rondinelli, Nellis, and Cheema (1983), posits that 
devolving administrative, �scal, and political powers to lower levels of government enhances 
the efficiency and responsiveness of public service delivery. �e central argument is that local 
governments are be�er positioned to understand and respond to the speci�c needs of their 
communities. When governance is brought closer to the people, it can reduce the bureaucratic 
inefficiencies o�en associated with centralised systems, leading to more targeted interventions 
in poverty reduction. In the context of this study, decentralisation theory explains how 
empowered local governments—through control over budget planning, resource allocation, 
and service delivery—can directly affect socio-economic conditions at the grassroots level. 
However, the theory also highlights that the bene�ts of decentralisation are contingent on the 
institutional capacity of local authorities and the presence of effective accountability 
mechanisms.

Participatory Governance �eory
Participatory governance theory complements decentralisation by emphasising the role of 
citizen involvement in public decision-making. Rooted in democratic and deliberative 
traditions (Fung & Wright, 2003), this theory holds that inclusive governance—where 
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citizens actively participate in budget formulation, project selection, and oversight—leads to 
more legitimate, transparent, and effective policy outcomes. Applied to this study, 
participatory governance theory explains how community involvement in budgeting and 
monitoring can enhance the relevance and sustainability of poverty alleviation initiatives. It 
also underscores the importance of transparency and trust between local governments and 
citizens in achieving development goals.

Together, these theories provide a comprehensive framework for analysing the link between 
local governance and poverty reduction. Decentralisation theory offers a structural 
perspective on how governance systems are organised, while participatory governance theory 
provides a behavioural lens on how citizen engagement and institutional transparency impact 
outcomes. �e integration of both theories allows for a nuanced understanding of how 
governance variables—such as participator y budgeting , ser vice deliver y, and 
transparency—mediate poverty reduction efforts in the Central Senatorial District of Cross 
River State. By grounding the study in these theoretical foundations, the research is be�er 
positioned to evaluate not just the outcomes of local governance, but also the processes and 
conditions necessary for its effectiveness in poverty alleviation.

Methodology
�e study adopted a mixed-methods descriptive survey design to assess the impact of local 
governance on poverty reduction in the Central Senatorial District of Cross River State, 
Nigeria. �is district comprises six Local Government Areas: Abi, Yakurr, Obubra, Ikom, 
Etung, and Boki. A strati�ed random sampling technique was employed to ensure balanced 
representation across the LGAs, resulting in the selection of 350 participants, out of which 300 
valid responses were retrieved and analysed. Data were collected using structured 
questionnaires focused on governance practices—such as participatory budgeting, service 
delivery, and transparency—as well as poverty indicators. Additionally, in-depth interviews 
were conducted with six local government officials to complement the quantitative �ndings. 
Data analysis was carried out using SPSS version 26, employing descriptive statistics, chi-
square tests, and regression analysis, with all hypotheses tested at a 0.05 level of signi�cance.

Presentation & Analysis of Data
Table 1: Descriptive Statistics

Source: Field survey, 2025

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of key variables measured in the study. �e mean 
score for Participatory Budgeting is 2.45 (SD = 0.89), indicating a moderate level of citizen 

Variable  Mean  SD  
Participatory Budgeting Score

 
2.45

 
0.89

 Service Delivery Rating

 

2.78

 

0.95

 
Institutional Transparency

 

2.30

 

1.02

 

Poverty Index (lower = be�er)

 

3.10

 

0.80
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involvement in budget processes as perceived by respondents. Service Delivery has a slightly 
higher mean of 2.78 (SD = 0.95), suggesting relatively be�er performance in the provision of 
basic services such as health, education, and infrastructure.

Institutional Transparency recorded the lowest mean score of 2.30 (SD = 1.02), re�ecting 
widespread perceptions of limited openness and accountability in local governance practices. 
�e Poverty Index, where a lower value indicates be�er living conditions, has a mean of 3.10 
(SD = 0.80), implying a generally high level of poverty in the Central Senatorial District. 
Overall, the scores suggest room for signi�cant improvement in participatory governance and 
transparency to support poverty reduction efforts.

Table 2: Chi-Square Test of Relationship Between Local Governance Indicators and Poverty 
Reduction

Source: Field survey, 2025

�e Chi-square results indicate statistically signi�cant relationships across all three 
hypotheses. With p-values less than 0.05, the �ndings con�rm that participatory budgeting, 
service delivery, and transparency signi�cantly affect poverty reduction efforts in the Central 
Senatorial District. �e highest signi�cance was recorded for service delivery (χ² = 14.89), 
suggesting it is a critical component of effective local governance.

Table 3: Regression Analysis of Local Governance Predictors on Poverty Reduction

Source: Field survey, 2025

�e regression analysis shows that all three predictors—participatory budgeting, service 
delivery, and transparency—negatively and signi�cantly in�uence the poverty index. �is 
implies that improvements in these governance areas are associated with reductions in poverty 
levels. Service delivery had the strongest effect (β = –0.35), followed by participatory 

Hypotheses  χ² Value  df  p-value  Signi�cance  
H1:  �ere is no signi�cant relationship between 
participatory budgeting and poverty reduction.  

12.45  3  .006  Signi�cant  

H2:
 
�ere is no signi�cant relationship between service 

delivery and poverty reduction.
 

14.89
 

3
 

.002
 

Signi�cant
 

H3:
 
�ere is no signi�cant relationship between 

transparency in local governance and poverty reduction.
 

10.12
 

3
 

.018
 

Signi�cant
 

 

Predictor Variable  Standardised Beta (β)  Signi�cance (p-value)  
Participatory Budgeting

 
–0.28

 
.001

 
Service Delivery

 
–0.35

 
< .001

 Transparency

 
–0.22

 
.003

 Model R²

 

0.42
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budgeting (β = –0.28). �e model explains 42% of the variance in poverty levels (R² = 0.42), 
indicating a moderately strong predictive power of local governance variables on poverty 
reduction in the study area.

Discussion
�e results of this study strongly affirm the hypotheses that participatory budgeting, quality 
service delivery, and governance transparency signi�cantly in�uence poverty reduction 
outcomes in the Central Senatorial District of Cross River State. �e statistically signi�cant 
negative beta coefficients for each of these governance variables indicate that as local 
governance practices improve in these dimensions, poverty levels among the population tend 
to decrease. �ese �ndings are consistent with previous studies which have demonstrated the 
transformative potential of inclusive and accountable local governance mechanisms (Effiom & 
Eyo, 2021; Olumide & Olayiwola, 2014; Oviasuyi, Idada & Isiraojie, 2010).

Participatory budgeting emerged as a key determinant of poverty reduction, underscoring the 
importance of involving citizens in the planning and allocation of public resources. When 
communities are allowed to contribute to decisions about budget priorities, local projects tend 
to re�ect real needs, thereby enhancing their impact on household welfare. �is supports the 
position of the World Bank (1996), which asserts that participation strengthens 
accountability and responsiveness in governance structures.

Service delivery recorded the strongest negative association with poverty (β = –0.35), 
suggesting that efficient provision of essential services such as healthcare, education, water, 
and infrastructure plays a pivotal role in reducing poverty. Poor service delivery o�en 
exacerbates socio-economic vulnerabilities, especially in rural and underserved communities. 
�is �nding aligns with Adeyemo (2005), who argued that the proximity of local government 
to the grassroots should naturally result in more effective and tailored service provision—if 
institutional capacity is strengthened. Transparency in governance, while slightly less 
impactful than the other variables, still had a meaningful and signi�cant effect on poverty 
reduction (β = –0.22). Transparent processes in budgeting, project implementation, and 
�nancial reporting are critical in preventing leakages, ensuring efficient use of public resources, 
and building trust between citizens and government institutions. According to Akinola 
(2010), the lack of transparency in local governance contributes to public apathy and limits 
citizen engagement, further entrenching poverty.

While the regression model accounts for 42% (R² = 0.42) of the variance in poverty levels, this 
suggests that other contextual and structural factors also contribute to poverty in the region. 
�ese could include unemployment, in�ation, limited access to credit, gender disparities, and 
environmental degradation. Notably, insights from key informant interviews highlight 
institutional weaknesses—such as lack of technical capacity, inadequate staffing, and irregular 
funding �ows—as signi�cant barriers to effective governance. Moreover, political interference 
was frequently cited as a disruptor of local development priorities, o�en leading to 
misallocation of resources or project abandonment. In sum, the �ndings of this study con�rm 
that strengthening participatory, transparent, and service-oriented governance at the local 
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level is vital for tackling poverty. However, for these gains to be sustained, broader systemic 
reforms are necessary to address the entrenched challenges of political patronage, institutional 
fragility, and resource mismanagement that continue to undermine development efforts in 
local government areas.

Conclusion
�e �ndings of this study con�rm that local governance plays a critical role in shaping poverty 
outcomes in the Central Senatorial District of Cross River State. Speci�cally, enhanced citizen 
participation in budgeting, effective and inclusive service delivery, and transparent 
administrative processes are shown to signi�cantly reduce poverty levels in the region. �ese 
governance a�ributes not only improve the responsiveness of local authorities to community 
needs but also foster accountability and trust in public institutions.

�e statistical evidence, supported by qualitative insights from key stakeholders, reveals that 
local governments that engage their communities meaningfully and deliver essential services 
in a transparent manner are more likely to achieve measurable improvements in household 
welfare and poverty alleviation. �is reinforces the theoretical and empirical literature on 
decentralisation and development, which argues that bringing governance closer to the people 
enhances policy effectiveness, particularly in rural and semi-urban se�ings.

However, despite these positive correlations, the study also highlights enduring structural and 
institutional constraints that hinder the full potential of local governance in tackling poverty. 
�ese include delayed fund disbursements, weak institutional capacity, bureaucratic 
inefficiencies, and political interference in local decision-making. Until these systemic issues 
are addressed, the impact of local governance on poverty reduction will remain limited in scale 
and sustainability.

In conclusion, while participatory, transparent, and service-oriented governance models 
provide a viable pathway for poverty reduction, they must be supported by broader reforms in 
public �nancial management, administrative autonomy, and institutional strengthening. Local 
governments must be empowered not only to plan and implement development interventions 
but also to do so independently, transparently, and with active community involvement. Only 
then can local governance serve as a truly effective mechanism for poverty eradication and 
grassroots development in Cross River State and beyond.

Recommendations
1. Institutionalise Participatory Budgeting Forums at Ward Level
 To enhance citizen engagement and ensure that local development priorities re�ect 

community needs, it is essential to institutionalise participatory budgeting processes 
at the ward level. �ese forums should be conducted annually and should involve 
community-based organisations, traditional leaders, youth groups, women's 
associations, and other stakeholders. �is will foster a culture of inclusivity, promote 
ownership of local projects, and strengthen democratic accountability in the planning 
and budgeting cycle.
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2. Build Staff Capacity in Financial and Project Management
 A critical barrier to effective local governance is the limited technical capacity of staff 

responsible for budgeting, �nancial oversight, and project implementation. Regular 
training programmes and workshops should be introduced to enhance skills in 
�nancial planning, budget tracking, procurement, monitoring and evaluation. 
Partnerships with academic institutions, NGOs, and professional bodies could also be 
explored to facilitate continuous learning and the adoption of best practices in local 
governance.

3. Establish Citizen-Led Monitoring Commi�ees for Greater Transparency
 To promote transparency and reduce opportunities for corruption or project 

mismanagement, local governments should support the formation of independent 
citizen-led monitoring commi�ees. �ese commi�ees—composed of respected 
community members, civil society representatives, and professionals—should be 
mandated to monitor project implementation, track budget performance, and publish 
regular reports for public scrutiny. �is will enhance social accountability and foster 
trust in local government institutions.

4. Enforce Timely Fund Disbursement Protocols and Fiscal Discipline
 Delays in the release of statutory allocations and internally generated revenues 

signi�cantly hamper service delivery and project execution. �ere is an urgent need to 
streamline fund disbursement mechanisms and ensure that �nancial �ows to local 
governments are timely and predictable. Furthermore, �scal discipline must be strictly 
enforced through budget ceilings, regular audits, and sanctions for misuse or 
misappropriation of funds. �is will improve the efficiency and credibility of local 
governance systems.
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