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ABSTRACT This paper analyses the concepts of
democracy and governance. It concretely articulates
the central thesis of democracy as a form of political
organization on which the multidimensional systemic
existence of all political animals within the universe
anchored. On the same token, governance as a concept
that weaves economic, political and social aspects of
any given political community was highlighted in
addition to the elucidation of it's three dimensions-
(nature of political regime; the exercise of authority in
the management of social and economic resources and;
the capacity of government to design and implement
policy in the discharge of its functions). While
identifying their respective elements, prominence was
given to the historical or evolutionary trends of both
concepts. We also theoretically and empirically
attempted the affinity between them from the
perspectives of the Nigerian citizenry. Consequent on
these efforts, it was discovered that, the affinity of the
two concepts as theoretically and empirically
determined notwithstanding, Nigerians, irrespective of
geo-political location or sex, felt that, there is need for
improvement in the country (Nigeria), if the social
movement for democracy is to be positively beneficial
to all.

INTRODUCTION

Few years before the 21st century, there was
some inexplicable concern of many
statesmen and important world bodies for
all nations to adopt democracy as a form of
government. Although, in most countries
inequality is entrenched in the socio-political
system, yet the spokesmen insist that life of
men on earth will be greatly improved morally,
physically and mentally if all people came to
live under democratic government (Awa,
1997)
It is innocuous to adopt the foregoing state-

ment as a premise for the commencement of the
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analytical articulation of the central thesis of this
paper.  This is principally so, because, the issue of
good governance which, according to Akindele
(1995a: 137), is historically deepseated, is explicitly
decipherable from it, as being anchored on the
concept of democracy as does the centrality of the
combination of both (i.e. democracy and
governance) to the multidimensional systemic
existence of all political animals1 within the
universe. And, from it, one could infer that the
issue can hardly be taken for-granted without
severe consequences for mankind relative to the:

Universal applicability of certain standards,
namely legitimate rule, pluralism, rule of law,
accountability and fair representation of
societal interest (Schmitz, 1997: 17)
Given this premise, and, the fact that “an

essential ingredient of democracy is based on the
equality of all the people within a nation’s
boundary” (Nyerere, 1999: 3), most polities -
particularly the world powers in the western
nations- within the global political community have
consistently striven through democracy or
democratic process for the attainment of good
governance for effective citizenship. Such polities
have gone through committed reliance on holistic
approach that properly weaves together the
asymmetrical aspirations and goals of the various
groups and interests that form the core of their
pluralistic pillars in ways conducive to positive
nation-building.

In other words, one of the mechanisms that had
been practically adopted in these political systems
is a system of governance explainable within the
conceptual parameters of democracy. This, argued
Lipset (1995: 770), demonstrates why democracy
had often been conceived of as a safeguard for
individual liberties in most of these polities.  And,
according to Awa (op cit: 7), it explains why:

the spokesmen of the world power
especially those of the western nations and
western political analysts emphasize the
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need to have democracy as the open sesame
to effective governance.
Generally, though, more importantly, as Olowu

(1995:2) rightly argued, “the collapse of systems
such as theocracy, monocracy, fascism, Marxism
and socialism has left democracy as the only
option“ for good governance. It can also be argued,
that, the realisation of this, and, the need to protest
against the failure of the centralised post-colonial
states to democratically meet peoples expectation
due to monocracy (Olowu, 1995; Wunsch and
Olowu, 1990; Hyden, 1999), equally led to “ the
growth of a new social movement for democracy
in Africa” (AAPS: 1995) as does the “process of
democratic political change in Nigeria” (Nwankwo,
1996: 8)

With these in view, it is unobtrusively arguable
that, it is now a universally accepted aphorism that
the fertility of democracy is causally related to
good governance and, that, the latter’s pursuit has
now gained a wider currency as one of the most, if
not the most important core of the operational
catechism of most nations within the global
political community (Akindele, 1987; Akindele and
Obiyan, 1996). Put differently, today, one can hardly
talk of governance of men, its goodness or
otherwise, anywhere within our world, regardless
of ideological orientation or partitioning, without
reference to the concept of democracy. This, among
other things, according to Lipset, (1995: op cit;
770) is due to the fact that democracy “ shapes the
realities of decision making and popular
participation in government”.

Without doubt, a cumulative interlacing of the
foregoing makes the two concepts under reference
here, mutually inclusive with democracy
subsuming the concept of governance. And, in
perfect consonance with this analytical orientation,
this paper, employing empirical standard where
applicable, deals with a genealogical theoretical
examination of the concept of democracy and, its
affinity with the governance of men in our world,
zeroing in on the Nigerian political landscape.

In doing this, the paper is divided into six parts.
The first is the introduction and, the second part,
which is theoretical, examines the concept of
democracy, its elements and evolution from its
ancient roots to the contemporary epoch of the
governance of mankind. The third part in a
theoretical manner, equally examines the concept
of governance as we have come to know of it today.
The analysis here, stresses its dimensions and

elements vis-à-vis the rule – ruler – ruled
relationship characteristic of the governing of
mankind.

Against the analytical outcome of parts one,
two, and three, the fourth part of the paper attempts
a theoretical linkage between the two concepts as
a prelude to our empirical approach in part five.  In
other words, the fifth part, using empirical approach
based on our adoption of certain parts of the
primary data earlier generated in our other research
endeavours2  on the core variables in the area of
focus here, attempts a possible empirical linkage
between democracy and (good) governance. The
sixth part is the conclusion

Concept of Democracy3

Within the eclectic disciplines of the social
sciences and particularly in political science,
democracy as a form of political organisation, like
other concepts of its calibre, has not been easy to
define without ideological equivocation (Akindele
and Obiyan, 1996: 84; Akindele and Olaopa, 1997:
5; Akindele, 1995b; Akindele and Ajila, 1992: 85-
86; Akindele, 1992, 1993).  The major problem in
this area is that of ideological secretarianism vis-à-
vis the nitty-gritty of democracy as a form of
political governance hence, as Olowu (1995, Op
Cit, 2) once opined, democracy as a “concept of
governance has become all things to all men”.

This notwithstanding however, from a concrete
perusal of the tomes that have been written on it
by classical and contemporary philosophers and
scholars of repute, it is clear without equivocation
that democracy had its first appearance in the fifth
century B.C.  This followed its coinage by the great
historian-Herodotus.  This historical initial effort
catalyzed the genesis of democratic ideas in
antiquity (Akindele, 1987).

Democratic ideas in antiquity combined two
Greek words, “demo”, meaning people and
“Kratein” meaning the rule.  Thus, the original
meaning of democracy was the “rule of (by) the
people”. At this time, Herodotus included among
its specific features, “equality before the law and
popular deliberations” (Akindele, 1987: 41).

Subsequent Greek thinkers like Plato and
Aristotle did not look with favour upon democracy
(ibid).  While Plato’s attitude was decidedly hostile
to democratic ideas, Aristotle accepted the ideas
with severe qualifications (Rejai, 1967: 2).  This
explains why ancient democracy did not
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presuppose equality of all individuals.  In it, existed
the prevalence of slavery and, a minority of the
populace had no political rights.  Athens, the
greatest of the city democracies, limited its franchise
to the native born citizens (Funk and Wagnalls).

Greek discussion of democracy was followed
by Rome’s contribution to democratic ideas and
government in antiquity. The hallmark of this
contribution was Rome’s development of the “idea
of constitutionalism” and her emphasis on laws as
the system of norms binding on both the “rulers”
and “ruled” (Ibid.).

However, the civilization of antiquity collapsed
after a while. This collapse, and the then increasing
predominance of religion over all aspects of life led
to the evolution of medieval democratic ideas. More
interestingly, the existence of the Christian religion,
which emphasized the rights of the underprivileged
and equality of all men before God contributed to
the development of democratic ideas in the
medieval period. In addition, most of the Christian
ideas stressed the notion of a “moral law of nature”,
and the quest for a universal society.

The medieval period was followed by the
Renaissance which furthered optimism with
regards to the future of man through its emphasis
on the emancipation of man from medieval ties
(Rejai, op.cit. 10-12). The core of the renaissance
was the discovery of man and the emphasis on
individual self-expression, self-realization, glory and
fame (Ibid; 11).

After the renaissance era came the 17th and
18th centuries when John Locke and Jean Jacques
Rousseau in addition to Thomas Hobbes
popularised the concept of the “Social Contract
(Ibid; 11), which may be said to be the most rational
of all the theories about the democratic origin of
states and civil government (Khan et al 1972: 27;
Baker, 1969; Akindele et al., 1998; Akindele et al.,
2000).

Even though, many obstacles riddled the
historical stages of democratic ideas, it gained
ground in the nineteenth century when “every
important Western European monarch started to
adopt a constitution limiting the power of the crown
and giving a considerable share of power to its
people” (Funk and Wagnalls, op.cit p. 2655). This
period witnessed the various elaborations of
democratic theory by people like Abraham Lincoln,
Thomas Jefferson, John Stuart Mill and Alex de
Tocqueville. In short, the historical background of
democratic ideas as outlined up to this point is

what sets the stage for what is today known and
called democracy.

This being the case, what actually is democracy?
As earlier stated, it is by no means a simple task to
give a coherent definition of democracy in view of
the different definitions already given. Many
normative definitions of democracy had been
given. Their general focus had been on values and
norms of society. Empirical definitions of
democracy, which focused on political reality, had
also been given.  While the normative definitions
focused on shared beliefs and attitudes, the
“normative-empirical” definitions combined
empricism and normative aspects of society.

The normative definition of democracy was
variously approached by people like Thomas
Hobbes, Jean Jacques Rousseau, John Locke,
Thomas Jefferson, Abraham Lincoln and John
Stuart Mill.  This explains why Thomas Hobbes, in
his explanation of the social contract and its
consequent by-product (state), treated the solitary,
nasty, brutish and alienating state of nature as the
catalyst for the volitional collective agreement -
social contract - between men.

On the same token, Rousseau, in his work,
identified people’s surrender of “natural rights”
for “civil rights” as the basis of the emergence of a
social contract which created the general will of
the people (Khan et al., op cit 27-28).  The creation
of the general will through the social contract in
Rousseau’s view resulted in the existing state of
nature when men were limited by their individual
incapacities for self governance.

In addition to Hobbes and Rousseau, John
Locke also theorized about the concept of social
contract. However, unlike Rousseau’s views of the
individual’s incapabilities, John Locke believed that
life in the state of nature was pleasant, but men
were hampered by the absence of any socially
recognised authority to adjudicate and settle
disputes and conflicts between them hence the
need for democratic government (Ibid. p. 20)

As for John Stuart Mill, he believed in the
welfare of the individual, as well as individual
liberties. Writing on Democracy and liberty, he
maintained that the only way power can be, or,
should be exercised over any member in the society
against his will, is when it can be established that,
such individual intends to injure, or, do harm to
other (Rejai op.cit 77). He further emphasized the
notion of liberty within the framework of
representative government. Along this analytical
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plane, argued, Awa (1997 op.cit: 7, Akindele, 1993;
Akindele et al., 1998), Schumpeter (1955) defines
democracy as:

the institutional arrangement for arriving at
political decision, in which individuals
acquire the power to decide by means of a
competitive struggle for the people’s vote.
Due to the nature of their reasoning, Rousseau

and other theorists (e.g. Lincoln) mainly concerned
with the welfare of the community as a whole, are
classified into the “collectivistic school of thought”,
while John Locke and John Stuart Mill are classified
into the “individualistic school” relative to the
emergence of democratic system of government
which emphasizes equality and liberty of men.

Representative democracy has been variously
defined. In his book, Democracy, Burns (1935, 29-
46) defined representative democracy as a system
whereby “ all  (i.e. people) elected a few to do for
them what they could not do together”.  On the
same token, John Stuart Mill concentrated a
significant portion of his writing on representative
democracy. While accepting the desirability of
equal participation by everybody in the affairs of
the government, he nevertheless claims that, it
cannot be realized. Instead, he argued that
representative government is the perfect form of
government (Mill, 1962: 73-74).  But, he further
argued that, for representative government to be
democratic, it must be accompanied by universal
adult suffrage, free elections, short terms of office
and individual liberty. Without these things, any
government will, in Mill’s view, cease to be
democratic.

In recent times, and, in line with the catalyzing
principles of the “fight against system of econo-
mic exploitation, political repression, cultural
oppression” and, their accompanying “moral,
political, economic and social decay” (Nzongola-
Ntalaja, 2001), other scholars have come to
increasingly pay attention to the issue of demo-
cracy and its propensity for good governance
(Ade-Ajayi, 1982; Nzongola-Ntalaja and Lee,
1977; Omoruyi, 1993; Held, 1987; Olowu, et al.,
1995; 1999; Wunsch and Olowu, 1990; Sartori,
1987; Olowu et al., 1995; Joseph, 1987, Chabal,
1992; Hyden, 1980, 1999; Hyden and Brattox,
1992; Olowu and Erero, 1997; Akindele and Ajila
1992, 1995, Akindele and Obiyan, 1996, Akindele
and Olaopa, 1997, Enyinla, 1998; Bello-Imam,
1997; Obadan, 1998, Akindele, 1998, Peter
Anyang Nyong, 1987).  Infact, this explains why

Olowu et al. (1995: IX) once opined that
“democracy constitutes both the main buzz-word
and activity of these times” in most polities of
the world.

According to Nzongola-Ntalaja (2001)
“democracy is a universal form of rule” which,
even though, “may have variable manifestations
in different historical and social settings”, have
such manifestations tied together by a common
thread”.  Democracy in this sense, according to
him, refers to “three basic ideas”:

Democracy as a moral imperative, in the
sense that it represents a permanent
aspiration of human beings for freedom,
for better social and political order, one
that is more human and more or less
egalitarian.
Democracy as a social process, in that it is
a continuous process of promoting equal
access to fundamental human rights and
civil liberties for all and,
Democracy as political practice or a mode
of governance based on the principles of
popular sovereignty, the rule of law,
accountability, participation and
alternance (meaning leadership renewal or
change) (Ibid).
In his contemporary contribution to the

concept of democracy, Olowu (1995:16) opined
that “democratic arrangement constitutes an
approach to connecting the “rule-ruler-ruled
relationship” which forms the core of gove-
rnance.  This probably explains his definition of
democracy as:

a system of governance that underscores
the plural nature of politics and hence
gives recognition to the diversity of social
forces in any political community.
On the same token, Sartori (1987:34) had

earlier claimed that:
Democracy exists when the relation
between the governed and the government
abides by the principles that state is at the
service of the citizens and not the citizens
at the service of the state; that the
government exists for the people and not
vice-versa.
Olowu (1995:16) re-echoed this position by

asserting that, “the bottom line of a democratic
regime is that, it serves the citizens rather than
the other way round” hence, as Ejituwu (1997)
once claimed “power resides with the people
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and, in a normal democratic situation, it is
transferred to the leaders by a process of elec-
tion”.

In putting democracy into a proper
perspective as a mechanism for enhancing
people’s right to participate in making the
decisions that affect them, Imam (1991) argues
that:

Democracy must include the right of
people to have their own aspirations and
programmes, not only in political life, but
also in economic, cultural, religious and
other aspects of life.  In other words,
democracy includes ending the cris-
crossing networks of oppression,
exploitation and domination.
This position is supported by Omoruyi’s

(1993) observation that:
today, democracy has certain known
principles: participation, pluralism and
restrain on authority and, (that), these
principles are in turn associated with other
terms: electoral systems, basic problems
such as freedom of expression and
association, guaranteed human rights,
pluralism, public contestation, constitu-
tional framework.  All these tend to conjure
for democracy, identical meanings, ideas,
institutions and habit.
This explains why Obadan (1998:24) opined

that “democracy and good governance
(government) have, in recent years, become
increasingly important for efficient economic
management and development”.  It equally
explains Omoruyi’s (1993) position that “both
democracy and good governance are necessary
preconditions for development and, should
therefore, be incorporated into the political
systems” particularly in the continent of Africa.

In his contribution to the current global
relevance of democracy Held (1987), noted thus:

Nearly everyone today says they are
democrats no matter whether their views
are on the left, centre, or right.  Political
regimes of all kinds for instance, Western
Europe, the Eastern bloc and Latin America
claim (or, are claiming) to be democracies.
Democracy seems to bestow an aura of
legitimacy on modern political life; rules,
laws, policies and decisions appear
justified and appropriate when they are
democratic (and representative of all

interests without discrimination within
the polity) (Empasis mine).
This being the case, we would define

democracy as a system of government through
which representatives are periodically elected
by the qualified adult voters to be responsible
for directing and deliberating on the affairs of
the state on behalf of the electors.  As herein
conceptually elucidated, democracy emphasizes
the need for equitable governance of men
without non-challance for the essential needs
of any group within the society.

The foregoing, put together, brings us to the
discussional analysis of the concept of govern-
ance.

Concept of Governance

Like most concepts of its kind, the concept
of governance due to its complex weaving of
“economic, political and social aspects of a
Nation” (Shehu, 1999), has not been amenable
to easy or simplistic definition.  In other words,
the concept has not been an exception to the
volatility and eclecticism for which the disciplines
in the Social Sciences have been globally noted
whenever it comes to the conceptualisation of
core issues.

This explains Esman’s (1997: 1) claim that “no
two political scientists would agree on what the
concept of governance is, or what it means”.
Infact, as Hyden (1999) once noted, “only few
authors (have) define(d) it (the concept of
governance) with a view to serving analytical
purpose” hence, “governance as a concept has
not been extensively used (or defined) in the
political literature until very recently when it
gained currency” (Nkom and Sorkaa, 1996).

This not withstanding, as Hyden (1999: 24)
once argued, “the concept of governance has
come to occupy a more prominent position in
the discourse of international development”.  If
this is correct or, should be taken to be correct,
the question needs to be asked that:  what exactly
or actually is governance?

World Bank (1989) defines governance as “the
manner in which power is exercised in the
management of a country’s economic and social
resources for development”. According to the
World Bank (1993), governance has three
dimensions.  These dimensions which, Eyinla
(1998), equally noted are: “the nature of political
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regimes; the exercise of authority in the
management of social and economic resources
and, the capacity of government to design and
implement policy and to discharge its
functions”.

These dimensions were specifically identified
and concretely elucidated by Olowu and Erero
(1997) who, both conceptualized governance as
relating to the “rule-ruler-ruled relationship”.
Specifically, Olowu and Erero (Ibid) identified
the three dimensions of governance in the
context of “rule-ruler-ruled relationship” as
inclusive of “functionalism, “structuralism” and
“normativism”.  According to them, functionally,
governance deals with “rule-making, legitimi-
zation, and enforcement” while it structurally
comprises of three distinct institutions: the “ruler
or the state”, the “ruled or the society” and, the
“rule of law”.  In this regard, Olowu and Erero
(ibid) viewed governance as the “relationship
between state and society institutions”.  In the
same vein, they claimed that “normatively, this
relationship highlights the values associated
with good governance”. These values according
to them include: “transparency, organizational
effectiveness, accountability, predictability,
legitimacy, popular participation and plurality of
policy choices”.

Within the same context, Boeninger (1992),
defines governance as the ‘good government
of society”.  According to this scholar, govern-
ance has three dimensions: political, technical
and institutional.  Nkom and Sorkaa (1996)
synopsized the interrelatedness of these dimens-
ions thus:

The political revolves around the commit-
ment to exercise authority or public control
in a just, legitimate and rule oriented fash-
ion. The technical concerns issues of
efficiency, competence or the capacity to
manage public affairs effectively to solve
problems, and to produce good results in
resource mobilization and public manage-
ment. The institutional involves options,
choices and growth – enhancing activities
by the public while ensuring honest or
good conduct on the part of the public
officials.
In the same vein, Landell-Mills and Serageldin

(1992) argued that governance encompasses two
interrelated dimensions: political and technical
both of which consist of the government’s “will
to govern well and the capacity to efficiently

and competently handle public management”.
Governance, according to Gould (1972) refers to
the act of exercising control over others,
inducing others to behave in specified ways as
required by law.  It is “policy making and policy
execution regulated by systems of law and
guidelines which are segregated into specific
operations to achieve specific national objectives
(Shehu, 1999: 1).  To Brautigam (1991) and Ikpeze
(1999:73), governance connotes “the exercise of
power and authority in both political and
economic spheres”.  Thus, as Ejituwu (1997),
argued, “governance implies the exercise of
power by a person or group of persons for the
benefit of the populace” because, as he equally
later claimed, it is through governance, that “the
government in power dictates the form of
relationship it establishes between it and the
people as well as the goal of the state in econo-
mic, political and social terms” (Ibid).

Implicit in the foregoing conceptual analysis
of governance is the fact that, the latter connotes
“the use of political authority and exercise of
control over a society and the management of
resources” (Wai, 1995).  Hence, according to
Obadan (1998: 24), governance - (in this sense)
– includes:

institutional and structural arrangements,
decision-making processes, policy formu-
lation, implementation, capacity develop-
ment of personnel, information flows, and
the nature and style of leadership within a
political system.
 In his contribution to the conceptual dis-

course on governance, Idowu (1998: 74) had this
to say:

governance refers to the functions under-
taken by a government maintaining a
unified state, defending its territorial
integrity and running its economy… It
(equally) means the effective and efficient
functioning of government towards
securing the well-being of its citizens.
Jega (1999: 101) analysed the concept of

governance in relations to the “person entrusted
with political power and authority”.  In this
regard, governance according to him, involves
the following:
(a) responsibility and responsiveness in

leadership and in public service;
(b) accountability in the mobilization as well as

in the utilization of resources;
(c) discipline, effectiveness and efficiency in
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handling public (as well as personal) affairs;
(d) Selflessness and impartial service to the

people; and
(e) Popular participation and empowerment of

the people in the conduct and management
of their common affairs (Ibid).

For governance as the “duty of government
to see to the orderly and stable management of
the economy” (Ukpong, 1999), to have the
foregoing attributes and, be effective, efficient
and beneficial for democratic political
arrangement, it has to be good.  This is more
so, since we can, as well, have bad govern-
ance.

The possibility of bad governance could be
said to be what the World Bank had in mind in
1989, when it began to dichotomize between
good and bad governance by “advocating a
political reform approach to government as a
way of ensuring positive economic growth”
(World Bank, 1989; Idowu, 1998).

Infact, the World Bank (1992) identified the
features of bad governance as follows:
• Failure to make a clear separation between

what is public and what is private, hence a
tendency to divert public resources for
private gain;

• Failure to establish a predictable framework
for law and government behaviour in a manner
that is conducive to development, or
arbitrariness in the application of rules and
laws;

• Excessive rules, regulations, licensing
requirements, etc, which impede the function-
ing of markets and encourage rent-seeking;

• Priorities that are inconsistent with develop-
ment, thus, resulting in a misallocation of
resources;

• Excessively narrow base for, non-trans-
parence, or, decision-making.
This explains Obadan’s (1998: 25) characteri-

zation of bad governance as a system dominated
by “ugly problems like pervasive corruption, lack
of public accountability and “capture” of public
services by the elites among others”.

These, put together, lead us to the discussion
of good governance at this point of the paper.

It is decipherable from the chronology of the
discussion in this paper so far, on the concept
of governance, that, its goodness and utility to
mankind cannot be taken for granted without
severe consequences.  This is particularly so, in
that, as Ogunba (1997: 1), once noted “the way a

people are governed is of paramount importance
in determining the quality of life of the people”.
It is equally more so, if as Esman (1997: 1), opined,
“governance is a process that requires a viable
authority” through which “the leaders are
expected to exercise the power that resides with
them in the interest of the state” (Ejituwu, 1997
op cit: 37).

The need for good governance is not far
fetched looking at the fact that:

If governance is arbitrary, oppressive and
capricious, the collective psyche of a peo-
ple can be damaged and individuals within
the community can suffer various forms
of disorientation.  If, on the other hand,
governance is open, democratic and
humanistic, a people can experience a
sense of rejuvenation and fulfillment,
which can lead to highly positive achieve-
ments (Ogunba, 1997 op cit: 1).
This explains Obadan’s (1998: 39) position

that, “it is the responsibility of citizens to
demand good governance” because “it  (i.e.,
good governance) may not be forthcoming
from the political leaders without prodding”.
Commenting on good governance, Esman
(1997: 1) argued thus:

before governance can be considered
good, government has got to be effective.
It must first command the respect and
allegiance of the people over whom it
exercises governance and, must satisfy
certain basic collective needs.
He went further to identify some minimal

elements and/or essentials of effective (good)
governance as inclusive of: “provision of securi-
ty for the people”, “defence of the territorial
borders of the state”, “protection of lives and
property”, “enforcement of laws to enhance
predictability” and, “economic development”.
According to this scholar, “governance requires
the ability to ensure the wherewithal of sustained
government”. He equally asserted that “effective
(good) governance requires that public authority
be able to raise the revenues necessary to pay
for services that must be provided”.  The essence
of this argument is that, “effective governance
must be able to make possible the performance
by the state of certain basic services” – trans-
portation, communication, education and health
services – “relatively cheaply and reliably” (Erero,
1996, Esman Ibid).

This is more so, since effective governance
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means the capacity of the state - through its
power of determinism or, authoritative allocation
of scarce critical societal resources – to deliver
the basic necessities of life to the governed and,
equally “facilitate the process of economic
development”.

These lines of argument tally with those of
Obadan (1998: 25) and Amoako (1997: 10), who
have posited that:

good governance implies efficient and
effective public administration, good
policies and sound management of natural
resources.  It calls for the ability of a state
to anticipate challenges to its well-being,
provide core services with people and then
augument these services, act as a catalyst
of change, and guide the various forces in
a society toward harmony (and national
development) devoid of ideological
imperialism and multi-dimensional
genocidal tendencies) (Emphasis mine).
Pursuing the same line of argument, Obadan

(1998) further claimed that:
Good governance implies ruling on the
basis of equity and social justice, and an
end to corruption, nepotism and political
manipulation of public institutions.  Only
when citizens have the belief that their
government operates on their behalf, in
an open and accountable manner, will
government be able to obtain their willing
co-operation in, for example, mobilizing
resources for development.
Driving home this line of argument, Obadan

(Ibid: 34), emphasized that, through good
governance, a government should be able to
effectively perform, among others, the following
tasks:
• Establishing a foundation of law;
• Maintaining a non distortionary policy

environment, including macro-economic
stability;

• Investing in basic social services, infra-
structure,

• Protecting the vulnerable group in the
society; and

• Protecting the environment.
Other scholars have considered good govern-

ance vis-à-vis the raison d’etre of statehood in
this manner as well (Kaufman, et al., 1999;
Corkery and Bossuyt, 1990; Healey and
Robinson, 1992, 1994; Bello- Imam, 1997; Ayo

and Awotokun, 1996, 1997; Nkom and Sorkaa,
1996; World Bank, 1989, 1992, 1993).  These
scholars’ works on the concept of good
governance treat it as a system of rulership that
is devoid of political expediency and
antidemocratic political ends.  It is deducible from
their works that, good governance stands for
dignified existence of all political animals in
democratic political settings within the global
political community.  According to Obadan
(1998: 24) “good governance consists of five
fundamental elements”.  He listed them thus:
• Accountability of government officials

(political leaders and bureaucrats) for public
funds and resources;

• Transparency in government procedures,
processes, investment decisions, contracts
and appointments.  Transparency is a means
of preventing corruption and enhancing
economic efficiency;

• Predictability in government behavior.  This
is particularly critical to the carrying out of
economic transactions between individuals
and in taking investment decisions:
governments and public institutions should
not be capricious in their behaviour and
actions;

• Openness in government transactions and a
reliable flow of the information necessary for
economic activity and development to take
place.  Without information, rules will not be
known, accountability is low, and risks and
uncertainties are many.  With these the cost
of committing capital is also huge.  An open
system should, thus, be encouraged to
release information to stakeholders and
promote dialogue among the people as well
as ensure their active participation in the
socio-economic development of the country.

• Observance of the rule of law must be adhered
to by government and its citizens; this means
that governments and institutions should be
subject to rules and regulations, which are
understood by everyone in the society
(Ibid).
The foregoing, put together, undeniably point

to the fact that, there is a relational umbilical
cord between governance and democracy.  In
other words, it points to the fact that, there exists
a significant degree of affinity between the two.
This is the subject matter of focus in the next
section to which we now turn.
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The Affinity Between Democracy and
Governance

From the discussion of the concepts of
democracy and governance within the context
of this paper so far, we found it innocuous to
contend that, the affinity between the two vis-à-
vis the governance of men and/or the relational
thrust between the “ruler” and the “ruled” within
most political systems particularly, the
democratic polities of the world, is self evident.
Without gainsaying, it is deducible from this
discussion and/or analysis that both concepts
constitute the traditional and contemporary
flashpoints, which cannot but provoke the mind-
set of the elites and the laymen in equal measure.
The concepts are both fundamental and
inalienable vis-à-vis the socio-political and
economic systemic existence of all human beings
within the various if not all polities of the world
today hence, as Obadan (1998: 39) rightly
argued, “when democracies are working well,
they tend to create strong incentives for
accountability, good governance and
development.

Concretely put, however, we would like to
contend that, the affinity between democracy
and governance vis-à-vis the fortunes and/or
misfortunes of the larger citizenry could actually,
in the real sense of it, be better appreciated,
determined and analysed within the context of
the evolution of most, if not all polities of the
world over time.

This is particularly so, if as Hyden (1995: 58),
once opined, “no society escapes its past” and,
“there is a definite path dependency” that “bears
on the present”.  It is equally more so if “building
democracy is not an exercise that starts from a
clean state” (but), on the “ruins of the past
order”.

The political history of most African states
(particularly Nigeria) with respect to the issues
of democracy and governance becomes relevant
in this regard.  For example, as Esman (1997: 2)
once argued:

Most African states took over from
centralized and unrepresentative colonial
ethnic and religious separatism – tribalism
– and become victims to centrifugal
aspirations of ambitious politicians
speaking in the name of ethnic, religious
and regional minorities.
Government (in Africa) at this time was not

based on the consent of the governed and, the

latter had no voice in choosing their leaders who
were not really accountable to them.  Joseph’s
(1987) study of prebendalism in Nigeria and, his
“argument that the rulers in Africa are unable to
act independently of the community they serve”
echoed this.  This explains why Hyden (1999),
once claimed that, “the state in Africa failed to
live up to the expectation people had in them in
the first two decades of independence”.  Infact,
as Nzongola-Ntalaja (2001) noted, this was the
case, because the leaders at that period of time
were “more interested in advancing their own
narrow class interest whose realization require
authoritarian methods of rule and neglect of the
general welfare”.

This trend, the reasons for it, and, its conse-
quences which, in part, catalysed the quest and
struggle for alternative paradigm (democracy)
vis-à-vis the governance of the African people
and, which has attracted the intellectual attention
of scholars of repute -  (See Migdal, 1988; Chabal,
1992; Hyden, 1980; Rweyemamu and Hyden,
1975) – were equally clearly put into perspective
by Olowu (1995); Wunsch and Olowu (1990),
Hyden and Bratton (1992), Hyden (1999), Olowu
and Rasheed (1993), Dia (1993), Makinde and
Aladekomo (1997), Erero (1996), Nzongola-
Ntalaja (2001).  Specifically, commenting on the
disillusionment about the inherited legacy of
state – based, monocratic or centralized political
order adopted in Africa at the inception of
independent democratic governance, Olowu
(1995), claimed that:

the monocratic political order (which
derives from the Hobbesian notion/
conception of the state) not only failed as
a system but led to serious and in some
cases disastrous consequences for the
economy and people of Africa.
These consequences include(d): wars,

political violence, economic decline, systemic
governmental corruption and, social and
infrastructural decay.

This failure, according to Wunsch and Olowu
(1990), Olowu (1995), Nzongola-Ntalaja (2001),
was due to the “premature centralization” and,
the “development of democratic process by fits
and starts” (Akinkugbe, 2001) due to over
assumption of its political utility and relevance
to the needs of the people.

This, consequently, led to the agitation for
democratic political change and good
governance in most African states, Nigeria
inclusive (Nzongola-Ntalaja, 2001). The
spontaneous angry reactions, civil disobedience,
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demonstrations by Nigerians following the
annulment in 1993 of the June 12, 1993
presidential election is a case in point.  The
insistence then by Nigerians on their political
preferences (accountable democratic govern-
ance) couldn’t but have been progenized by the
attractiveness of the undercurrents of democracy
as a form of political organisation that had long
remained a mechanism for cohesion, peace and
security within and across nations and, their
determination to achieve the deannulment of the
election.

This could be argued to have been largely so
because, the annulment, borrowing the language
of Schmiter (1994: 57), revealed the “unprece-
dented challenges”, “serious dangers and
dilemma” of modern democracy in the 1990s and
beyond.  The annulment perfectly fits within the
parameters of “authoritarian tutelage” and its
assumed efficacy by entrenched Autocrats,
Monarchs, Dictators and Nativists.  It was
actually a negation in Nigeria, at that time, of
what Gyimah – Boadi (1994: 75) called “the
apparent rebirth of political freedom” because,
it dashed the democratic hopes of the Nigerians
and general supporters of democracy all over
the world prior to the commencement of
democratic governance in Nigeria in 1999.

Democracy as we come to know and think of
it today, to be meaningful as a mechanism of
governance, it has to encompass the elements
and/or essentials of (good) governance as
articulated within the context of this paper.

To examine the practical possibility of this
nexus between the two concepts we adopted an
empirico-scientific method.  In this regard, we
went to the field to empirically gauge the feelings
and thinking of Nigerians on the two concepts
as far as the Nigerian political landscape is
concerned. The important issues raised by our
questions form the core of our discussion in the
empirical analysis of the affinity between
democracy and governance contained in the next
part of this paper.

Empirical Linkage of Democracy with
Governance

In view of the constant though, often assumed
linkage of democracy with governance within
various polities of the world and, as could be
clearly deciphered from the discussion in the
preceding sections of this paper, this part empi-

rically attempts the real linkage or otherwise
between the two concepts.

To pursue this scientific endeavour, we
administered a five-point continuum likert-scale
structured questionnaires to four thousand, five
hundred (4,500) male and female Nigerians in all
the thirty (30) states of the federation4. This was
done on equal basis in the ratio of one hundred
and fifty (150) questionnaires (75 to male and 75
to female Nigerians) per state.

We recorded an average of eighty per cent
(80%) response rate. This translates to an average
of one hundred and twenty (120) respondents per
state. On this basis, we took three thousand six
hundred (3600) subjects as our sample, equally
divided between our two (male and female) major
statistical variables in the proportion of one
thousand eight hundred (1800) per each category.

This was subjected to both descriptive and test
of significance statistical analyses based on the
following research assumptions:
1. Democracy will bring about good governance

in our society
2. The pursuit of real and genuine process of

governance in Nigeria will further enliven her
good governance for effective citizenship

3. The barrenness of Nigeria’s political develop-
ment relative to democratic aspirations of
Nigerians uptil now is related to the increasing
demand for a real process of democratic
political change in Nigeria

4. The current process of democratic political
change in Nigeria will lead to her democratic
political stability.

Descriptive Statistical Analysis

The cumulative responses of our sampled 3600
subjects to the questionnaire tied to the above
four research assumptions (RA) are analyzed
below:

Table 1: The cumulative responses to our research
assumptions (as per the questionnaire admi-
nistered)

         Responses

Research Mean Standard
Assumptions Deviation

RA1 4.11 0.80
RA2 4.45 0.78
RA3 4.31 0.89
RA4 3.19 1.27

(N 3600)
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From the content of this table, it is easily
discernible that our second research assumption
that sought a possible linkage between
democracy and good governance in Nigeria had
the highest mean score of 4.45 from the
respondents. This responses of our sampled
subjects to this assumption could be interpreted
at a glance from the low standard deviation of
0.78 which shows the range of responses
between 4.45 –0.78 and 4.45 + 0.78. That is
between 3.67 and 5.00 (maximum). This outcome
shows that a preponderant majority of our
sampled 3600 subjects positively responded to
the idea that good governance in Nigeria is
principally anchored on genuine government’s
commitment to the real pursuit of democratic
system of government based among other
requirements, on what Nyerere (op.cit:3) called
“a scrupulous respect for the constitution”
which, according to him is the “basis of the
principle of rule of law”.

The responses to our third research assumption
were positive, judging from its second highest mean
of 4.31 and standard deviation of 0.89 and its
dispersion which shows the range of 4.31 –0.89 to
4.31 + 0.89 or 3.42 to 5.00 (maximum). It is obvious
from the pattern of responses to this assumption
that a generality of Nigerians blamed the barrenness
of Nigeria’s political past (Akindele, 1996: 8 & 9)
for her political heartache and, identified same as
the causal factor of the constant committed
demands for a real process of democratic political
change within her political landscape.

This explains the cumulative rejection of the
fourth assumption, which has the highest standard
deviation of 1.27. This outcome seem to show that
a preponderant majority of Nigerians tend to
believe that the current process of democratic
political change requires more commitment and
fine-tuning for the fourth Republic to be stable. Its
lowest mean of 3.19 and highest standard deviation
of 1.27 gives a range of 3.19–1.27 to 3.19 + 1.27 or
1.92 to 5.00 (maximum).

On the same plane, our first assumption which
sought positive causality between democracy and
good governance in society has the third highest
mean of 4.11 and second lowest standard deviation
of 0.80. The range of 4.11–0.80 to 4.11 +0.80 which
gives a relational dispersion of 3.21 to 5.00
(maximum) shows that Nigerians seem to see no
alternative to democracy as a mechanism for
attaining legitimate rule, benefits of pluralism,

accountability, rule of law and fair representation
of societal interests.

t-Test Statistical Analysis

In the pursuit of our goals in this paper, we
went further to present our four research
assumptions the responses to which were
descriptively analyzed above, in form of null
hypotheses. We did this, to further enhance their
statistical testing. The null hypotheses are
formulated thus:

Null (Research) Hypotheses

There is no significant difference between male
and female Nigerians as to whether:
1. Democracy will bring about good governance

in our society
2. The pursuit of real and genuine process of

democratic governance in Nigeria will further
enliven her good governance for effective
citizenship.

3. The barrenness of Nigeria’s political develop-
ment relative to democratic aspirations of
Nigerians uptill now is related to the increas-
ing demand for a real process of democratic
political change in Nigeria.

4. The current process of democratic political
change in Nigeria will lead to her democratic
political stability.
These four null hypotheses were tested for

disgnificance at p 0.05 using the student t-test of
significance for our male - female dichotomy (or
analytical variables) for each of the hypotheses.

Ho
1
: There is no significant difference between

male and female Nigerians as to whether democracy
will bring about good governance in our society.

This hypothesis was effectively tested for
significance using the student t-test as could be
seen from table 2 below.

Table 2: t-Test analysis for Ho1

Variables Sample Mean S.D T
cal

T
table

Size

Male   1800 4.05 0.68 0.12 1.65
Female   1800 4.05 1.07

df   =  3598 pooled variance
p   0.05

This hypothesis is accepted at p  d” 0.05
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principally because the critical value of 1.65 is
greater than the calculated value of 0.12. The
acceptance of this hypothesis is an indication that
there is no significant difference between the
responses of our male and female Nigerians as to
the positive causal relationship between the
existence of democracy and good governance in
our society. This shows that the sex of the
generality of Nigerians has no bearing on their
perception and recognition of democracy as a
mechanism for the attainment of good governance.

HO
2
: There is no significant difference

between male and female Nigerians as to whether
the pursuit of real and genuine process of
democratic governance in Nigeria will further
enliven her governance for effective citizenship.

Table 3: t-Test analysis for Ho
2

Variables Sample Mean S.D T
cal

T
table

size

Male 1800 4.38 0.71 0.09 1.65
Female 1800 4.38 0.71

df   =  3598 pooled variance
p    0.05

This hypothesis as formulated is not rejected
at P  0.05 since 0.09  1.65 which implies that t

cal
< t

table
. This made it to fall within the acceptance

region. Infact, there appears to be a perfect
agreement as the mean responses for the male and
female are exactly the same (4.38). This shows that
a preponderant majority of Nigerians agreed that
the pursuit of a genuine process of democratic
political change would enhance good citizenship
through its accompanying good governance.

HO
3
: There is no significant difference

between male and female Nigerians as to whether
the barrenness of Nigeria’s political development
relative to democratic aspirations of Nigerians uptil
now is related to the increasing demand for a real
process of democratic political change in Nigeria.

This hypothesis was tested for significance at
P0.05 using ‘t’ test. The table below gives the
summary analysis.
Table 4:  t-Test analysis for Ho

3

Variables   Sample Mean S.D T
cal

T
table

   Size

Male   1800 4.27 0.79 1.01      1.65
Female   1800 4.28 0.81

df = 3598 pooled variance
p  0.05

The critical value is 1.65 for the one table level
of significance at p  0.05 + 1.01 < 1.65.

The fact that this hypothesis is not rejected
implies that no significant difference between our
male and female sampled subjects as to the issues
raised in the hypothesis. This goes to show that
the hollowness of the past democratic process in
Nigeria remains a great concern to Nigerians hence
the increasing demand and hope for a real
democratic political change.

HO
4
: There is no significant difference between

male and female Nigerians as to whether the
current process of democratic political change
in Nigeria will lead to her democratic political
stability.

Table 5: t-Test analysis for Ho
4

Variables  Sample Mean S.D T
cal

T
table

 size

Male 1800 3.36 1.31 3.81      1.65
Female 1800 3.11 1.38

df   =  3598 pooled variance
p     0.05

This hypothesis is rejected at p  0.05. The
calculated value of 3.81 is quite greater than the
critical value of 1.65. The male sampled subjects
clearly disagreed on the possible linkage between
the current process of democratic political change
in Nigeria and the latter’s democratic political
stability. This notwithstanding, the female subjects
were less critical in their rejection of the hypothesis.
One can explain this divergence and the subtle
overtures of the female sampled subjects on the
issues raised in the hypothesis from the angle that,
the female Nigerians are more understanding and,
are more of the opinion that even though, the
current overtures of government are not
encompassing as envisaged, they are move-
ments in the right direction. One could equally
infer from them, that, this may futuristically
perfect democratic system of governance in
Nigeria in manners conducive to the happiness
of all.

Our analysis of the data collected on this aspect
of our paper up to this point, shows that three
of our four null hypotheses which were formulated
from the four research assumptions earlier
subjected to descriptive statistical analysis
were accepted at p  0.05. One was rejected at
p 0.05. The summary analysis is shown in table 6
below.
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Table 6: Summary of ‘t’ -test analysis for our male
and female variables (as per the question-
naire administered) (=N3,600)

Hypotheses t
cal

t
table

Decision at p d0.05

HO
1

0.12 1.61 Accepted
HO

2
0.09 1.65 Accepted

HO
3

1.01 1.65 Accepted
HO

4
3.81 1.65 Rejected

p< 0.05 df = 3598
Source: Tables 2-5

CONCLUSION

The concepts of democracy and governance
have been theoretically and empirically analyzed
in this paper. In doing this, the central thesis of
democracy as a form of political organisation was
examined giving prominence to its ancient roots,
and, the philosophical and intellectual attentions
it has attracted over the years.

Against this background, its linkage with the
governance of men in the past and current period
was empirically attempted. From these efforts, it
was analytically discovered that, practically,
political animals, all over the world and, particularly
in Nigeria attach serious importance to democracy
as a mechanism of political governance. And, that,
through it, pluralism, rule of law, legitimate rule,
accountability and fair representation of the
societal interests could be pursued and made
manifest for the betterment of mankind. And, that,
this would be more so for the Nigerian women if
they could imbibe the selflessness and
mobilisational ideology which have seen the
women through in their quest for political
emancipation in Latin America and other parts of
the world.

On this same plane, it was discovered that
irrespective of geo-political location or sex of
Nigerians, there is still the need for improvement in
Nigeria if the “social movement for democracy in
Africa” is to be positively beneficial to her and her
citizenry. Implicit in this, are, in the first place, the
indispensable parting of ways with the
retrogressive principles of democracy of the
amusement park (Akindele, 1996) that had been
variously pursued in Nigeria to the detriment of
the citizenry.  And, secondly, the need for a more
encompassing and real process of democratic
political change in Nigeria.  And, we further opined
that the fertility of this real democratic political
change is anchored on selflessness, fearlessness,

patriotism for all rather than pseudo patriotism
which uptill now, constitutes the core of the
manacling bumps on the path of Nigeria’s march
to democratic greatness.

NOTES

1. According to Aristotle, all humans are political
animals, and, they are consciously or unconsciously
involved in politics - (see Merkel, 1969; Rodee  et
al., 1993; Akindele et al., 1998 op. cit.)

2. In 1996 as a follow-up to the data which we had
earlier collected for a research we embarked upon
in 1994, on the annulment of June 12, 1993
presidential election, we carried out a survey research
on other dimensions not initially included. Some of
the data generated in these areas fall within the
scope of the present paper. Consequently, we thought
it fit to adopt same to further enhance our analytical
precision vis-à-vis the affinity or otherwise between
democracy and governance within a polity like
Nigeria.

3. This portion of the paper is principally X-rayed
from my earlier research works on the concept of
democracy (see Akindele, 1987; Akindele and Ajila
1992; Akindele 1995a, b, c, d; Akindele and Obiyan
1996; Akindele and Olaopa 1997, Akindele et al.,
1998; Akindele 1998, Akindele et al., 2000).

4. This survey was carried out before the 1996 October
1st, creation of additional six (06) States of Ekiti,
Ebonyi, Bayelsa, Zamfara, Nassarawa and Gombe,
by the Government of General Sani-Abacha.
However, the resultant findings from our utilization
of the data collected are still applicable to the new
states since the inhabitants are still the same
Nigerians they were when the survey was carried
out.

REFERENCES

Ade-Ajayi, J.I. 1982. “Expectation of Independence.”
Daedalus.

Akindele S.T. 1987. “Synthesizing Bureaucracy and
Democracy: “A Revisit” Quarterly Journal of
Administration Vol. XX (1): Nos 1 & 2 October 86/
January 87, pp 31-56.

Akindele S.T. 1988. “The Purpose and Goals of Local
Government Councils in Adebo A. et al. eds.: Local
Government Management System: A Practical
Approach. Ibadan: Afrographika Publishing Ltd.

Akindele S.T. 1992. “The Transition to Civil rule
Programme and the Role of Local Government in
enhancing Grassroots Representative Democracy”
in S.G. Tyodeen. Proceedings of the 19th Annual
Conference of the Nigerian Political Science
Association Lagos. NSPA pp 88-96.

Akindele S.T. and C.O. Ajila. 1992. “Democratic
Transition in Africa: A psychological perspective”
in B. Caron et al. (ed.) Democratic Transition in
Africa: Ibadan: Credu pp 83-100.

Akindele S.T. 1994. “Democracy and Imaginary Thinking
in Nigeria”: “A Critical X-Ray of Issues and Facts”
in O. Omoruyi et al ed. 1994. Democratisation in



186 - July 2002  S.T. AKINDELE

Africa: Nigerian Perspective Vol. one. Abuja Centre
for Democratic Studies pp 69-78.

Akindele S.T. and C.O. Ajila (ed.) 1995. Contemporary
Issues in the Social Sciences Ife: Transcradle Media
Ltd. pp. 1-166.

Akindele S.T. 1995a. “Intergovernmental Relations in
Nigeria: A Theoretical Appraisal of the Involvement
of Local Governments” in A.M. Awotokun, (ed.).
New Trends in Nigerian Local Government. Ife: OAU
Press & Dept of Local Government Studies, O.A.U.
pp 137-145.

Akindele S.T. 1995b. “Local Government, Democracy
and Socio-Economic Structures in Nigeria: The Place
of Labour in Question” in M. Adeyeye, (ed.). Local
Government and Democracy: The Nigeria Experi-
ence: Ife; OAU Press Ltd, pp 105-123.

Akindele S.T. 1995c. “Political Mobilization for Rural
Development and a Stable Nigerian Democratic
Republic: An Indepth Examination of the Role of
Local Government. in S.T. Akindele and C.O. Ajila.
Contemporary Issues in the Social Sciences.

Akindele S.T. and A.S. Obiyan. 1996. The Thesis of Liberal
Democracy: A Revisitational Review. Ife Social
Sciences Review Vol. 13 Nos. 1 & 2 pp 84-95.

Akindele, S.T. 1996. “Democracy of the amusement Park”
Parts I and II. Opinion column. Third Eye Daily
February 12, p8. and February 13 p9.

Akindele S.T. and O.R. Olaopa. 1997. “ Local government
as agent of  Grassroots Democracy in Nigeria; A
Theoretical and Empirical analysis”. The Nigerian
Journal of Political Behaviour Vol. 1 No. 1.

Akindele, S. T., A. Sat Obiyan and J. Owoeye. 1998. The
Subject Matter of Political Science. Ibadan: College
Press Ltd.

Akindele, S. T., A. Sat Obiyan and J. Owoeye 2000. The
Subject Matter of Political Science. 2nd Edition,
Ibadan: College Press and Publishers.

Akinkugbe, O.O. 2001. “The Piper, The Tune, and
University Autonomy” The Nigerian Social
Scientist. Volume 4, Number 1 March. pp. 2-6.

Amoako, K.Y. 1997. “Speech by Dr. K.Y. Amoako:
The Executive  Secretary of the United Nations
Economic Commission, No 3 December. .

Awa, E. 1997. “Political Leadership and Secession in
democracy” in Vanguard Perspective September 2,
page 7.

Ayo, S.B. and Awotokun. 1996. “Governance of Cities
and Village  Communities in Nigeria: Ilawe and
Awo Ekiti as Case Studies” African Journal of
Institutions and Development AJID. Vol. 2. No 1,
pp. 56.

Ayo, S.B. and Awotokun 1997. “Governance of Cities
and Village Communities in Nigeria: Ilawe and Awo
Ekiti as Case Studies”.

Baker, E. 1969. Social Contract Essays by Locke, Hume
and Rousseau: Oxford University Press.

Beattie. C and S. Crysdale (ed.)  1974. : Sociology Canada:
Readings Toronto: Butterworth and Co. Ltd.

Bello-Imam, I.B 1997. “Introduction” in Bello-Imam,
I.B (ed.). Government in Nigeria: Politics,
Economy and Society in the Adjustment Years,
1985-1995. Ibadan: Stirling-Hoden, Nigeria Ltd.

Boeminger, E. 1992. “Governance and Development:
Issues and Constraints” in Proceedings of the World
Bank Annual Conference on Development

Economics. Washington D.C: The World Bank.
Brautigam, D. 1991. Governance and Economy: A

Review” World Bank Working Papers WPS 815.
Chabal, P. 1992. Power in Africa, New York: St Martin’s

Press.
Charlick, R. 2000. “Popular Participation and Local

Government Reform” Africa Notes: A Publication
of the Institute for African Development at Cornell
University African Forum. , April, pp 1 - 5.

Cohen, C. 1971. Democracy. Athens: University of
Georgia Press.

Cook T.E. and P.M. Margan 1974. Participatory Demo-
cracy. San Francisco: Confield Press.

Corkery, J., and Bossuyt, J. (eds.).  1990. Governance
and Institutional Development in Sub-Saharan
Africa, Europeans Centre for Development Policy
Management, Seminar Report 28-30, March.

Dia, M. 1993. “A Governance Approach to Civil
Service Reform in Sub-Saharan Africa”. The World
Bank, Washington D.C.

Erero, J., 1996. “Introduction: Return to the Source:
Towards Improved Governance in Nigeria”.
African Journal of Institutions and Development
AJID. Vol. 2, No 1 pp1-5.

Esman, M.J. 1997. “Good governance and devolution
of power” in Africa Notes, May, pp 1-3.

Eyinla, B.M. 1998. “Prospects for Democracy and
Good Governance in Nigeria” in Governance,
Democracy and Civil Society: Conference
Proceeding, Ife: Ife Social Sciences Review July.
pp 70-82.

Gould J. (ed.). 1972. A Dictionary of Social Sciences.
New York: UNESCO Publication.

Gyimah-Boadi, E. 1994. “Ghana’s uncertain political
opening”. Journal of  Democracy. Vol. 5, No. 2
April. pp. 75-86.

Healey, J. and M. Robinson 1992. Reprinted in 1994.
Democracy, Governance and Economic Policy:
Sub-Saharan African in Comparative Perspective,
Overseas Development Institute.

Held, D. 1987. Model of Democracy. London: Polity
Press.

Hyden, G. 1980. Beyond Ujama in Tanzania, Berkeley,
University of  California Press.

Hyden, G. 1995. “Conjectures and Democratisation”
in D. Olowu, K. Soremekun and A. Williams (eds.).
Governance and Democratisation in Nigeria.
Spectrum Books Limited. pp. 49-64.

Hyden, G. 1999. “Rethinking the Study of African
Politics” in D. Olowu, A. Williams and K.
Soremekun (eds.). Governance and Democrati-
sation in West Africa . Senegal: Codesria.
pp. 9-27.

Hyden, G. and M. Bratton (eds.). 1992. Governance
and Politics in Africa, London: Lynne Rienner
Publishers.

Idowu, A.A. 1998. “Effective Realisation of Enduring
Democracy, Good Governance and Protection of
Human Rights in Nigeria: Why, How and When?
in Governance, Democracy and Civil Society”
Conference Proceedings: Ife Social Sciences
Review July. pp 264-274.

Ikpeze, N.I. 1999. “Forms of Government and
Economic Policy in Nigeria” in Governance and
the Nigerian Economy: Proceedings of the One-



THE CONCEPTS OF DEMOCRACY AND GOVERNANCE July 2002 - 187

Day Seminar Held on January 19, 1994 first
published in 1999 by The Nigerian Economic
Society NES. pp. 71-87.

Imam, A. 1991. “Democratisation Process in Africa:
Problems and Prospects” Codesria Bulletin. Vol.
2, pp 5-6.

Jega, A. 1999. “Governance and the Nigerian
Economy” in Governance and the Nigerian
Economy: Proceedings of the One-Day Seminar
Held on January 19, 1994 first published in 1999
by The Nigerian Economic Society NES. pp 101-
104.

Johnson S. 1991. “Elite and Grassroots Democracy in
Nigeria.” A Paper Presented at the Conference
Organised by the Faculty of Social Sciences,
Obafemi Awolowo University, Ile-Ife. December
2-4.

Joseph, A.R. 1987. Democracy and Prebendal Politics
in Nigeria: The Rise and Fall of the Second
Republic, Ibadan: Spectrum Books Limited.

Joseph, R. 1987. Democracy and Prebendal Politics
in Nigeria, New York: Cambridge University Press.

Kaufman, D., A. Krawy and P. Zoido-Lobaton. 1999.
“Aggregating Governance Indicators”, The World
Bank, May.

Khan, R.A. et al. 1972. Introduction to Political Science
Georgetown, Ontario: Irwin Dorsey.

Landel-Mills, P. and I. Seragelding. 1991. “Governance
and the Development Process”, Finance and
Development September.

Landel-Mills, P. and I. Seragelding. 1992. “Governance
and External Factors” in Proceedings of the World
Bank Annual Conference, Op.Cit.

Lipset, S.M. 1995. Local Government in The Encyclo-
pedia of Democracy, Congressional Quarterly Inc.
p 767.

Makinde, T. and L. Aladekomo 1997. “Women
Participation in the Governance of Ijero-Ekiti in
Ondo State Now Ekiti State. of Nigeria” in D.
Olowu and J. Erero (eds.). Indigenous Governance
System in Nigeria. Ife: Research Group on Local
Institutions and Socio-economic Development,
Department of Public Adminis-tration, Obafemi
Awolowo University, Nigeria. pp 71-88.

Mass A. 1959. Area and Power: New York: The Free
Press.

Merkel, P. 1967. Political Continuity and Change, N.Y:
Harper and Row  Publishers.

Migdal, J. 1988. Strong Societies and Weak States,
Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Nkom, S.A. and A.P. Sorkaa 1996. “A Comparative
Analysis of Grassroots Governance in Two Nige-
rian Communities: A Case Study of Samaru and
Abwa-Mbagen” in African Journal of Institutions
and Development AJID. , Vol. 2. No 1. pp 41-55.

Nwankwo, A. 1996. “How can we land on safe ground”: in
A. Harnet-Sievers 1996. Summary of Workshop on;
Obstacles and Challenges for a Democratic
Development in Nigeria: A German - Nigerian
Dialogue, Bonn; friedrich Ebert Stiftung, October.

Nyerere, J. 1999. “Governance in Africa” in African
Association of Political Science, Newsletter Vol. 4.
No. 2, May - August. Harare. AAPS p3.

Nzongoka-Ntalaga, and M.C. Lee (eds.). 1997. The
State and Democracy in  Africa, Harare: AAPS

Books.
Nzongola-Ntalaja, G., 2001. “The Democracy Project

in Africa: The Journey So Far,” The Nigerian
Social Scientist. Volume 4, Number 1 March. . pp.
20-24.

Obadan, M.I. 1998. The State, Leadership, Governance
and Economic Development” Monograph. Presi-
dential Address Delivered at the Annual Confe-
rence of the Nigerian Economic Society, Kano,
July 22-24.

Ogunyemi, T. 1998. “Urban Administration and Good
Governance” Nigerian Tribune 19th August,
pp.10.

Olowu. D. and S. Rasheed. 1994. “Ethics and
Accountability in African Public Services”. AAPAM

Olowu, D.,  K. Soremeku and A. Williams (ed.). 1995.
Governance and Democratisation in Nigeria.
Ibadan; Spectrum Books Limited.

Olowu, D. 1995. “Transition to Democratic Governa-
nce in Africa” in D. Olowu, K. Soremekun, A.
Williams (Eds.). Governance and Demo-
cratisation in Nigeria, Ibadan: Spectrum Books
Limited. pp 15-32.

Olowu, D. and J. Erero (eds.) 1997. Indigenous
Governance System in Nigeria. Ife: Research Group
on Local Institutions and Socio-economic
Development, Department of Public Admini-
stration, Obafemi Awolowo University, Nigeria.
pp 154-182.

Olowu, D. and J. Erero 1997. “Introduction: Gover-
nance of Nigeria’s Villages and Cities through
Indigenous Institutions” in Olowu D., and Erero,
J. eds. Ibid. pp 1-20.

Olowu, D, A. Williams, K. Soremekun (eds.) 1999.
Governance and Democratisation in West Africa,
Senegal, Codesria.

Omoruyi, O. 1993. “Democratisation: The Nigeria
Model in Comparative Perspective” in Role
Enhancement Training Programme for Youth
Party Activists. Abuja: Centre for Democratic
Studies.

Peter Anyang Nyong, O. (ed.) Popular Struggle for
Democracy in Africa. London: United Nations
University and Zed Books.

Rejai, M. 1967. Democracy: The Contemporary Theories.
New York. Atherton  Press.

Rodee, C.C. et al. 1983. Introduction to Political Science.
Japan: McGraw - Hill Book Company.

Rweyemamu, A.H and G. Hyden  (eds.).  1975. A Decade
of Public Administration in Africa, Nairobi, East
African Literature Bureau.

Sartori, G. 1987. The Theory of Democracy Revisited.
Chatham: Chatham House Publishers.

Schmitter, P.C 1994. “Dangers and Dilemmas of
Democracy”. Journal of  Democracy. Vol. 5, No.
2: April. pp. 57-74.

Schmitz, H.P. 1997. “Promoting Democracy in Sub-
Saharan Africa” Bonn: Stiftung WissenSchaft Und
Politick.

Schumpeter J. 1955. Imperialism and Social Class.
Shehu, A.Y 1999. “The Impact of Governance on

Macroeconomic Management” in Governance
and the Nigerian Economy: Proceedings of the
One-Day Seminar Held on January 19, 1994 first
published in 1999 by The Nigerian Economic



188 - July 2002  S.T. AKINDELE

Society NES. pp. 9-25.
Stewart. S.W. and Ghafa. 1971. Introduction to Sociology.

Illinois: McGraw - Hill Book Company.
Ukpong, I.I. 1999. “The Problems of Governance in

Nigeria” Keynote Address. in Governance and
the Nigerian Economy: Proceedings of the One
Day-Seminar Held on January 19, 1994 published
in 1999 by The Nigerian Economic Society NES.
pp. 1-9.

Wai, D. 1995. “Capacity Building in Policy Analysis
and Development Management in Africa”.
Presentation to the Forum of ACBF – Supported
Institutions, Kampala; Uganda; January 23-
25.

Whalen H. 1970. “Ideology, Democracy and Foundation
of Local Self-Government” in Fieldsman and
Coldrick: Politics and Government of Urban
Canada: Toronto.

Work in America. 1973. “Report of a Special Force to
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare:
Massachusetts: The MIT Press.

World Bank. 1989. “Sub-Sahara Africa: From Crisis to
Sustainable Growth: A Long Term Perspective

Study”: IBRD. Washington, D.C.
World Bank. 1992. “Governance and Development”.

International Bank for Reconstruction and
Development IBRD., Washington, D.C.

World Bank. 1993. : “Governance: The World Bank’s
Experience” IBRD

Washington. D.C., Operations Policy Department. .
Wunsch, J.S and D. Olowu (eds.). 1990. The Failure of

the Centralised  State: Institutions for Self-
Governance in Africa, Boulder, Colorado:
Westview Press.

Special Publications
Federal Republic of Nigeria: Public Service Review

Commission Main Report. Lagos; Ministry of
Information 1984. Section.

Guidelines for Local Government Reform 1976. Kaduna:
Government Printers.

The 1979, 1989 and 1999 Federal Republic of Nigeria’s
Constitutions; Apapa: Daily Times Publications. .

Vanguard January 2, 1991, p.7
Guardian June 16, 1992.
Democratic Transition in Africa: AAPS Newsletter, June-

September, 1995.


