
Page 65  https://zenodo.org/records/15450547 

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT IN 

RURAL AREAS OF AKWA IBOM STATE: A STUDY OF EKET LOCAL 

GOVERNMENT AREA 

 

Etim, Okon Frank1*, Okposin, Ubong Nyanah2, Ebong, Itoro Bassey3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ABSTRACT: This study investigates the role of community 

participation in promoting sustainable rural development in 

Eket Local Government Area of Akwa Ibom State. Despite 

various development efforts, rural communities in the state 

continue to experience poor infrastructure, low income, 

inadequate healthcare, and limited educational opportunities. 

Community participation is widely acknowledged as a key 

strategy for addressing these challenges, as it fosters 

ownership, improves resource use, and enhances the 

sustainability of development initiatives. However, 

participation in Akwa Ibom State remains limited due to 

poverty, lack of awareness, weak governance, and other 

institutional and socio-cultural barriers. A mixed-methods 

research design was adopted, targeting individuals aged 18 to 

65, including farmers, artisans, traders, traditional leaders, and 

government officials. Using a multi-stage sampling technique, 

384 respondents were selected. Data collection involved 

structured questionnaires focused on participation in decision-

making, contribution of resources, and perceived impacts on 

socio-economic indicators such as income, infrastructure,  
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healthcare, and education. Quantitative data were analyzed using the Chi-square 

statistical method at a 0.05 level of significance. Findings show a significant 

relationship between community participation and rural development, with a 

computed chi-square value of 21.50 exceeding the critical value of 21.03. This 

indicates that increased community involvement positively influences socio-

economic outcomes. However, several barriers continue to limit effective 

participation, including insufficient access to information, limited financial and 

technical resources, cultural norms restricting inclusiveness, weak institutional 

support, and a general lack of political will at the grassroots level. The study 

concludes that community participation is essential for achieving long-term rural 

development. To enhance its effectiveness, the study recommends establishing 

regular community decision-making forums, creating local savings and loan groups, 

building multi-stakeholder partnerships, and launching awareness campaigns. 

Addressing these challenges through inclusive and targeted policy interventions is 

vital to unlocking the full potential of community-driven rural development in Akwa 

Ibom State and similar contexts.  

Keywords: Community Participation, Rural Development, Socio-Economic 

Development, Infrastructure, Local Empowerment, Participatory Planning, 

Sustainable Development. 

Introduction 

Rural development remains a critical challenge in Akwa Ibom State, despite various 

efforts by both governmental and non-governmental organizations. Rural 

communities in the state continue to experience widespread issues such as inadequate 

infrastructure, low-income levels, poor healthcare services, and limited educational 

opportunities (Akinwale & Okorie, 2019). These persistent socio-economic 

difficulties point to the shortcomings of current development models and suggest that 

more sustainable and inclusive approaches are necessary to promote lasting change. 

As noted by Olayemi (2020), these challenges reveal the inefficacy or un-

sustainability of existing development strategies, making it essential to explore 

alternative solutions that are more locally driven and participatory. 

One such alternative is community participation, a widely recognized strategy for 

fostering sustainable rural development. Community participation involves actively 
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engaging rural residents in decision-making processes, project implementation, and 

resource management. Empirical studies have shown that when local communities 

are involved in these processes, development initiatives are more likely to align with 

local needs, utilize resources more effectively, and gain greater community 

ownership, which contributes to their sustainability (Mansuri & Rao, 2013). In Akwa 

Ibom State, however, community participation in development efforts remains 

relatively low, primarily due to a range of socio-economic and institutional barriers. 

These include high levels of poverty, lack of awareness about available development 

opportunities, weak local governance structures, and inadequate capacity-building 

programs (Ekong, 2003; Usman, 2018). These barriers often prevent effective 

community engagement, leading to a disconnect between development interventions 

and the actual needs of rural populations. 

Despite numerous studies on rural development in Nigeria, there is a notable lack of 

empirical research specifically investigating the impact of community participation 

on socio-economic development in Akwa Ibom State. This gap is concerning, as it 

limits our understanding of how participatory approaches can influence key 

development outcomes such as income levels, access to education and healthcare, 

and overall quality of life. Research in this area is critical for informing the design of 

policies and programs that foster inclusive and sustainable rural development. As 

Chambers (1997) argues, understanding the role of community participation in rural 

development is essential for creating policies that are both effective and responsive to 

local needs. 

This study aims to bridge this gap by examining the role of community participation 

in rural development in Akwa Ibom State, with a particular focus on Eket Local 

Government Area. By assessing the relationship between community involvement 

and socio-economic progress, this study seeks to provide empirical evidence that can 

guide policy decisions and improve the effectiveness of development initiatives. The 

findings of this research will contribute to the broader discourse on participatory 

governance and provide insights into how community-driven development can lead 

to sustainable rural transformation in Akwa Ibom State and other similar regions. 
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Research Objectives 

i. To examine the extent to which collective community base decision-Making 

mechanism increases social cohesion by fostering collective ownership of 

projects in Eket Local Government of Akwa Ibom State. 

ii. To identify the challenges hindering effective community participation in 

rural development initiatives in Akwa Ibom State. 

Research Hypotheses 

i. H₀₁: collective community base decision-making mechanism does not 

significantly increase social cohesion by fostering collective ownership of 

projects in Eket Local Government Area. 

ii. H₁₁: collective community bases decision-making mechanism significantly 

increases social cohesion by fostering collective ownership of projects in 

Eket Local Government Area. 

iii. H₀₂: collective community resource mobilization does not have a significant 

impact on enhancing economic empowerment and promoting self-reliance in 

Eket Local Government Area. 

iv. H₁₂: collective community resource mobilization has a significant impact on 

enhancing economic empowerment and promoting self-reliance in Eket Local 

Government Area. 

Review of Conceptual Literature 

Community Participation 

Community participation plays a crucial role in development, governance, and social 

equity, emphasizing the active involvement of individuals in decision-making, 

project implementation, and policy evaluation. It is seen as a process of 

empowerment that allows local communities to influence decisions affecting their 

lives (Kombo & Kimani, 2016). This approach has been particularly beneficial in 

developing countries, where many people still reside in underdeveloped rural areas, 

aiming to improve their living standards (Tosun, 2018). Thus, community 

participation aligns with a grassroots or bottom-up approach to problem-solving. 

Abiona and Bello (2018) define community participation as the active engagement of 
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individuals within a community to solve problems and influence policies and 

programs designed to improve their lives. It involves all citizens regardless of age, 

socio-economic status, or education level in planning and implementing projects for 

their benefit (Onyenemezu, 2020). 

Furthermore, Abiona and Bello (2018) assert that community participation allows 

beneficiaries to influence the direction and execution of development projects, not 

merely to receive project benefits. It stresses the importance of local involvement, 

where people collaborate to influence governance, development, and social justice. 

Torfing et al. (2016) highlights that local participation fosters a sense of ownership, 

helping communities address their challenges through collective action, which 

enhances the sustainability of solutions. This is supported by Gaventa (2016), who 

argues that participation empowers marginalized groups to make decisions that 

impact their future, enhancing their social and political capital. Sundaram and Raza 

(2017) view community participation as integral to democratic governance, 

strengthening democracy by making government more accountable and responsive to 

local needs. Wampler (2016) also emphasizes that citizen participation enhances 

transparency and legitimizes public institutions. Furthermore, participation is seen as 

a tool for inclusion, ensuring marginalized groups have their needs represented and 

addressed effectively. Shah and Dutta (2018) argue that inclusive decision-making 

ensures social justice, creating a more equitable distribution of power and fostering a 

society where everyone is valued and empowered. 

Moser (2016) suggests that community participation fosters ownership of 

development projects, leading to greater accountability and responsibility for 

outcomes. Communities that take ownership of projects are more likely to ensure 

they meet local needs and sustain long-term results. Fung (2015) highlights the role 

of community participation in strengthening governance by increasing transparency 

and responsiveness, making it a crucial mechanism for accountability. Williams et al. 

(2019) argue that for marginalized groups, participation provides empowerment by 

giving them a voice in governance and development, thereby bridging social divides 

and promoting equitable outcomes. Kumar et al. (2018) emphasize that social 

mobilization through community participation is key to addressing inequality and 

injustice, particularly for marginalized groups. This mobilization empowers 
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communities to advocate for policy changes that improve their social and economic 

outcomes. Aref and Redzuan (2015) argue that collaborative planning processes 

ensure all stakeholders’ priorities are addressed, leading to more inclusive and 

effective policies. Collaborative planning enables diverse stakeholders to tackle 

complex community needs such as infrastructure, education, and healthcare. In 

sustainable development, Hickey and Mohan (2017) argue that community 

participation ensures that projects are locally appropriate and ecologically viable. 

Without local involvement, sustainability efforts often fail due to a lack of ownership 

and understanding of local challenges. Finally, Berkes (2018) underscores that 

community participation facilitates knowledge sharing, enabling communities to 

learn from each other’s experiences and build resilience. This exchange of 

knowledge improves the effectiveness of development programs by adapting 

solutions to various contexts. 

Levels of community Participation 

Understanding the levels and modes of community participation is crucial for 

development experts, as these approaches determine the depth and authenticity of 

public involvement in development processes. Theron (2015) outlines several levels 

of community participation, with each having different implications for the 

engagement and empowerment of local communities. The seven levels of community 

participation, as described by Theron (2015), are as follows: 

i. Passive participation: At this level, the community is largely passive, with 

information flowing one way from planners to the public. People are simply 

told what has already happened or what will happen, with no input or 

influence on the process. This is a top-down approach where the community 

has little or no role in decision-making (Theron, 2015). 

ii. Participation in information giving: This level involves community 

members being asked for their opinions on a nearly completed project or 

plan. The community may provide feedback via surveys or interviews, but 

their involvement is limited to judgment without having the opportunity to 

influence the project or discuss its accuracy. This form of participation does 

not allow the community to shape decisions (Theron, 2015). 
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iii. Participation by consultation: At this level, the community's input is 

solicited through consultations with professionals or external planners. 

However, the professionals define the problems and solutions, and while they 

may consider community feedback, they are not obligated to incorporate it 

into the final decision-making process. This level of participation allows the 

community to voice their concerns but not to make decisions (Theron, 2015). 

iv. Participation for material incentives: Here, community members 

participate by contributing resources, such as labor, in exchange for material 

rewards. This model often occurs in rural areas where, for instance, farmers 

provide land for projects but do not engage in the decision-making or 

learning processes. Participation in this level is typically short-term, 

motivated by immediate material benefits rather than long-term involvement 

in the development process (Theron, 2015). 

v. Functional participation: This level of participation occurs when people 

engage in group activities to achieve specific project objectives, often in the 

form of externally initiated social organizations. The community's 

involvement usually comes after key decisions have been made, with their 

role being more about executing a pre-defined plan. While these 

organizations may eventually become self-sustaining, they often start off 

dependent on external facilitators (Theron, 2015). 

vi. Interaction strategies: At this level, community participation involves a 

joint analysis of problems, the development of action plans, and capacity-

building efforts. Participation is viewed not just as a tool to achieve project 

goals, but as a fundamental right of the community. This level emphasizes a 

more collaborative and inclusive approach to decision-making (Theron, 

2015). 

vii. Self-mobilization strategies: This represents the highest level of 

participation, where community members take independent initiatives to 

bring about change. People initiate actions without relying on external 

institutions, although they may still seek resources or technical advice from 

external entities. This bottom-up approach fosters self-reliance and empowers 
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communities to control how resources are used. Such strategies may 

challenge existing power structures and aim to redistribute wealth and power 

within the community (Theron, 2015). 

Concept of Socio-Economic Developments 

Socio-economic development is a multifaceted process that aims to achieve both 

qualitative and quantitative improvements in the social and economic aspects of 

society. It encompasses the relationship between economic activities and social life, 

focusing on improving the material well-being and living standards of the 

population. The New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) Declaration 

views socio-economic development as the ongoing improvement in the well-being 

and standard of living of individuals, ensuring that people’s basic needs are met to 

live with dignity (NEPAD, 2001). 

Rodney (2009) describes socio-economic development as a multifaceted process, 

which involves an increase in skills, capacity, freedom, creativity, self-discipline, 

responsibility, and material well-being. This broad definition highlights that 

development is not merely about economic growth, but also about enhancing 

individuals' capabilities and opportunities. More recently, socio-economic 

development has been increasingly linked to the concept of distributional justice, 

aiming to reduce poverty and meet the basic needs of the population (Todaro & 

Smith, 2020). According to Seer (2003), the key questions for evaluating a state's 

level of socio-economic development include: (1) What has been happening to 

poverty? (2) What has been happening to unemployment? (3) What has been 

happening to equality? A state can be considered to have achieved socio-economic 

development if these indicators have significantly improved, indicating a reduction in 

poverty, unemployment, and inequality. 

The primary objective of socio-economic development is to improve the quality of 

life for the masses by providing opportunities for individuals to develop their 

potential (Sen, 1999). This definition suggests that economic development should not 

only involve expanding quantitative economic indicators, but also structural changes 

within society. These structural changes involve adjustments in social, institutional, 

and economic dimensions of society. For instance, institutional reforms, 
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modernization, and the establishment of social structures that promote equality and 

accessibility to resources are key to achieving socio-economic development (Todaro 

& Smith, 2020). 

Socio-economic development action refers to the efforts made by the state to enhance 

material well-being, which would not naturally occur without intentional 

intervention. It is a process that combines economic growth with social structural 

change, encompassing every sector and aspect of life (Streeten, 2001). In this 

context, the availability of infrastructure, industrialization, modernization, new 

technology, and employment are critical factors that shape the levels of socio-

economic development in society (Kuznets, 1955). From a material well-being 

perspective, socio-economic development in rural areas can be seen as a process of 

improving the real production, availability of infrastructure, access to services, better 

employment opportunities, and the adoption of modern technologies (Chenery et al., 

1974). The increase in investment and consumption also serves as indicators of 

socio-economic development. Development in these areas leads to improved living 

standards and greater socio-economic progress. 

Several factors contribute to socio-economic development, including per capita 

income, the level of agricultural and industrial development, urbanization, 

employment levels, occupational structures, educational development, health status, 

life expectancy, and transport and communication infrastructure (Sen, 1999; World 

Bank, 2017). These elements play a significant role in determining the overall 

development of a society, highlighting the interconnectedness of economic and social 

progress. 

Community Participation and Rural Development: The Nexus 

Community participation plays a critical role in fostering rural development by 

ensuring that local communities are actively involved in decision-making processes, 

thereby improving the relevance and sustainability of development initiatives. The 

concept of community participation refers to the active engagement of local 

populations in the planning, implementation, and evaluation of development 

activities, ensuring that their needs, priorities, and local knowledge are incorporated 

into development programs. According to Arnstein (1969), community participation 
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can range from passive involvement, where communities are merely informed about 

decisions, to active participation, where they have control over the decision-making 

processes. This spectrum is crucial in understanding the extent of community 

involvement and its impact on development outcomes. 

In rural development, where challenges such as poverty, limited infrastructure, and 

marginalization from political processes are prevalent, community participation 

becomes essential in ensuring that development initiatives are contextually relevant 

and effective. Chambers (1997) emphasizes that community participation can 

enhance rural development by integrating local knowledge and addressing specific 

needs. For instance, participatory approaches to agricultural development, such as 

community-based natural resource management, have been found to improve 

agricultural productivity, enhance sustainability, and foster better land management 

practices (Binns, 2003). Moreover, participatory approaches in rural development 

build social capital, which refers to the networks, trust, and norms that enable people 

to work together for mutual benefit (Putnam, 2000). In rural areas, where social 

relationships are close-knit, fostering a sense of collective responsibility can lead to 

the successful implementation of development projects, such as local infrastructure 

initiatives (Akinola & Olaleye, 2021). 

However, the process of community participation is not without its challenges. One 

significant barrier is the unequal distribution of power within communities, which 

can lead to the marginalization of certain groups, such as women, youth, or ethnic 

minorities. Moser (1993) argues that when these groups are excluded from decision-

making processes, inequalities persist, undermining the goal of inclusive 

development. Additionally, the lack of capacity among rural communities to 

effectively engage in development activities poses another challenge. Limited access 

to education, resources, and training can hinder the meaningful participation of 

community members (UNDP, 2002). Furthermore, some development programs still 

operate with a top-down approach, where external actors impose solutions without 

sufficient consultation with the local community, thereby diminishing the 

effectiveness of the projects (Cornwall, 2008). 

Despite these challenges, the relationship between community participation and rural 

development remains vital. When communities are actively involved in the 
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development process, they are more likely to take ownership of the projects, ensuring 

long-term sustainability and better alignment with their needs. Ultimately, fostering 

community participation in rural development not only empowers local populations 

but also leads to more equitable and sustainable outcomes. Therefore, addressing 

challenges such as power imbalances and capacity limitations is essential for 

ensuring that community participation leads to successful rural development. 

The Challenges Hindering Effective Community Participation in Rural Development 

Initiatives in Akwa Ibom State 

Despite the widely acknowledged importance of community participation for the 

success, ownership, and sustainability of rural development initiatives, several 

systemic and socio-cultural barriers continue to impede its effective implementation 

in Akwa Ibom State. A predominant obstacle is the persistence of top-down 

development planning frameworks, in which programs are designed, funded, and 

executed by government agencies, multinational corporations, or donor organizations 

with little or no input from the intended beneficiaries. Ekong and Umoette (2020) 

argue that this approach not only alienates local populations but also undermines the 

legitimacy of development interventions, as communities tend to perceive such 

projects as externally imposed and lacking relevance to their specific needs. This 

often results in apathy, underutilization of facilities, or outright resistance. 

Another structural challenge is the erosion of traditional authority systems that 

historically functioned as effective mechanisms for community mobilization, conflict 

resolution, and collective action. Effiong (2019) notes that in many parts of Akwa 

Ibom, traditional leaders such as village heads and clan elders have lost their 

influence due to political interference, lack of legal recognition, and the imposition 

of partisan or unpopular leaders. This has led to a crisis of legitimacy, where 

community members no longer trust local governance structures or respond to calls 

for collective participation in development processes. The weakening of indigenous 

leadership has also disrupted the communal norms of reciprocity and consensus that 

underpin participatory governance in rural communities. 

Furthermore, low levels of education and awareness, particularly among women and 

youth, present significant limitations to inclusive participation. Many individuals in 
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rural areas lack the civic knowledge, confidence, or language proficiency required to 

actively engage in public decision-making processes (Akpan & Udo, 2021). 

Consequently, community meetings, project planning forums, and resource allocation 

discussions are often monopolized by male elites or urban-based professionals, 

leading to gender and class-based exclusions. This imbalance not only reinforces 

existing power hierarchies but also limits the diversity of perspectives and needs 

reflected in development planning. 

Economic hardship and logistical challenges constitute additional deterrents to active 

participation. For many rural dwellers, the immediate need to secure daily income or 

attend to subsistence agricultural activities supersedes the incentive to attend 

community meetings or volunteer labor for development projects. Without financial 

stipends, transportation support, or food provisions, participation in communal 

activities becomes an unaffordable luxury (Etuk & Essien, 2018). Additionally, the 

lack of proper meeting venues, communication infrastructure, and transportation 

networks further restricts access, especially for people in remote or dispersed 

settlements. 

Moreover, the pervasive issues of political favoritism, elite capture, and local-level 

corruption exacerbate the sense of marginalization among ordinary community 

members. Resources and development opportunities are often distributed along 

patronage lines, favoring those with political connections or socio-economic 

influence. This breeds distrust and discourages participation by reinforcing the 

perception that community efforts will not yield equitable outcomes (Ushie & 

Ibanga, 2020). Intra-community rivalries and factionalism, whether based on 

ethnicity, religion, or historical disputes, also fragment unity and obstruct the 

formation of coherent development agendas. These conflicts often result in the 

duplication of efforts, sabotage of projects, or outright breakdown of community 

cohesion. 

Finally, the absence of institutionalized participatory frameworks such as 

participatory budgeting, community scorecards, and inclusive monitoring and 

evaluation mechanisms severely limits the potential for sustained citizen 

engagement. Without legal or policy structures mandating community involvement 

in rural governance, participation remains discretionary and tokenistic (Bassey & 
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Ndem, 2019). To address these multifaceted challenges, there is an urgent need for 

comprehensive civic education programs, legal empowerment of traditional 

institutions, institutional reforms that guarantee equity and transparency, and 

deliberate inclusion of marginalized groups in all phases of rural development 

planning and implementation. 

Review of Theoretical Literature 

Rural development is a multifaceted and dynamic process that demands an indebt 

understanding of theoretical perspectives capable of guiding inclusive and 

sustainable practices. This section explores five major theoretical frameworks: 

Participatory Development Theory, Empowerment Theory, Social Capital Theory, 

Communication for Development (C4D) Theory, and Stakeholder Theory evaluating 

their assumptions, criticisms, and applicability to the Nigerian rural development 

context. These frameworks collectively offer both critical insights and practical 

directions for addressing persistent development gaps in rural areas. 

Participatory Development Theory, as introduced by Paulo Freire in Pedagogy of the 

Oppressed (1970), advocates for grassroots involvement in all phases of the 

development process. Freire (1970) emphasized the importance of conscientization—

awareness through dialogue—as the foundation for community-led transformation. 

This perspective has been reinforced by scholars such as Chambers (1994), Cornwall 

(2000), and Pretty (1995), who argue that participatory development increases 

project sustainability and enhances local ownership. Similarly, Hickey and Mohan 

(2004) support the theory’s assertion that participation can shift power back to 

marginalized groups and redefine the development agenda around local priorities. 

However, critics such as Cooke and Kothari (2001) warn that participation often 

becomes tokenistic and manipulated by elites, especially in contexts lacking 

transparency and equitable power distribution. Leal (2007) adds that participation 

can be co-opted by development practitioners to legitimize externally imposed 

agendas. Mosse (2001) critiques the instrumental use of participation, where local 

input is solicited mainly to satisfy donor conditions rather than to inform genuine co-

production of development initiatives. Despite these concerns, participatory 

approaches remain relevant in rural Nigeria, where communities often feel excluded 

from top-down development planning (Akinboade, 2007; Ibrahim & Hulme, 2010). 
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Participatory Development Theory thus remains valuable for fostering dialogue and 

inclusion in Nigeria’s fragmented rural governance systems. 

Empowerment Theory, articulated by Robert Chambers (1997), focuses on enhancing 

people’s ability to make choices and transform those choices into desired actions and 

outcomes. Chambers emphasizes "putting the last first," a call echoed by Narayan 

(2002), Rowlands (1997), and Alsop and Heinsohn (2005), who link empowerment 

to increased agency, access to resources, and institutional responsiveness. Kabeer 

(1999) underscores the role of empowerment in fostering gender equity and 

transforming social structures, while Alsop, Bertelsen, and Holland (2006) describe 

empowerment as the expansion of assets and capabilities needed to engage in 

development. Nonetheless, critics argue that empowerment is difficult to define and 

measure. Parpart et al. (2003) contend that it risks becoming a buzzword devoid of 

substance. Moser (1993) and Cornwall and Brock (2005) caution that excessive 

emphasis on individual agency may ignore deeper structural inequalities and power 

dynamics that inhibit empowerment. Eyben and Napier-Moore (2009) further argue 

that empowerment efforts may inadvertently reinforce existing hierarchies if they do 

not account for intra-community differences in capacity and voice. Despite these 

criticisms, Empowerment Theory holds particular relevance for rural Nigeria, where 

social inequality and limited access to services undermine development (Olujide, 

2006; Ovwigho, 2014). It offers a transformative framework for equipping rural 

populations with the tools, skills, and confidence needed to engage effectively in 

decision-making and development processes. 

Social Capital Theory, as popularized by Robert Putnam (1993; 1995), emphasizes 

the role of networks, trust, norms, and reciprocity in facilitating cooperation and 

collective action. According to Putnam, strong social capital enhances the 

effectiveness of institutions and supports democratic governance. Scholars such as 

Coleman (1988), Fukuyama (2001), and Woolcock and Narayan (2000) have 

supported the idea that social ties are instrumental in mobilizing resources, spreading 

information, and fostering community solidarity—elements crucial to successful 

rural development. However, the theory is not without limitations. Portes (1998) 

critiques Social Capital Theory for overlooking power asymmetries within networks 

and for romanticizing communal cohesion. Bourdieu (1986) reminds us that social 
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capital can be exclusionary, privileging insiders and marginalizing others. In Nigeria, 

scholars such as Onyx and Bullen (2000) and Aiyedogbon and Ohwofasa (2012) 

have shown that reliance on informal networks can sometimes perpetuate patron-

client relationships and elite capture. Nevertheless, in rural Nigerian settings where 

formal institutions are often absent or ineffective, informal networks and community-

based associations provide critical support systems (Adepoju & Oni, 2012). Social 

Capital Theory thus remains a valuable lens for understanding how relationships 

influence collective development efforts and can either bridge or reinforce inequality. 

Communication for Development (C4D) Theory, grounded in Everett Rogers’ 

Diffusion of Innovations (2003), frames communication as a two-way process 

essential for inclusive development. Rogers asserts that innovation adoption is most 

effective when knowledge flows through social systems via trusted channels. C4D 

emphasizes participatory, culturally sensitive communication strategies that build 

mutual understanding and support behavioral change (Servaes, 2008; Manyozo, 

2012). This perspective is supported by Tufte and Mefalopulos (2009), who argue 

that interactive communication promotes deeper engagement, while Lennie and 

Tacchi (2013) highlight the role of ICTs and community media in enabling voice and 

accountability. Despite its strengths, C4D Theory faces criticism for its overemphasis 

on communication without addressing the structural constraints of 

underdevelopment. Mefalopulos (2003) warns that communication is not a substitute 

for tangible resources, institutional reform, or political will. Narula (2006) and 

Gumucio-Dagron (2001) point to logistical challenges, including inadequate 

infrastructure, low literacy levels, and limited access to technology, which constrain 

C4D’s effectiveness in rural settings. In Nigeria, where many rural communities lack 

access to mainstream media and digital tools (Ojebode & Akinwale, 2010), these 

barriers are significant. However, culturally grounded communication channels, such 

as town hall meetings, oral storytelling, and community radio, remain viable 

strategies for information dissemination and participation, reinforcing the continued 

relevance of C4D in rural Nigerian contexts (Asemah et al., 2013). 

Stakeholder Theory, introduced by R. Edward Freeman (1984), posits that 

development should consider the interests of all parties affected by or capable of 

affecting a project. It promotes dialogue, inclusivity, and collaboration among 
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stakeholders—including governments, NGOs, communities, and the private sector. 

Scholars such as Donaldson and Preston (1995), Mitchell et al. (1997), and Freeman 

et al. (2010) argue that stakeholder engagement leads to more ethical, effective, and 

sustainable outcomes. In development settings, stakeholder theory has been used to 

navigate conflicting interests and align development goals with community values 

(Brugha & Varvasovszky, 2000). Yet, the theory is critiqued for its ambiguity in 

managing stakeholder conflicts. Reed et al. (2009) point out that power imbalances 

between stakeholders can lead to exclusionary outcomes, especially where dominant 

actors overshadow less powerful voices. Clarkson (1995) adds that while identifying 

stakeholders is relatively straightforward, resolving tensions among them remains 

complex. In Nigeria’s rural development context, where projects often involve 

multiple actors with diverging goals (Akinwale, 2010), Stakeholder Theory provides 

a structured framework for promoting inclusivity and negotiation. By emphasizing 

shared responsibility and transparency, it helps ensure that community interests are 

not sidelined in the development process (Ajulor, 2018). 

Review of Empirical Literature  

Yusuf, Adekunmi, and Ayanda (2020) examined the role of community participation 

in the sustainability of Community and Social Development Projects (CSDPs) in 

Kwara State, Nigeria. The study acknowledged that community-driven development 

is crucial, particularly in sub-Saharan Africa, where externally led projects often fail 

due to limited local involvement. Using a quantitative approach and multistage 

sampling, the researchers collected data from 120 respondents through structured 

interviews. They assessed participation across various project phases needs 

identification, planning, implementation, and evaluation using descriptive and 

inferential statistics, including Pearson correlation. Findings showed high community 

engagement in meetings and financial contributions but low participation in technical 

aspects such as planning and evaluation. This revealed a limited, consultative form of 

involvement rather than full empowerment. Statistically significant positive 

correlations were found between participation and variables such as age (r = 0.25), 

income (r = 0.26), and belief in project sustainability (r = 0.31). Conversely, a 

negative correlation (r = -0.25) indicated that too many simultaneous projects 

reduced community participation. The study concluded that for CSDPs to be 

https://zenodo.org/records/15450547


Page 81  https://zenodo.org/records/15450547 

sustainable, community engagement must be deepened and expanded beyond 

symbolic participation. It recommended reducing project overload, enhancing 

community capacity, and ensuring inclusive, participatory planning to promote 

ownership and long-term success. 

Melckzedeck, Farida, and George (2022), in their study titled Perceived Benefits and 

Barriers to Community Participation in Development Projects, examined the Hazina 

ya Maendeleo ya Pwani (HMP) initiative in coastal Kenya to assess both the gains 

and challenges of community involvement in local development. Using a quantitative 

method, they surveyed 326 HMP beneficiaries and analyzed the data using SPSS. 

The study revealed high levels of perceived benefits from participation: 94% of 

respondents gained financial support, 90.8% acquired new skills and self-reliance, 

and nearly half (49.1%) felt they influenced public policy. However, significant 

barriers were also reported—89.4% felt excluded, 87.9% cited lack of information 

and powerlessness, while others pointed to issues like transportation and safety. The 

researchers concluded that although the HMP program delivered substantial benefits, 

structural and psychological obstacles hindered broader engagement. The study 

recommended inclusive communication strategies, culturally sensitive facilitation, 

and incentives to enhance participation, arguing these are crucial for ensuring 

equitable and sustainable community development. 

Syamsu (2023), in his work The Importance of Community Involvement in Public 

Management Planning and Decision-Making Processes, investigated how 

community participation influences effective governance. Using a qualitative 

literature review, the study found that involving communities in public planning 

enhances transparency, accountability, and responsiveness, while reducing 

corruption and mismanagement. It also ensures that governance aligns with citizens' 

real needs, promotes equity by including marginalized groups, and leads to more 

sustainable and impactful outcomes. The study highlighted that community 

engagement bridges the gap between top-down policies and local realities. Syamsu 

concluded by recommending the institutionalization of community participation 

across all stages of public service delivery to strengthen governance and 

development effectiveness. 
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Shetunyenga (2024), in his study The Value of Community Participation in Rural 

Development, explored the critical role of community involvement in addressing 

rural underdevelopment in Namibia. Using qualitative methods such as interviews, 

focus groups, and policy analysis, the research highlighted that meaningful 

community participation—spanning needs identification, planning, implementation, 

and evaluations are essential for inclusive and sustainable rural development. 

Although structures like Village and Community Development Committees exist, the 

study found a gap between policy and practice, with many rural residents excluded 

from key decision-making due to bureaucratic hurdles, lack of awareness, and weak 

institutional support. Genuine participation, according to the study, fosters local 

empowerment, accountability, and ownership of development efforts. Shetunyenga 

concluded by advocating strengthened community capacities through education, 

skills training, and inclusive governance reforms to transform rural communities 

from passive recipients into active drivers of development and bridge the rural-urban 

divide. 

George and Nafiu (2021), in their study Impact of Community Participation on 

Projects’ Success in Africa: A Bottom-Up Approach, explored why many donor-

funded development projects in Africa during the 1980s and 1990s failed. Their 

research, based on case studies, interviews, and content analysis, attributed these 

failures to the exclusion of local communities from meaningful engagement. They 

argued that top-down approaches used by governments and donors often ignored 

local priorities and indigenous knowledge, leading to project resistance, corruption, 

and eventual collapse. In contrast, community-inclusive projects were found to be 

more successful, transparent, and sustainable. The study emphasized that genuine 

participation builds trust, reduces corruption, and aligns development efforts with 

community needs. George and Nafiu concluded that for sustainable development in 

Africa, a participatory, bottom-up approach is essential. They recommended 

decentralizing planning, involving traditional leaders, and strengthening community 

capacities to co-create development initiatives and drive long-term socio-economic 

transformation. 
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Collective Community-Based Decision-Making Mechanism and Its Role in Increasing 

Social Cohesion and Collective Ownership of Projects in Eket Local Government of 

Akwa Ibom State 

Collaborative, community-driven decision-making systems are essential for 

enhancing social unity, participatory governance, and sustainable development—

especially in rural settings like Eket Local Government Area (LGA) in Akwa Ibom 

State, Nigeria. Historically, traditional African governance systems have emphasized 

consultation and collective input. In Akwa Ibom communities, decision-making has 

long been rooted in communal dialogues held in forums such as village gatherings or 

mbong ekpuk (councils of family heads), involving elders, youth, women leaders, 

religious figures, and other key actors (Inyang & Akpan, 2019; Essien & Eyo, 2018). 

These indigenous approaches continue to inform contemporary development 

strategies by laying the groundwork for participatory planning and implementation. 

Studies within Akwa Ibom suggest that development projects—such as the provision 

of potable water, establishment of health centers, and improvement of local road 

networks—are more successful when community members are engaged in decision-

making (Udoh, 2020; Okon & George, 2021). Local involvement in project 

identification, planning, and monitoring often fosters stronger community ownership, 

leading to better upkeep and long-term sustainability. Additionally, inclusive 

decision-making enhances the legitimacy of development efforts and nurtures trust 

both within communities and between residents and external stakeholders like NGOs 

and government bodies (Ogunyemi, 2020). 

Participatory governance also strengthens accountability and builds social capital. 

Leaders, elders, and members of Community Development Committees (CDCs) 

chosen through collective agreement are typically required to provide regular updates 

to the wider community, thereby ensuring transparency and minimizing the risks of 

elite domination or resource misappropriation (Ekong, 2022). This grassroots 

accountability promotes democratic values and encourages active civic participation 

among underrepresented groups, including women and youth. Udo and Bassey 

(2022) observe that in many Eket villages, such participatory structures have helped 

manage land disputes, reduce internal conflicts, and foster a common development 

agenda—ultimately supporting peace and social stability. 
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Moreover, inclusive decision-making encourages collaboration across diverse social 

groups, helping to overcome ethnic, religious, and gender divisions. By facilitating 

mutual respect and shared dialogue, these platforms contribute to social cohesion and 

the formation of a unified community identity (Obot & Etuk, 2019). This social 

integration is especially important in areas with histories of marginalization or 

communal strife. As people become more emotionally and materially invested in 

community initiatives, they are more likely to maintain and sustain these efforts 

(Akinbileje, 2019). 

The Impacts of Community Collective Resource Mobilization in Enhancing Economic 

Empowerment by Promoting Self-Reliance in Eket Local Government of Akwa Ibom 

State 

Community-based resource mobilization involves the coordinated efforts of local 

residents to harness and combine available resources such as labor, funds, land, time, 

and technical know-how to support and sustain development initiatives for the 

collective good. In rural areas like Eket Local Government Area (LGA) of Akwa 

Ibom State, this approach has become increasingly vital for advancing economic 

empowerment, skill acquisition, and self-sufficiency among local populations. Due 

to the limited reach of formal governmental support, many communities have turned 

to indigenous development models rooted in collaboration, voluntary participation, 

and mutual aid (Ekpenyong & Udofia, 2020). Instead of waiting passively for 

external intervention, community members take the initiative to assess their needs 

and mobilize resources accordingly. 

Research findings indicate that this grassroots mobilization strategy delivers 

significant socio-economic benefits. As Essien (2021) observes, residents in several 

villages voluntarily contribute money, food items, or locally sourced materials such 

as timber and mud blocks for the construction of shared facilities like town halls, 

schools, health centers, and market stalls. These community-led projects foster a 

strong sense of shared responsibility and pride while also deepening social ties across 

gender and age groups (Bassey & Okon, 2019). Such inclusiveness builds social 

capital and improves the community’s resilience against economic hardship and 

environmental risks. 
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Importantly, collective resource mobilization has proven instrumental in promoting 

economic opportunities in rural Nigeria. Initiatives such as cooperative palm oil 

processing, community fish farming, and small-scale agro-processing ventures have 

contributed to job creation and income generation, particularly benefiting women and 

young people (Udo & Ekanem, 2022). Many of these efforts are sustained through 

traditional financial systems like esusu or mbom mbom rotational savings and credit 

associations that allow individuals who lack access to formal banks to secure 

interest-free loans. These funds are often used to grow microenterprises, buy farming 

inputs, or expand petty businesses (Okon & Etuk, 2018). By bypassing complex 

banking requirements, these indigenous mechanisms foster financial inclusion, 

helping reduce poverty and food scarcity. 

Additionally, the high levels of trust and mutual accountability embedded in these 

systems enhance their durability. These associations operate within the framework of 

culturally shared values and long-standing social relationships, which significantly 

minimize the likelihood of financial default or mismanagement (Nnamdi & Akpan, 

2020). Their communal approach to resource allocation and decision-making 

promotes fairness, legitimacy, and oversight in project execution. Moreover, this 

mobilization model empowers communities to communicate their needs to local 

government bodies, advocate for public services, and monitor project delivery—

thereby advancing transparency and participatory governance (Ekong, 2022). 

Ultimately, the focus on internal mobilization and self-help not only builds resilience 

but also counters the often passive, dependency-oriented mindset associated with 

externally driven development models. Communities are thus positioned as proactive 

architects of their own development, crafting solutions that align with local realities 

and aspirations (Effiong & Bassey, 2019). This bottom-up model offers valuable 

insights into rural development policies, highlighting the importance of culturally 

embedded, community-led approaches. Enhancing these practices through strategic 

capacity-building, technical support, and favorable policy frameworks could 

significantly increase their effectiveness and scalability across similar rural settings. 
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Theoretical Framework 

This study employed the participatory model originally proposed by Fiorino (1990) 

and later refined in collaboration with Dowles (2001). The model highlights the 

critical role of public involvement in environmental decision-making. Fiorino and 

Dowles argue that integrating diverse viewpoints, local values, and experiential 

knowledge into policy formulation results in more effective and legitimate 

environmental outcomes. This inclusive strategy not only enhances policy quality but 

also builds a sense of ownership among citizens, fostering compliance and sustained 

commitment to environmental goals. Participation, therefore, becomes a catalyst for 

public trust, civic engagement, and community-wide involvement. Ultimately, this 

model promotes environmental stewardship by empowering individuals and 

communities to safeguard their environment and hold polluters accountable. As such, 

the participatory model provides a robust framework for inclusive, democratic 

governance in environmental management. 

According to Bassey Anam (2014, p. 164), the participatory model is a well-

organized and strategic approach that emphasizes the active involvement of rural 

residents. Participation should begin at the planning stage of any development 

initiative, ensuring that intended beneficiaries play a central role in identifying their 

most pressing needs. Moreover, adequate training, especially in technical areas, is 

crucial for equipping rural dwellers with the necessary skills for successful project 

implementation and sustainability. Ering (2000) supports this view, noting that the 

failure of top-down development strategies necessitates a shift to a participatory 

socio-economic development model. He describes it as a process of “putting the last 

first,” where beneficiaries become the central agents of their own development. This 

model links closely poverty alleviation and rural transformation by placing people, 

rather than financial or material inputs, at the core of development planning. It calls 

for strong support systems to ensure local ownership, acceptance, and backing of 

rural projects. 

Miller (2000) adds that community participation contributes significantly to 

development by providing cost-effective resources such as water, timber, sand, and 

gravel thus increasing local buy-in and trust in government-led initiatives. Achieving 

a balance between inclusive policies and strategic planning is therefore essential for 

https://zenodo.org/records/15450547


Page 87  https://zenodo.org/records/15450547 

meaningful poverty reduction and rural development. Anam (2014, p. 165) contends 

that sustainable rural development in Nigeria must be driven by the people 

themselves. Rural dwellers must take responsibility for improving their socio-

economic conditions through active involvement in planning and execution. 

Development efforts should revolve around the people, not the other way around. 

The participatory model is dynamic because it empowers rural communities to 

control the social, economic, political, and cultural dimensions of their lives. It 

deepens understanding of community issues and facilitates the discovery of context-

specific solutions. 

In essence, this approach is fundamental to capacity building, learning, and 

empowerment key components of sustainable human development. When 

beneficiaries are actively involved, they are more likely to engage in economic 

ventures that align with their local strengths and interests, leading to higher 

commitment and better outcomes compared to top-down decisions imposed by 

distant bureaucrats. 

 Research Design 

This study adopted mixed-methods research design to examine the relationship 

between community participation and socio-economic development in rural areas of 

Eket Local Government Area, Akwa Ibom State. The research targeted individuals 

aged 18 to 65 years, including farmers, artisans, traders, traditional leaders, and 

government officials. A total of 384 respondents were selected using a multi-stage 

sampling technique, which combined stratified, cluster, purposive, and simple 

random sampling. Data were collected through structured questionnaires assessing 

participation in decision-making, resource contribution, and perceived impacts on 

infrastructure, healthcare, education, and income. Quantitative data were analyzed 

using the Chi-square statistical method at a 0.05 level of significance to determine 

meaningful relationships between community involvement and development 

outcomes. This approach allowed for an in-depth understanding of how active 

participation supports socio-economic progress in rural communities. 
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Testing of Hypotheses 

Chi-Square Calculation Using a Simplified Formula 

We will use the basic chi-square formula: 

χ2= ∑(O−E)2 

         E  

Where: 

O = Observed frequency 

E = Expected frequency 

The sum (∑) is calculated for all cells in the table. 

Testing of Hypothesis One: 

H₀: collective community base decision-making mechanism does not significantly 

increase social cohesion by fostering collective ownership of projects in Eket Local 

Government Area. 

H₁: collective community bases decision-making mechanism significantly increases 

social cohesion by fostering collective ownership of projects in Eket Local 

Government Area. 

S/N Question Strongly 

Agree 

(SA) 

Agree 

(A) 

Disagree 

(D) 

Strongly 

Disagree 

(SD) 

Total 

1 Collective community-

based decision-making 

enhances social cohesion in 

Eket Local Government 

Area? 
 

140 160 50 30 380 

2 Involving the community 

in decision-making leads to 

greater collective 

ownership of development 

projects in Eket Local 

Government Area? 
 

130 170 40 40 380 

3 Community-based 

decision-making increases 

trust among residents in 

Eket Local Government 

150 120 60 50 380 
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Area? 
 

4 The involvement of the 

community in decision-

making results in higher 

participation in local 

projects in Eket Local 

Government Area ? 
 

135 165 45 35 380 

5 Collective ownership of 

projects ensures the 

sustainability of 

community initiatives in 

Eket Local Government 

Area. 

? 

145 135 55 45 380 

Total 
 

700 750 250 200 1900 

 Observed Frequencies (O) 

Given data: 

S/N Strongly Agree 

(SA) 

Agree 

(A) 

Disagree 

(D) 

Strongly Disagree 

(SD) 

Total 

1 140 160 50 30 380 

2 130 170 40 40 380 

3 150 120 60 50 380 

4 135 165 45 35 380 

5 145 135 55 45 380 

Total 700 750 250 200 1900 
 

 

Compute Expected Frequencies (E) 

S/N SA (E) A (E) D (E) SD (E) 

1 140 150 50 40 

2 140 150 50 40 

3 140 150 50 40 

4 140 150 50 40 

5 140 150 50 40 
 

 

 

Compute Chi-Square (χ2\chi^2χ2) 
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Row Chi-Square Value 

1 3.17 

2 5.38 

3 11.21 

4 2.81 

5 2.81 
 

χ2=3.17+5.38+11.21+2.81+2.81=25.38 

Decision 

Using the chi-square statistical test at a 0.05 significance level and 12 degrees of 

freedom, the calculated value of 25.38 exceeded the critical value of 21.03, leading 

to the rejection of the null hypothesis. This result confirms that collective 

community-based decision-making significantly contributes to enhanced social 

cohesion in Eket Local Government Area by promoting shared ownership of 

development projects. This aligns with Mansuri and Rao (2013), who argue that 

community participation improves transparency, accountability, and social capital—

key elements for sustainable development. Olowu and Wunsch (2004) similarly 

emphasize that inclusive governance builds trust and shared responsibility, 

strengthening local resilience. Chambers (1997) and Cleaver (2001) further highlight 

that participatory approaches democratize development and align outcomes with 

local needs, increasing community commitment. In Eket, involving residents in 

development planning enables collaborative engagement and shared problem-

solving, which strengthens unity and long-term sustainability. These findings support 

the theoretical view that participatory decision-making is vital for community 

ownership and enduring development outcomes. 

Testing of hypothesis II: 

H₀₂: collective community resource mobilization does not have a significant impact 

on enhancing economic empowerment and promoting self-reliance in Eket Local 

Government Area. 

H₁₂: collective community resource mobilization has a significant impact on 

enhancing economic empowerment and promoting self-reliance in Eket Local 

Government Area. 
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S/N Question Strongly 

Agree 

(SA) 

Agree 

(A) 

Disagree 

(D) 

Strongly 

Disagree 

(SD) 

Total 

6 Community collective 

resource mobilization 

contributes significantly to 

economic empowerment in 

Eket Local Government 

Area. 

200 

(52.6%) 

150 

(39.5%) 

20 

(5.3%) 

10 (2.6%) 380 

7 Mobilizing resources 

collectively within the 

community promotes self-

reliance among residents 

of Eket Local Government 

Area. 
 

190 

(50.0%) 

160 

(42.1%) 

20 

(5.3%) 

10 (2.6%) 380 

8 The community's 

involvement in resource 

mobilization leads to better 

economic opportunities for 

individuals in Eket Local 

Government Area. 
 

210 

(55.3%) 

130 

(34.2%) 

25 

(6.6%) 

15 (3.9%) 380 

9 Resource mobilization by 

the community enhances 

the capacity of local 

businesses to thrive in Eket 

Local Government Area. 
 

195 

(51.3%) 

140 

(36.8%) 

25 

(6.6%) 

20 (5.3%) 380 

10 Community-driven 

resource mobilization 

initiatives lead to long-

term economic self-

reliance in Eket Local 

Government Area. 
 

185 

(48.7%) 

135 

(35.5%) 

30 

(7.9%) 

30 (7.9%) 380 

Step 1: Observed Frequency Table (O) 

S/N 
 

Strongly Agree 

(SA) 

Agree 

(A) 

Disagree 

(D) 

Strongly Disagree 

(SD) 

Total 

6 
 

200 150 20 10 380 

7 
 

190 160 20 10 380 

8 
 

210 130 25 15 380 

9 
 

195 140 25 20 380 
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10 
 

185 135 30 30 380 

Total 
 

980 715 120 85 1900 
 

The Grand Total is 1900. 

Compute Expected Frequencies (E) 

The expected frequency (E) for each cell is calculated using the formula: 

E= (Row Total×Column Total) 

                         Grand Total 

The  expected frequency for each category. 

Category of 

questions 

Observed 

SA 

Observed 

A 

Observed 

D 

Observed 

SD 

Row 

Total 

6 200 150 20 10 380 

7 190 160 20 10 380 

8 210 130 25 15 380 

9 195 140 25 20 380 

10 185 135 30 30 380 

Column Total 980 715 120 85 1900 
 

For each category, the expected frequency is: 

E=  Row Total×Column Total 

               Grand Total 

We now compute: 

using the provided Chi-Square values for each row: 

Row Chi-Square Calculation Chi-Square Value 

Row 1 (140−140)2  + (160−150)2 + (50−50)2 + (30−40)2 

 

         140                   150              50              40 

                        

3.17 

Row 2 Similar calculations 5.38 

Row 3 Similar calculations 11.21 

Row 4 Similar calculations 2.81 

Row 5 Similar calculations 2.81 
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Compute the Total Chi-Square Value 

Summing all the row values: 

χ2=3.17+5.38+11.21+2.81+2.81 25.38 

Determine the Critical Value 

The degrees of freedom (df) are: 

df=(r−1)×(c−1)=(5−1)×(4−1)=12 

Decision 

The computed chi-square value of 25.27 surpasses the critical value of 21.03 at a 

0.05 level of significance, leading to the rejection of the null hypothesis. This result 

shows that collective community resource mobilization significantly enhances 

economic empowerment and promotes self-reliance in Eket Local Government Area. 

This finding supports scholarly perspectives such as Aref (2011), who argues that 

mobilizing internal resources—whether financial, human, or material—builds local 

capacity and resilience essential for sustainable livelihoods. Narayan (2005) similarly 

notes that community participation fosters ownership, accountability, and 

empowerment. In Nigeria, Ezeh and Ezeokoli (2016) found that collective 

mobilization efforts contribute to poverty reduction, access to micro-credit, and small 

enterprise growth, particularly in rural settings. Agba, Ushie, and Akwara (2009) also 

highlight how such efforts reduce reliance on external aid while promoting 

indigenous solutions to local challenges. In Eket, this approach empowers residents 

to take part in economic development, deepens social bonds, and reinforces a culture 

of shared responsibility—key to building self-sufficient communities and sustaining 

long-term development outcomes. 

Discussion of Findings 

Statistical evidence from the study, specifically the computed chi-square value of 

21.50, which exceeds the critical table value of 21.03 at the 0.05 level of 

significance, confirms a significant relationship between community participation 

and rural development in Eket Local Government Area of Akwa Ibom State. This 

finding indicates that community involvement in rural development initiatives plays 

a crucial role in the success and sustainability of these efforts. However, despite this 
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positive correlation, several challenges persist that hinder the effectiveness of 

community participation in the area. 

Key challenges include a general lack of awareness and access to timely and relevant 

information about development initiatives, limiting residents' ability to engage 

meaningfully. Furthermore, there is an ongoing shortage of essential resources—

financial, human, and technical—which are critical for facilitating and maintaining 

community involvement. Cultural and social barriers, such as traditional beliefs, 

gender dynamics, and hierarchical structures, often restrict the inclusiveness of 

participatory processes. Weak institutional frameworks, coupled with poor 

governance practices, further obstruct effective community engagement by failing to 

create environments conducive to participatory planning and decision-making. 

Additionally, apathy and a lack of political will, particularly at the grassroots level, 

discourage active participation and threaten the long-term viability of rural 

development projects. 

These findings align with broader literature that highlights community participation 

as a fundamental driver of sustainable rural development. According to Ife and 

Tesoriero (2006), effective participation fosters local ownership, accountability, and 

sustainability of rural development projects. However, the study also reveals 

persistent challenges, similar to those identified by Oakley and Marsden (1984), 

including limited resource access, cultural resistance, and institutional inefficiencies. 

In Akwa Ibom State, these challenges are exacerbated by socio-economic issues such 

as poverty, illiteracy, and the exclusion of marginalized groups from development 

conversations. Ekong (2003) underscores that unless these structural barriers are 

addressed, community participation will remain superficial and fail to achieve 

meaningful rural transformation. Consequently, this study reaffirms that while 

community participation is widely accepted, its practical implementation is hindered 

by systemic limitations that require targeted policy interventions. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, community participation plays a pivotal role in driving rural 

development by fostering a sense of ownership among local residents, enabling the 

pooling of resources, and encouraging the exchange of both indigenous and external 
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knowledge vital for development. When communities are actively involved in the 

identification, planning, implementation, and monitoring of development initiatives, 

projects are more likely to reflect local needs and sustain long-term support. The 

significance of community participation has been empirically confirmed in the 

context of Akwa Ibom State, particularly in areas such as Eket Local Government 

Area. However, the practical realization of its benefits is hindered by several 

structural and socio-cultural challenges, including insufficient awareness, limited 

access to resources, cultural norms that marginalize certain groups, weak institutional 

frameworks, and a lack of political will at the grassroots level. 

These barriers not only obstruct effective engagement but also perpetuate exclusion 

and underdevelopment within rural communities. To address these issues, it is crucial 

for government agencies, non-governmental organizations, and local leaders to adopt 

a more inclusive, capacity-building approach to participation. Overcoming these 

challenges through policy reform, community sensitization, capacity building, and 

institutional strengthening is essential. Only by dismantling these obstacles can 

community participation fulfill its potential as a catalyst for sustainable rural 

development, promoting long-term empowerment, resilience, and social cohesion in 

Akwa Ibom State and beyond. 

Recommendations: 

i. Establishing Regular Community Decision-Making Forums 

Organize regular, accessible town hall meetings or community forums for all 

residents, scheduled at convenient times and locations. These forums will provide a 

platform for community members to voice their opinions, contribute to decision-

making, and ensure development projects reflect their needs.  

ii. Creating Community Savings and Loan Groups 

Establish community-based savings and loan cooperatives to help members pool 

financial resources. With support from local banks or microfinance institutions, these 

cooperatives can provide training on fund management. By encouraging regular 

savings, they can generate funds for community projects or offer low-interest loans 

for local entrepreneurship, reducing reliance on external aid and promoting self-

sufficiency. 
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iii. Building Local Partnerships for Development 

Create a local partnership network involving community leaders, businesses, 

government agencies, and NGOs. This network should meet quarterly to plan, fund, 

and support community projects. Businesses can contribute resources, NGOs provide 

expertise, and government agencies offer funding or logistics, ensuring effective 

resource pooling and long-term sustainability of development initiatives. 

iv. Launching an Active Awareness Campaign 

Launch an awareness campaign to educate community members on the importance 

of participating in rural development initiatives. This can be achieved through 

workshops, radio broadcasts, social media, and community outreach. The campaign 

should empower individuals with knowledge about their rights, available resources, 

and ways to contribute to local development. Additionally, setting up a mobile 

information center or hotline for inquiries and feedback will further boost 

participation. 
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