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Abstract:-Contrary to expectations, regularization of competitive 

politics in Nigeria’s Fourth Republic did not bring about the 

demise of influence of non-political determinants of political 

outcomes. Rather the underlying informal institutions of political 

clientelism and neopatrimonialism have co-existed alongside 

formal institutions of liberal democracy and affected probability 

of. Upon analyzing primary data sourced from Afrobarometer 

AB and reviewing relevant literature the study contends, formal 

and informal institutions interpenetrate each other, supplement 

or may even replace each other. Also both institutions could 

impede or foster prospects of democratization. However, the 

mechanisms through which they do are likely to differ 

contextually. Subsequently, the theoretical and parochial 

interrogation of institutions depicts the far reaching effects of the 

informal institution of political clientelism as a definite attribute 

of practical politics in the Fourth Republic. Hence the study 

assents with pluralist’s, arguing an objective appraisal of the 

prospects of contextualizing the practice of democracy in line 

with prevailing norms, values and beliefs.  

Keywords: Informal Institutions, Afro-Barometer, Formal 

Institutions, Democratization and Governance. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

ontrary to the expectations of modern democratic 

development, the establishment of liberal institutions of 

democracy and regularization of competitive elections in 

Nigeria‟s Fourth republic has not lead to the demise of 

informal elements and activities in governance. Instead the 

underlying informal institutions of neopatrimonialism and 

political clientelism have co-existed alongside these 

institutions and affected the prospects for democratization. 

Nigeria arguably combines the formal architecture of modern 

bureaucratic states, constrained in theory by laws– with the 

informal reality of a highly unitary, centralized, personalized 

and unaccountable power. Usually emanating from an 

unaccountable and autocratic like executive to his inner cycle 

or the cabal, who in turn serve as patrons to lower level power 

brokers down to the fragmented mass of citizens. This 

interpenetration of institutions has created a hybrid state of a 

sort, where periodic elections are held, and they abounds core 

institutions of liberal democracies; but remains highly 

personalistic.  
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While oppressive regimes and single party states are 

giving way to more inclusive and competitive electoral 

systems and limited constitutional amendments have also 

brought about relative inclusion in the polity. Citizens in this 

part of the globe continue to feel estranged from  a state 

dominated by a selected number of permanent political elites, 

that have established themselves and their kinsmen as the 

political gladiators, who‟s whims and will decides who gets 

what, when and how. 

In lieu, this study seeks to examine the mechanisms through 

which formal and informal institutions mediate and the 

possible implications of such mediations on democratization 

in Nigeria‟s Fourth Republic (NFR). Informal Institutions (II) 

are understood and explored within the precepts of political 

clientelism. 

II. METHODOLOGY 

Owing to the variable defined nature of this study, data from 

Afrobarometer (AB), a pan-African, non-partisan research 

network that conducts public attitude surveys in more than 

thirty five countries in Africa will be analyzed. This should 

either corroborate of falsify the propositions of this study. 

Which claims; formal and informal institutions interpenetrate 

and supplement each other, and that they both encompass 

mediating mechanisms that could foster or impede 

democratization. Regardless of the methodology, informal 

institutions are complex and thus problematic to observe and 

measure than formal institutions, due to their clandestine and 

non-defined nature. Survey based indicators are usually 

approximate and may fall short of elucidating the 

comprehensive dimensions of complex informal phenomena, 

thus indicators such as corruption, elections, selective 

redistribution amongst others covered by the AB rounds of 

survey will be operationalized to denote the concept of 

political clientelism. The data dating 1999-2015 consists of 

six rounds of survey on issues bordering around, corruption in 

public offices, bribes, effects of election, demand for 

democracy and perceived extent of supply amongst numerous 

other issues bordering governance across Sub-Saharan Africa. 

Because the AB uses standard questionnaire with similar or 

operationally equivalent items, it accords the unique 

opportunity to analyze a subject matter comparatively across 

time and space. Finally, the analysis turns to possible 

institutional explanation for the distinct and cultural context of 

political leadership in Nigeria.  
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III. CONCEPTUAL CLARIFICATION 

By way of consolidating the introductory content of this 

study, this section is committed to clarifying certain concepts 

and terminologies that are pertinent to the understanding of 

the underlying subjects matter. They include; democratization, 

political clientelism and institutions.  

 Owing to contextual variations and interpretations, 

democratization remains one of the most problematic concepts 

in the field of political science and beyond. In consolidated 

Western democracies cores and values such as; individualism, 

freedom of association, representation, plurality, 

responsiveness amongst others are considered as measures of 

democracy. While in Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) elections 

remains the single most defining measure of democracy. 

While these elections are flawed by numerous irregularities, 

they entail the single most important attribute of democracy in 

the SSA regions. Subsequently, Samarasinghe (1994:14) 

conceives democratization; as a process of political change 

that moves the political system of any given society towards a 

system of governance that ensures peaceful competitive 

participation and environment that guarantees political and 

civil liberties. This political system as argued has remained 

unresponsive and eludes Nigeria as it does a better part of 

SSA. Maslov (1954) argues modern democratic state can only 

exist in a society that has solved the problem of material well 

being. While Dahl (1971) believes adequate institutions and 

citizenry especially a middle class, receptive to democratic 

ideals must exist for democratization to take place.  

The modernization theorists point to the economy as the 

single most important determinant of democratization. Dahl 

(1971) a growing middle class; Lipset (1991) modernization 

in terms of high literacy level, equitable distribution of wealth 

and influx in urban migration and  Huntington (1991) the 

probability of a country to democratize based on the number 

of democratic neighbour countries. Collectively or 

individually they present considerable arguments on the 

prerequisites of democratization. 

While in other scholarly endeavours, democracy 

entails according to Betham (1993:6) as "rule of the people', 

he takes these to be 'popular control' and 'political equality.  

Hadenius (1992:7-9) adopts a similar approach, which holds 

that  public policy is to be governed by the freely expressed 

will of the people whereby all individuals are to be treated as 

equals. Lively (1975: 49-51) pinpoints the norms dictating 

inclusive citizenship and political equality, while Holden 

(1988:6) boils democracy down to popular sovereignty.  

It will suffice to argue that while democracy and 

democratization process may differ contextually, the more 

than often adopt certain principles and cores as measure for a 

democracy. How then should democracy be understood? 

Should a democratic state be identified, examined and 

considered as a universal measure for democracy? Thess are 

but a few of the questions that comes to mind, in the quest to 

reconcile the theory and practice of democracy.  

Theoretically the Nigerian state act as though policy making 

apparatus, wealth redistribution and public procurement 

processes resides within formally sanctioned bureaucratic 

state institutions, as failure to do so may attract criticism and 

even economic sanctions where applicable. Whereas, political 

power is entrenched in a far reaching unitary and centralized 

informal socio-economic and political process sustained by 

high levels of primitive accumulation and redistribution 

mechanism based on client patron relationships. Thus, what 

abounds in Nigeria‟s Fourth Republic (NFR) is a state that 

portrays outward signs of a modern democracy and posses 

institutions of democracy, but in reality remains a highly 

personalistic and in-formalized, in the sense that political 

power is highly personified as opposed to been 

institutionalized. 

 What then is the most appropriate 

framework for studying politics in NFR? Is it a constitution, 

agencies of legal and bureaucratic procedures or real world 

politics necessitated by contextual differences, in which 

personal relations enforced by informal practices of unwritten 

norms prevails?  

The underlying paradox ushers in the contention between 

formal versus informal institutions, which is defining in more 

prevalent? Bratton (2007) contends the term institution as one 

of the loosest lexicons in social science, as it can be used to 

describe rules of political game, organizations, intermediary 

between individuals and political system, schools, social 

bodies amongst others. March and Olsen (1989; 1995) on the 

other hand posit institutions as constructive rules and practices 

prescribing appropriate behaviours for specific actors in 

specific situations. Weber (1978:40-1) argues institutions 

gives order to social relations, reduce flexibility and 

variability in behaviour and restrict possibilities of a one-sided 

pursuit of self interest. While Heywood (2009:93); 

conceive institutions as an enduring and 

stable set of arrangements the regulate 

individual and group behaviour on the basis 

of established rules and procedures and that 

political institutions have a formal and often 

legal character, he also employ explicit and 

usually enforceable rules and decision 

making procedures, and are typically part of 

the machinery of a state. 

North (1990:103) goes further by claiming, political 

institutions can be any form of constraints that humans devise 

to shape their interaction and can work through both formal 

constraints such as rules and informal constrains such as 

conventions and codes of behaviour. Bratton (2007:104) 

defines formal institutions as stipulated routines of any 

political democracy such as popular free and fair elections and 

legal constraints on political executives, while informal on the 

other hand means a pattern of patron-client relationship by 

which power is exercised. 
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 Institutions play centrifugal roles in informing nature 

and structures of interactions within any given society. Prior 

to the advent of colonial domination Africa was under-pinned 

by a diversity of institutional arrangements, reflecting the 

varying circumstances, ideologies, norms, values and belief 

that prevailed across societies. The twin incidence of 

colonialism and emergence of post-colonial state birthed 

institutional crises that abound today between formal 

institutions and norms, codes and behaviours considered as 

informal institutions. As corroborated by Abebe (2010) who 

argued, contrary to existing socio-political realities, post-

decolonilization African elites ascribed to a liberal 

constitutional making process aimed at modernizing the 

continent. Furthermore, Mazrui (2002:9) contend the inherent 

system of transplanting Western political ideals was made by 

a way of disregarding well-entrenched informal traditional 

values, and unlike the Japanese and Turks, post-independent 

Africans aimed at cultural westernization without economic 

modernization. Weighing in on the argument, Human Science 

Resource Council (February 20, 2009) claims the unmerited 

transplantation of systems has brought about a series of 

discrepancies between formal and informal systems in Africa, 

resulting in a clash between the visible and invisible 

institutions. As put forward by Said (1993:2) as we must 

comprehend the pastness of the past, there is no way in which 

the past can be quarantined from the present.  

Consequently, the institutional deficiencies as witnessed in 

Nigeria‟s attempt at democratization is thought to be the 

implications of the clash between transplanted Western values 

and norms in liberal democracy and pre-existing indigenous 

institutions, without taking recourse to existing pre-existing 

arrangements. Albeit their shortcomings indigenous 

institutions of governance sufficed in their capacity as 

instruments for constraining and conditioning social cohesion, 

as well as reflecting a collection of prevailing socially 

accepted norms, values and beliefs.  

Hence, institution is understood to entail the following; 

socially accepted conducts, codes and norms which reflect the 

collective beliefs and values of a given society. They can be 

officially documented or socially shared and that their 

relevance and prevalence depends on their ability to bring out 

predetermined outcomes.  

 What role for political clientelism? The concept of 

political clientelism is conceived by Joseph (1987); Kettering 

(1988) as a complex chain of personal bonds between political 

patrons or bosses, and their individual clients or followers. 

These bonds are founded on mutual material advantage: the 

patron furnishes excludable resources (money, jobs) to 

dependents and accomplices in return for their support and 

cooperation (votes, attendance at rallies). The patron has 

disproportionate power and thus enjoys wide latitude on assets 

under his control. 

Despato (2007) argues political parties that adopt clinetelist 

will behave differently than those who mobilize votes based o 

providing public goods, in his words „they‟ll work 

determinedly to secure public resources for distribution 

throughout their personal network. As concurred by Medard 

(1987), in contemporary African state, the combination of 

weak institutionalization with personal rule needs no 

reminder. Kwasi (2008:19) argues presidential rule in Africa 

have become less repressive and the climate for personal 

liberty and political rivalry has improved, still power in the 

African state and with it control of resources and patronage 

continues to rest with the president, making the capture of 

presidency the singular ambition of African politicians. 

Ocherome (2005) contends African presidents continue to 

control slush funds that are rarely subjected to legislative 

oversight. As one commentator describing the state of 

constitutional politics in post-military Nigeria he observed, 

the contemporary president still “wears a dictatorial toga”.   

 Analytically, either of the institutions under 

interrogation could affect or impede democratization. Take 

into account the wealth creation and redistribution function of 

the state. In the absence of functional formal institutions, the 

informal institutions of political clientelism has supplemented 

and assumed the active role of redistribution in Nigeria‟s 

Fourth Republic. In the sense that access to state contracts or 

jobs are dependent on personal ties or amount one is willing to 

part with to secure these jobs or contracts. In Nigeria to issue 

or receive bribes or incentives are not alien to the public 

sector. Take into consideration redistribution of subsidized 

fertilizers to farmers; ministry boards, local councillors and 

chairmen of local governments determine the basis of 

redistribution. An average Nigerian, whom can afford, is 

willing to part with certain sums to access basic public 

services or goods. Hence, as opposed to studying 

democratization or democracies in the developing based on 

Western values and standards, there remains the need to focus 

on governance rather than governments.  

IV. THEORIZING INSTITUTIONS 

Theories as embodiments of assumptions are instrumental in 

proffering plausible and falsifiable accounts for cause and 

effects relationships between observed or interrelated 

phenomena. While the study does not assume the near 

impossible task of exhaustively examination of institutional 

theories, it limits its analysis to the old and new institutionalist 

conceptions of institutions respectively.  

 From the old institutionalist perspective, law can be 

argued as the mechanism through which enforcements and 

social acceptance are attained within a defined institutional 

design. The problem inherent in this approach is over-

burdening dependence on legality, constitutions and other 

rules and regulations as the basis for social interactions. While 

these have sufficed for the more advanced societies and 

consolidated democracy, the same cannot be said for Nigeria. 

Factors such as high illiteracy levels, lack of trust for public 

institutions, enforcement deficiencies and bogus bureaucracy 

amongst others affects the prospects of a functional society, 

within the precepts of old institutionalism in the developing 
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world. As buttressed by Drewery (1996:191), claims the focus 

on formal government institutions, constitutional issues and 

public law, remains unpalatably formalistic and old-fashioned, 

and the standard criticism was that the approach is insensitive 

to non-political determinants of political outcomes. 

As the name implies old-institutionalism, it entails the 

antiquity of the first systematic approach of thinking about 

political life, it tended to address issues bordering around 

nature of governing aimed at structuring behaviour of 

individuals. As argued by Guy (2012) law and central role of 

government as the definite characteristics of old 

institutionalism, and that structure mattered. While these 

assumptions may have sufficed in the early stages of nation 

building, in a highly cosmopolistic era it is less likely to 

address institutional needs.  

 While New-Institutionalism as proposed by amongst 

other scholars, Hall and Taylor (1996:974);  

who assert new institutionalism does not have a clear 

and developed meaning, it does however takes into 

consideration the importance of formal as well as 

informal institutions and look beyond traditional 

notions of institutions.  

Hence, it represents a shift in perspective away from 

„government and more towards governance‟ taking into 

account contextual determinants of practical process of 

governance.  

New institutionalism also focuses on the sociological views of 

institutions, their mediums of interactions with society and 

how they conditions social outcomes; as argued by Bratton 

(2007:102)  

as a body of theory that claims ordinary people, 

when they think and act politically, take cue from 

structures of rules, procedures and customs 

prevailing in the society in which they find 

themselves.  

By taking into cognisance the roles of both formal and 

informal institutions in informing political outcomes and 

conditioning social cohesion, it accounts for dominant trends 

and perceptions on the probability of an existing interplay 

between culture and institutions. While this approach may 

also be criticized for not having a clear distinction as to what 

an institution entails, it takes into account the behavioural 

basis of institutions. And rather than been guided by formally 

defined rules, it conceives parties to institutions are likely to 

be guided and affected by the collective values, norms and 

beliefs re-emphasizing the role f collective action in informing 

political decisions. 

V. CULTURAL DETERMINANTS OF POLITICAL 

INSTITUTIONS 

The status of institutions has witnessed a dramatic shift over 

the last five decades, credited to Almond and Verba‟s Civic 

Culture. The behavioural revolution brought about by Civic 

Culture represents an attack on the traditional conceptions of 

institutions, where government is considered holistically in 

formal legal terms. Drewery (1996:191) claims the focus on 

formal government institutions, constitutional issues and 

public law, remains unpalatably formalistic and old-fashioned, 

and the standard criticism was that the approach is insensitive 

to non-political determinants of political outcomes.  

 In a foremost attempt at interrogating the impact of 

culture on democracy, Almond and Verba developed a model 

in which they interviewed a sample of one thousand 

participants in five countries (USA, Mexico, Great Britain, 

Germany and Italy) and defined a measure of political 

attitudes, perceptions and trends. Almond and Verba (1963) 

argue political culture as prerequisites to the operation of any 

political system. While been criticized for sample size, it 

revolutionized the conception of institutions and the roles 

paved by culture in informing political outcomes. Building on 

their arguments Gorodnichenko and Roland (2013) 

constructed a model of democratization base on individualist 

and collectivist cultures respectively. They show societies 

with a more individualistic culture, despite been less able to 

address collective-action problems are more likely to be 

democracies as opposed to collectivist societies. Furthermore, 

Aleisina, Algan, Cahuc and Giuliano (2012) attributed the 

effective functionality of a political institution to citizens in 

participation in politics, entailing occasional voting, engaging 

in time consuming activities as well as staying informed. 

 Culture remains one of the most difficult and yet 

easy concept to define, resulting from its contextual 

variations, interpretations and application. Geertz (1973) 

posits there is no such thing as human nature independent of 

culture, and that men without culture will be unworkable, 

monstrosities, with few useful instincts, few recognizable 

sentiments and no intellect Macionis (2009) states culture as 

not just a manner in which thoughts are structured but also a 

way of acting, that encumbers the material and social objects 

that collectively forms a people‟s mode of interaction. For 

Avruch (1998:6) culture entails a complex whole which 

encompasses knowledge, belief, art, moral, law, custom, and 

any other capabilities and habits acquired by man as a 

member of a society. Hofstede (1994) weighs in, claiming 

culture to be a collective programming of the mind which 

distinguishes the members of one group or category of people 

from another.  

Having attempted to view what culture entails as obtained in 

the literature, this research deduces from the aforementioned 

definitions of culture, the concepts of values, beliefs and 

norms as the tenets upon which culture is attained or 

conceived. Against this backdrop Macionis et al (2005:113) 

argue;  

Values as the standard people have about what are 

good and bad, which varies from culture to culture. 

While beliefs entails specific sentiments that people 

hold to be accurate. Furthermore, cultural values and 
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norms do not only define how we perceive our 

environments, the also form the structure of our 

moral views. To them, norms connote rules and 

expectations by which a society guides the 

behaviours of its members, and most importantly 

norms apply virtually anywhere at any time. 

What then is the mechanism through which culture conditions 

institutions? North (1990) conceives institutions as humanly 

devised constraints that conditions human interactions, largely 

made up of formal constraints (rules, laws, constitution) 

informal constraints (norms of behaviour, convention and self 

imposed limitations) and their enforcement characteristics. In 

North‟s theory, formal rules arguably emanated from the idea 

of modern states. Because they are legitimized by a social 

contract and communicated by a constitution. Whereas 

informal constraints are norms of prevailing behaviours within 

a societal heritage, that structure socially accepted means of 

interaction which we may refer to as „culture‟.   

Furthermore, in reference to Macionis et al (2005:106) 

understanding of culture as designs for living; the values 

beliefs, behaviour, practices and material objects that 

constitutes a people‟s way of life. The notion of design entails 

within this context formally established rules, while values, 

beliefs and behaviour could entail norms that have prevailed 

over time passed from one generation to another as a way of 

life which distinguished one group from another, hence 

institution as conceived by North can be argued to be an 

embodiment and reflection of culture. 

 Consequently, Todd (1990) argue the evolution of 

political systems globally is a function of underlying values 

ingrained in people from an early age through family systems; 

parent-child relations which the family plays a centrifugal role 

in shaping attitudes towards liberal, secular, separatist or 

authoritarian ideologies. Thus communism is likely to prevail 

in societies dominated by communitarian families and are 

likely to be more tolerant to authoritarianism as they are 

largely accustomed to a similar absolute sovereignty yielded 

by the head of the family at home. While a nuclear family in 

Great Britain is likely to develop intolerance for authoritarian 

governance and promote individualism. While there seems to 

be no documented attempt at testing Todd‟s theory, it largely 

suffices for the purpose of this study as it captures realities of 

extended families in Nigeria, where the breadwinner in the 

person of the father is largely unopposed. In such collective 

societies there lies little or no room for bargaining, this 

programmed way of life is thought to be mechanism that 

metamorphose to characterize the relationship between the 

state and the citizens. 

Secondly, Todd‟s proposition may suffice to account 

for variations in the interaction between state and citizens in 

the developed and developing societies. In the developed 

regions individuals play significant roles in socio-economic 

and political spheres. While in developing states, citizens are 

accustomed to direct state involvement in infrastructural 

development, subsidized basic amenities, monopolized 

provision of public good and services, and economically. In 

such societies political office holders tend to more than often 

play the fatherly role, creating some sort of messiah complex 

or sense of entitlement or ownership. As captured by the 

Economist (March 21, 2002) Sheik Zayed of Abu Dhabi 

largely credited with the vision that realised the United Arab 

Emirates (UAE) and Sultan Qaboos of Oman refer to 

themselves and largely seen as the „fathers‟ of their nation. 

While the UAE and Oman are rent geographically far from 

Nigeria, all three states depend on rents for their revenues. 

The implication of this is that citizens are less inclined to 

demand for horizontal accountability as compared to taxation 

states.  

Regrettably, culture as a determinant of the nature of 

politics in the developing world has obtained a bad name; 

which is not far from expected in light of the way the concept 

has been appropriated. As there remains an unprecedented 

tendency to present the indigenous culture of Africans as 

backward, primitive and incompatible with democratic values. 

As opposed to dismissing the definite role of culture in the 

study of political institutions, the study draws on the 

sociological understanding of the concept with a view to 

minimizing generalization associated with previous usage of 

the term. Hence, culture as a centrifugal determinant that 

informs the nature of individual and group engagement with 

their communities, should arguably occupy a centrifugal role 

in objective analysis of emergence, nature and functions of 

institution in Nigeria and other parts of SSA.  

Building on Edward Said‟s seminal work Culture and 

Imperialism, this research aligns with scholarly work such as 

that of Ake (2000) who contingently addressed the need to 

recognize difference between and within countries. 

Acknowledging the relative and non-exclusive nature of 

formal and informal institutions in the Nigerian political 

landscape, institutional explanations are proffered based on 

how leaders in contemporary Africa with emphasis on NFR 

accumulate power in day to day living. As well as the nature 

of relationship that abounds between state and society to 

analyze the persistence informal institutions. The expectations 

are that this explanation will possibly account for the cultural 

context inherent in political leadership and the interpenetrative 

nature of relationship between informal and formal 

institutions in Nigeria‟s attempt at democratization. 

VI. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Analytically formal and informal institutions can relate with, 

interpenetrate and depend on each other in varying 

propensities. At the basic instance they compete with or 

support each other or even co-exist alongside each other 

without any significant interaction. The sub-sequential 

interpenetration as claimed; vis-a-vis the mechanism through 

which they collectively or independently enhance or affect 

prospect of democratization may however differ across time 

and space. In lieu, the research argues, the pervasiveness of 

informal institution in NFR is brought about by the weak 
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capacity of formal legal state institutions. Hence, the 

interpenetrative relationship is argued to be a complimentary 

one and in extreme instances a substitutive one.  

Thus, as opposed to castigating indigenous culture as 

incompatible with that of liberal democratic values, there 

remains the need for the consideration of legal pluralism in 

line with the practice of democracy. On the basis that formal 

and informal institutions can facilitate for stable patterns of 

authority and functional structure of governance. The logic 

remains a clear-cut one, if literarily and empirically 

established that a society adheres, responds and functions via 

the interpenetration of formal and informal institutions, and 

then a tentative study of democratization should encompass an 

objective and critical interrogation of both set of humanly 

devised constraints. Conclusively, the research as a 

springboard for pluralism in practice of democracy 

propagates, a clear distinction of informal institutions and 

informal practices in the study of democracy and 

democratization in the developing world. 

 As earlier stated, this analysis were carried out with 

the intent of operationalizing certain indicators that will 

account for the clandestine nature of informal institutions of 

neopatrimonialism and political clientelism, whom have both 

been argued to foster the persistence of personal rule in 

Nigeria‟s fourth republic. Finally, the analysis is intended to 

proffer institutional explanation for the cultural context of 

political leadership in Nigeria, by arguing in typical cultural 

settings the head of the family or clan usually tends to have a 

final say in decisions concerning these groups, thus the ability 

or inability of average Nigerians to influence state policy 

either through elections, lobbying or social protests relatively 

determines the level of modernity in such states, with 

emphasis on Nigeria‟s fourth republic.  

 

 

Table 1, Source: http://www.afrobarometer.org/online-data-analysis/analyse-online 

Table one show, the extent to which the public trust the 

president, considering the accumulation and concentration of 

power in the centre and the authority that comes with the 

office of the president; it arguably remains the most lucrative 

political office in Nigeria as in most developing states, thus 

justifying the motivation behind this analysis. Of the 15,357 

respondents interviewed between 1999-2014, 29.9% claim not 

to trust the president at all, 30.2% trust the president a little, 

28.0% somewhat trust the person of the president and 14.0% 

of the respondents claims to trust the president a lot while 

1.9% claim they don‟t know. It is noteworthy that during the 

period covered by the survey Nigeria has had three presidents 

from the same political party, People‟s Democratic Party PDP 

respectively. During which 2005-06 came in with the highest 

figures in respect to distrust at a staggering 41.5% and 1999-

01 with the lowest figures at 7.8%. Both figures came in 

during the President Obasanjo led administration, thus it will 

suffice to say according to these analysis the Obasanjo led 

presidency earned the trust of Nigerians during the early 

stages of his presidency and lost it in the latter stages. While 

trust as a concept is somewhat broad and vague and the survey 

failed to narrow down or clearly define the concept, this study 

claims, distrust may arise for various reasons and in the 

context of leadership they may include amongst others; failure 

to fulfil campaign promises, abuse of public office and even 

self-serving policies, which can be aimed at serving interest of 

an individual or group as opposed to collective national 

interest.

http://www.afrobarometer.org/online-data-analysis/analyse-online
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Table 2 Source: http://www.afrobarometer.org/online-data-analysis/analyse-online 

Table 2 on the other hand, compares the perceived extent of 

influence ordinary citizens between present and past 

governments, though largely inconclusive the results covered 

two rounds of survey conducted by AB in 2002/2003 and 

2005/2006 respectively. While both surveys fall under the 

umbrella of the fourth republic they however cover periods 

between the first and second term of the Obasanjo led 

administration, thus limiting comparison. In both analysis a 

total of 4.630 respondents were interviewed, of which 11.1% 

claimed present regimes are much worse than the previous 

ones; that is for the 2002/03 rounds referring the Obasanjo led 

government of 1999-2003 was much worse than that of Late 

General Sani Abacha, while a total of 34% argued it was 

much better, which is expected considering the regime 

preceding the Obasanjo first term was a military junta. While 

for the Obasanjo‟s second term, 19.7% of 2,202 respondents 

claim it was much worse than his first term, with 20.1% 

affirming it was Better and another 2.9% claiming it was 

much better. The underlying analysis though largely 

inconclusive depicts the picture of the political landscape in 

Nigeria‟s fourth republic, where individuals feel estranged 

from a political system that has been monopolized by more or 

less permanent political elites. In reference the cores of 

modern democracy which revolves around the people, their 

continuous inability to influence government decisions 

through elections, protest, lobbying and pressure groups as the 

case maybe, inevitably means these regimes are self-serving 

ones that place their personal and group interested of a 

selected cronies and allies over national interest, thus 

personalistic regimes. 

  To further elucidate how the Obasanjo‟s led administration 

was defined by self-centredness and lack of coherent and 

development oriented policies, Tell (May 30, 2005: 25-27), 

despite the president‟s claim that no kobo of government 

funds had gone in to the launching of his grand library, state 

governors affirmed that a total sum of N360 million was 

donated by them to the president‟s private cause. At the 

federal level, the ministers donated their May salaries to their 

boss. Aside the quantum sum donated by a consortium of 

banks, individuals like Mike Adenuga, Aliko Dangote and 

Sonny Odogwu also donated a large sum to support the 

president‟s library project. While during the President 

Goodluck Jonathan era, the presidency awarded pipeline 

protection contracts to repentant militants to the tune of 

billions of naira, protection of civil properties under normal 

circumstances should be carried out by the Nigerian Police 

Force and Civil Defence Corp respectively, but the ill-

equipped state of these outfits amidst other self-serving 

interest motivated the award of the said contract by the 

president. As captured in Nation Newspaper, (April 10, 2015), 

barring any last minute change, former militants and self 

determination groups will today begin the execution of  

N9.3bn waterways and oil pipeline contracts. A memo from 

the presidency directs the ex-militants, led by Government 

Ekpemupol (aka Tompolo), Mujaheedin Asari-Dokubo and 

Chief Bipon Ajube (aka Gen. Shoot-at-Sight) to take over 

waterways and oil pipeline protection from the police and 

Nigerian Security and Civil Defence Corps. Should this 

presidential decision be put into contention it is likely that a 

greater percentage of Nigerians are likely to frown at it. 
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Table 3, source: http://www.afrobarometer.org/online-data-analysis/analyse-online 

Table 3, asked a total of 11,754 correspondents between 2002-

2014 of what they thought about how the governments at this 

time managed the economy, of all the participants to the study 

a total of 38.3% affirmed the government handling of the 

economy was very bad between 2002-14, 33.4% affirmed 

fairly bad, 24.7% responded fairly well, 2.7% affirmed very 

well while 0.9% claimed they don‟t know. The analysis shows 

the level at which average Nigerians perceive their 

governments in respect to their economic policies. It also 

depicts how estranged and detached the citizens feel from the 

system, should these analysis be representative of the total 

population of Nigeria then it goes to show how self-serving 

the political elites are. Conclusively, the study argues either 

the political elites or their economic teams had no business 

been in government as they‟re clearly unable to satisfactorily 

conduct the economic affairs of the state or they intentionally 

fail to do so for selfish interest. Whatever the case, proceeds 

accrued from resource exploration in Niger-delta, financial aid 

and foreign loans amongst other means of revenue within the 

stipulated time frame has largely been converted to personal 

use. 

VII. CONCLUSION 

The study claims, the incidence of personal rule which is 

sustained by the twin informal institutions of political 

clientelism and neopatrimonialism has mitigated national and 

human development in Africa‟s most populous democracy. 

Rather the permanent political elites have devised means to 

relegate the formal institutions of democracy, thus affecting 

the probability of a democratized society. Thus, it is of the 

opinion of this study that while political clientelism exists in 

most democracies and non-democracies around the globe, rent 

seeking states are more prone to and are conducive for the 

continuous existence of such phenomenon, taking into 

account such states don‟t depend much on taxation for 

revenue and are thus less likely to bow to public pressure for 

representation, responsiveness and accountability. Summarily, 

the un-competitive and monopolized nature of the political 

landscape in Nigeria‟s fourth republic as in most developing 

states, allows for the persistence of personal rule as it accords 

officials access to state resources, which gives them fiscal 

capacity to influence policies outcomes and even buy out 

opposition in extreme cases. And that it is less likely to get rid 

of the incidence of personal rule, considering the porous and 

almost non-existent nature of the formal institutions, the 

economic nature and low level of productivity, high 

unemployment rate amongst other socio-economic factors. 

Though it can be contained and reduced to its barest minimal 

level by adopting developmental policies on the side of the 

state and a total overhaul and reorientation of citizens and 

officials who views public office as prebends. 
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