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CHAPTER TWENTY

king and Infrastructure Provision in Niger State, Nigeria
Ranking

By

Settlements’

Sulyman, A.O.

i i ‘t f T l i i
:onal Planning, Federal University of Techno
Department of Urban & Region ] ,ri y ogy, Minn

o ine to available infrastructure in Niger state of Nigeria,
ihiisgiljier?l?i};sasi?nmet\:{;ft‘;tiigéazl)S:Ltltrl:ln;?:rtﬁse;?nutzdwegre randomly selected. S_pearmgn’s Rank Correla.tior]
(r(s)) was used to dete;‘mine the relationship between the population size elu?d tht} a'lvz;ﬂral:li é{lufrrzs;;uzt;r: ggwdm
in the selected rural settlements. The study discovered that availability of 1n rdsFr i - E:k rural
settlements in Niger State seems to be related to the size of the. rural sgttlements. (i'rr ins ansce, aiko, Kuta,
Wushishi and Gawu Babangida ranked high in both population size and m.frastr-uctura §corc. pea.rmzym .Ranks
correlation (rs) of r = 0.553 indicate a positive correlation between population size and 1nfrast1?ucture. This was
observed to conform with Christallers’s central place theory that high-order centre supply a variety of goods and
services, have larger population and support more establishments than low-order centres. The study

recommends provision of rural infrastructure and their proper maintenance to improve the standard and quality
of life of rural residents in the state.

Keywords: Rural Infrastructure, Scores, Ranking, Population size, Rural seitlements
Availability, Classification.

Introduction dispersal  of  social-overhead and
The rural sector, with abundance of human mfrastru(:,ture that must be physically
and natural resources, has remained the plann.ed In such a way as to coincide with
treasure of the nation accounting for more functional or sectorial planning objectives.
than half of the nation’s population HO\_wever, by the end of the second plan
(Federal republic of Nigeria, 2006). Yet, period, the strategic role of rural

Nigerian rural communities are “centre of

infrastructure had gained due recognition
deprivation” with life often devoid of

in Nigerian public policy as many states

opportunities and  choice  and i created institutions for provision of and
environment lacking in infrastructyre expansion of facilities (Idachaba, 2006). It
including roads, wz%ter supply, electricity, should be noted that the third National
health and ed-ucatlon. Idachaba (2006) Development Plan (1975 - 80), made
notes that in the First National Specific and

explicit allocation for

Development Plan (1962 — 68) f, velopment

tl?ere was a specific provisio
dispersal of social

h Nigeria, infrastructural de
n for the

P - Tlhere 1S no doubt that availability
_ : cial  overheads apgq rural - infrastructure constitutes the
:Snil:;??::;c‘[um-l fac]lhtles ' rural areas, substance of rural welfare. Idachaba
Devempﬁentm Platme 189280nd . (1985) ®Mphasises that the efforts to raise
worsening rural-urban(cirift9 1e5 thm)’l s ?ﬁratl ‘E‘."lfafe must necessarily go beyond
< e plan t € traditi o .
stress  the importance of colﬁroueg per Capiltznal B it SPDIACH SIE

income through agricultural

development Projects, to the provision of
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J such a8 health and medical
ol ol clectricitys pipe-borne water and
eilities ThuS. rural Nigerians must be
choo® d peyond their roles as mere

crate . o .
" o « of food and fibre for the need of
L A

i\f\xith”cmmterparts‘ to the good things of
if?;dachilm- 1985).

. qture Review

Ll‘f rerm «qettlements’ is a geographical
.:\_nccpf describing an inhabited built up
;‘»ea of land occupied by people tfor shelter

o other sm‘io-eca?nomif: activities. It is a
sroup OF puilding in which people live in
:;«der 1o make a living out of the
em'imnment, However, the units of
ttlement  vary in size, complexity of
function and stage of development
(Adegunwa, 1986, cited in Olawepo, 1997,
and Jolayemi, 1992. It therefore follows
from the above that a settlement could be
classified as either rural or urban.

However, the problem of defining
qral settlements is complex because the
writeria for defining urban/rural area tend
10 differ from one discipline to another,
fom one nation to another or from one
culture to another and even from one
period to another (Onakerhoraye and
Omuta, 1986). In Affica, for example, the
definition of urban/rural areas varies from
country to country and within each country
from time to time. The only form of data
that is available in African countries as far
as urban/rural definition is concerned is
demographic. As a result, many scholars
use demographically based definition in
distinguishing urban settlements from rural
settlements. Consequently, Okafor and
Onokerhoraye (1986) note that in view of
2 wide variety of figures used by different
tountries most researchers use the United
?\a[f‘m Economic Commission  for
{*ﬁ‘tan“s definition as follows:
@ Locality with 500,000 or more = Big
city
(®) Locality with 200,000 — 499,999 =
Medium city
(©) Locality with 100,000 — 199,999 =
City

(d) Locality with 20 00
Urban locality ‘

(¢) Locality with |
ess th
o an 20, 000 rural

0 - 99999 =

The categorizati
settlement %\foi:;lzzt[l}?(?ﬂo ct)ir]er;e;?er ‘? h de:ﬁnes
as urban while places with f; .
20,000 people are ess than
settlements. In Ni _regz_arded %
WIS, | igeria, different types of
population size at different time had been
adopted to differentiate between urban and
rural settlements. For example, in 1953, an
urban settlement was defined as a
settlement with a population of 5,000 or
more while in 1963, the figure used was
20,000 Or more (NISER, 1997). Presently,
all settlements with population below
20,000 people or more are regarded as
urban settlements, while settlements with
population below 20,000 are rural
settlements (NPC, 1998; Omole, 2000;
Abumere, et al 2002; Olujimi, 2005).
Apart from using demographic
statistics to define rural settlements, socio-
economic characteristics have also been
used to distinguish rural settlement from
urban settlements. For example, Wolfe and
Fischer (2003, cited in Madu, 2008a)
argue that there are features that are
primarily marks of rural areas. In
accordance with the primary and cultural
perspectives, rural settlements have been
characterized by specific open landscape; a
relatively low population; the greater part
of the population is associated with
agriculture and forestry; traditional (close
to nature) life style and habits; extensive
use of land; a scarcity of built up areas and
settlement that are dispersed; fmd_ a
preponderance of inhabitant considering
themselves country dwellers (Halfacree,
1995, Banski and Stola 2002; cited In

08b).

2&3?5231 aggeemem with, Adedayo (1998)
who earlier noted that rural settlemex}ts are
generallv regarded as areas of a r?glgn_ﬁt
country “that lie outside the densely bul

up enviromnentsvnliage

of towns, cities
andsuburban villages whose inhabitants



as rudimentary’

' ; as : fvities.
\noage in primary jary actiVii
engag and ter! }t,s which 11

t nd :t’unctiorll
i simplicity ©f ¢ ultura
their SIMPT sential 2811 ce
reflect U o 1987). Lawrel
crzxsircmt1r11e11t§(A|e.n ‘_-.I ttlerents 83 &re 45
(1990) describes rurd g e mploymen
here rate of poverty and U .
where rate £ work 0ppo rtunity
are high and the rangeS .0 '\;varly inibeity
: milarly,
is much narrower. Sl
(:993) describes rural settlements 25
places having hlgher. rated e
unemployment and mortality an :
access to education and em;:{loymen,
training and other human services tl.lat
urban areas take for granted. Using Soc10-
economic  attributes, Omole (2001)
describes rural settlements as areas where

They a

the majority of the inhabitants are engaged.

in primary activities like farming, fishing,
mining, lumbering and so on, where the
per-capita income is significantly lower
than the national average, and so on, where
the population lacks basic social amenities
such as good drinking water, electricity
and so on.

Obasangoand Mabogunje (1991) state that

rural settlements are characterized by their.

depleted work-force, their rudimentary and
inefficient mode of production, their
general lack of basic infrastructure and
social amenities such as safe potable
water, all  season  access roads
telec_ommunication, electricity, school ’
medlca} facilities, good houses Sci
recreational facilities, the paucit -
processing  factories, markets e

the, rural set

! ements j
preserve their age-old ﬂVf?. ,
Imk'ages and heritage
soc1glly stable ang
mobilization through
ta}:ad acceptable Organi

© Purpose of thjg Study th
criterion hag been used ‘[e p-
settlement, Consequent]y rL(IJr I

’ d sSe

Zatiop,

as us ed here are Settlements _
population of less than 20,000 People With

Review of Related Studies
geveral studies have been conducteg
rural infrastructure and wellbeing of ruon
residence (Lanjouw and Langouw, 205?1
Baye, 2001; Madu,.2007; Kanagay , ;
Nakata, 2008; Barriers, 2008, anq Cosd
2011). For instance, Lanjouw ang Lanjguk’
(2001) carried out a study on ryry nm‘f
farm sector where they argued thgs mra-‘
infrastructure is crucial to the growg, 0;«
the rural non-farm sector. Althg,
improved infrastructure may haye ,
detrimental impact on rural non-farm,
enterprise due to competition from outsige
products and shifts in tastes, pog
infrastructure also imposes serious costs
on rural firm.
Bayes (2001) evaluate the role of
telecommunications within the contexts of
rural development in general and of
poverty reduction in particular in
Bangladesh. Bangladesh has been selected
as a case study due to the uniqueness it
displayed in an innovative program for
expanded telecom infrastructure, in which
G.rameen Bank (GB) of Bangladesh, the
village-based micro-finance organisation,
leased cellular mobile phones to successful
members. GB calls these phones village
Pay phones (VPPs). Their findings lead to
tWo basic conclusions: first, pursuance of
Pragmatic policies can turn telephones into
{JrOdu_Ction goods, especially through
Sg:“’:?ng transaction costs, and second, the
villa :S Originating f.rm:n telephones 10
bene% tz ?re likely to deliver (even) more
T VPPO the poor than to the non-P?;’I‘;
o pos't's also seem to have percept! t
sy Soail lI\’e effects on the empawermeéln
i thefti status of phone-leasing worl .
Pl Ir 1?ouseholds. For '\flllagerson_
ecﬂnorr;jc pb ones offer ad-d1t10nal dnla“’
enforcens enefits such as improve v
Communicmj e s I(.j and eff er
inship batlor}s during disasters, Str‘:‘ngo‘
Managiy onding, etc. GB's style |
& communications can PP



oty 10 exp‘and access to this vitg|
--;‘-’EE!L?E;}I-; input for all segments of the
¥ q

_,,:ﬁ.[nz;wn reduce inequality and thyg
Yl > ad- _

‘\'@“z i thc‘ bl’Odd bast‘.d, pro_pOOr
.-I‘-'"’,\;!L

M of rural development activitjes,
oh-m‘fg“z:\ﬁ and Nakata (2008) examine the
\-.1-!*‘k:‘lghip between access to electricity
t»;.i-"_{d‘\_mmemem in a socfio—economic
-‘”‘?;.z,on in rural areas of developing

AN They argued that economy,

W;M and health, has beep
~vc«15”‘%ﬂ-" focused on, and. access to
" o energy such as electricity is one
"l solution. They analysed rural
:b mat were not electrified in Assam
:ﬂ,, india. They developed an energy-
conomic model in ortfler to analyse the
Lility of electrification  through
ssemination  of  electric  lighting
woliances as well as applied multiple
ocression  analysis  to  estimate the
ociceconomic condition, a literacy rate
shove 6 years old, in the areas. As a result
w the case study, the household
secrrification rate, the 1000 km2 road
sensitv, and sex ratio have been chosen as
#e explanatory variables of the literacy
=te. Moreover, their model analysis shows
tat complete household electrification
vill be achieved by the year 2012. In
:ombination with the multiple regression
mi model analysis, the literacy rate in
isam may increase to 74.4% from

43 3%

oot
Sarios (2008), proposes a household
nodel that relates various development
merventions, such as infrastructure, toO
il development. The model is then
imated using data from a household
ey in which rural development
Wcomes are measured in terms of a
rception scale. Household perceptions
2 important early lead indicators of rural
if' !‘_‘illpmgnz GU{SE}{IICS that manifest later.
“aral poverty is linked to the exposure of
e ':Cusemiis to economic vulnerability,

T
“aad

|n;-

Wgh their chronic dependence Of
‘Tcnire for income generation. The
“3or argued that sustainable rural
“veiopment would follow, provided e

-~ -y

there Was  an amp|
ff.-hpun.qi!-ﬁ[;‘l b COrporgLe
firmg 1 Programm e ELRTR T
18 1o aver ' ' amonpyg
nat T Widen|; B these
Wl'Llld [ll\;“ l, e "'Iu“i.'tp’v"u.]“ “l Y A
intameiee, . 0 Needed fu. o rMegy
llllt,gm,y_ O tded oy ecolag!
crucial” | OMinuniry participgy Oftical
n i(lvnl' " pation g
: ying 8
projects: it o TR develoy
Wu‘*lagc' tl)ll‘ can help miuim',:.l:nf}m
. . S
Pl‘(l'c~; resources o Inan e
.] Cls, Iilld cnnhlt. o, “"“I‘I‘té!tc
allocated ingtenq |y 1 M;mrm 0 be
; i 0 othe .
uses. The : F productive
provision Of rural

be bundled Properly with support serv:
and capacity-building acl.ivilii:ﬂ‘ i\lt::‘w"
f:nhancc the  demang ill;r l»ltidfl
mf‘rastr.ucture and services, resulting ‘u:L-r
dynamic evolution of essential elements ::
the pursuit of rural developn \

: w: ik went. Public
Investments in infrastructure and in users'

fees.can complement each other, in the
continuous provision of new infrastructure
and the maintenance of existing
infrastructure, to create a sustainable track
towards rural development,
Cook (2011) observed that recent interest
in rural electrification has emphasised the
importance of linking its development with
productive uses for energy and poverty
reduction. This has been viewed as
necessary to increase the pace of rural
electrification and reduce its concentration
on a relatively small number of developing
countries. Despite this emphasis, progress
in electrifying remote rural areas has been
slow. In part this has been attributed to the
emphasis on cost recovery and a rellz}qce
on the private sector to deliver e!ectncrty
widely. The author critically reviews the
economic and social issues under!y‘mg‘the
development of rL_lral el.ectrltu:z;nt‘loFti
drawing on the experience Tmth botlh gri
d off-grid applications 1n developing
e s the impact of
tries and assesses 1 :
coun. :an on the ability to generate
elecmﬁc‘atlon " s, He “oncludes that
income in ruré of ;-ural electrification,
the beneﬁ?laﬂest e faced in stimulating
the constraints that a ¢ will contribute 10
economic activity that 3  more feasible
: al electrification. e
making rur 4 to the importance (
and affordable an



pmpriatt’:

o 1 ar
.s and ap el

service |
sem 5ppﬂﬁ

smentary
complementar. T jed 10 S

jnstitutions are 0
~rification.
ele«.mma! 3 P
Madu (200 7y analy ze e
underlving factors of‘ n
'\.: ": +i not S -l
Nsukka regio ! e
;{hee identifies leading gm?o m:i;ng
communities with @ \"w:\\ , f ko
appropriate mommendanog: e
elo selected I
development. He ke

it - and thei
~ommunities randomly and telt =
s | facilities were used

selected infrastructura .
to ascertain the Qattem S i
development. The relative strength 0

underlying factors Wwas determined by
factor' analysis. The results reveal a
disparity in the spatial distribution of rural
development facilities, with communities
on the central plateau fairing better. Factor
analysis revealed 4 underlying factors that
account for 71.3% of the total variance.
According to him, one implication of the
results is that achievement of spatially
even rural development will require the
adoption of an infegrated governmental
approach.

The review of empirical literature
presented here has indicated that while
several studies have been carried out to
investigate the rural infrastructure
development, little or no attention is given
B g bt o
background glat tll?n t1s against this

18 paper

< the patterns and

Jopment in

outheastern Nigena.

assesses

cettlement’s ranking and infras
pm\'isiﬂﬂ in Niger State of Nigeria Clurg

Study Area 1 i

liger state is located between |gy;

?(;bN and 11° 30" N and 10!1gitu(;iuggs g
£ and 7° 20' E. the state is situateg iﬂB .
North Central geo-political g, the
shares its borders with the Repubncand
Benin (West), Zamfara State Nonﬁ)f
Kebbi (North-West), Kogi (South), Kwa,"‘
(South-West)., Kaduna (NOI'th-West) an:
the Federal Capital Territory FCT (South.
East) (Niger State Government, 2004
Figure 1 shows the location of Niger sy,
in Nigeria. The state covers a tota] Japg
area of about 76,000sq.km, or aboy g
percent of Nigeria's total land area, Tpj
makes the state the largest in the county
(Baba, 1993; Online Nigeria, 2003), At
inception in 1976, the state had only ejght
Local Government Areas (LGAs)
however, with the series of state and local
government  creation  exercises and
boundary adjustments between 1979 and
1996; the number of LGAs in the state has
increased to twenty-five.



Figure 1: Location of Niger State in Nigeria.
Source: Federal Ministry of Lands, Housing and Urban Development Abuja.

n terms of human settlements, the
najority of the people of the State reside
i1 ural areas. According to Baba (1993)
for example, 90 percent of the state
population were rural residents. Similarly,
following 1991  population  census
Morenikeji, et. al (2000) reported that
there were 2,371 rural settlements with a
total population of 1,868,939 and eight
urban settlements with a combined
population of 552,642 in the state making
the state essentially rural. According t0
Baba (1993), the characteristic  rural
settlements in the Nupe cultural area are of
the nucleated type in which each
settlement consists of many compounds
built in close quarters and each compound
houses a family which is an independent
production/consumption unit. On the other
hand, outside Nupe territory, dispersed
tural settlements predominate in northern
local  government areas of Mariga,
Ma_gama, Borgu and Shiroro in which the
;emdems in which the residents commonly
Sorm one unit of production/consumption.
ome of the major urban settlements in the
Sate include Minna the State Capital,
Bida, Suleja and Kontagora

274

Research Methods

Infrastructural score for each rural
settlement was obtained using addition of
all infrastructures (See Appendix). A
weight is then attached to each facility.
The weights were determined by assigning
(1) to very low-order facility, (2) to low-
order facility, (3) to high order facility, and
(4) to the highest order facility that were
available in each settlement. In this case,
for health facilities, dispensary is weighted
(1) clinic (2), health centre (3) while
hospital is weighted (4). Similarly, for
educational facilities, primary school is
weighted (1), secondary school (2) r:.md
tertiary (3)- Spearman’s Rank Correlation

(rs) was used to determine the relationship

between the population size and the

available infrastructure provided in :Lhc
selected rural settlements.Locatlon
Quotient (LQ) technique develogcd t;ly
[sard (1960) Was used to deterrglns]_t f;
degree of concentration (i.e. avallall 1ttgd
of infrastructur€ in the selev

thether 2@
settlements. wh

h or more
settlement he.ls ag particular
than a fair

infrastructure (Morenikeji, 2006).



Discnssiun o
struc ‘
dv ::‘\\culud a p_ut‘tc:‘nmtl)
‘grouping: The first 'E,rl 2
nents that ranked high 1
Il as ini-‘mstructpral
ats include Paiko,

wushishi, and
An important

settlements Wwas
and

settlements
ts of settleme
¢ as we

rural
consists 01 %0/
spulation St
F:f:‘ These settleme
Kuta, Doko,
Gaw uBabangidal; l
‘haracteristic of these :
:t?:ii'dk large population  S1Z€ :
-orresponding  high number Y
T Y iko with a
infrastructure. In this group, Paiko Wi ;
population of 18,436 and a rank of 17 has
an infrastructural score of 139 and a rank
of 2™. The possible reason for this may 1:10t
be unconnected with the administrative
status of these settlements being the
headquarters of their respective local
government areas. For example, Paiko,
Kuta. Wushishi and GawuBabangida are
headquarters ~of  Paikoro,  Shiroro,
Wushishi and Gurara local government
areas respectively, while Doko was the
headquarter of defunct Doko local
government area.

The second group consists of
settlements that ranked high population
size but low infrastructural scores. These
setfements  include  TungaMagajiya,
Sark_x_nPawa, Rafin  Gora, Wawa and
f:}hz?;gt(;rizedTg o otlements  were
s y large population but with
) Pondlng fEW nuInbe
infrastructure . of

& An example s
}';r;g]alMagQJIYa With population size of
co;respon\z;;h 5 Ik gE and g

g Infrastructyra] Score of 38

with a rank of 14% The pogg
explanation for,thls iy et g COnnectey
with the long distance of these Settlemepy
to their respective hf:adque'xrters. HOWeVer
an exception to this is sarkinPawa whjc}, H
the headquarters of Munya loca]
govemment area.

The third groups of settlements are thgg,
that ranked low in population size but p;
in infrastructural scores. These settlemengt
include ~ Agwara, Baddegi,  Enag;
Maikunkele, Lemu, SabonWuse, Guly anci
Tegina. ~ These settlements  were
characterized by small population size byt
corresponding  large  number  of
infrastructure. A typical example i
Agwara with a population of 3,743 with a
rank of 17" and a corresponding
infrastructural score of 53 and a rank of
9 The possible explanation may not be
unconnected with the administrative status
of these settlements and the advantage of
their locations along the federal roads.
The fourth groups are settlements that
have more or less the same rank in terms
of both population size and infrastructural
score of 29 with a rank of 17" The
possible explanation for this may not be
uncopnected with the remoteness of the
locations of the settlements in relation fo
federal roads as well as to the state capital:
The rural settlements ranked by the
population size and infrastructural scores
are shown in Table 1.
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e o 17 a3 Rank
P 0.200 e 5 :
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pt POk 41 : 3 |
. & ¥ 53 :
. Gawu L"'Hw 0 70 )
\ Gbapb 7.081 . 0 e
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bk, rfg“l'ﬁ . 5.931 x - 0
. TungaMagajiya 12,171 ; “ g
W Wawa 7.042 : s :
«i.  Wushishi 3243 4 % !

source: Author’s tieldwork 2011

population size as well as large number of
infrastructure. Some of these settlements
have served as traditional market centres
in the past there by attracting large
population. Similarly, some settlements
currently serving as headquarters of local
government areas attracted investments in
infrastructure such as water, electricity,

Population Size and Infrastructure
Provision

In order to determine the type and degree
of relationship between the population size
ad  infrastructure  in each  of the
sertlements, the data were subjected to the
Spearman’s rank correlation technique.
The calculation is presented in Appendix
N The correlation coefticient(r) obtained roads, school and health centres.

0.853. This value indicates a positive However, a closer examination of Table 2
correlation between the population size shows that there were some deviant cases
from this generalisation. Such settlements

and the scores of infrastructural and socio-
economic facilities. includeAgwara, Baddegi, Enagi and
Maikunkele which ranked higher in terms

The level of significance of the correlation | ‘
was equally tested. It was found to be of infrastructure provision than their

significant at 0,05 level of significance (P population sizes. The possible expla_nation
value 0.008). This indicates that the for this may not be unconnected with the
comelation between the population size fact that some of the settlements we;;
and available infrastructure is significant. administrative headquarters of their loc
T?:e pOSiti\'ﬂ C'Oﬂ'ﬁ'lilfi()ﬂ {r—‘-(}553) can be government areas, whlle sqmef :?f:‘;?
inerpreted to mean that the bigger the strategically located along major rise f
swtlement the more the number © roads thereby attracting investme
infrastructural facilities it contain. This infrastructure.

statement is true for some settlements like

Paiko, Kuta, Doko, Wushishi and Gawu

Babangida. These are settlement with large

276



nfrastructural Scores

Settlements by Population Size 20<

Table2: Settlements Population Score
i Agwara 3,743 5,3
i, Baddegi 6,700 e
iii. Bangi 7,477
iv. Doko 14,774 102
v. Enagi 7,557 53’
vi. Gawu 10,859 70
vii.  Gbajibo 7,083 ;g
viii.  Gulu 4,411
ix. Kuta 15,966 150
x.  Kutiriko 3,973 34
xi. Lemu 3,743 46
xii.  Maikunkele 6,680 85
xiii. ~ Mashegu 1,675 27
xiv.  Nasko 3,015 29
xv. Paiko 18,436 139
xvi.  Rafin Gora 8,787 22
xvii,  SabonWuse 7,614 68
xviii.  SarkinPawa 7,984 48
xix.  Tegina 5,981 42
xx.  TungaMagajiya 12,171 38
xxi. Wawa 7,942 42
xxii.  Wushishi 13,243 88

Source: Author’s fieldwork 2011

Concentration of Infrastructure in the more significant level of availability of
Selected Rural Settlements infrastructure, while an, LQ less than I

Location Quotient (LQ) technique indicates that the  settlement is
was employed to determine the degree of disadvantaged.

concentration of infrastructure in the
selected settlements in the study area.
However, as suggested by Adebayo and
Ifabiyi (1999) and Madu (2007),
population was used to determine the LQ
in this study instead of the areal extent
since the facilities were meant to serve
people. The interpretation of the result of
the LQ as shown in Table 2 is that an LQ
equal to or exceeding 1 indicates that the
settlement has achieved a comparatively
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«tural Scores in Descend
qpfrastri : nding Orde
bl * ihe gelected Settlements g Urder and Corres

Settlements “Score

i. Kuta
ii. Paiko :ig :'28
iii.  Doko 102 0'03
iv.  Wushishi 88 OgT
v,  Maikunkele 85 1‘74
vi. Baddegi 79 161
vii. Gawu 70 0.88
viii.  SabonWuse 68 1'25
ix. Agwara 53 1'94
x. Enagi 53 0.96
xi.  SarkinPawa 48 0.82
xii.  Lemu 46 1'68
xiil.  Tegina 42 0:96
xiv.  Wawa 42 0.72
xv, Bangi 39 0.74
xvi.  Gulu 38 1.18
xw{ii. TungaMagajiya 38 0.42
gvili.  Kutiriko 34 1.17
xix. Nasko 29 1.31
xx. Mashegu 27 2.20
xxi.  Rafin Gora 22 0.34
xxii.  Gbajibo 18 0.34

Source: Author’s fieldwork, 2011

Table 3 shows the scores of the settlements

in terms of availability of infrastructure
and the corresponding values of the LQ. It
can be seen from the Table that disparity
evists among the rural settlements. The

sudy  revealed  that in terms of
111trastructuml scores (i.e. Availability of
infrastructure)  Kuta,  Paiko, Doko,

Wushishi, Maikunkele and Baddegi were
the  leading settlements  while
lungaMagajiva, Rafin Gora and Gbajibo
were the least developed settlements.
However, in terms of the values of
Location  Quotient  (LQ) eleven
setlilements have IQ value of 1 and above
while eleven settlements have LQ value of
less than 1. These are shown in Table 3
and Figure 2. The distribution of LQ values
of the selected settlements in the swdy
area are shown in Figure 2.
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The study as shown in
that the eight settleme

ponding LQ Values for

Table 3 revealed
nts out of eleven
ue of 1 and above,

settlements with LQ
were administrative headquarters of their

local government arcas. These include
Mashegu, Agwara, Maikunkele, Lemu,
Nasko, Kuta, SabonWuse and Paiko. The
likely reason for this many not be
unconnected with  investments in
infrastructure such as schools, clinics,
boreholes, roads, banks, markets and so on
in these settlements.  An interesting
revelation from study as shown in Table 3
is the settlement of Mashegu with LQ of
2.20 which indicates that the settl_ement
has more than its fair share of the facilities.
However, & closer examination shows that
s corresponding infrastructural score of

27 is low. The ssible reason for this may
e 4 d with small population
of the settlements an



of being the

advantage
.idtl 1oy local

administrative
’ of Mashegt

headquatters
g erpment arcd.
Another important
as shown in Lable
ments that have
were five settle
of  their ‘
Ihese include Enagh
Wushishi, GawuBabangida, SarkinPawa
lhis indicates that these
population sizes
or of available
implication of
hould be

pevelation  trom the
3 {s that out ol the
1.Q value ol
ments that
local

study
eleven seetle
less than 1, there
were  headquarters
government areas.

and  Bangl.
settlements  had  large
compares to the numb
infrastructure, The policy
this is that concerted efforts 8
made to increase number of infrastructure
in these settlements. Other settlements
with LQ value of less than 1 include
Tegina, Doko, Wawa, TungaMagajiya,

Rafin (iora q:.md Gbajibg
interpretation ofthis s thalt he
settlements do not have fajr g thege
inlrastructure compared toh are oo
cortesponding  population  gje thei,
example, Doko with population of'

and infrastructural score of 102 =
in Table 2.The possible explangs
other settlements may not be Uncol
with the fact that their location
from the headquarters of theijr resel‘e far
local government area. For expectwe
Gbajibo is located in a remote ample,
Mokwa local government area, Thepart.gf
implication of this is the need bPOiu:y
government to reduce the frictioy the
distance through provision of accesn- of
roads to these Sememzl;:)::

Or
14,774
Shown
on i

Table 4: Location Quotient (LQ) values of the Selected Settlements Arranged i
in

Descending Order

_ Settlement LQ
i. Mashegu 2.20
11 Agwara 1.94
i, Maikunkele 1.74
iv. Lemu 1.68
V. Baddegi 1.61
vi. Nasko 1.31
vil, Kuta '
viii. S, Wuse .-
ix. Guly s
X. Kutiriko -
Xi. Paiko Ly
Xii. Enagj 03
Xiii. Tegina -
Xiv. Doko 0.96
A% Wushishi 0.4
’Wl Gawy 0.91
i 8. Pawg s
Xviii. Bang; 0.82
XiX. Wawa 0.74
x,:f T Magajiy .
xx"' Gora 0.42
. ”SOGbaleo 0.34
uree: Authop’s fi éia”w‘afﬁ'“iﬁiq'iﬁ"““
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dations
cion and Recommen
Conclusion pro— §  that

The  study _ o
availability of infrastructure :: Sz:m i3
; : 3

ments 1
B ize of the rural

pe related

tlemenis. _
f\e':ashishi and GauuBaban%‘;da rank
i ulation size an
;Zot;‘:ftgﬁp:;man Ranks correlation (rs) c_)f T
= (.553 indicates 2 positive correlation
hetween population size and ummucmw
This was observed 10 conform with
Christallers’s central place theory that
high-order centre supply a variety cgf goods
and services, have larger population
support more establishments than low-

order centres.

The result of the Location Quotient (LQ)

that was employed t0 determine the degree
of concentration of infrastructure in the
selected settlements revealed that disparity
exists among the settlements. It is
interesting to note that, in term of values of
LQ eleven settlements have LQ value of 1
and above while eleven settlements have
LQ value of less than 1. Mashegu,
Agwara, Maikunkele, Lemu and Baddegi
were some of the leading settlements with
LQ value of more than 1, while Gbajibo,
Rafin Gora and TungaMagajiya were some
of the least settlements with LQ value of
less than 1. The interpretation is that those
settlements with LQ value of I and above
had achieved a comparatively more
significant  level of infrastructural
development while those settlements with
LQ value of less than 1 indicates that they
were disadvantaged.
tl'here is the need for government to enter
into partnership with rural communities in
the' management of rural infrastructure.
This ?vould make the government and its
agencies to governments should put in
place dgliberate efforts to change policies
concerning to be closer to rural community
problems in infrastructure provisions
Consequently,  thestate  and looai
development of infrastructure by ensurin
an increase in the level of participati g
rural communities in develo puttiont uf
pment projects
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: bearing on the welfare of
rural populace: e rural communities
should be involved right from the needs
assessments stage. priority  meed
identification. project Uﬂp}eﬂ?emangn iy
well as monitoring and :\'aiuanon. By this,
according 10 Atser (2008). the rural

that have direc

commum'ties will have a semse of
ownership in government projects, as they
as theirs, thereby

h projects

will see suc _ :
possible to ensure their

doing everything

sustainability-
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