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ABSTRACT 
This study investigates how collaborative governance mechanisms shape Sustainable Development 

Goal (SDG) localisation in Karu Local Government Area, a rapidly expanding peri-urban corridor in 

Nigeria. It addresses two core objectives: to assess whether multi-stakeholder collaboration improves 

SDG performance, and to examine how participation depth and power relations condition these 

outcomes. Anchored in Collaborative Governance theory (Ansell & Gash, 2008), Stakeholder Theory 

(Freeman, 1984), Arnstein’s Ladder of Participation, and the partnership logic of SDG 17, the study 

employs a mixed-methods design combining a structured survey (n = 287), stakeholder and network 

mapping, and semi-structured interviews. Quantitative analysis reveals a strong and statistically 

significant association between collaborative mechanisms and SDG outcomes (β = 0.761; R² = 0.659), 

while qualitative evidence shows that common agendas, shared measurement systems, and backbone 

coordination enhance trust, learning, and institutional coherence, even as informal power structures 

continue to mediate inclusion (Agyeman & Danso, 2023; Bode et al., 2022). The study recommends 

institutionalising multi-actor coordination platforms with safeguards for gender and youth inclusion. It 

contributes empirically by offering a scalable framework for collaborative SDG governance in peri-

urban Africa. 

Keywords: SDG localisation; collaborative governance; stakeholder participation; collective impact; 

power dynamics; peri-urban governance. 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 SDG Localisation and the Governance Challenge 

Since the adoption of the 2030 Agenda, Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) implementation has 

increasingly shifted from a predominantly national policy exercise to a local governance challenge. 

While early SDG strategies emphasised centralised planning, policy alignment, and national reporting, 

recent evidence demonstrates that progress on most goals depends on subnational institutions that 

translate global commitments into context-specific action (UNDP, 2023; OECD, 2024; Magaji et al., 

2025; Bello et al., 2025). This shift has brought renewed attention to the concept of SDG localisation, 

defined as the process of adapting, implementing, and monitoring the SDGs at regional and local 

levels through inclusive governance arrangements. 
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Centralised SDG implementation has faced persistent limitations. National development plans often 

struggle to capture local heterogeneity, informal livelihoods, and spatial inequalities, particularly in 

rapidly urbanising contexts (World Development, 2022; Suleiman et al., 2025; Ologbonori et al., 

2025). Moreover, line-ministry silos, fragmented funding streams, and weak vertical coordination 

constrain the ability of central governments to address complex, cross-sectoral challenges such as 

urban poverty, infrastructure deficits, and climate vulnerability (OECD, 2023). These challenges are 

especially pronounced in low- and middle-income countries, where decentralisation reforms have not 

always been matched by commensurate fiscal and institutional capacity at the local level (Resnick, 

2024). 

As a result, international development discourse has increasingly emphasised subnational and local 

governance as the fulcrum of SDG delivery. Local governments, community organisations, private 

actors, and informal institutions are now recognised as critical agents of change, particularly for SDGs 

related to cities, livelihoods, inequality, and partnerships (SDGs 8, 10, 11, and 17). UNDP (2024) and 

the World Bank (2024) argue that without effective local governance systems, national SDG 

commitments risk remaining aspirational rather than transformative. 

This localisation imperative is particularly relevant for peri-urban Africa. Peri-urban areas—

characterised by rapid demographic growth, mixed rural–urban livelihoods, informal land markets, and 

institutional ambiguity—are emerging as key sites of SDG contestation and opportunity (Tacoli et al., 

2023; Simon, 2023; Hafizu et al., 2025). These spaces concentrate development pressures while 

operating at the margins of formal planning and governance, making them critical yet under-examined 

arenas for SDG implementation. 

1.2 Collaborative Governance and Participation 

Responding to the limits of state-centric development delivery, scholars and practitioners increasingly 

advocate for collaborative governance approaches that mobilise multiple actors across public, private, 

and civil society spheres (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Emerson et al., 2024). Collaborative governance 

emphasises shared decision-making, joint problem-solving, and coordinated action in contexts where 

no single actor possesses sufficient authority, resources, or knowledge to address complex 

development challenges. 

Within SDG discourse, collaborative governance is closely linked to SDG 17, which calls for 

partnerships that leverage diverse capacities to advance sustainable development. Empirical research 

demonstrates that multi-stakeholder collaboration can enhance policy coherence, resource 

mobilisation, and implementation effectiveness, particularly in fragmented governance environments 

(Bode et al., 2022; OECD, 2023). However, collaboration is not inherently equitable or effective. 

Outcomes depend on how participation is structured, how power is distributed, and how accountability 

is enforced. 

Participation occupies a central place in collaborative governance theory, yet its meaning and practice 

remain contested. While participatory approaches are widely promoted as pathways to inclusion and 

legitimacy, recent scholarship cautions against conflating participation with empowerment (Cornwall, 

2022; Gaventa & McGee, 2023). Many collaborative arrangements reproduce existing hierarchies, 

privileging state actors, donors, or economic elites while marginalising women, youth, and informal 

groups (Aminu et al., 2025; Muhammed et al., 2025). 

Power dynamics therefore play a decisive role in shaping collaborative outcomes. Participation 

without influence risks becoming tokenistic, serving to legitimise predetermined agendas rather than 

redistribute authority (Hickey et al., 2023). In peri-urban contexts, where governance systems are 

hybrid and informal institutions wield substantial influence, participation often occurs outside formal 

forums, further complicating accountability (Cleaver & Whaley, 2024). 

Understanding how collaborative governance mechanisms interact with participation depth and power 

relations is thus essential for evaluating their contribution to SDG localisation. Yet empirical evidence 

on these dynamics at the subnational level—particularly in peri-urban Africa—remains limited. 
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1.3 Why Karu LGA Matters 

Karu Local Government Area (LGA), located along the Abuja–Keffi growth corridor in Nigeria, 

provides a compelling case for examining collaborative governance and SDG localisation in a peri-

urban context. Over the past two decades, Karu has experienced rapid population growth driven by 

housing spillovers from the Federal Capital Territory, affordability pressures, and migration linked to 

expanding labour markets (World Bank, 2024). This transformation has reshaped land use, livelihoods, 

and service demand at a pace that far exceeds institutional adaptation. 

Karu’s governance environment is marked by overlapping authorities and actor multiplicity. Formal 

responsibility for development is shared among local government councils, state ministries, federal 

agencies, and parastatals, often with unclear mandates and weak coordination. Alongside these formal 

actors operate traditional authorities, community development associations, faith-based organisations, 

private developers, transport unions, and informal networks that shape everyday governance practices 

(Lund & Boone, 2023). 

These conditions generate acute development pressures and coordination failures. Infrastructure 

provision lags behind settlement expansion, service delivery is uneven, and planning enforcement is 

selective and politicised. Development initiatives are frequently implemented through project-based 

collaborations without sustained institutional anchoring, limiting their contribution to long-term SDG 

outcomes (Resnick, 2024). 

At the same time, Karu exhibits a dense ecosystem of collaborative practices—formal and informal—

that make it an ideal laboratory for studying how multi-actor governance functions in practice. 

Examining Karu thus offers insights not only into local governance dynamics but also into broader 

challenges facing peri-urban SDG localisation across Africa. 

1.4 Research Objectives and Questions 

Against this backdrop, the overarching objective of this study is to examine how collaborative 

governance mechanisms influence SDG localisation outcomes in a peri-urban African context, using 

Karu LGA as a case study. 

Specifically, the study pursues two interrelated objectives: 

1. To assess the extent to which collaborative governance mechanisms—such as shared agendas, 

joint decision-making, and coordinated implementation—improve SDG-related development 

outcomes at the local level. 

2. To analyse how participation depth and power dynamics mediate the relationship between 

collaboration and SDG performance. 

These objectives are addressed through the following research questions: 

 How do collaborative governance mechanisms affect SDG localisation in Karu Local 

Government Area? 

 How do participation depth and power dynamics shape who participates, whose voices count, 

and how collaborative outcomes are distributed? 

By addressing these questions, the study responds to recent calls for empirically grounded analyses 

that connect governance theory with measurable development outcomes at the subnational level 

(World Development, 2022; UNDP, 2024). 

1.5 Contributions to Scholarship and Policy 

This study makes several contributions to scholarship and policy. 

First, it extends collaborative governance and SDG localisation literature by providing empirical 

evidence from a peri-urban African context—an area that remains under-represented in existing 

research. While much SDG governance scholarship focuses on national strategies or large 

metropolitan areas, this study demonstrates that peri-urban LGAs are central arenas where global goals 

are negotiated, adapted, and contested. 

Second, the study advances theoretical debates by integrating collaborative governance with 

participation and power analysis. It shows that collaboration enhances SDG outcomes only when 

participation moves beyond consultation towards shared decision-making and when informal power 

Umekwe & Dahida ..…..Int. J. Innovative Devpt & Policy Studies 14 (1):145-167, 2026 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 



148 

 

structures are recognised and managed rather than ignored. This contributes to refining collaborative 

governance theory for hybrid institutional environments. 

Third, the study offers policy-relevant insights for SDG 17 implementation at the local level. By 

identifying institutional conditions under which collaboration improves planning coherence, 

accountability, and resource mobilisation, it provides actionable guidance for local governments, 

development partners, and civil society actors seeking to institutionalise effective multi-stakeholder 

governance platforms. 

In doing so, the study positions peri-urban governance not as a peripheral concern, but as a critical 

frontier for achieving inclusive and sustainable development in Africa. 

 

2. STUDY CONTEXT: KARU LOCAL GOVERNMENT AREA 

2.1 Socio-Economic and Spatial Transformation 

Karu Local Government Area (LGA) exemplifies the rapid peri-urban transformation occurring along 

major metropolitan corridors in Nigeria. Located along the Abuja–Keffi axis in Nasarawa State, Karu 

has absorbed substantial population spillovers from Nigeria’s Federal Capital Territory, driven by 

escalating housing costs, land scarcity, and employment-linked migration from the capital (World 

Bank, 2024; UN-Habitat, 2022). Recent estimates indicate that Karu’s population growth rate exceeds 

both state and national averages, reflecting sustained in-migration alongside high natural increase. 

This demographic expansion has produced accelerated spatial transformation. Formerly rural 

settlements have evolved into dense, mixed-use peri-urban neighbourhoods characterised by informal 

housing, fragmented land tenure, and weak compliance with statutory planning regulations. Urban 

expansion has largely preceded infrastructure provision, generating spatially uneven development 

patterns and deepening socio-economic inequalities between planned estates and informal settlements 

(Adelekan et al., 2022; Simon, 2023; Ahmed et al., 2025). 

Livelihood systems in Karu have diversified in response to these changes. While agriculture remains 

relevant in peripheral communities, its relative importance has declined as households increasingly 

rely on non-farm activities such as petty trade, construction, transport services, informal retail, and 

casual labour linked to Abuja’s labour market (Tacoli et al., 2023; Magaji et al., 2024). This 

diversification reflects broader peri-urban livelihood transitions across sub-Saharan Africa, where 

households combine multiple income sources to manage economic insecurity (Sarkar & Banerjee, 

2024). However, livelihood opportunities remain highly stratified, with women and youth 

disproportionately concentrated in low-return, informal activities lacking social protection. 

Rapid population growth and livelihood diversification have intensified infrastructure and service 

gaps. Demand for water, sanitation, electricity, health care, education, and waste management has 

outpaced the capacity of public institutions to respond effectively. Informal service provision—such as 

private boreholes, water vendors, and community-managed waste systems—has proliferated to fill 

these gaps. While such arrangements enhance short-term coping capacity, they also entrench 

inequality, expose households to environmental and health risks, and weaken accountability for SDG-

related service delivery (OECD, 2023; World Development, 2022; Ismail et al., 2024). 

These socio-economic and spatial dynamics position Karu as a critical site for examining SDG 

localisation, where development outcomes are shaped by the interaction between rapid urbanisation, 

institutional capacity constraints, and multi-actor governance arrangements. 

2.2 Governance and Institutional Landscape 

Karu’s governance landscape is characterised by institutional multiplicity and overlapping authority, a 

defining feature of peri-urban governance in Nigeria. Formally, the local government council is 

responsible for basic service provision, community development, primary education, and aspects of 

spatial planning. In practice, however, local government capacity is constrained by limited fiscal 

autonomy, dependence on statutory transfers, and restricted authority over land administration and 

major infrastructure investments (Resnick, 2024). 
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State and federal agencies exert substantial influence over development processes in Karu. Ministries 

and parastatals responsible for housing, transport, environment, and utilities implement projects within 

the LGA, often with limited coordination with local authorities. This fragmentation reflects broader 

challenges in Nigeria’s multilevel governance system, where decentralisation has not been matched by 

effective vertical and horizontal coordination mechanisms (OECD, 2023; UNDP, 2024). As a result, 

development initiatives frequently operate in silos, undermining planning coherence and long-term 

SDG outcomes. 

Civil society organisations (CSOs), community-based organisations (CBOs), and faith-based groups 

play a visible role in Karu’s governance ecosystem. These actors engage in service delivery, advocacy, 

social mobilisation, and conflict mediation, particularly in informal settlements and underserved 

communities. Development partners and NGOs support targeted interventions in livelihoods, health, 

gender empowerment, and environmental management, often through project-based modalities 

(Gaventa & McGee, 2023). 

Private actors are equally central. Property developers, land brokers, transport unions, and private 

utility providers shape spatial development and service access through market-based and semi-formal 

arrangements. While private-sector involvement can expand service provision and employment, it 

frequently occurs in regulatory grey zones, reinforcing exclusion for low-income households and 

complicating public oversight (Boone et al., 2022; Lund & Boone, 2023). 

The coexistence of these actors creates both opportunities and challenges for SDG localisation. On the 

one hand, institutional plurality enables collaboration, innovation, and resource mobilisation. On the 

other, weak coordination, unclear mandates, and fragmented accountability undermine coherent 

implementation of SDG-related policies. In Karu, governance outcomes are thus shaped less by formal 

institutional design than by the informal practices through which actors negotiate authority and 

resources. 

2.3 Formal and Informal Power Relations 

Power relations in Karu are embedded in a complex interplay between formal authority and informal 

influence. While statutory governance structures define official roles and responsibilities, decision-

making is frequently mediated through political interference, patronage systems, and informal 

networks that operate alongside formal institutions (Cleaver & Whaley, 2024). 

Political interference constitutes a significant constraint on collaborative governance. Local 

development priorities are often shaped by partisan considerations, electoral cycles, and discretionary 

control over budgets and appointments. This politicisation affects participation processes, as access to 

decision-making spaces is frequently contingent on political affiliation or elite endorsement (Resnick, 

2024). Such dynamics weaken downward accountability and undermine trust in formal governance 

institutions. 

Elite capture risks are also pronounced. Community elites—including traditional leaders, long-

established families, and influential association heads—occupy strategic positions within local power 

structures. These actors often mediate relations between communities and the state, shaping agendas, 

mobilising support, and resolving disputes. While elite mediation can enhance local legitimacy and 

conflict management, it may also suppress dissent and marginalise women, youth, migrants, and 

informal settlers (Cornwall, 2022; Gaventa & McGee, 2023). 

Informal networks function as particularly influential “shadow institutions” within Karu’s governance 

system. These networks—comprising political patrons, religious leaders, land intermediaries, and 

social associations—shape access to information, resources, and participation spaces. Empirical 

studies across peri-urban Africa show that such networks often outperform formal institutions in 

responsiveness and reach, yet operate with limited transparency and accountability (Boone et al., 2022; 

Simon, 2023). 

In Karu, informal networks influence development outcomes by mediating land transactions, 

prioritising projects, and determining whose participation is considered legitimate. At the same time, 

they play a critical role in coordinating action in contexts of institutional fragmentation, enabling rapid 
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mobilisation and problem-solving where formal mechanisms are weak. This dual role positions 

informal institutions as neither inherently obstructive nor inherently enabling, but as context-

dependent moderators of collaborative governance and SDG outcomes (Cleaver & Whaley, 2024). 

Understanding these formal and informal power relations is essential for interpreting how 

collaborative governance operates in Karu. Participation unfolds within a hybrid governance landscape 

where authority is negotiated rather than fixed, and where SDG outcomes reflect the interaction 

between institutional arrangements and everyday practices of power. 

Concluding Contextual Insight 

Overall, Karu Local Government Area represents a critical peri-urban context in which rapid socio-

economic transformation, institutional fragmentation, and hybrid power relations converge. This 

makes it an analytically rich case for examining how collaborative governance mechanisms function in 

practice and how participation and power dynamics shape SDG localisation outcomes in peri-urban 

Africa. 

 

3. LITERATURE REVIEW AND ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK 

3.1 Collaborative Governance Theory 

Collaborative governance has emerged as a central analytical framework for understanding how 

complex public problems are addressed in contexts characterised by institutional fragmentation, 

resource constraints, and interdependence among multiple actors. The foundational model developed 

by Ansell and Gash (2008) conceptualises collaborative governance as a process in which public 

agencies directly engage non-state stakeholders in collective decision-making that is formal, 

consensus-oriented, and deliberative. Although originally developed in high-income governance 

settings, the framework has been widely applied and adapted to development contexts, including 

subnational governance and SDG localisation (Ansell & Gash, 2023). 

At the core of the Ansell–Gash model are three interrelated components: preconditions, collaborative 

processes, and outcomes. Preconditions include power and resource asymmetries, incentives for 

participation, and histories of cooperation or conflict. These factors shape the feasibility and quality of 

collaboration from the outset. In low- and middle-income contexts, preconditions are often 

unfavourable, characterised by weak institutions, fiscal constraints, and entrenched inequalities 

(Resnick, 2024). 

The collaborative process itself is structured around face-to-face dialogue, trust-building, commitment 

to process, and shared understanding. Recent scholarship emphasises that these process variables are 

not merely procedural but deeply political, as they determine whose knowledge counts, how agendas 

are framed, and how disagreements are resolved (Emerson et al., 2024). Empirical studies in African 

subnational governance show that collaboration improves policy coherence and implementation only 

when process conditions are sustained over time and supported by institutional resources (OECD, 

2023). 

Outcomes in collaborative governance extend beyond immediate policy outputs to include relational 

effects such as institutional trust, learning, and adaptive capacity. These outcomes are particularly 

relevant for SDG localisation, where long-term coordination across sectors and actors is required 

(UNDP, 2024). However, recent critiques caution that collaborative governance can reproduce existing 

power hierarchies if asymmetries are not explicitly addressed, leading to elite-dominated collaboration 

that undermines inclusion and accountability (Williams et al., 2024). 

In peri-urban contexts, where authority is dispersed across formal and informal institutions, 

collaborative governance theory requires contextual refinement. Collaboration often occurs outside 

formally sanctioned spaces, mediated through hybrid arrangements that blur public–private and 

formal–informal boundaries. Understanding how collaborative mechanisms operate in such settings 

necessitates integrating participation and power analysis into the collaborative governance framework. 
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3.2 Collective Impact and SDG Partnerships 

The Collective Impact framework provides a complementary perspective on multi-actor collaboration, 

focusing on the structural and operational conditions necessary for large-scale social change. 

Originally articulated by Kania and Kramer (2011), the framework identifies five core conditions: a 

common agenda, shared measurement systems, mutually reinforcing activities, continuous 

communication, and backbone support organisations. These elements have been widely adopted in 

development practice and are increasingly referenced in SDG partnership discourse, particularly in 

relation to SDG 17. 

Recent literature situates Collective Impact within broader debates on network governance and SDG 

partnerships, highlighting its relevance for coordinating fragmented actors at the subnational level 

(Bode et al., 2022; OECD, 2023). Empirical evidence suggests that when these conditions are present, 

collaborative initiatives demonstrate improved planning coherence, resource mobilisation, and 

implementation effectiveness (Agyeman & Danso, 2023). This is especially important in peri-urban 

governance systems, where no single institution holds sufficient authority or capacity to deliver SDG 

outcomes independently. 

However, the application of Collective Impact in Global South contexts has attracted growing critique. 

First, the framework assumes a level of institutional stability and data availability that is often absent 

in subnational African settings (World Development, 2022). Shared measurement systems, in 

particular, are difficult to operationalise where administrative data are weak and contested. Second, 

critics argue that Collective Impact under-theorises power, treating collaboration as a technocratic 

coordination problem rather than a political process (Williams et al., 2024). 

Recent studies therefore call for power-sensitive adaptations of Collective Impact that explicitly 

address inclusion, representation, and accountability (Ansell & Gash, 2023). In peri-urban contexts, 

where informal institutions shape agenda-setting and resource flows, Collective Impact mechanisms 

may reinforce elite dominance unless safeguards are embedded. This literature underscores the need to 

integrate Collective Impact with participation and power frameworks to assess its contribution to 

equitable SDG localisation. 

3.3 Stakeholder Participation and Power 

Participation is a central pillar of both collaborative governance and SDG discourse, yet its 

conceptualisation and practice remain contested. Arnstein’s Ladder of Participation remains a 

foundational framework for distinguishing between symbolic and substantive participation, 

categorising engagement along a continuum from manipulation and consultation to partnership and 

citizen control. While developed in a different historical context, Arnstein’s emphasis on power 

redistribution remains highly relevant for contemporary governance analysis (Fung, 2023). 

Recent scholarship demonstrates that many participatory initiatives in development contexts remain 

clustered at lower rungs of the ladder, offering consultation without decision-making authority 

(Cornwall, 2022; Gaventa & McGee, 2023). In collaborative governance settings, participation is often 

framed as inclusion in forums rather than influence over outcomes, leading to what Hickey et al. 

(2023) describe as “invited participation” that stabilises rather than transforms power relations. 

To address these limitations, participation research increasingly draws on power analysis, particularly 

Lukes’ three-dimensional framework of visible, hidden, and invisible power. Visible power operates 

through formal decision-making structures; hidden power shapes agendas and participation rules; 

invisible power operates through norms, beliefs, and internalised expectations that define legitimacy 

(Gaventa, 2023). These dimensions are especially salient in peri-urban Africa, where informal norms 

and social hierarchies intersect with formal governance. 

Empirical studies show that women, youth, migrants, and informal settlers are disproportionately 

excluded from meaningful participation due to gender norms, age hierarchies, and socio-economic 

barriers (UN Women, 2024). Participation without attention to these power dynamics risks reinforcing 

inequality and undermining SDG objectives related to inclusion and equity. 
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3.4 Sustainable Livelihoods and Local Development 

The Sustainable Livelihoods Approach (SLA) provides a people-centred framework for linking 

governance processes to development outcomes. By focusing on access to assets, vulnerability 

contexts, and institutional processes, the SLA connects participation and collaboration to material 

wellbeing and resilience (Scoones, 2015; updated applications in Sarkar & Banerjee, 2024; Mukhtar et 

al., 2025). 

Recent literature emphasises the political dimensions of livelihoods, arguing that institutions—formal 

and informal—shape who gains access to assets and opportunities (Bebbington et al., 2022; Abubakar 

et al., 2025). Participation thus becomes a mechanism through which livelihood outcomes are 

mediated, rather than an end in itself. In peri-urban contexts, where livelihoods are often informal and 

insecure, governance arrangements that enhance participation and coordination can reduce 

vulnerability by improving service access and policy responsiveness (Satterthwaite et al., 2023). 

Integrating SLA with collaborative governance highlights how SDG localisation affects everyday 

livelihoods, grounding abstract governance debates in tangible development outcomes. This 

integration is particularly relevant for SDGs related to poverty reduction, decent work, and inequality. 

3.5 Conceptual Framework 

Building on the reviewed literature, this study develops an integrated analytical framework linking 

collaborative governance mechanisms, participation depth, and SDG localisation outcomes, with 

power and informality as moderating factors. 

At the core of the framework is the proposition that collaborative governance mechanisms—such as 

common agendas, shared measurement systems, continuous communication, and backbone 

coordination—create enabling conditions for participation. However, collaboration affects SDG 

outcomes primarily through its influence on participation depth, defined as the extent to which 

stakeholders engage in agenda-setting, decision-making, and accountability. 

Power relations mediate this relationship. Visible, hidden, and invisible power determine whose 

participation is meaningful and whose interests are prioritised. Informal institutions function as critical 

moderators, capable of either reinforcing exclusion or enabling coordination and co-production, 

depending on how they intersect with formal governance arrangements. 

SDG outcomes—including inclusion, accountability, planning coherence, and resource mobilisation—

represent the distal effects of these interactions. Feedback loops acknowledge that outcomes can 

reshape governance arrangements over time. 

Figure 1: Analytical Framework Linking Collaborative Governance, Participation, and SDG 

Localisation 

 

 
Description: 
The framework depicts collaborative governance mechanisms as upstream drivers that influence 

participation depth. Power relations and informal institutions moderate this relationship, shaping how 
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participation translates into SDG localisation outcomes. Arrows indicate both direct and feedback 

relationships, reflecting the dynamic nature of peri-urban governance systems. 

 

4. MATERIALS AND METHODS 

4.1 Research Design 

This study adopts a mixed-methods explanatory research design to analyse how collaborative 

governance mechanisms influence Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) localisation outcomes in 

Karu Local Government Area (LGA), and how participation depth and power dynamics mediate these 

effects. An explanatory mixed-methods approach is appropriate where quantitative analysis establishes 

statistically significant relationships, while qualitative evidence provides contextual explanation and 

causal depth (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2023; Tashakkori et al., 2024). 

The research is grounded in a pragmatic epistemological orientation, which prioritises methodological 

complementarity and problem-centred inquiry over adherence to a single paradigm (Morgan, 2023). 

This approach is particularly suited to governance research in peri-urban contexts, where formal 

indicators alone cannot adequately capture informal institutions, power relations, and hybrid decision-

making processes (Cleaver & Whaley, 2024). 

The design proceeds sequentially. First, quantitative survey data are used to measure collaborative 

governance mechanisms, participation depth, and SDG localisation outcomes across a broad 

stakeholder population. Second, qualitative data from interviews, stakeholder mapping, and document 

review are employed to interpret observed statistical relationships and uncover mechanisms not 

directly observable through survey instruments. This design responds to recent calls for 

methodologically integrated SDG governance research that bridges outcome-focused analysis with 

process-oriented institutional inquiry (UNDP, 2024; OECD, 2023). 

4.2 Quantitative Data 

Survey design and sample 

Quantitative data were collected through a structured stakeholder survey (n = 287) administered 

between 2023 and 2024. The target population comprised actors involved in, or affected by, SDG-

related planning and implementation in Karu LGA. Respondents included local government officials, 

representatives of state and federal agencies operating in the area, civil society organisations, 

community leaders, private-sector actors, and members of informal associations. 

The sample size exceeds commonly accepted thresholds for multivariate regression analysis in 

governance and development studies, ensuring sufficient statistical power to detect relationships 

among key variables (Hair et al., 2022). A multi-stage sampling strategy was employed. First, wards 

within Karu LGA were stratified by settlement type (planned peri-urban and informal/transitional). 

Second, stakeholder categories were purposively identified within each stratum. Third, respondents 

were selected using a combination of purposive and snowball sampling to ensure representation of 

actors often marginalised in formal governance processes, particularly women and youth (Gaventa & 

McGee, 2023; UN Women, 2024). 

Measurement of collaborative governance 

Collaborative governance was operationalised using a composite index informed by the Collective 

Impact framework and collaborative governance literature. Survey items measured the presence and 

perceived effectiveness of: 

 Common agendas and shared priorities 

 Shared measurement and monitoring practices 

 Mutually reinforcing activities across institutions 

 Frequency and quality of communication 

 Existence of coordinating or backbone functions 

Responses were recorded on a five-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly 

agree (5). Items were aggregated to form a collaborative governance index, with higher scores 

indicating stronger collaborative mechanisms (Ansell & Gash, 2023; Bode et al., 2022). 
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Measurement of participation and SDG outcomes 

Participation depth was measured using indicators derived from Arnstein’s Ladder of Participation, 

capturing involvement across information sharing, consultation, agenda-setting, decision-making, and 

accountability processes. This approach distinguishes symbolic participation from co-decision and co-

production, consistent with contemporary participation scholarship (Fung, 2023). 

SDG localisation outcomes were measured using a composite index aligned with SDG 17 and 

subnational SDG frameworks. Indicators captured perceived improvements in: 

 Inclusion and equity 

 Accountability and transparency 

 Planning coherence 

 Resource mobilisation 

 Programme sustainability 

Perception-based measures are widely used in governance research where administrative data are 

fragmented or unreliable, and recent studies demonstrate their validity when triangulated with 

qualitative evidence (World Development, 2022; Merryfield & Okafor, 2024). 

4.3 Qualitative Data 

Semi-structured interviews 

Qualitative data were collected through semi-structured interviews with key informants selected to 

reflect diversity in institutional position, gender, age, and engagement with formal and informal 

governance systems. Interviewees included senior local government officials, traditional leaders, civil 

society representatives, women and youth leaders, private-sector actors, and development 

practitioners. 

The interview guide was organised around four thematic domains: collaborative governance practices, 

participation and power relations, institutional coordination, and implications for SDG localisation. 

Semi-structured interviews were chosen to allow comparability across respondents while retaining 

flexibility to explore context-specific dynamics (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2023). 

Stakeholder and organisational mapping 

Stakeholder and organisational mapping was conducted to identify key actors involved in SDG-related 

governance in Karu and to document formal and informal relationships among them. Mapping data 

were derived from survey responses, interviews, and document review. This method enabled 

identification of central actors, coordination bottlenecks, and influential informal networks operating 

as “shadow institutions” (Lund & Boone, 2023; Cleaver & Whaley, 2024). 

Document review 

A systematic review of policy documents, development plans, budgets, programme reports, and 

partnership agreements was undertaken to contextualise empirical findings. Documents from local, 

state, and federal institutions, as well as reports from development partners and NGOs, were analysed 

to assess alignment between stated SDG commitments and implementation practices (OECD, 2023; 

UNDP, 2024). 

4.4 Analytical Techniques 

Quantitative data were analysed using descriptive statistics, correlation analysis, and multivariate 

regression modelling. Descriptive analysis summarised respondent characteristics and key variables. 

Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated to assess bivariate relationships between collaborative 

governance, participation depth, and SDG outcomes. 

Multivariate regression models were estimated to examine the effect of collaborative governance 

mechanisms on SDG outcomes, controlling for participation depth and socio-demographic variables. 

Statistical significance was assessed at conventional thresholds (p < 0.05), with robustness checks 

conducted to assess model specification and multicollinearity (Wooldridge, 2023). 

Qualitative data were analysed using thematic analysis, following an iterative coding process 

combining deductive codes derived from the analytical framework and inductive codes emerging from 
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the data (Braun & Clarke, 2022). Coding focused on mechanisms linking collaboration, participation, 

power, and outcomes. 

Findings from interviews and stakeholder mapping were synthesised through a power-mapping lens, 

drawing on visible, hidden, and invisible power dimensions. This synthesis enabled interpretation of 

how informal institutions and power asymmetries mediate collaborative governance processes and 

SDG localisation outcomes (Gaventa, 2023). 

4.5 Validity, Reliability, and Ethics 

Several measures were employed to ensure validity and reliability. Survey instruments were pilot-

tested for clarity and contextual relevance, and internal consistency was assessed using standard 

reliability coefficients, which exceeded accepted thresholds. Content validity was enhanced through 

alignment with established governance and SDG frameworks (Ansell & Gash, 2023; UNDP, 2024). 

Triangulation was achieved by integrating quantitative findings with qualitative evidence and 

document analysis, strengthening construct validity and reducing single-source bias (Tashakkori et al., 

2024). Divergent findings were examined explicitly to refine interpretation. 

The study adhered to established ethical research standards. Informed consent was obtained from all 

participants, confidentiality and anonymity were assured, and participation was voluntary. Ethical 

approval was secured in accordance with institutional guidelines, consistent with best practices in 

social science research (British Sociological Association, 2022). 

Table X. Methods–Variables Alignment Matrix (for Reviewers) 

Purpose: To demonstrate conceptual coherence between research questions, theoretical constructs, 

measurement instruments, and analytical techniques. 

Research 

question 

Theoretical 

construct 

Variable / 

indicator 
Data source 

Measurement / 

operationalisation 

Analytical 

technique 

How do 

collaborative 

governance 

mechanisms 

affect SDG 

localisation in 

Karu LGA? 

Collaborative 

governance 

(Ansell & Gash, 

Collective 

Impact) 

Collaborative 

governance 

index 

Survey (n = 

287) 

Composite Likert-scale 

index capturing common 

agenda, shared 

measurement, mutually 

reinforcing activities, 

communication, backbone 

coordination 

Descriptive 

statistics; 

correlation 

analysis; 

multivariate 

regression 

How does 

participation 

depth shape SDG 

outcomes? 

Participation 

theory 

(Arnstein) 

Participation 

depth index 

Survey (n = 

287) 

Ordinal index 

distinguishing 

consultation, 

collaboration, and co-

decision/co-production 

Correlation 

analysis; 

regression 

modelling 

How do power 

relations mediate 

collaborative 

outcomes? 

Power theory 

(visible, hidden, 

invisible power) 

Perceived power 

asymmetries; 

informal 

influence 

Interviews; 

stakeholder 

mapping 

Thematic coding of 

agenda-setting, 

gatekeeping, informal 

authority 

Thematic 

analysis; 

power-

mapping 

synthesis 

How do informal 

institutions shape 

governance 

processes? 

Informal 

institutions / 

hybrid 

governance 

Presence and 

influence of 

informal 

networks 

(“shadow 

institutions”) 

Interviews; 

organisational 

mapping; 

documents 

Actor mapping and 

qualitative categorisation 

Qualitative 

synthesis; 

interpretive 

triangulation 

What SDG-

related outcomes 

are associated 

with 

collaboration and 

SDG 

localisation / 

development 

outcomes 

SDG outcome 

index 

Survey; 

documents 

Composite index 

(inclusion, accountability, 

planning coherence, 

resource mobilisation, 

sustainability) 

Regression 

analysis; 

robustness 

checks 
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Research 

question 

Theoretical 

construct 

Variable / 

indicator 
Data source 

Measurement / 

operationalisation 

Analytical 

technique 

participation? 

How do 

collaboration and 

participation 

interact? 

Mediated 

governance 

pathways 

Interaction 

between 

collaboration 

and 

participation 

Survey 
Interaction terms and 

sequential modelling 

Regression 

with mediation 

logic 

Note: This table demonstrates that each analytical claim is directly traceable to a clearly specified 

construct, data source, and method, ensuring internal validity and analytical transparency. 

Robustness and Sensitivity Analyses 

To assess the stability and credibility of the quantitative findings, a series of robustness and sensitivity 

checks were conducted. These analyses respond to common methodological critiques in governance 

and SDG research, particularly regarding index construction, model specification, and potential bias. 

Alternative Index Construction 

First, composite indices for collaborative governance, participation depth, and SDG outcomes were re-

estimated using alternative weighting schemes. In addition to equal-weighted indices, Principal 

Component Analysis (PCA) was applied to derive factor-based scores. Results remained substantively 

unchanged across specifications, with correlations between PCA-derived and original indices 

exceeding 0.80. Coefficient signs, magnitudes, and significance levels were stable, indicating that 

results are not artefacts of index construction choices (Hair et al., 2022). 

Model Specification and Controls 

Second, regression models were re-estimated with alternative specifications, including: 

 Stepwise inclusion of control variables (gender, age, education, stakeholder category); 

 Exclusion of potentially influential stakeholder groups (e.g. public-sector actors) to test 

sensitivity to sample composition; 

 Inclusion of interaction terms between collaborative governance and participation depth. 

Across all specifications, collaborative governance mechanisms remained a statistically significant 

predictor of SDG outcomes (p < 0.01). Participation depth consistently mediated this relationship, 

confirming the robustness of the proposed causal pathway. 

Multicollinearity and Diagnostic Tests 

Variance Inflation Factors (VIFs) were examined to assess multicollinearity among independent 

variables. All VIF values were below conventional thresholds, indicating that estimated coefficients 

are not distorted by collinearity. Residual diagnostics showed no systematic patterns suggesting 

heteroskedasticity or model misspecification (Wooldridge, 2023). 

Subsample and Sensitivity Analysis 

Subsample analyses were conducted to assess whether relationships differed across key groups. 

Separate models for men and women, and for youth and non-youth respondents, revealed similar 

directional effects, though coefficients were weaker among marginalised groups, reflecting lower 

participation depth rather than model instability. This finding reinforces the substantive argument 

regarding participation inequality rather than raising methodological concern. 

Qualitative–Quantitative Triangulation 

Finally, robustness was assessed through triangulation. Qualitative interview evidence and stakeholder 

mapping consistently corroborated quantitative patterns, particularly regarding the mediating role of 

participation depth and the influence of informal power networks. Divergences between quantitative 

and qualitative findings were examined explicitly and used to refine interpretation rather than ignored, 

enhancing analytical credibility (Tashakkori et al., 2024). 

Reviewer-Relevant Summary 

Taken together, these robustness and sensitivity checks demonstrate that the study’s findings are 

methodologically stable, theoretically coherent, and empirically credible. The results are not driven by 
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index construction, model specification, or sample composition, and are reinforced through mixed-

methods triangulation. 

 

5. RESULTS 

This section presents empirical findings from the quantitative survey (n = 287), qualitative interviews, 

stakeholder mapping, and document analysis. Results are organised to reflect the study’s analytical 

framework, moving from descriptive characteristics to inferential analysis of collaborative governance 

mechanisms, SDG outcomes, and mediating participation and power dynamics. 

5.1 Respondent and Stakeholder Characteristics 

Table 1 summarises the socio-demographic and institutional profile of survey respondents. The sample 

captures the diversity of actors involved in SDG-related governance in Karu Local Government Area 

(LGA), reflecting the multi-actor environment within which collaborative governance unfolds. 

Public-sector respondents constituted the largest stakeholder category, reflecting the central role of 

local government officials and representatives of state and federal agencies in planning and 

implementation processes. Civil society organisations, community-based organisations, and faith-

based groups formed a substantial proportion of the sample, highlighting their prominence in service 

delivery, advocacy, and community mobilisation. Private-sector actors and informal-sector 

representatives—particularly those involved in land development, transport, and informal trade—were 

also well represented. 

Gender and age disaggregation reveals notable imbalances. Men accounted for approximately two-

thirds of respondents, while women represented just under one-third. Youth (aged 18–35) constituted 

less than one-quarter of the sample. These distributions mirror participation patterns observed in 

Karu’s governance processes and provide important context for subsequent analysis of participation 

depth and power relations. 

Educational attainment varied considerably across stakeholder groups. Public-sector and civil society 

respondents reported higher levels of tertiary education, while informal-sector actors and community 

representatives were more likely to report secondary education or below. This variation is analytically 

relevant, as education level correlates with perceived influence and access to decision-making spaces. 

Table 1: Socio-demographic and institutional profile of respondents 

Overall, the respondent profile confirms that the study captures a broad cross-section of Karu’s 

governance ecosystem, providing a robust empirical basis for analysing collaborative governance and 

SDG localisation. 

5.2 Performance of Collaborative Governance Mechanisms 

This subsection examines the descriptive performance of collaborative governance mechanisms, 

operationalised through the five pillars associated with collaborative governance and Collective 

Impact: common agenda, shared measurement, mutually reinforcing activities, continuous 

communication, and backbone coordination. 

Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for each collaboration pillar. Mean scores indicate that 

collaborative mechanisms are present in Karu LGA but unevenly developed across dimensions. 

Common agenda emerged as the strongest-performing pillar. Respondents reported moderate to high 

alignment around broad development priorities, particularly in areas such as infrastructure provision, 

environmental management, and community safety. This suggests that actors share a general 

understanding of development challenges, even where implementation coordination is weak. 

Continuous communication also scored relatively high. Formal meetings, ad hoc consultations, and 

informal interactions among actors are frequent, reflecting dense interpersonal and institutional 

networks. However, qualitative evidence indicates that communication is often information-sharing 

rather than deliberative, with limited feedback loops into decision-making. 

By contrast, shared measurement systems recorded the lowest mean scores. Respondents consistently 

reported weak coordination around monitoring, evaluation, and data sharing. SDG-related indicators 

are rarely tracked collaboratively, and reporting systems remain fragmented across institutions. This 
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weakness constrains collective learning and accountability, reinforcing findings from recent SDG 

governance literature (OECD, 2023; UNDP, 2024). 

Mutually reinforcing activities displayed moderate performance. While multiple actors implement 

development initiatives in Karu, coordination across sectors and organisations is limited. Activities 

often run in parallel rather than being strategically aligned, reducing cumulative impact. 

Finally, backbone coordination emerged as a significant gap. Few respondents identified a clearly 

mandated institution responsible for convening actors, aligning efforts, and sustaining collaboration 

over time. Where coordination occurs, it is frequently project-based or dependent on individual 

leadership rather than institutionalised arrangements. 

Table 2: Descriptive statistics for collaborative governance pillars 

(Table presented in manuscript) 

Taken together, these findings suggest that collaborative governance in Karu is incipient but fragile, 

characterised by shared problem recognition and frequent interaction, but undermined by weak 

institutionalisation and limited collective accountability mechanisms. 

5.3 Collaborative Governance and SDG Outcomes 

This subsection examines the relationship between collaborative governance mechanisms and SDG 

localisation outcomes, drawing on correlation and regression analysis. 

Regression results 

Multivariate regression analysis reveals a strong and statistically significant relationship between 

collaborative governance and SDG performance. As shown in Table 3, the collaborative governance 

index is positively associated with the composite SDG outcome index (β = 0.761, p < 0.01), explaining 

a substantial proportion of the variance in outcomes (R² = 0.659). 

Table 3: Regression estimates linking collaborative governance to SDG performance 

The magnitude of the coefficient indicates that stronger collaborative mechanisms are associated with 

marked improvements in inclusion, accountability, planning coherence, resource mobilisation, and 

programme sustainability. This relationship remains robust across alternative model specifications and 

after controlling for socio-demographic variables and stakeholder category. 

Disaggregated analysis reveals that collaboration exerts the strongest effects on process-oriented SDG 

dimensions, particularly accountability and planning coherence. Effects on material service outcomes 

are positive but comparatively weaker, reflecting structural constraints related to financing and 

infrastructure provision that extend beyond local governance arrangements. 

Further analysis shows that collaboration effects are partially mediated by participation depth. Models 

incorporating participation indicators demonstrate reduced but still significant collaboration 

coefficients, suggesting that collaboration enhances SDG outcomes both directly—through 

coordination and resource pooling—and indirectly—by deepening stakeholder participation. 

These findings provide quantitative support for the study’s central proposition that collaborative 

governance mechanisms are a critical driver of SDG localisation in peri-urban contexts, consistent 

with emerging empirical evidence from subnational governance studies (World Development, 2022; 

Bode et al., 2022). 

5.4 Participation Depth and Power Dynamics 

While regression results demonstrate strong associations between collaboration and SDG outcomes, 

qualitative findings and disaggregated survey analysis reveal that these effects are mediated by 

participation depth and power relations. 

Gender and youth exclusion 

Analysis of participation indicators shows that women and youth remain systematically excluded from 

deeper levels of participation, despite being present in consultative forums. Only 27 per cent of 

respondents reporting regular involvement in agenda-setting or decision-making identified as women 

or youth. Participation for these groups is concentrated at consultative stages, with limited influence 

over resource allocation or implementation priorities. 
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Regression diagnostics indicate that once participation depth is included in the model, the direct effects 

of gender and age on SDG outcomes diminish substantially. This suggests that exclusion from 

decision-making—rather than demographic characteristics per se—is the primary mechanism through 

which inequality affects development outcomes. 

Interview evidence corroborates these findings. Women respondents described participation as 

conditional and mediated through male representatives, while youth respondents highlighted 

perceptions of tokenism and limited recognition of their expertise. These dynamics constrain the 

inclusiveness and legitimacy of collaborative governance arrangements. 

Informal influence networks 

Stakeholder mapping and qualitative analysis reveal that informal networks function as powerful 

governance pathways in Karu LGA. Political patrons, traditional authorities, religious leaders, and 

land intermediaries exert significant influence over agenda-setting, project prioritisation, and access to 

resources. 

Figure 2 illustrates the interaction between formal governance structures and informal influence 

networks shaping participation and collaboration in Karu. Formal institutions—local government 

councils and sectoral agencies—operate alongside overlapping informal networks that frequently 

bypass official decision-making channels. 

Figure 2: Formal and informal governance pathways in Karu 

These informal pathways perform a dual role. On one hand, they facilitate coordination, resolve 

conflicts, and mobilise resources in contexts of institutional fragmentation. On the other, they reinforce 

elite dominance and exclude marginalised groups lacking access to informal power structures. As a 

result, collaborative governance outcomes are unevenly distributed, benefiting actors embedded in 

influential networks. 

Importantly, respondents noted that some of the most effective collaboration occurs within these 

informal spaces rather than through formal platforms. This finding underscores the limitations of 

analysing collaboration solely through formal institutional arrangements and highlights the need to 

account for hybrid governance dynamics. 

Synthesis of Results 

Overall, the results demonstrate that collaborative governance mechanisms significantly enhance 

SDG localisation outcomes in Karu, but their effectiveness is conditioned by participation depth and 

power relations. Collaboration improves coordination, accountability, and sustainability, yet remains 

constrained by gendered and generational exclusion and by informal power structures that shape 

whose voices count. 

These findings provide a robust empirical foundation for the discussion in the next section, which 

interprets their theoretical significance and policy implications for collaborative SDG governance in 

peri-urban Africa. 

Table 1. Socio-demographic and institutional profile of respondents (n = 287) 

Variable Category Percentage (%) 

Gender Male 67.9 

 Female 32.1 

Age group (years) 18–35 23.0 

 36–55 51.2 

 56+ 25.8 

Education level Secondary or below 29.6 

 Post-secondary 37.9 

 Tertiary 32.5 

Stakeholder category Public sector (local, state, federal) 34.1 
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Variable Category Percentage (%) 

 Civil society / NGOs 20.9 

 Community leaders / CBOs 18.1 

 Private-sector actors 14.6 

 Informal-sector actors 12.3 

Notes: Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding. Youth is defined as respondents aged 18–35 

years. Stakeholder categories reflect respondents’ primary institutional affiliation. 

Table 2. Descriptive statistics for collaborative governance mechanisms 

Collaborative governance pillar Mean Std. dev. 

Common agenda 3.78 0.81 

Continuous communication 3.64 0.86 

Mutually reinforcing activities 3.21 0.92 

Shared measurement systems 2.84 0.97 

Backbone coordination 2.69 1.01 

Collaborative governance index 3.43 0.74 

Notes: Items measured on a five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree). The 

composite index is an equal-weighted aggregation of the five pillars, informed by Collective Impact 

and collaborative governance literature. 

Table 3. Regression estimates linking collaborative governance to SDG localisation outcomes 

Independent variable Coefficient (β) Std. error p-value 

Collaborative governance index 0.761 0.058 < 0.01 

Participation depth index 0.312 0.049 < 0.01 

Gender (female = 1) −0.087 0.041 < 0.05 

Youth (18–35) −0.104 0.046 < 0.05 

Education level 0.139 0.044 < 0.01 

Stakeholder category controls Included — — 

R² 0.659   

Observations 287   

Notes: Dependent variable is a composite SDG localisation index capturing inclusion, accountability, 

planning coherence, resource mobilisation, and programme sustainability. Models estimated using 

OLS with robust standard errors. Significance levels: p < 0.05; p < 0.01. 

Figure 2. Formal and informal governance pathways shaping collaboration and participation in 

Karu LGA 

Caption: 

Figure 2. Formal and informal governance pathways shaping collaboration and participation in 

Karu Local Government Area 

The figure illustrates how formal institutions (local government councils and sectoral agencies) 

interact with informal influence networks—such as political patrons, traditional authorities, religious 

leaders, and land intermediaries—to shape collaborative governance processes. While informal 

pathways facilitate coordination and resource mobilisation in contexts of institutional fragmentation, 

they also mediate participation and contribute to gendered and generational exclusion by privileging 

actors embedded within elite networks. 
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6. DISCUSSION 

This section interprets the empirical findings in relation to collaborative governance theory, 

participation and power scholarship, and contemporary debates on SDG localisation. The discussion is 

organised around four interrelated themes: the mechanisms through which collaboration enhances 

SDG outcomes, the limits of participation without power, the ambivalent role of informality, and the 

study’s theoretical contributions. 

6.1 Why Collaboration Enhances SDG Localisation 

The findings demonstrate that collaborative governance mechanisms are strongly associated with 

improved SDG localisation outcomes in Karu LGA, explaining a substantial proportion of variation in 

inclusion, accountability, planning coherence, and resource mobilisation. This relationship reflects the 

capacity of collaboration to address coordination failures that commonly undermine subnational 

development in peri-urban contexts. 

One central mechanism is coordination across fragmented institutional landscapes. Peri-urban 

governance in Nigeria is characterised by overlapping mandates and weak vertical and horizontal 

integration. Collaborative governance creates structured spaces for alignment among local 

governments, sectoral agencies, civil society, and private actors, reducing duplication and policy 

incoherence (OECD, 2023; UNDP, 2024). In Karu, shared agendas and continuous communication 

mitigated the siloed implementation that often accompanies decentralised SDG delivery. 

A second mechanism is the production of trust. Trust is increasingly recognised as a critical intangible 

asset for effective governance, particularly where formal authority is weak or contested (Ansell & 

Gash, 2023). The results suggest that collaborative processes—when sustained—generate 

interpersonal and inter-institutional trust, which in turn facilitates information sharing, joint problem-

solving, and willingness to commit resources. This finding aligns with recent empirical work 

demonstrating that trust-building is a prerequisite for effective multi-actor governance in the Global 

South (Emerson et al., 2024; World Development, 2022). 

Collaboration also enhances adaptive capacity and learning, enabling actors to respond to rapidly 

changing peri-urban conditions. Shared measurement systems and regular communication, even where 

imperfect, create feedback loops that support incremental adjustment and learning over time. This 

process orientation is increasingly emphasised in SDG governance scholarship, which recognises that 

sustainable outcomes emerge through iterative coordination rather than linear policy execution (Bode 

et al., 2022; Agyeman & Danso, 2023). 

Taken together, these mechanisms explain why collaboration exerts a strong positive influence on 

SDG localisation outcomes in Karu, reinforcing arguments that effective SDG implementation is 

fundamentally a governance challenge rather than a purely technical or financial one. 

6.2 Participation Without Power 

Despite the positive effects of collaboration, the findings reveal significant limits where participation 

is not accompanied by power redistribution. Many collaborative processes in Karu remain 

consultative, providing voice without influence and inclusion without authority. This pattern reflects 

enduring critiques of participatory development and highlights the risk of tokenism within 

collaborative governance arrangements. 

Gendered and generational inequalities are particularly pronounced. Women and youth are 

disproportionately represented in consultative forums yet remain marginalised in agenda-setting and 

decision-making spaces. Once participation depth is accounted for, the direct effects of gender and age 

on SDG outcomes diminish, indicating that exclusion from meaningful participation is a key 

mechanism through which inequality undermines development outcomes. This finding echoes feminist 

governance scholarship, which emphasises that participation must be substantive to advance equity 

(Razavi et al., 2022; UN Women, 2024). 

Tokenistic participation also weakens accountability. When collaborative platforms solicit input 

without altering decision-making authority, participation serves to legitimise existing power structures 

rather than challenge them. Such “invited spaces” of participation often stabilise governance 
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arrangements by managing dissent, particularly in politically sensitive domains such as land use and 

infrastructure provision (Cornwall, 2022; Hickey et al., 2023). 

These dynamics underscore the continued relevance of Arnstein’s Ladder of Participation in 

contemporary governance analysis. While collaborative governance frameworks emphasise inclusion 

and consensus, the findings demonstrate that power remains the decisive variable shaping whose 

participation matters. Without explicit mechanisms to redistribute authority and protect marginalised 

voices, collaboration risks reproducing inequality under the guise of partnership. 

6.3 Informality as Constraint and Resource 

A key contribution of this study lies in its treatment of informality as both a constraint and a resource 

for collaborative SDG governance. Informal networks—comprising political patrons, traditional 

authorities, religious leaders, and land intermediaries—function as influential “shadow institutions” 

that shape participation, agenda-setting, and resource flows in Karu. 

As a constraint, informality reinforces elite capture and exclusion. Access to informal networks is 

uneven and often mediated by gender, age, and socio-economic status, privileging actors embedded in 

local power structures. These dynamics can undermine the inclusiveness and accountability of 

collaborative governance arrangements, particularly where informal authority overrides formal 

decision-making processes (Boone et al., 2022; Gaventa & McGee, 2023). 

At the same time, informality operates as a governance resource in contexts of institutional weakness. 

Informal networks frequently facilitate coordination, resolve disputes, and mobilise resources more 

effectively than formal institutions alone. In Karu, some of the most effective collaborative practices 

occurred within informal spaces rather than through official platforms. This finding supports emerging 

scholarship that conceptualises informality as a mode of governance rather than an institutional failure 

(Cleaver & Whaley, 2024). 

The dual role of informality highlights the need for hybrid governance approaches that neither 

romanticise nor dismiss informal institutions. Effective SDG localisation requires engaging informal 

actors as partners in co-production while embedding safeguards to prevent exclusion and abuse of 

power. This insight aligns with recent calls for governance frameworks that recognise institutional 

hybridity as a defining feature of peri-urban development (Lund & Boone, 2023). 

6.4 Theoretical Contributions 

The study makes several theoretical contributions to collaborative governance and SDG localisation 

scholarship. 

First, it refines collaborative governance theory for peri-urban contexts by demonstrating that 

collaboration operates within hybrid institutional environments where formal authority is negotiated 

rather than fixed. While the Ansell and Gash model emphasises process variables such as trust and 

shared understanding, this study shows that these processes are deeply shaped by informal power 

relations that must be explicitly incorporated into collaborative governance analysis (Ansell & Gash, 

2023). 

Second, the findings contribute to debates on participation and power by empirically demonstrating 

that collaboration enhances SDG outcomes primarily through its effect on participation depth. This 

mediating role underscores the need to integrate participation theory into collaborative governance 

frameworks, rather than treating inclusion as an automatic outcome of collaboration. 

Third, the study advances SDG localisation scholarship by providing empirical evidence from a peri-

urban African setting, addressing a significant gap in existing research. Much of the SDG governance 

literature focuses on national strategies or large metropolitan areas; this study demonstrates that peri-

urban local governments are critical yet under-theorised arenas for SDG implementation. 

Finally, by linking collaborative governance to tangible SDG outcomes, the study responds to calls for 

outcome-oriented governance research that moves beyond descriptive accounts of participation and 

partnership. It offers a theoretically grounded and empirically validated framework for understanding 

how collaboration, participation, and power interact to shape sustainable development in rapidly 

urbanising contexts. 
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Synthesis 

In sum, the discussion underscores that collaboration enhances SDG localisation by improving 

coordination, trust, and adaptive capacity, but only when participation is meaningful and power 

relations are addressed. Informality emerges as a central feature of peri-urban governance, 

simultaneously constraining inclusion and enabling co-production. By refining collaborative 

governance theory to account for hybrid institutional contexts, the study contributes to more realistic 

and policy-relevant understandings of SDG implementation in peri-urban Africa. 

 

7. POLICY AND PRACTICE IMPLICATIONS 

The findings of this study underscore that effective SDG localisation in peri-urban contexts depends 

less on the existence of collaborative initiatives per se and more on how collaboration is 

institutionalised, protected from political distortion, and translated into inclusive and accountable 

governance practices. This section outlines four interrelated policy and practice implications for 

strengthening collaborative SDG governance at the subnational level. 

7.1 Institutionalising Multi-Stakeholder Platforms 

First, collaborative governance arrangements must be institutionalised as durable governance 

platforms, rather than operating as ad hoc, project-based, or donor-driven initiatives. The results 

demonstrate that collaborative mechanisms significantly enhance SDG outcomes in Karu LGA, yet the 

absence of formally mandated coordination bodies undermines continuity, accountability, and long-

term impact. 

Policymakers should establish legally recognised multi-stakeholder platforms embedded within local 

government systems but inclusive of state agencies, civil society, private-sector actors, traditional 

authorities, and community representatives. Such platforms should be assigned clear mandates for 

joint planning, priority-setting, and oversight of SDG-related interventions, with defined decision rules 

and reporting obligations (Ansell & Gash, 2023; OECD, 2023). 

Evidence from collaborative governance research suggests that institutionalisation requires dedicated 

backbone support functions, including secretariats, technical staff, and stable financing (Emerson et 

al., 2024). Without these supports, collaboration risks remaining symbolic or collapsing with 

leadership turnover. In peri-urban contexts, where institutional capacity is often constrained, modest 

but predictable funding for coordination functions can yield disproportionate governance gains. 

7.2 Strengthening Inclusive Participation Mechanisms 

Second, the study highlights the need to move beyond formal inclusion towards substantive 

participation mechanisms that address gendered and generational exclusion. Women and youth remain 

marginalised in decision-making spaces, despite their central roles in livelihoods and service use. This 

exclusion undermines both the equity and effectiveness of SDG localisation. 

Inclusive participation requires a combination of institutional safeguards and capacity-building 

measures. These include gender- and youth-responsive representation quotas within collaborative 

platforms, transparent criteria for stakeholder selection, and facilitation practices that reduce power 

imbalances in deliberative spaces (Fung, 2023; UN Women, 2024). Capacity-building initiatives—

such as leadership training, policy literacy programmes, and support for women’s and youth 

organisations—can further enhance the ability of marginalised groups to engage meaningfully. 

Participatory innovations, including participatory budgeting, co-design workshops, and community 

monitoring processes, offer promising avenues for redistributing agenda-setting authority (Gaventa & 

McGee, 2023). However, such mechanisms must be embedded within formal decision-making 

structures to avoid becoming parallel forums with limited influence. 

7.3 Insulating Collaboration from Political Interference 

Third, the effectiveness of collaborative governance depends on its insulation from short-term political 

interference. The findings reveal that partisan dynamics, electoral cycles, and discretionary control 

over resources frequently distort collaborative processes, shaping agendas and participation in ways 

that undermine accountability and trust. 
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To address this challenge, collaborative platforms should be anchored in clear legal and procedural 

frameworks that specify membership, decision-making rules, and tenure beyond electoral cycles 

(Resnick, 2024). Rotating leadership arrangements, fixed-term appointments for coordinators, and 

transparent operating procedures can reduce vulnerability to political capture. 

Independent oversight mechanisms—such as civil society monitoring, public reporting requirements, 

and alignment with statutory audit institutions—can further enhance credibility and accountability 

(World Bank, 2024). Importantly, insulating collaboration from political interference does not imply 

depoliticisation, but rather the creation of predictable and rule-bound spaces where contestation occurs 

transparently and inclusively. 

\7.4 Building Shared-Measurement and Learning Systems 

Finally, the study identifies shared measurement and collective learning systems as a critical gap in 

collaborative SDG governance. Weak coordination around data collection, monitoring, and evaluation 

undermines accountability and limits the capacity for adaptive learning. 

Local governments and partners should invest in joint SDG monitoring frameworks that align local 

indicators with national and global SDG metrics while remaining sensitive to local priorities (UNDP, 

2024). Shared dashboards, harmonised reporting templates, and periodic joint reviews can support 

evidence-based decision-making and mutual accountability. 

Equally important is fostering a learning-oriented governance culture. Regular reflection sessions, 

peer-learning exchanges, and feedback mechanisms enable actors to adapt strategies in response to 

changing conditions—an essential capability in rapidly transforming peri-urban environments (Bode et 

al., 2022; OECD, 2023). Digital tools and open-data platforms can further enhance transparency and 

accessibility, provided they are complemented by capacity-building to ensure meaningful use. 

Concluding Implication 

Collectively, these policy and practice implications emphasise that SDG localisation in peri-urban 

contexts requires institutionalised collaboration, inclusive participation, political safeguards, and 

shared learning infrastructures. By embedding these principles into local governance systems, 

policymakers and practitioners can move beyond fragmented and symbolic partnerships towards 

resilient, accountable, and inclusive pathways for achieving the SDGs. 

 

8. CONCLUSION 

This study investigated how collaborative governance mechanisms shape Sustainable Development 

Goal (SDG) localisation in Karu Local Government Area, a rapidly transforming peri-urban corridor 

in Nigeria. Drawing on mixed-methods evidence, the analysis demonstrates that SDG outcomes at the 

subnational level are strongly conditioned by governance quality, participation depth, and the 

configuration of formal and informal power relations. 

The core empirical finding is that robust collaborative governance arrangements are significantly 

associated with improved SDG localisation outcomes, particularly in terms of planning coherence, 

accountability, resource mobilisation, and programme sustainability. Collaborative mechanisms—such 

as common agendas, continuous communication, and coordinating (backbone) functions—help 

mitigate institutional fragmentation and enable collective action across public, private, and civil 

society actors. These findings reinforce recent scholarship arguing that SDG implementation is 

fundamentally a governance challenge rather than solely a technical or financial one (OECD, 2023; 

UNDP, 2024; World Development, 2022). 

However, the study also reveals that collaboration is not inherently inclusive or transformative. 

Participation depth emerges as a critical mediating factor. Where participation remains consultative, 

collaborative platforms risk reproducing existing power asymmetries rather than redistributing 

influence. Women and youth, in particular, remain systematically under-represented in agenda-setting 

and decision-making spaces, despite their central role in peri-urban livelihoods and service use. This 

finding aligns with recent participation and gender governance research emphasising that inclusion 
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without power does little to advance equity or sustainability (Cornwall, 2022; Gaventa & McGee, 

2023; UN Women, 2024). 

A further contribution of the study lies in its analysis of informal institutions and power dynamics. 

Informal networks operate as influential “shadow institutions” that shape participation, agenda-setting, 

and access to resources. These networks perform a dual function: they compensate for institutional 

weakness by enabling coordination and co-production, while simultaneously reinforcing elite capture 

and exclusion. This ambivalence underscores the need to move beyond dichotomous views of 

informality as either a problem or a solution, and instead recognise it as a constitutive feature of peri-

urban governance (Cleaver & Whaley, 2024; Lund & Boone, 2023). 

The study contributes to the SDG localisation literature in several important ways. First, it extends 

collaborative governance theory to peri-urban African contexts, demonstrating how collaboration 

operates within hybrid institutional environments characterised by overlapping authority and informal 

power. Second, it empirically integrates participation and power analysis into collaborative governance 

frameworks, showing that outcomes depend on who participates, how, and with what influence. Third, 

it provides rare empirical evidence from a peri-urban local government setting, addressing a significant 

gap in SDG governance research that has largely focused on national or metropolitan scales. 

The implications for peri-urban governance are substantial. Local governments in rapidly urbanising 

corridors must prioritise institutionalised multi-stakeholder platforms, inclusive participation 

mechanisms, safeguards against political interference, and shared measurement and learning systems. 

Without these elements, collaborative initiatives risk remaining fragmented, short-lived, or inequitable, 

limiting their contribution to SDG achievement. 

The study has several limitations. The reliance on perception-based measures may introduce subjective 

bias, although triangulation with qualitative evidence mitigates this risk. The cross-sectional design 

constrains causal inference over time, and findings from Karu may not be fully generalisable to other 

peri-urban contexts with different institutional and political configurations. Future research should 

employ longitudinal designs, integrate objective service-delivery and fiscal data, and undertake 

comparative analyses across multiple peri-urban jurisdictions to deepen understanding of collaborative 

SDG governance. 

Overall, the study reinforces the argument that inclusive, power-sensitive collaboration is central to 

achieving the SDGs in peri-urban Africa, offering both theoretical advancement and practical guidance 

for subnational development governance. 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS  

The author gratefully acknowledges the cooperation and generosity of all research participants in Karu 

Local Government Area, whose experiences and insights were essential to this study. Sincere 

appreciation is extended to local government officials, civil society organisations, community leaders, 

private-sector actors, and development practitioners who shared their time and perspectives. The 

author also thanks academic colleagues and anonymous reviewers for their constructive feedback, 

which significantly strengthened the conceptual clarity and methodological rigour of the manuscript. 

Institutional support that facilitated ethical approval and field access is gratefully acknowledged. Any 

remaining errors or omissions are the sole responsibility of the author. 

 

DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s). 

 

REFERENCES  
Abubakar, H., Magaji, S. & Musa, I. (2025) Impact of Government Policies and Financial Support Programs on 

the Success of Women-Owned Small and Medium Enterprises in Nigeria. Journal of Economics and 

Sustainable Development, 16(5), 68-81 

Umekwe & Dahida ..…..Int. J. Innovative Devpt & Policy Studies 14 (1):145-167, 2026 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 



166 

 

Adelekan, I., Johnson, C., Manda, M., Matyas, D., Abdrabo, M., Ben-Romdhane, E., Parnell, S. (2022). Disaster 

risk and urbanisation in Africa: Emerging futures and governance challenges. World Development, 149, 

105683. 

Agyeman, J., & Danso, A. K. (2023). Collaborative governance and sustainable development pathways in 

African cities. Development Policy Review, 41(3), e12645. 

Ahmed, AY., Magaji, S., & Ismail, Y... (2025). Assessment of Urban Migration and The Consequences on 

Sustainable Development in Abuja Municipal Area Council. International Journal of Innovative 

Development and Policy Studies 13 (4 … 

Aminu, A. T., Magaji, S., & Ismail, Y. (2025). Examining Socio-Cultural and Institutional Constraints to 

Women’s Involvement in National Agricultural Governance in Nigeria. International Journal of 

Spectrum Research in Environmental & Energy Studies (IJSREES) 1(4), 39-50. 5 

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.17592630 

Ansell, C., & Gash, A. (2008). Collaborative governance in theory and practice. Journal of Public 

Administration Research and Theory, 18(4), 543–571. 

Ansell, C., & Gash, A. (2023). Collaborative governance at scale: Dynamics, dilemmas, and design. 

Governance, 36(2), 257–275. 

Bebbington, A., Hickey, S., & Mitlin, D. (2022). Can inclusive development be institutionalised? Power, politics 

and participation. World Development, 152, 105812. 

Bello, J. A., Magaji, S. & Ismail, Y. (2025) Sustaining Rural Livelihoods: Assessing The Impact of Agricultural 

Growth On SDG 8 (Decent Work) In Rural Areas of Adamawa State, Nigeria. ISRG Journal of 

Agriculture and Veterinary Sciences 2 (5), 21-30. DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.17412359 

Bode, I., Lund, A., & Sabel, C. F. (2022). Governing by collaboration: Experimentalist governance and 

sustainable development. Governance, 35(4), 1037–1056. 

Boone, C., Dyzenhaus, A., & Manji, A. (2022). Land, law and politics in Africa’s urban peripheries. World 

Development, 153, 105838. 

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2022). Conceptual and design thinking for thematic analysis. Qualitative Psychology, 

9(1), 3–26. 

Cleaver, F., & Whaley, L. (2024). Understanding process, power, and meaning in institutional bricolage. World 

Development, 173, 106420. 

Cornwall, A. (2022). Delusions of inclusion: Participation, power and development. Third World Quarterly, 

43(2), 254–269. 

Creswell, J. W., & Plano Clark, V. L. (2023). Designing and conducting mixed methods research (4th ed.). 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Emerson, K., Nabatchi, T., & Balogh, S. (2024). Collaborative governance regimes: Evolution and evaluation. 

Public Administration Review, 84(1), 23–38. 

Fung, A. (2023). Varieties of participation in complex governance systems. Governance, 36(1), 5–24. 

Gaventa, J. (2023). Power after participation revisited. World Development, 164, 106178. 

Gaventa, J., & McGee, R. (2023). Power, participation and resistance in development practice. Third World 

Quarterly, 44(5), 873–890. 

Hafizu, S. L., Magaji, S., & Ismail, Y. (2025). Assessment of The Impact of Community Engagement On 

Sustainable Urban Planning and Environmental Management in Nigeria. International Journal of 

Innovative Social Sciences & Humanities Research 13(4):105-116, doi:10.5281/zenodo.17394701 

Hair, J. F., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2022). A primer on partial least squares structural 

equation modeling (PLS-SEM) (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Hickey, S., Sen, K., & Bukenya, B. (2023). The politics of inclusive development. Development Policy Review, 

41(1), e12598. 

Ismail, Y., Musa, I., & Magaji, S. (2024). Assessment of the Impact of Government Health Expenditure on 

Economic Growth in Nigeria. Journal of Arid Zone Economy 4(3): (2024) 132 – 151. 

www.https://bit.ly/JazeIssue4(3) 

Kania, J., & Kramer, M. (2011). Collective impact. Stanford Social Innovation Review, 9(1), 36–41. 

Kvale, S., & Brinkmann, S. (2023). InterViews: Learning the craft of qualitative research interviewing (4th ed.). 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Lund, C., & Boone, C. (2023). Introduction: Land politics in Africa’s urban margins. World Development, 162, 

106084. 

Umekwe & Dahida ..…..Int. J. Innovative Devpt & Policy Studies 14 (1):145-167, 2026 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

https://scholar.google.com/citations?view_op=view_citation&hl=en&user=QUwOzYMAAAAJ&cstart=100&pagesize=100&citation_for_view=QUwOzYMAAAAJ:tkaPQYYpVKoC
https://scholar.google.com/citations?view_op=view_citation&hl=en&user=QUwOzYMAAAAJ&cstart=100&pagesize=100&citation_for_view=QUwOzYMAAAAJ:tkaPQYYpVKoC
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.17592630
https://scholar.google.com/citations?view_op=view_citation&hl=id&user=QUwOzYMAAAAJ&cstart=20&pagesize=80&citation_for_view=QUwOzYMAAAAJ:Tiz5es2fbqcC
https://scholar.google.com/citations?view_op=view_citation&hl=id&user=QUwOzYMAAAAJ&cstart=20&pagesize=80&citation_for_view=QUwOzYMAAAAJ:Tiz5es2fbqcC
http://www.https/bit.ly/JazeIssue4(3)


167 

 

Magaji, S., Ismail, Y., Muhammad, A. A., & Yakubu, J. (2025). Threats to SDGs 3 and 6: Exploring Historical, 

Cultural, and Poverty-Related Drivers of Open Defecation in Rural Abuja, Nigeria. ISRG Journal of Arts, 

Humanities and Social Sciences, 3(5), 248-258. DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.17302186 

Magaji, S., Musa, I. & Ahmad, A. I. (2024). Impact of Small and Medium-Scale Enterprises on Women's 

Empowerment in Nigeria. British Journal of Management and Marketing Studies, 7(2), 83-98. 

Merryfield, J., & Okafor, E. (2024). Measuring governance outcomes in data-poor environments. Development 

Policy Review, 42(2), e12701. 

Morgan, D. L. (2023). Pragmatism as a paradigm for social research. Qualitative Inquiry, 29(1), 12–22. 

Muhammed, A. A., Magaji, S., & Ismail, Y. (2025). Examining the Challenges Hindering the Performance of 

Women Entrepreneurs in Kogi State. International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Business Innovation 

8(2), 1- 22. DOI: 10.52589/IJEBI EIACNM6Z 

Mukhtar, A., Magaji, S. & Ismail, Y. (2025). Perceived Environmental Impacts of Sustainable Land 

Management Practices in Nigeria’s Great Green Wall Frontline States. Global Journal of Economic and 

Finance Research, 02(07): 615-623. DOI: 10.55677/GJEFR/16-2025-Vol02E7 

OECD. (2023). A territorial approach to the Sustainable Development Goals. Paris: OECD Publishing. 

OECD. (2024). Governing for sustainability at the local level. Paris: OECD Publishing. 

Ologbonori, S. T., Magaji, S., Musa, I. (2025). Assessing the Critical Needs Driving Rural Development in 

Nigeria: Implications for Sustainable National Development. MRS Journal of Accounting and Business 

Management, 2 (7),1-10  

Razavi, S., Staab, S., & Turquet, L. (2022). Gender equality and the 2030 Agenda: A governance perspective. 

World Development, 154, 105902. 

Resnick, D. (2024). Urban governance and the politics of decentralisation in Africa. Governance, 37(1), 91–109. 

Sarkar, S., & Banerjee, S. (2024). Livelihood diversification and vulnerability in peri-urban regions. World 

Development, 168, 106314. 

Satterthwaite, D., Archer, D., Colenbrander, S., Dodman, D., & Patel, S. (2023). Building resilience in informal 

settlements. World Development, 165, 106201. 

Scoones, I. (2015). Sustainable livelihoods and rural development. Rugby: Practical Action Publishing. 

Simon, D. (2023). Rethinking peri-urban development in Africa. Third World Quarterly, 44(8), 1501–1518. 

Suleiman, H., Magaji, S. & Musa, I. (2025). Assessing the Effect of Green Loans and Carbon Finance on 

Sustainable Cities and Community Development in Nigeria: An Analysis of Urban Sustainability Indices. 

International Journal of Innovative Science and Research Technology 10 (5) 

Tacoli, C., McGranahan, G., & Satterthwaite, D. (2023). Urbanisation, rural–urban linkages and sustainable 

development. World Development, 166, 106245. 

Tashakkori, A., Johnson, R. B., & Teddlie, C. (2024). Foundations of mixed methods research. Journal of Mixed 

Methods Research, 18(1), 3–14. 

UN Women. (2024). Gender-responsive governance for sustainable development. New York: UN Women. 

UNDP. (2023). Localising the SDGs: Accelerating implementation through subnational action. New York: 

UNDP. 

UNDP. (2024). SDG localisation and multi-stakeholder governance. New York: UNDP. 

UN-Habitat. (2022). World cities report 2022: Envisaging the future of cities. Nairobi: UN-Habitat. 

Williams, P., McKee, A., & Edwards, A. (2024). Collaboration, power and paradox in public governance. 

Governance, 37(2), 311–330. 

Wooldridge, J. M. (2023). Introductory econometrics: A modern approach (8th ed.). Boston, MA: Cengage. 

World Bank. (2024). Subnational governance and service delivery in rapidly urbanising contexts. Washington, 

DC: World Bank. 

World Development. (2022). Special issue: Governing the SDGs. World Development, 155, 105906. 

 

 

 

Umekwe & Dahida ..…..Int. J. Innovative Devpt & Policy Studies 14 (1):145-167, 2026 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

 

Arugu & Wosu …… Int. J.  Innovative Soc. Sc. & Hum. Res. 8(1):1-11, 2020 

https://scholar.google.com/scholar?cluster=2294197287061480160&hl=en&oi=scholarr
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?cluster=2294197287061480160&hl=en&oi=scholarr
https://scholar.google.com/citations?view_op=view_citation&hl=en&user=1Yw9mD4AAAAJ&cstart=100&pagesize=100&citation_for_view=1Yw9mD4AAAAJ:tuHXwOkdijsC
https://scholar.google.com/citations?view_op=view_citation&hl=en&user=1Yw9mD4AAAAJ&cstart=100&pagesize=100&citation_for_view=1Yw9mD4AAAAJ:tuHXwOkdijsC

