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Abstract
Households in rural areas are predominantly engaged in farming activities and are particularly vulnerable to external shocks, including violent conflicts
perpetrated by various actors. These households often rely on the government to provide protection and to take responsibility for mitigating such threats.
This study examines how exposure to conflict influences households’ trust in government, comparing rural and urban populations in Nigeria. Using cross-
sectional data, we employ a linear probability model with fixed effects to estimate the relationship between conflict incidents and levels of institutional trust.
The results indicate that an increase in conflict incidents in rural areas is significantly associated with a decline in trust in the government’s ability to perform
effectively. This finding is not entirely unexpected, given that a large proportion of the population living in poverty resides in rural regions and thus
experiences a higher degree of vulnerability to insecurity. The study therefore underscores the need to strengthen the security architecture in rural
communities, as improving safety and stability in these areas could play a crucial role in restoring and sustaining public trust in government institutions

1.0 Introduction
Building public trust is not merely a social investment but a fundamental pillar for economic recovery, political stability, and social cohesion. Understanding
the determinants of citizens’ trust in government is therefore both essential and urgent for sustaining economic growth and improving overall welfare over
time. In the contemporary era, characterized by the rapid and diverse flow of information through social media, the Internet, and civil society networks,
maintaining public trust has become an increasingly complex challenge particularly for governments in developing countries such as Nigeria. As Ban Ki-
moon emphasized at the 7th Global Forum on Reinventing Government in 2017, trust in government remains the cornerstone of global peace and human
well-being. Indeed, the realization of the Millennium Development Goals, the promotion of security, and the protection of human rights all depend
fundamentally on citizens’ confidence in their governing institutions (Cheema & Popovski, 2010, p. 1). However, in contexts marked by endemic mistrust of
public officials, fragility and conflict often emerge as citizens become reluctant to participate constructively in government-led state-building processes
(Cham et al., 2021, p. 110). Declining levels of trust can further erode state capacity by reducing public compliance with laws and regulations. Moreover,
diminished trust can increase risk aversion among citizens and businesses, discouraging investment, innovation, and employment factors that are critical for
restoring competitiveness and catalyzing economic growth (OECD, 2013).

However, scholars have offered divergent perspectives on how conflict influences individuals’ behavior and attitudes toward society and government. On the
one hand, conflict can induce positive changes in political, socioeconomic, and personal behavior, thereby potentially strengthening social preferences and
relationships and increasing trust in government. On the other hand, conflict can undermine social cohesion, reduce cooperation, and diminish participation
in community-building initiatives (Fiedler, 2023). For instance, De Juan and Pierskalla (2016) employed geo-referenced survey data to examine the impact of
exposure to violence on political trust in Nepal, finding that exposure to violence significantly reduced trust in the national government. Similarly, a nationally
representative survey of 39,500 individuals across 35 countries revealed that individual experiences of conflict negatively affected political trust and
perceived governmental effectiveness (Grosjean, 2014).

Further evidence from Africa demonstrates the role of institutional capacity: Hutchison and Johnson (2011) analyzed Afrobarometer survey data for sixteen
African countries between 2000 and 2005, showing that higher institutional capacity is associated with increased levels of individual trust in government.
Conversely, Blair and Morse (2021), through a survey and field experiment in Liberia, found that rebel-perpetrated violence was strongly correlated with
increased trust and reliance on positive police responses. Bakke et al. (2014), using original data from a 2010 survey in Abkhazia, reported that individuals
who had experienced violence exhibited significantly higher trust in the president. Despite these findings, systematic investigations of conflict’s effect on
political trust remain limited; according to Fiedler (2023), only a few studies have rigorously examined this relationship compared to the extensive literature
on other dimensions of social cohesion.

Our study contributes to this limited body of literature by examining the impact of recurring conflict on trust in government, using both qualitative and
quantitative analyses. Unlike most studies that focus on conflicts associated with wars with defined end dates, we consider recurring conflicts and their
cumulative effect, recognizing that any increase in trust following government intervention, such as enhanced policing, can be reversed by subsequent
incidents of conflict or misconduct (Blair & Morse, 2021). Following the approach of Hutchison and Johnson (2011) and De Juan and Pierskalla (2016), we
aggregate six years of conflict data (2010–2015) at the Local Government Area (LGA) level in Nigeria. We posit that recurring conflicts, whether or not
mitigated effectively, influence behavioral change; for instance, effective government intervention may foster greater trust in institutions, while inadequate
responses may erode it. Most studies indicate a negative relationship between conflict and trust in government, although some find the opposite. Key
questions, however, remain unresolved, such as whether conflicts affect perceptions of government uniformly across populations (Fiedler, 2023).

This study provides a novel perspective by focusing on the often-overlooked comparison between urban and rural populations. To our knowledge, no prior
study has systematically examined how conflict affects trust in government differently in urban and rural contexts. This distinction is critical because
approximately 80% of the world’s poor live in rural areas, with more than half engaged in agriculture and smallholder businesses (JICA, 2022). In Nigeria, the
National Bureau of Statistics (NBS, 2022) reported that as of November 2022, over 133 million Nigerians, about 63% of the population, live in
multidimensional poverty, with rural areas disproportionately affected (72% of rural residents live in poverty, compared to 42% in urban areas). Agriculture,
the dominant occupation in rural regions, is particularly vulnerable to external shocks, including armed conflict, which manifests through killings, injuries,
threats, fear, migration, and displacement (Odozi & Uwaifo Oyelere, 2021). Conflict further disrupts infrastructure and social services, such as transportation,
suggesting that rural households may experience the effects of conflict differently than urban households, which often benefit from stronger infrastructure
and security mechanisms.

Specifically, this study investigates:

1. The effect of conflict incidents in rural areas on trust in the government’s ability to perform effectively.
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Our results indicate that households in rural areas affected by conflict are likely to lose trust in the government. In contrast, urban households experiencing
conflict may exhibit increased trust in the government. One possible explanation is that urban areas, such as Lagos and Port Harcourt, host more diverse
economic activities, enabling residents to recover more quickly from conflict shocks. Another explanation is that urban populations have greater access to
news media, awareness campaigns, and government security agencies, which may prompt faster intervention and foster trust.

The paper proceeds as follows: Section 2 discusses the fragility of the Nigerian state. Section 3 presents the data, Section 4 outlines the empirical
framework, Section 5 presents the results, and Section 6 concludes.

2.0 Fragility of the Nigerian State
We employ state fragility theory to underpin the assumption that a lack of citizen trust often reflects the government’s ineffectiveness and fragility in
managing and controlling conflict within society. Conversely, trust from citizens is essential for the government to function effectively. Conflict is widely
recognized as a key source of state fragility due to its destructive effects on human development, while low development levels can, in turn, exacerbate
conflict, creating a self-reinforcing cycle of underdevelopment (Naudé et al., 2011). Fragile states require enhanced capacity to cultivate mutually
constructive relations with society and often need stronger institutional capabilities to perform even basic governance functions. The significance of fragile
states is further underscored by their disproportionate share of the global poor population (OECD, 2013, p. 13). Despite global increases in income levels,
poverty remains heavily concentrated in fragile states; by 2015, approximately half of the world’s population living on less than $1.25 per day resided in these
states. This persistent poverty reflects the slower progress of development in fragile states compared with other regions, largely driven by high income
inequality and weak institutional capacity (OECD, 2013, p. 13).

Source: The graphs are created by the author based on the data obtained from ACLED

Figure 1 illustrates a yearly increase in the number of conflict incidents in Nigeria. As a fragile state, Nigeria faces significant governance challenges,
struggling to control its territory and meet the basic needs of its citizens. It is the most populous country in sub-Saharan Africa and potentially the largest
economy in the region, bordered by Benin to the west, Cameroon to the east, Chad to the northeast, and Niger to the north. Nigeria is highly diverse, with
more than 250 ethnic groups speaking over 500 languages and a wide range of religious affiliations. Ethnic and religious diversity has been identified as a
primary driver of conflict in the country. Since independence, Nigeria has experienced terrorism, banditry, armed conflicts, ethno-religious clashes, and full-
scale insurgencies, exacerbated in recent years by criminal and militant activities in the south and Boko Haram, armed herders, and bandits in the north
(Abiodun, 2018). These conflicts have resulted in thousands of deaths, numerous injuries, and the destruction of property valued at billions of naira, pushing
many citizens into extreme poverty.

These violent conflicts are typically perpetrated by a variety of groups, including but not limited to the Movement for the Emancipation of the Niger Delta
(MEND), the Arewa People’s Congress (APC), Bakassi Boys, the Movement for the Actualization of the Sovereign State of Biafra (MASSOB), Boko Haram, and
herders (Onuoha, 2012). The Fourth Republic of Nigeria has experienced approximately 40% of all ethno-religious crises, with the frequency of terrorist
attacks peaking between 2012 and 2014 despite government efforts to contain them. These incidents have cost lives, disrupted economic activities, and
inflicted immense suffering on Nigeria’s impoverished population.

Rebuilding a fragile state requires nurturing trust to manage and resolve conflicts and to promote positive development outcomes. Citizens must be able to
rely on the government’s capacity to provide essential services and maintain territorial integrity. Trust is crucial for economic development (Cham et al., 2021,
p. 107), as declining trust can reduce compliance with rules and regulations, increase risk aversion among citizens and businesses, and delay investment,
innovation, and employment decisions—factors essential for restoring competitiveness and jumpstarting growth (OECD, 2013)

3.0 Data
The data used in this study were drawn from three sources: the Nigeria General Household Survey (GHS), World Bank indicators, and the Armed Conflict
Location & Event Data Project (ACLED). All variables, except those related to conflict, were obtained from the GHS.

The GHS is a robust instrument for analyzing household welfare, particularly in the context of agricultural livelihoods. It provides comprehensive information
on household, farm, and location characteristics. This study uses post-harvest data from Wave 3, collected between January and April 2016, which originally
included 5,000 households. However, most files in Wave 3 contained an average of 4,568 households. After data cleaning and modification, 510 households
were excluded, resulting in a final sample of 4,068 households across 439 Local Government Areas (LGAs) in 37 states of Nigeria.

Conflict-related data were obtained from ACLED, which provides real-time information on the location, date, actors, fatalities, and types of reported political
violence and protest events worldwide. For this study, all recorded incidents from January 2010 to December 2015 were aggregated at the LGA level. Figure
2 presents the distribution of conflict incidents across the LGAs.

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics for all variables employed in this study, providing an overview of their means, standard deviations, and other
relevant summary measures. Analysis of the data indicates that, among the 4,068 households included in this study, 2,638 households experienced at least
one conflict incident between 2010 and 2015. Conflict was observed in all 37 states. Geographically, 18.73% of incidents occurred in the Southeast, 17.82%
in the South-South, and 17.17% in the Southwest. The North Central accounted for 16.68%, the Northeast 16.53%, and the Northwest 13.08% of incidents,
highlighting a relatively widespread distribution of conflict across the country.

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics at the Household Level 
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Obs Mean SD  Min Max

Binary Outcome 

The Government can Be Trusted to do a Good Job = 1 4,068 0.91 0.29 0 1

Explanatory Variable 

Rural * incidents (interaction) 4,068 3.68 15.57 0 290

LGA Variables 

The sum of Incidents from 2010-2015 at LGA 4,068 11.49 39.83 0 413

Household Demographics

Agricultural household (YES=1, NO=0) 4,068 0.643 0.479 0 1

Natural log household consumption per capita  4,068 11.6 0.75 8.96 14.82

Natural log monetary value of education  4,068 5.64 3.95 0 12.8

Rural = 1  4,068 0.68 0.467 0 1

Sex of Household head (female =0, male=1) 4,068 0.852 0.354 0 1

Age of the household Head  4,068 53.45 14.31 20 103

Household head Status (Married=1, otherwise= 0) 4,068 0.809 0.393 0 1

Number of individuals in a household 4,068 5.907 3.285 1 31

Has any HH member received an assistant? =1  4,068 0.021 .143 0 1

Has HH been affected by any shock in the past 5 years? = 1 4,068 0.300 0.459 0 1

Household Geographic 

HH Distance in (KMs) to Nearest Major Road 4,068 5.892 7.917 0 67.9

HH Distance in (KMs) to Nearest Population Centre

with +20,000

4,068 24.06 20.34 0.1 130.5

HH Distance in (KMs) to Nearest Market 4,068 68.03 43.64 0.4 214.3

HH Distance in (KMs) to Nearest Border Crossing 4,068 314.8 177.9 5.2 671.2

HH Distance in (KMs) to Capital of State of Residence 4,068 64.18 55.42 .2 291.6

Elevation (m) 4,068 277.2 214.09 0 1280

Terrain Roughness 4,068 2.906 2.132 1 12

                                                                       LGA 439

                                                                        State 37

3.1 Conflict and Rural Interaction as Variables of Interest.

Our primary variable of interest is the interaction between households residing in rural areas and the total number of conflict incidents, comprising all
reported political violence and protest events recorded in each Local Government Area (LGA) of Nigeria from January 2010 to December 2015. This
interaction captures the intensity of conflict experienced specifically by rural households. Figure 3 illustrates the annual increase in conflict incidents
affecting these rural households, highlighting trends in exposure over the study period.

3.2 Outcome variable 

Our primary dependent variable is whether at least one household member perceives the government as trustworthy and capable of performing its duties
more effectively. Trust in government was quantified as a binary variable, with a value of 1 indicating agreement and 0 indicating disagreement. Table 2
presents the distribution of households according to their level of trust in government. The data indicate that 91.1% of households expressed trust in the
government’s ability to perform its functions effectively.

Table 2: Showing the number of households that trust the government or not 

 Household location   Trust  Distrust Total 

Rural 2529 237 2766

Urban 1178 124 1302

Total  3707 361 4068



Page 5/12

Source: (GHS), Author. 

Trust as predictability refers to a situation in which one party, in this case, a citizen, expects that another party, the government, will act in a particular way
and can therefore be confident that these expectations will be fulfilled (Cham et al., 2021, p. 108). A capable and effective government tends to enhance
public trust, whereas weak or ineffective governance diminishes political trust (Hutchison & Johnson, 2011). Based on this framework, we hypothesize that
an increase in conflict in rural areas will have a more pronounced negative effect on trust in government compared to similar increases in urban areas. While
governments bear the primary responsibility for building inclusive and resilient societies, many governments in developing countries face significant
challenges in fulfilling this role (Cham et al., 2021, p. 110).

3.3 Control variables. 

In addition to conflict, several other factors are expected to influence citizens’ perceptions of trust in government. We categorize these variables into
household demographic and geographic characteristics. First, agricultural households may experience lower trust in government, as owning a farm often
exposes households to conflicts with herders and climate-related shocks that reduce agricultural productivity. Second, consumption per capita and the
monetary value of education are included as proxies for household well-being and poverty. Higher consumption per capita and greater educational
expenditure are likely to enhance trust in government, consistent with Catterberg and Moreno (2006), who argue that citizens’ confidence in government is
closely linked to the state’s ability to maintain or improve their well-being.

Third, population-related proxies, including household size and distance (in kilometers) to the nearest population center of over 20,000 inhabitants, are
expected to affect trust. Larger populations are associated with higher exposure to conflict, which may undermine trust (Fearon et al., 2003). Fourth,
geographic proxies such as distance from the state capital, the nearest border crossing, and the closest major road are anticipated to influence trust.
Households closer to state capitals are likely to experience greater security, whereas those situated farther from borders may be more exposed to conflict,
potentially reducing trust in government.

Finally, socio-demographic characteristics of households including urban versus rural residence, experience of economic shocks, receipt of government
assistance, and the age, sex, and marital status of the household head are also expected to affect trust. For example, economic shocks may decrease trust
in government, whereas receiving government assistance may enhance it. Collectively, these variables provide a comprehensive set of controls for
understanding the determinants of political trust in the Nigerian context.

4.0 Empirical framework
We employ the Linear Probability model with fixed effects as given below: 

Where: Y is the Trust in Government,   is the household living in the rural area,    is the number of incidents in LGA from 2010 to 2015, while  is the interaction.
  is the vector of household demographic variables,  is the vector of household Geographic variables,    stands for Local Government Areas (LGA) while
 household. Then is the LGA fixed effect and  is the Idiosyncratic error terms.  

4.1 Threats to identification. 

A key challenge in estimating the causal effect of endogenous explanatory variables on outcomes is the potential for bias. To address this, our first approach
involves assessing potential attrition bias by comparing the 510 households excluded during data cleaning with the 4,068 households included in the
analysis. Table A3 presents the mean differences in covariates between the two groups. Overall, the two groups are largely similar; however, included
households have more members and a higher proportion engaged in agricultural activities than attritor households. Additionally, household heads in the
included sample are more likely to reside in their households, whereas attritor households appear relatively wealthier and report more deaths. Despite these
differences, the figures suggest that selection or attrition bias is unlikely to substantially influence our results.

Our second approach to mitigating bias involves including all observable variables that may affect the outcome of interest. Given the cross-sectional nature
of our data, household-level fixed effects cannot be included in the model. Instead, we employ Local Government Area (LGA) fixed effects to control for
unobserved heterogeneity across locations. This approach mitigates potential omitted variable bias and reverse causality that may arise when conflict is
modelled as the explanatory variable and trust in government as the outcome variable. By accounting for all time-invariant characteristics at the LGA level,
we effectively capture systematic differences across areas that could otherwise confound the estimated relationship between conflict exposure and
institutional trust. Comparable empirical strategies have been applied in related studies. For instance, Umeoka and Sakurai (2025) examined the effects of
conflicts on cassava consumption and production, using household fixed effects in their primary specification. In their robustness analysis, they replaced
household fixed effects with LGA-level fixed effects and obtained consistent results. This suggests that the LGA level serves as a reasonable approximation
of the household environment, given that most households within the same LGA tend to share similar socioeconomic and environmental characteristics.
Hence, applying LGA fixed effects in the current analysis provides a credible and theoretically justified approach to addressing spatially correlated
unobserved factors.
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Conflict data are measured at the LGA level, whereas the outcome variable is measured at the household level. Under this setup, we assume that reverse
causality is limited (Umeoka & Sakurai, 2025). As Blattman et al. (2010) note, reverse causality typically arises at the macro or meso level, where national or
regional variables may be correlated with conflict incidents, but it is generally minimal at the micro, household level. Nonetheless, we conduct additional
robustness checks to ensure the validity and reliability of our results.

5.0 Result
The results reveal a consistent negative and statistically significant interaction between Rural and Conflict Incidents (2010–2015) across all model
specifications. This indicates that conflict exposure has a differential effect on trust in government between rural and urban households. Specifically, the
interaction coefficients (−0.00101, −0.000743, and −0.000554) imply that as the number of conflict incidents increases within a Local Government Area
(LGA), trust in government declines more sharply among rural households compared to urban ones. The coefficient on “Sum of incidents”, which captures the
effect of conflict exposure in urban areas (where Rural = 0), is statistically insignificant in all models. This suggests that conflict incidents do not have a
meaningful impact on urban residents’ trust in the government’s ability to perform better.

Thus, while urban trust levels remain relatively stable, rural trust deteriorates significantly with rising conflict exposure. This pattern highlights that rural
populations are often more dependent on state protection and more directly affected by insecurity, and experience a stronger erosion of institutional trust in
the presence of violent conflict.

Model 3 further reveals that greater household distance (in kilometers) to the nearest border crossing is positively associated with trust in government. One
explanation is that proximity to government services, including customs, immigration, and security personnel, may facilitate access to these services,
generating a positive relationship with government trust. In Nigeria, border proximity may also provide economic benefits, such as easier cross-border trade,
improved food security, and facilitated travel, which could enhance citizens’ perception of government effectiveness.

Interestingly, household distance to the state capital is also positively associated with trust in government, contrary to expectations. This may reflect that
rural households farther from state authorities rely more heavily on community governance structures, which can improve welfare outcomes and foster
greater trust in government. As anticipated, households located in areas with rougher terrain exhibit lower trust in government, likely due to challenges in
accessing government services and increased vulnerability to natural disasters. Other control variables, including consumption per capita and the monetary
value of education, do not show statistically significant effects.

Table 3:   Baseline Result 
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Trust in the government to do a better job.

(1)LPM regression without
fixed effects. 

(2)LPM regression with state
fixed effects. 

(3) LPM regression with LGA
fixed effect

Rural * Incidents from 2010-2015 at LGA -0.00101***

(0.000264)

-0.000743**

(0.000313)

-0.000554**

(0.000224)

The sum of Incidents from 2010-2015 at LGA -0.000425

(0.000403)

0.000202

(0.000256)

Agricultural household (YES=1, NO=0) 0.0220

(0.0135)

0.00660

(0.0129)

0.000311

(0.0153)

Natural log of the Household consumption per
capita

-0.00754

(0.00723)

0.000507

(0.00728)

0.00463 

(0.00785)

Natural log of the monetary value of education  -0.00115

(0.00133)

0.000000223

(0.00136)

-0.000535

(0.00140)

Sex of Household head (female =0, male=1) 0.0168

(0.0201)

-0.0346

(0.0214)

0.0320 *

(0.0204)

Household head Status (Married=1, otherwise= 0) -0.000225

(0.000347)

0.0253

(0.0196)

-0.0000299 

(0.000379)

Age of the household Head 0.00291

(0.00153)

-0.000224

(0.000341)

0.00246 

(0.00172)

Number of individuals in a household 0.00291*

(0.00153)

0.00271*

(0.00161)

0.00246 

(0.00172)  

Any HH member received an assistant =1  -0.0256

(0.0279)

-0.0431

(0.0300)

-0.0183 

(0.0327)

 HH has been affected by any shock in the past 5
years = 1

-0.00177

(0.0112)

-0.0141

(0.0111)

0.00818 

(0.0117)

Household Distance in (KMs) to Nearest Major
Road

-0.00169

(0.000889)

0.0000937

(0.000775)

-0.00176 

(0.00149)

Household Distance in (KMs) to Nearest
Population Centre with +20,000

0.000263

(0.000350)

-0.0000252 (0.000301) -0.000503

(0.00131)

Household Distance in (KMs) to Nearest Market -0.000414**

(0.000173)

-0.0000988

(0.000172)

0.000835 

(0.000866)

Household Distance in (KMs) to Nearest Border
Crossing

0.0000680*

(0.0000364)

-0.000147

(0.0000906)

0.00205***

(0.000567)

Household Distance in (KMs) to Capital of State
of Residence

0.000119

(0.000114)

0.000292***

(0.000106)

0.00215***

(0.000589)

Elevation (m) 0.000146***

(0.0000287)

0.000116***

(0.0000409)

-0.000000571

(0.000194)

Terrain Roughness -0.00775***

(0.00266)

-0.00337

(0.00253)

-0.00905** 

(0.00381)

STATE Fixed effect  NO YES NO

LGA Fixed effect  NO NO YES

Clusters in LGA. YES YES YES

N  4068 4068 4068

R-sq 0.008
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Standard errors in parentheses *p<0.10,**p<0.05,***p<0.01.

Note: The cumulative number of incidents from 2010 to 2015 at the LGA level was omitted from the regression due to the inclusion of LGA fixed effects.

5.1 Mechanism 

Understanding the mechanisms through which households affected by conflict may lose trust in government is crucial for this study. According to Ayodele
(2014), a Gallup poll conducted among Nigerians revealed that 94% of respondents distrust the government, largely due to perceptions of corruption. Conflict
can exacerbate corruption and poor governance, often through the diversion of public funds, resulting in inadequate government performance and
diminished citizen trust.

Political and ethnic polarization represents another mechanism that can erode trust. Nigeria is highly diverse, with over 250 ethnic groups and more than 500
languages. If a particular ethnic group perceives that the government is favoring another group during conflict, citizens from the disadvantaged group may
lose confidence in government institutions.

As of November 2021, both armed and unarmed conflicts had displaced over 3 million Nigerians (UNHCR, 2021), causing significant loss of livelihoods and
disruption of communities. When the government fails to assume full responsibility for addressing these crises, public trust declines further. Similarly, trust
diminishes when the government is unable to provide security or maintain peace. In summary, public trust in government reflects citizens’ evaluation of
governance performance and their responsiveness to the state (Ayodele, 2014).

5 1. Robustness check 

Table 4: Interaction between rural and conflict each year.

Trust in the government to do a better job

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 All-year 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Rural * Incidents

2010

-0.00448*  (0.00268) -0.0452*** 

(0.0142)

Rural * Incidents

2011

-0.00435 (0.00391) 0.0473** 

(0.0235)

Rural * Incidents

2012

-0.00547 (0.00343) 0.0180

(0.0173)

Rural * Incidents

2013

-0.00360*** 

(0.00116)

0.00163

(0.0211)

Rural * Incidents

2014

-0.00153*** 

(0.000509)

0.00803

(0.0124)

Rural * Incidents

2015

-0.00225** 

(0.000983)

-0.00949

(0.0141)

Household controls YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

LGA Fixed effect  YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

N  4068 4068 4068 4068 4068 4068 4068

R 0.008 0.007 0.008 0.008 0.007 0.008 0.010

Clusters in LGA. YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

Standard errors are reported in parentheses. Significance levels are indicated as p < 0.10, p < 0.05, and p < 0.01. All models include household-level control
variables, Local Government Area (LGA) fixed effects, and clustering of standard errors at the LGA level. In each model, yearly conflict incidents were
interacted with rural area status. In Model 7, we include all yearly conflicts simultaneously, along with their interactions with rural households, to assess the
cumulative effect.

Table 5: Interaction between rural and conflict of years.
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Trust in the government to do a better job.

6years  5years  4years 3years 2years 1 year

1 2 3 4 5 6

Rural * Incidents 

( 2010-2015 )

-0.000554**

(0.000224)

Rural * Incidents 

( 2011-2015)

-0.000617**

(0.000240)

Rural * Incidents 

(2012-2015)

-0.000671**

(0.000264)

Rural * Incidents 

(2013-2015)

-0.000741***

(0.000276)

Rural * Incidents 

(2014-2015)

-0.000929***

(0.000357)

Rural * Incidents

 (2015 ) 

-0.00225**

(0.000983)

Household controls YES YES YES YES YES YES

LGA Fixed effect  YES YES YES YES YES YES

N  4068 4068 4068 4068 4068 4068

R 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008

Standard errors in parentheses *p<0.10,**p<0.05,***p<0.01. All the models contain household control, LGA fixed effect, and cluster at the LGA level. 

For the continuous identification of threats in this study, we conducted several robustness checks. Table 4 partially demonstrates that reverse causality is
likely limited, as the outcome variable trust in government was measured in 2016, while conflicts in 2013 and 2014 already show a negative association with
trust, even with a temporal gap in 2015. Although the 2015 gap does not completely rule out reverse causality, it suggests the likely direction of the effect.

To examine whether the effect of the interaction between rural residence and conflict on trust in government differs by year, we summed conflict incidents in
each LGA separately for each year. Table 4 indicates that conflicts in 2013, 2014, and 2015 are statistically significant, whereas conflicts in 2010, 2011, and
2012 are not. This suggests that more recent conflicts have a stronger negative effect on citizens’ trust in government than older incidents. Our findings align
with De Juan and Pierskalla (2016), who note that the association between conflict and individual behavior can change over time, potentially influenced by
peacebuilding activities or community healing processes. An additional interpretation is that trust in government tends to decline with increasing yearly
conflicts, consistent with the upward trend in conflict illustrated in Figures 1 and 2.

In Model 7, we include all yearly conflicts simultaneously. The results show that the 2010 conflict negatively affects trust in government, while the 2011
conflict appears positive and significant, reflecting a temporary reduction in conflict intensity, as seen in Figures 1 and 2. This pattern supports our
hypothesis that the differential impact of conflict in rural versus urban areas may depend on the level of government intervention. Interventions, whether
military or welfare-based, are often more rapid and effective in urban areas due to higher awareness, allowing households to recover more quickly from
conflict shocks.

Given the recurring nature of conflict, we also summed conflict incidents cumulatively from one to six years, as presented in Table 5. The results remain
consistent and robust, confirming that our main findings hold even with shorter time windows. Following De Juan and Pierskalla (2016), we additionally
estimated a random effects model with state fixed effects and obtained similar results (Table A1, Column 2). Finally, using state-level conflict data instead of
LGA-level data yields a weaker association, as expected (Table A2). This is likely because households experience conflict more directly and intensely at the
LGA level than across the broader state area.

6.0 Conclusion
Our results indicate that conflict has a negative impact on political perceptions in rural areas of Nigeria. Conflicts in these areas often exacerbate food
insecurity and poverty, as rural communities rely heavily on agriculture for their livelihoods (Umeoka & Sakurai, 2025). This finding contrasts with other
studies that do not differentiate between urban and rural conflict contexts. Urban areas, which generally have better security and more diverse economic
activities, appear to mitigate the negative effects of conflict on trust in government. A decline in trust can reduce compliance with rules and regulations,
while citizens and businesses may become more risk-averse, delaying investment, innovation, and employment decisions necessary to restore
competitiveness and stimulate growth (OECD, 2013). One potential implication of our findings is that many Nigerians may be relocating from rural to urban
areas to avoid recurring conflicts and the limited presence of security personnel in rural communities.
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A limitation of this study is the aggregation of different types of conflict, as various conflict forms may influence trust in government differently. For example,
civil protests in rural areas aimed at demanding improved welfare could, in the short term, enhance citizen trust if they lead to tangible benefits. Future
research could therefore focus on conflicts involving specific actors or compare the effects of different conflict types. Additionally, the use of geo-referenced
data could improve accuracy by measuring household proximity to conflict sites, ideally within a 6 km radius, to better capture exposure effects.
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Figures

Figure 1

Source: The graphs are created by the author based on the data obtained from ACLED
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Figure 2

Incidents by LGAS from 2010 to 2015

Source: The graphs are created by the author based on the data obtained from ACLED

Figure 3

Interaction between Rural and Conflict from 2010 to 2015

Source: Computed by Author
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