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Abstract 

This paper examined federalism and the quest for national integration in 
Nigeria. The study explores the conceptual definition of federalism by various 
scholars. To this end therefore, the paper discuses major contending issues 
affecting the federal stability of Nigeria such as; ethnic minority agitations, state 
creation, structural imbalance, indigenes/settlers dichotomy federal character 
principles etc. The method adopted for this research was secondary data 
collection. Hence, for effective stability, development and national integration, 
the paper concludes tha4 the way out of these Issues are good governance, 
social justices, equity and religious tolerance among others. 
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Introduction 

Since the adoption of federalism in Nigeria, so much have happened that crucial issues 
have been raised on the federal association. The British Colonial administration created Nigeria 
through the amalgamation of the Northern Protectorate and the Colony and protectorate of 
Southern Nigeria in 1914 and bequeathed federalism in 1954 as viable option to the multi-ethnic 
setting. Over the years, there was convergence of opinions as to the desirability of political union 
in Nigeria. In 1948, Sir Arthur Richards acknowledged that “.... It is only the accident of British 
suzerainty which has made Nigeria one country. It is still far from being one country or one 
nation socially or even economically...” This assertion is akin to Awolowo’s (1947:48) often 
quoted statement that: 

Nigeria is not a nation. It is a mere geographical expression. There are no 
‘Nigerians, in the same sense as there are ‘English’, ‘Welsh’, or ‘French’. The 
word ‘Nigerian’ is merely a distinctive appellation to distinguish those who live 
within the boundaries of Nigeria from those who do not. There are various 
national or ethnical groups in the country It is a mistake to designate them 
‘tribes’. Each of them is a nation by itself with many tribes and clans. There is 
much difference between them as there is between Germans, English, Russian 
and Turks for instance. The fact that they have a common overlord does not 
destroy these fundamental differences. 
 

Also in 1947, Abubakar Tafawa Balewa agreed with this shade of opinion that “since the 
amalgamation of Southern and Northern Provinces in 1914, Nigeria has existed as one country 
only on paper.... It is still far from being united”. Vusuf (1994:18) waxing humorously stated that 
“.... The federation of Nigeria did not come into existence because some tribal chieftains sat over 
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Kola nut, tea or palm wine to agree to establish it.... This federation as it exists now has many 
very serious limitations and weaknesses.” Awolowo-Dosumu’s (1994:179) in attempting to 
locate certain key elements within the historical specificity of Nigerian federalism asserted that 

“... the Nigeria federation came into being as a contrivance of British rule for purpose of 
administrative convenience of the colonial state apparatus which necessitated the 
need to maintain and strengthen the numerous fissiparous tendencies ensuing from 
the fact of throwing so many dissimilar and sometimes hostile people together’. Therefore in 
Awolowo-Dosumu’s (1994:179) opinion, federalism was introduced as an instrument of divide 
and rule than a mechanism for promoting unity-in-diversity which came to represent the post 
colonial period. implication therefore was that the Nigerian “brand” of federalism was 
conspicuously constructed, packaged, foisted and hoisted on the polity to ensure the preservation 
and extension of imperial interests, hence it was based on suspicion “such that the individual unit 
endorses federalism to guarantee self-realization’ (Ayoade 1980:121). 

Thus, Nigerian federal system have been afflicted by many of the contradictions and 
tension that have turned the African continent into a crucial graveyard of federal experiments 
that is the external, mostly colonial imposition of federal unions without sufficient domestic 
legitimacy or participation and absence of critical resources (Suberu 2009:70). 

The failure of the British colonial policy in integrating the diverse peoples of Nigeria 
meant that the country attained independence in 1960 as a centrifugal union of three large ethnic 
regions in what could be regarded as a coming together of a multinational federation (Keller 
2002:24). In such a situation a number of issues have generated anxiety, suspicion and mutual 
mistrust among the competing groups in the country, and attempt to deal with these in the past 
occasionally brought the nation to the brink of collapse. 

This work which adopts the methodology of content analysis essentially seeks to examine 
some of the challenges of Nigerian federalism. Thus, the specific objectives are (a) to attempt an 
assessment of some of the major issues that have shaped the federal arrangement in Nigeria and 
(b) to offer viable recommendations towards the attainment of a greater degree of national unity 
in a diversified Nigeria. 
Theoretical Framework 

Although the origin of federalism could be traced to Greek civilization with their efforts 
to describe the legal relationship between the leagues and the city states, modern federalism 
began with the works of Jean Bodin. He was followed by others including Otto Cosmanus, Hugo 
Crotins and Pufendurf. To these writers, federalism was a voluntary form of political association 
of independent authorities, for special common purposes, such as defense against external 
aggressors, for the interest of trade, communications and other reasons deemed necessary by 
member units (Mogi 1913:21). In spite of this, scholars and authors who theorize about 
contemporary federalism generally tend to begin with or refer to wheare’s book ‘Federal 
Government’ as the grand norm in the theory of federalism. For this reason. Writers on 
contemporary federalism either make reference or draw from Wheare, and their writings are 
either in support or a critique or a modification of his theoretical exposition. 

Wheare (1963:10) conceptualized federalism as a constitutional arrangement which 
divides law making powers and functions between two levels of government. To him “... by the 
federal principle” I mean the method of dividing powers so that general and regional 
governments are each, within a sphere co-ordinate and independent”. Wheare’s proposition was 
legalistic, rigid and static when he asserted that “I have put forward uncompromisingly a 
criterion of federal government-the delimited and co-ordinate division of governmental 



functions- and I have implied that to the extent to which any system of government does not 
conform to this criterion, it has no claim to call itself federal’. Wheare’s legal framework was to 
define the union that is to be attained as well as the establishment of the system of government. 
Therefore, the member units of the federal state must form co-ordinates of federal structure. In 
this way the constitutional form is brought about by circumstances in which he people are 
prepared to give up only identified limited powers and wish to retain the limited powers, both set 
of powers to be exercised by coordinate authorities. 

Commentators have been displeased with the rigidity (legalism) of Wheare’s definition of 
federalism which when strictly applied will exclude all known federations. Also, attempting 
explanations on the failure of new federations using wheare’s model and others like Carnell 
(1961) and Hicks (1973) in the classical school may not be a useful approach. This is because 
there might be a lack of consensus on which requisites to use as each writer places emphasis on 
the importance of his requisites. Rather, analyzing the workings of the newly formed federators 
through an examination of how they have been able to adopt federation to their primary need of 
creating nation out of multifarious ethnic groups in their territories might be more useful. This 
approach to Ramphal (1972:xvii) is predicated on the fact that “federalism does not require that 
communities must mould their institutions to immutable principles or form of federal 
organization. It promotes instead that federalism may be designed to meet the particular needs of 
the communities establishing them.” Fankel (1972:260) argued that these states may have to 
create a system that is only federal superficially because if they construct a federation based on 
some classical model, they run the more than just a serious risk of succession and other modes of 
failure. Alternatively, they may try to counteract centrifugal tendencies with strongly centripetal 
institutions. According to A.V. Dicey, federalism is a political invention which is intended to 
reconcile national unity and power with the maintenance of the rights of the separate “member 
states”. As he puts it “whatever concerns us as a whole should be placed under the control of the 
national government and all matters which are not primarily of common interest should remain 
in the hands of the several states”. (Dicey cited in Aderonmu 2010:13-14). 

According to a team of scholars led by Frank (1968:61), the major cause of failure or 
partial failure of federations does not lie in the analysis of economic statistics or an inventory of 
social-cultural or institutional diversity but could only be found in the absence of a sufficient 
political-ideological commitment to the major concept of federalism itself. To the scholars, the 
presence of certain secondary factors such as common colonial heritage, a common language, the 
prospect of economic advantages were useful but not sufficient conditions to ensure success. 
Their value to them lay on the capacity to promote a common commitment to the primary goal of 
federation, which means that the leaders and their followers must think of themselves as one 
people with one common interest capable, where necessary of over-riding the consideration of 
small group relations. It is this kind of a general consensus about nationhood to Ramphal (1972: 
xiv) that must exist at the time of a federal compact or develop quickly thereafter. That is the real 
requisite for the success of federations. 
 
National Integration-Explication and Theoretical Considerations 

The concept integration has been variously defined by social anthropologists, historians, 
and political scientists. The consensus in these definitions is that, it is that cord that binds or 
holds a society (geopolitical clime) together for their mutual benefits. However, attempt will be 
made to x-ray a couple of definitions. Weiner (1965:52) sees integration as “a process of having 
together culturally and discrete groups into a single territorial unit”. Expanding this definition, 



Ogunojemite (1987:224) posits that integration is a political phenomenon which covers a vast 
range of human relationships and attitudes i.e. the integration of diverse and discrete cultural 
loyalties and the development of a sense of nationality; the integration of the rulers and the ruled 
and the integration of the citizens into a common political process. Applied this way, integration 
is meant to create homogeneity out of heterogeneity, and, reduce or eliminate parochial 
attachment to cultural and regional political identities. Okoli et al (2000:405) observes that: 

This kind of integration implies both the capacity of government to 
control the territory under its jurisdiction as well as to stimulate a set of 
popular attitudes described as loyalty, obligation, allegiance, patriotism 
and willingness by the people to place national interest above local or 
parochial concern... 
 

Integration as posited by Weiner (1965:54-55) comes in five different ways: territorial 
integration, value integration, elite-mass integration, integrative behaviour and national 
integration. Despite the fact that these types have a common link in that they point to the fact that 
integration holds a society together; our focus will be on national integration. 
According to Weiner (1965:58) national integration refers specifically to the problem of creating 
a sense of territorial nationality which overshadows or eliminates subordinate parochial loyalties. 
For Nnonyelu (1997:145); 

National integration is determined by the degree to which members and 
groups in a plural society adapt to the demands of national existence while 
co-existing harmonious… citizens are expected to respect the overriding 
supremacy of the national government. 
 

A couple of theories of national integration exist. These include the functionalist, federalist and 
cybernetic theories. The functionalist ideal of national integration focuses on the heterogeneous 
nature of a society and the need to make them into a homogeneous whole-like the Canadian 
example. The federalist typology centres on the creation of a central government that would co-
ordinate its component or federating units into a synchronized whole. The cybernetic construct, 
“emphasizes the establishment of contacts and promotion of interaction through which the 
component units would understand and appreciate themselves better” (Okol, e’ al, 2000:405). In 
most cases countries adopt the three theories as it is evident in the Nigerian situation for 
optimum and total national integration. 
 
How National Integration Became an Issue in Nigeria 
Available historical material points to the fact that before the advent of colonialism in 1861 
(annexation of Lagos) and the subsequent January 1, 1914 amalgamation; a tremendous degree 
of tolerance, accommodation, borrowing and interactions among the various ethnic groups 
existed (see Apthorpe 1968; Young 1976; Falola et al 1991; Udo 1980; Ajavi. & Alagoa 1980). 
As such they usually referred to themselves as people or traders from Hausaland, Yorubaland, 
Igboland. and Ibibioland etc. Uya (1992), Nnoli (1978), Ndoma-Egba and Ndoma-Egba (2000) 
are agreed that the picture of intrinsic and inherent incompatibility of ethnic groups in Nigeria w 
the handiwork of colonial anthropologists. According to these scholars, European 
anthropologists first used it as a label identity and later this was appropriated as a tool of divide 
and rule by the colonialists. This trend continued till 1914. The amalgamation which brought the 
protectorates of Northern Nigeria and that of Southern Nigeria with the colony of Lagos was 
only to pool the resources of the relatively richer territories of the south to meet the cost of 
running the north and thus, reduce the burden on the British tax payers (Ndoma-Egba & Ndoma-



Egba, 2000:74). The British therefore achieved territorial integration. By this, they incorporated 
the various ethnicities into an amalgamated Nigeria. Thus, began the process of acrimony, 
distrust, suspicion, hatred, culture of parochialism in national affairs and a legacy of tension 
among the component parts of Nigeria (Falola et al, 1991:9). 

However, the imperial Order-in-Council that established the Arthur Richards Constitution 
which became effective on January 1, 1947 contained integrative elements. The purpose of the 
Constitution as stated in the Nigeria Sessional Paper No. 4 of 1945 was: 

1. To promote the unity of the country; 
2. To provide adequately for the desire for the diverse elements which made up the country; 

and 
3. To secure greater participation of Africans in the discussion of their own affairs 

As noted by Adigwe (1974:188),  
The constitution sought to promote the unity of the country by establishing regional 

councils together with a central council in Lagos... (But) the establishment of regional councils 
tended to weaken the unity (national integration) of the country. 

This explains why subsequent review or evolutions of a new constitution (1951, 1954 and 
1960) were advocated for, from purely ethnic stand-point by the Nigerian representatives. For 
example, those that represented the North-in the would be 1951 Macpherson constitution-
demanded for parity with the South in representation in the central legislature, those that 
represented the West called for a revision of the Northern Frontier, so as to exclude the people of 
Offa, Igbomina and Kabba from the North since they are Yoruba speaking tribes; while the East 
in conjunction with the North requested for Lagos to be removed from Western Region and 
made a “noman’s land”. From the foregoing, it is clear that each of them were preponderantly 
interested in its hegemony over the others. Invariably, discordant views greeted the motion for 
“self government in 1956” which was originally conceived to 
“Present a united front of collective responsibility”. Again, as a result of the fears of the minority 
groups in the Niger-Delta, a commission of enquiry (headed by Henry Willink) was set up and 
instead of creating states as desired by them, it made a detailed list of fundamental human rights 
in it stead to cushion it. 

With independence in 1960, the stark reality was the need to build a strong and united 
country despite the presence of over 250 ethnic groups and 466 dialects (Mbeke-Ekanem, 
2000:328). Thus, it became clear that Nigeria would need integrative mechanisms, just like other 
plural societies in the world. 
 
Integrative Mechanisms Adopted by Nigerian Governments towards National Integration 
 
The Constitution: As an integrative measure, the federal government abolished the regional 
constitutions and evolved a single document for the whole country. Equally, several provisions 
were enshrined in all the constitutions adopted thereafter including the current 1999 constitution, 
such as articles that are expected to promote national integration. 

Federalism: Federalism is a system in which governmental powers that exist in a state 
are shared constitutionally between the central authority and that of the component or federating 
units. Through this, the concept of national integration is given expression. As opined by 
Obafemi Awolowo, “if a country is bilingual or multilingual, the constitution must be federal, 
and the consistent states must be organized on linguistic basis”. He goes further to stress that 
“only a truly federal constitution can unite Nigeria and generate harmony amongst its diverse 



racial and linguistic groups (Fagbamigbe, 1981:4-5). Basically, the amalgamation of the North 
and South in 1914 laid the historical foundation for federalism in Nigeria and the outcomes of 
constitutional conferences agreed on the use of federalism as an idea system for the country. 

National Anthem: A national anthem is intended to evoke a feeling of patriotism and 
make people of that country work for the progress, unity and growth of the country. Usually it 
contains the ideals and traits which the country intends to impart to its citizens. The National 
Pledge is regarded as an oath of citizenship with promises to the country. It is intended to help 
citizens to grow to love and serve their country and reminds them of other responsibilities to the 
country. 

Revenue Allocation: To further strengthen national integration, revenues which are 
generated are pooled into a common fund, arid shared thereafter to all tiers of government using 
agreed parameters (see Section 162(2) of the 1999 Constitution). 

Establishment of Political Parties: Ethnically based political parties were known to be 
harbinger of distrust and violence. To avoid this, and encourage national integration section 222 
(b) of the 1999 Constitution states: 

The members of the association are open to every citizen of Nigeria irrespective of his 
place of origin, circumstance of birth, sex, religion or ethnic group. 
Also section 223 (2b) of the said constitution states: 

The members of the executive committee or other governing body of the political party 
shall be deemed to reflect the federal character of Nigeria. 

Federal Character Principle: This is a strategy adopted by the government at all levels 
to ensure equal distribution of scarce resources to all diverse groups that make up Nigeria, so that 
no group dominates and controls the resources to the detriment of the others. Consequently, 
appointments, sitting of industries, schools, and provision of social amenities, etc are made in a 
way to allow every group to participate in the system. The central philosophy is to diffuse 
primordial sentiments, create an enabling environment for peaceful co-existence and engineer the 
process of national integration (Okibe, 2000:194). As expressed in the moribund 1979 
Constitution, the federal character principle states: 

The composition of the government of the federation or any of its agencies be carried out 
in such manner as to reflect the federal character of Nigeria and the need to promote national 
unity and also to command loyalty thereby ensuring that there shall be no predominance of 
persons from a few states or from a few ethnic or other sectional groups in that government or 
any of its agencies (section 14(3) of the 1979 Constitution). 

Equally, the 1979 Constitution (and the 1999 Constitution) enjoins that the affairs of the 
central, state, local government areas, government parastatals, etc shall be carried out in such 
manner as to recognize the diversity of the peoples within its area of authority with the over-
riding intention to unite and integrate them. 
State Creation: Decree No. 14 of 1967 introduced by the Gen. Yakubu Gowon’s regime created 
twelve states in Nigeria on May 27, 1967: six in the north and six in the south. This move was 
made to satisfy the yearnings of Nigerians for state creation since colonial times. The 
government equally felt that such decision will help strengthen national unity. Along this trend, 
by 2009, the number of states has raised to thirty-six-with the tendency of increasing further. 
Rotational Presidency and Rotation of Power: In its strong and determined desire to further 
strengthen the spirit of national unity, the still-born Gen. Sani Abacha’s 1995 Constitution in 
section 229(4), made provision for rotational presidency and rotation of power between the six 
geopolitical zones, as in: 



1. North-Central: Benue, Kogi, Kwara, Nasarawa, Niger, Plateau and FCT. 
2. North-Eastern: Adamawa, Bauch, Borno, Gombe, Taraba, and Yobe. 
3. North-Western: Jigawa, Kaduna, Kano, Katsina, Kebbi, Sokoto and Zamfara. 
4. South-Eastern: Abia, Anambra, Ebongi, Enugu and Imo. 
5. South-South: Akwa Ibom, Bayelsa, Cross-River Delta, Edo and Rivers. 
6. South-Western: Ekiti, Lagos, Ogun, Ondo, Osun and Oyo. 

 
The Nigerian State: an Overview of its Origin 

A federal system of government reflects the compromises in a multinational state which 
originates from the desire of the associating members to form a union without necessarily 
obliterating their identities at sub-national levels. Federalism is therefore to guarantee the 
security of all and protect the self-determination of all, hence the greasing oil of federalism is 
nationalism as reconciled by the centrifugal forces of sub- nationalism and centripetal forces of 
the federal centre. 

According to Ramphal (1979) why it is self-evident that the foundations of federalism 
must be anchored on nationalism, It cannot be ignored that at the heart of nationalism lies the 
concept of self- determination. It is, however, a concept of double application, particularly in a 
federal context: for in relation to federalism, secession is the claimed concomitant of self-
determination, which can therefore help to destroy federalism just as it serves to build it. 

Nigerian as a polity evolved and was federalized not through the consciousness of its 
peoples just as in other African states. The dilemma associated with this “false” and “forced” 
nationalism can be seen in the overwhelming criticism and hostilities that the polity has 
experienced over the years between the amalgamated entities. 

The Nigerian “project” has generated a lot of misgivings and enthusiasm, while the 
“dominating” segment see it as a panacea for collective development, the “dominated” see it as 
an undesirable oppressive mechanism in which the way out is secession as threatened and is still 
by Biafra or a creation of sub-regional forces like the South- South, Middle Belt, and the East, 
With its members paying more loyalty to it than the centre. 

It is worth mentioning that the artificiality called Nigeria today was a home of hundreds 
of peoples with different traditional customs, languages, politics and levels of administrative, 
cultural and economic development. The desire to protect economic interest to keep the people 
docile for maximum exploitation, thus the protectorization of the people was consummated in 
terms of the River-Niger Coast 1887, the Northern Nigerian protectorate in 1906 and 
subsequently the “mistake” of 1914. The resultant creation reflected in what Tsuwa (2006) citing 
Nnoli: 

A ram-shackled polity conveniently labeled Nigeria, a configuration where 
what some wanted is neglected by what others wanted and what emerges is 
what nobody wanted. 
 

From the inception of this “necessary creation”, of Nigerian federal system, British ruled the 
nation (Nigeria) via three approaches; First was a combination of force and trickery, where they 
met resistance; second was the system of divide and rule; keeping the various ethnic groups apart 
and suspicious of each other; and the method of indirect rule where ‘traditional rulers were 
subdued and made to serve as figure heads for the colonial administration. 

At independence therefore, the foundation of the Nigeria federal system was not properly 
laid. The North saw Nigeria as a patchwork of the South and vice-versa. Concretely, Nigeria 
according to Tolufashe (2004) was formed for the three major ethnic groups of Hausa, Ibo and 



Yoruba, the feelings, claims and concessions of the three groups were considered leaving the 
over three hundred ethic groups out of the Nigeria equation. This was and is still the roots of the 
dilemma of the Nigerian federal system and its democracy. 
Some challenges of Nigeria Federalism 

To all intent and purposes, Nigeria’s federal system is deeply flawed. This and its politics 
have contributed to rising tensions which threaten to destabilize the most populous country in 
Africa. The tension has led to a no-holds-barred struggle between the various ethnic and interest 
groups to capture the state and its attendant resources. The resultant effect of this is a deep sense 
of alienation felt by the diverse ethnic groups in the country, and it is this sense alienation that 
has led to the politics of ethnic identity. Some of the factors for this situation are identified here. 
Structural Imbalance-Federalism operates more effectively in a political system where the 
constituent units are structurally balanced. In Nigeria, the federation was built on three political 
regions of the North, the West and the East. This lopsided nature of the federal setup was a 
consequence of the amalgamation of 1914 by the British Colonial administration. One of the 
regions, the north was bigger than the other two put together in terms of size and population. 
With a land area of about three- fourths of the country and a population that was about 54 
percent, the regional tripod was heavily skewed. 

The imbalance in the structure of Nigeria negates the federal principle that no one unit 
should be as large as at dwarf the rest of the Union, for as Mill (1946:36) noted ‘there should not 
be any one state so much more powerful than the rest as to be capable of vying in strength with 
many of them combined. If there be such a one and only one, it will insist on being master of 
joint deliberations, if there be two, they will be irresistible when they agree....” To Wheare 
(1964:10) the danger inherent in the structural imbalance of a federation will be the ability of the 
relatively bigger unit to over-rule the others and bend the will of the federal government to itself. 
This to him will lead to the monopolization of political power, usurpation of privileges and 
subordination of one group by the other. Wheare (1964:10) argued further that “it cannot be 
denied that population and size are sources of power in economic and political terms especially 
when dealing with matters concerning franchise (representation) and allocation of revenue to the 
component parts of the country”. 

Ayoade’s (1988:6) remark on the imbalance in Nigeria’s federal structure encapsulated 
the whole issue. To him, 

Unfortunately, the division of Nigeria into three and the granting of the North 50 
percent of the total seats in the central legislature at the Ibadan constitutional 
conference in 1950 made the North a near absolute decider of joint 
deliberations. This arrangement violated the principle of equality of the states of 
a federation such that the North became the pillar around which the other two 
states revolved. 
 

The adoption of this structurally flawed system in Nigeria was a basis for the institutionalization 
of ethnocentrism, therefore at various periods; there was the agitation and sometimes forceful 
demands for a re-organization of the component units in order to create a healthy balance among 
the various ethno-regional groups. This is also necessary to assuage the fears and fact of undue 
domination of some groups over the others either at the nation, state or of each sub-national unit. 

In 1957, as a result of the need to address the fears of the citizens in the minority areas, 
the Wilink Commission was put in place by the colonial administration. Despite the provision of 
special dispensation for the minority areas, the continued clamor for the restructuring of the 
Nigeria federation after independence led to the creation of the Mid-Western Region in 1963. 
Further measures taken by the post independence leadership in Nigeria was the creation of 



twelve states in 1967 by General Gowon. Gowon (1994:210) rationalized his action when he 
stated that “when my government created twelve states out of the existing four, it was to 
restructure the federation such that no one state or group of state could threaten the corporate 
existence of the country to ransom. The creation... was to make for justice and fairness as the 
new states would now start on equal footing.” Further additional measures by the successive 
military administrations increased the states to 19 (1976), 21 (1987), 30 (1991) and 36 (1996). 
Also at present, there are 774 local governments in the country. 

All these measures so far have unfortunately been unable to douse -ethnic proclivities and 
jaundiced ethnic cleavage, which subsequently had- been the source of intolerance, state of 
insecurity and distrust among the various ethnic-groups. The reason for this is the persistence of 
northern structural dominance. In the current 36 state structure, the North has 19 states to the 
South’s 17. Out of the 774 local government councils, the Northern states had a majority of 17 as 
against 397 councils for the Southern states. This perhaps explains why Oladeji (2008:287) noted 
that the creation and unceasing agitation for more states and local government councils remain 
part of the most structurally disruptive aspects of Nigeria’s cake sharing experience. 

Political Hegemony-This issue has become a perpetual feature in Nigerian federalism 
because a striking feature of Nigerian politics since independence has been the intense elite 
struggle for power. This is understandably so, because the “form and function of the state in 
Africa did not fundamentally change at independence because state power remained essentially 
the same immense, arbitrary, often violent, and always threatening” (Ake 1996). The political 
implication of this is that the political class perceived powers as everything and the control of 
state power became the focal and central preoccupation. Consequently, the struggle for power 
became so absorbing that everything else, including development was ‘slaughtered’ on the altar 
of political struggle for power. Power politics became everything; it was not only the quickest 
route to access wealth but also the means to security and the only sure guarantor of general well-
being. 

A major element of this struggle has been the mutual tension between the elites of the 
North and the South, and this has resulted in concerns by the Southerners that the more populous 
North would always have the upper hand in any majoritarian electoral contest. In the same vein, 
the Northerners were of the view that the more educated Southern elite would dominate state 
institutions. 

In the political arena, there have been a Northern domination and monopoly of political 
power at the expense of the other regions as highlighted in Table 1. Of the fourteen Nigerians 
who have exercised executive powers at the federal level namely Alhaji Tafawa Balewa, Chief 
Nnamdi Azikwe (although a ceremonial head of state), General J.T.U Aguiyi Ironsi, General 
Yakubu Gowon, General Murtala Ramat Mohammed, General Olusegun Aremu Obasanjo 
(twice), Alhaji Shehu, Shagari, General Muhammadu Buhari, General Ibrahim Babangida, Chief 
Ernest Shonekan (Head, Interim National Government), General Sani Abacha, General 
Abdulsalami Abubakar, Aihaji Umar Yar’ Adua and Dr. Goodluck Ebele Jonathan, nine have 
come from the Old North, three from the Old west, one from the Old east and one from south. 
The North has ruled Nigeria for a collective period of about 38 years out of Nigeria’s 52 years 
post-independence period (as at 2012). In terms of the ethno-regional composition of Nigeria 
Federal Cabinets between 1960 and 2004, the North’s hegemony control was clearly manifested 
(see table 2). 
 
 



 
 
 
Table 1: Ethno-Rational composition of Nigerian leaders 1960-2011 

S/NO Date Identities State Region 
1 Oct. 1, 1960-Jan. 15, 1966 Tafawa balewa Bauchi North  
2 Jan. 15 1966-July 29 1966 J.T.U Aguiyi-Ironsi Abia East 
3 July 29, 1966-July, 1975s Yakubu Gowon Plateau North  
4 July 29, 1975-Feb. 13, 1976 Murtala Rama Mohammed Kano North 
5 Feb. 13, 1976-Oct. 1979 Olusegun Aremu Obasanjo Ogun West 
6 Oct. 1, 1979-Dec. 31, 1983 Shehu Shagari Sokoto North 
7 De. 31, 1983-Aug. 26, 1993 Muhammadu Buhari Katsina North 
8 Aug. 27, 1895-Aug. 26, 1993 Ibrahim Badamasi Babangida Niger North 
9 Aug. 17, 1993-Nov. 17, 1993 Ernest Shonekan Ogun West 
10 Nov. 17, 1993-June, 1998 Sani Abacha Kano North 
11 June 8, 1998-May 29, 1999 Abdulsalam Abubakar Niger North 
12 May 29, 1999-May 29, 2007 Olusegun Obasanjo Ogun West 
13 May 29, 2007-May 5, 2010 Umar Musa yar’adua Katsina North 
14 May 5, 2010 To Date Goodbluck Ebele Jonathan Bayelsa South 

Source: Compiled by the Author. 
 
Table 2: Ethno-Regional Compositions of Nigerian Cabinets 1960-2004 (in percentages) 
Administration North West East 
Balewa 1960 60 20 19.7 
Gowon 1967 42 36 21 
Mohammed 1975 60 35 5 
Shagari 1983 58.5 14.7 26.4 
Buhari 1984 60 20 20 
Obasanjo 2004 48 18 33 
Source: Adapted From Orji 2008 Eat And Give to Your Brother: The Politics of Office Distribution in Nigeria. 

 
 Despite the North’s domination of the top leadership position (Table 1) and the 
composition of Nigerian cabinet (table 2), the occupants of the seat of domination of such 
ministries (Table 3) from 1960 till date also reveal the domination by the Northerners. 
Olopopenia (1998:48-49) observed that “the greatest manifestation of this tendency is the 
implicit policy of reserving the political and top bureaucratic management positions in certain 
key ministries at the federal level for people from the certain parts of the country”. These key 
ministries where the Northern had been in control are regarded as being important to 
safeguarding the northern interest within the Nigerian society.  
 
Table 3: Ethno-Regional Composition of Some Selected Ministries 1960-2013 

S/NO Ministries 
regime 

Defence 
minister/region 

Interior 
minister/region 

Federal capital 
territory 
minister/region 

Mines & 
power 
minister/region 



1 Balewa 1960-
1966 

Mohammed 
Ribadu/North 

Usman Sani 
Ali/North 

 Mallam Maitam 
Sule/North 

  Inuwas 
Wada/North 

Shehu Shagari 
North 

  

2 Gowon 1966-
1975 

Yakubu Gowon 
north  

Kam Salem North  Dr. Russel 
Dikko/North 

3 M. 
Mohammed 
1975-1976 

I.D. Bisalla/North U/A. 
Shinkafi/North 

 Mr. Effinm O. 
Ekong/south 

4 O. Obasanjo 
1976-1979 

O. Obasanjo/south U./A 
Shinkafi/North 

A. Adeoyun/South Alh. Shehu 
Kangiwa/North 

    Mr. M.O 
Yusuf/North 

Ibrahim M. 
Hassan/North 

5 S. Shagari 
1979-1983 

Iya 
Abubakar/North 

Dr. 
W.Dosnmu/South 

Jatau Kadiya/North Ibrahim M. 
Hassan North 

  Abanbi 
Oniyangi/North 

Iya 
Abubakr/North 

Dosunmu/North  

   Maitama 
Sule/North 

H. Dantoro/North  

    Baba Ali/North  
6 M. Buhari 

1985-1993 
m. Buhari/North M. Magoro/North M. Vatsa/North Alh. Rilwan 

Lukman/North 
  Domkat 

Bali/North 
   

7 B. Babangida 
1985-1993 

Domkat 
Bali/North 

Labert 
Gwam/North 

M. Vatsa/North AVM Nura 
Imam/North 

  Sani 
Abacha/North 

John 
Shagaya/North 

H. Abdullahi/North  

   Domkat 
Bali/North 

Nasko/North  

   A.B 
Mamman/North 

  

   Dr. Tunji 
Olagunju/North 

  

   Okene/North   
8 Shonekan 

1993-1993 
S. Abacha/North S. Yusuf/North G. Nasko/North Alh. Hassan 

Adamu/North 
9 Abacha 1993-

1998 
S. Abacha/North Alex Ibru/South J.T Useni/North Bashir 

Dalhatu/North 
   Dalhatu North   
   Kingigbe/North   
10 Abubakar 

1998-1999 
Abubakar 
Abdulsalam/North 

M. Yakubu/ 
North 

M. 
Kontogora/North 

 

11 Obasanjo 
1999-2007 

T.Y. 
Danjuma/North 

S. Afolabi/South B. Sheri North Lessely 
Obiorah South 



  R. Kwanwkaso 
North  

M. Shata/North M. Abba Gana 
North 

 

  T. Aguiyi-
Ironsi/South 

O. Adeniji/South N. El-Rufai/North  

 
 

 
 

 
Ahmed North 

 
Abbe/South 

 
Modibbo/North 

 
Sarafa T. Ishola 
south 

  Ibrahim north Ibrahim north Ibrahim north  
  G. Abbe/South    
12 Yar’adua 

2007-2010 
Ahmed North Abbe South A. Modibbo 

North 
Sarafa T. Ishola 
South 

  S. Ibrahim North S. Ibrahim North A. Ibrahim North  
  Abbe/ South    
13 Jonathan 2010 

to date 
Kayode/South E. 

Ihenacho/South 
B. Mohamme/South Mohammed M. 

Sada/North 
  K.T. Turaki/ North    

Source: Adeosun, B, A. (2011) Federal Character and National Integration: A critical Appraisal. 
 

The educational disparities between the North and the South resulted in the fear of 
Southern domination by the Northern elite. As a result of the British colonial policy of divide 
and rule, the North lagged behind the South in the establishment and enrolment of children into 
schools. For instance, Coleman (1985:134) and Mustapha (2004:12) stated that in 1947, only 251 
Northerners which represented just 2 percent of the total secondary school enrolment in Nigeria 
were in secondary school. In 1965, the secondary school enrolment in the North increased to 
15,276, this was a marginal increase when compared to a figure of 180,907 enrolled pupils in 
Southern secondary schools. In 1969/70 academic session, the National Universities Commission 
according to the New Nigerian Newspaper of 2 February 1974 stated that only 19 percent of 
students in Nigerian Universities were from the Northern states and this contrasted with 48 
percent for the Western state alone. For 1974/75 academic session, Northern states enrolment in 
Nigeria Universities was 24 percent as against 74 percent for Southern states (national 
Universities Commission 1978:14). In the 2000/2001 session, the North enrolment into Nigerian 
Universities only accounted for 20 percent (Mustapha, 2004:12). 

The Southern advancement in education had an effect on ethno-regional formation of 
human capital, hence the North were behind the South in the production of skill manpower that 
was needed to take over the reigns of the public service after independence. For instance, 
Osemwota (1994:86) posited that in the mid — 1960s, the North had only 7 percent, 4 percent 
and 3 percent of the engineers, doctors and accountants respectively in Nigeria. The data 
presented in Table 4 indicates that the North had 37.7 percent of the staff of the Federal Civil 
Service as compared to 62.2 percent Southern staff. While the figure for the two dominant ethnic 
groups in the South, that is the Yoruba and lgbo are 25.2 percent and 16.2 percent respectively, 
the figure for the entire core North is only 19.1 percent. What this analysis has shown it the link 
between the Southern advantage in education, human capital development and relative advantage 
in the staffing of federal institutions. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 4: Composition of Federal Civil Service by Zones and Regions as of 2000 (Consolidated Statistics) 

REGION NO. OF STAFF % OF TOTAL STAFF 
North 35.977 19.1 
Middle Belt 34.989 18.9 
Northern Region 70,966 37.7 
Yoruba 47.349 45.2 
Igbo 30.490 16.2 
Niger Delta 39.153 20.8 
Southern Region 116,992 62.2 
Total 187,958 99.9 
Source: Orji 2008 ‘Eat and Give to Your Brother: The Politics of Office Distribution in Nigeria 
 

To resolve the problems thrown up by political domination and public service domination 
and the quest for consensus on how to ensure political stability and equity, two distribution 
arrangements that is the Principle of Federal Character and Zoning emerged as the probable 
solution to elite conflicts over distribution of offices. These two modalities of office distribution 
to Orji (2008:126) work in concert, although three fundamental features dedifferentiated them. 
The first is that the principle of federal character is enshrined in the constitution (both 1979 and 
1999 Constitutions) while the principle of zoning is an informal arrangement devised by the 
Nigeria elite in the course of their informal Political exchanges. Secondly, the principle of 
federal character applies mainly to appointive positions while zoning applies mostly to elective 
positions. Thirdly, the focal point of the principle of zoning focuses on allocation of offices to 
geo-political zones. 

Inspite of all attempts made to address the issue of domination through federal balancing, 
the status-quo still remains as there are still allegations of marginalization from one unit or the 
other. 

Military Experience - The political history of Nigeria has been widely dominated by 
military rule. The military utilizing assumed federal structure have ruled Nigeria for about 27 
years. The practice of federalism under the military was far from ideal, the reason to Ayoade 
(1982:1) lies “in the fact that the unitary command structure of the army is by definition 
incompatible with a federal political system. Thus, as long as the Army was in power federalism 
could only have retained a paper significance”. Elaigwu (2001:167) in offering a comparative 
analysis between the military and federalism identified three major differences. The first being 
that the military is hierarchically organized under a central command structure, while federalism 
has different centres of power. Secondly, federalism is built on a constitutional division of 
powers between the central government and the sub-national units, military rule on its own is 
built on decrees including ex-post facto decrees, finally, federalism requires greater devolution of 
powers from the centre but military rule requires greater centralization of power at the centre. 

Since military intervention in the government basically comes in the form of their 
supplanting the civilian politicians in government, their first act had always been the need to 
remove he legal basis of civilian administration by suspending the constitution. The principal law 
making machinery commonly utilized is the use of decrees which in most cases are retroactive 
and embedded with ouster clauses. Major fallout from military rule in Nigeria was the factor of 



centralization of administration in the country. The creation of states by the military invariably 
led to the reduction in the autonomy of these states and the increase in the strength of the centre, 
and this makes the states to have narrow and weaker resources base. 

The emergence of military rule coincided with the rise of crude oil as he major foreign 
exchange earner, and in terms of revenue to the government, the major source of petroleum 
revenue, that is petroleum profit tax goes exclusively to the federal-government. The paradox of 
this was captured by Elaigwu’s (2001:184) assertion that whereas in the former civilian 
government, the two major sources of revenue were export duties and royalties from petroleum 
and these went mainly to the regions, but with petroleum tax change, the federal revenue had 
grown much than state revenue. This means that the federal authorities have more resources to 
give to the states. 

This fiscal imbalance generated a lot of political problem during the period of military 
administration, and unfortunately this was the system that was bequeathed to the civilian 
administration during the second republic and the present fourth republic. 

Civil Unrest-The incessant civil unrest in the country have really put federalism in 
Nigeria on trial. Elaigwu (1994:98) argued that in a multi-national state where ethnic groups not 
only vary in size but also in the distribution of power, influence and resources, such country is 
often marked by aggressive ethnic demand for sub national determination. 

The dismal performance of federalism in Nigeria could be traced to such crises like the 
population census crisis of 1962 and 1963, civil war experience, the controversial annulment of 
the presidential election of June 12, 1993, religious rift between the Muslims and Christians over 
issues of admission of Nigeria into Organization of Islamic Countries (OIC), the implementation 
of Shariah and its aftermath in some northern states, the various activities of ethnic militant 
groups such as Odua Peopi’s Congress, Arewa People’s Congress, Movement for the Survival of 
Ogoni people, the communal crisis in Jos and the Boko Haram insurgency among other. These 
have generated conflicting views and interests on the continuing existence of Nigeria as a 
federation and this has raised the issue of the National Question. 
 
Prospects 
Nigeria’s evolution and the extent of the differences within is a dramatic expression of 
federalism in Nigeria. The federal arrangement in Nigeria is unique in the sense that it evolved 
out of a situation of colonial administration, multiple-ethnic solidarity, under-development and 
malintegration. Hence salient issues revolving around the distribution of statues and resources 
amongst the competing groups in the country have put to question the cooperate existence of 
Nigeria. This notwithstanding, the prospects of federalism and Nigeria’s unity are not so 
unfavourable as some would maintain. Blitz (1965:97) had noted that a study of history will 
show that all of the major stable countries of the world today went through similar crises in the 
early days of their history. He further stated that political stability does not mean the absence of 
political disagreement but refers to the ability to settle disputes without resorting to violence. 

Nigeria’s plural character may necessarily be a problem of the federal association as 
reiterated by Ramphal (1972: xviii) when he stated that “the failure of federalism may not 
necessarily be an inventory of social, cultural or institutional diversity, but the absence of a 
sufficient political ideological commitment to the primary concept of value of federalism itself 
.... i.e. to engender a commitment to the primary goal of federalism.” Searching for a durable 
modality for the administration of the Nigerian state therefore makes the concept of nation 
building imperative, a value that essentially consists of creating or strengthening a collective 



sentiment of belonging together irrespective of individual or subgroup differences (Alexander 
1968:61). Ramphal (1972:xviii) was also of the view when he asserted that “for a federation to 
resist failure, the leader and the followers must “feel federal” they must be moved to think of 
themselves as one people with one common self interest capable, where necessary, of overriding 
most other consideration of small group interest.” It is this value that is an essential ingredient 
needed to forge Nigerian unity. 

There is also the need to review the federal structure to enable the principle of self- 
determination to flourish. To achieve this, the demand for the creation of more credible states to 
ensure a more balanced federation needs to be addressed. This will reduce tension in some parts 
of the country and it is likely to enhance the deepening of the democratic process and grassroots 
development of importance is also to evolve a revenue allocation system that will address the 
pitfalls of the previous efforts. It is essential that this need to be effected through the legislation 
by the National Assembly to ensure that each component unit is able to effectively and 
efficiently carry out their constitutionally assigned responsibilities. To realize this, the allocation 
system has to have clearly stated objectives, formulae and principles. This would likely obviate 
the imbalance in the ability of the states in the provision of essential services. 

It is to be noted that the gains of federalism are enormous and the federal option in 
Nigeria, is a desirable path. It is to be maintained to ensure effective compromise, protection of 
self determination and identity. There is the likelihood that the “organic state’ of Nigeria could 
be better maintained when there are demonstration of the courage to discuss openly and freely 
the problem that are common in the operation of the federal system. It is also necessary that the 
language of disagreement in the discourse must be tamed and civilized. 

 
Recommendations 

Based on the analysis and findings, we wish to make four recommendations to ensure 
that national development and mitigation is a reality in Nigeria. They are: 
 
Effective Leadership 
Many Nigerians would like to agree with Chief Edet J. Amana’s 1997:60-61) analysis that the 
“same structural problem that militated against successful nation-building in Nigeria caused by 
extreme regionalism under the four regional formula” is still at work as the nation has not been 
blessed with effective political leaders. This view has been equally expressed by Ayida 1990), in 
his book, The Rise and Fall of Nigeria. As the leaders are ineffective, they could not develop the 
political will to address the issues of national integration. The inability of the federal government 
is bringing doubt to the concept of “One Nigeria”. Thus, the task before this generation is how to 
provide an appropriate, dynamic, visionary leadership that can accept the challenges of 
institutionalizing the practice of democracy, turn the economy around, mend our traumatized and 
bartered psyche, and cement the unity and development of the country. 
 
Enforcement of Citizenship Rights and Obligations 
If the goals of national development and integration have to be realized, the Sections 41(1) and 
42(2) of the 1999 Nigerian constitution have to be enforced and made justiciable. This shall 
discourage local and state governments from determining the fate of those they consider as “non-
indigenes”. It is ironical that while the non-indigenes acquire properties, give their daughters for 
marriage and contribute meaningfully to the development of the host communities for several 
decades, their children cannot attend public schools and pay school fees as indigenes, or be 



considered for formal employment and elective positions. We were told by the Ijo leaders that 
due to the denial of their political and economic rights, most of them prefer returning to their 
native homes at old age (to the Niger Delta). 
 
National Conference 
As it has become obvious that Britain did not hand over a model of democracy and the 250 
distinct ethnic nationalities were amalgamated without prior discussion, there is an urgent need 
to convene a national conference. The national conference is to evolve a new social contract 
where the 250 ethnic nationalities shall discuss and agree on the terms and conditions for their 
continual federating together as one country. The conference would allow both majority and 
minority ethnic nationalities to articulate workable machinery for restructuring the country in 
such a way that each ethnic nationality shall have equal access to state power and resources. The 
resolutions of the conference should be processed through the National Assembly as private bills 
to be enacted into law (Hughes Richard, 1968:208-212). 
 
Rotational Presidency 
The minorities, in particular, are clamoring for rotational presidency because the people feel that 
leaders from the majority ethnic nationalities shall not adequately protect their political and 
economic rights. Thus, the presidency should not be limited to North-South dichotomy; instead, 
it should rotate among the six-geopolitical zones in the country for the purpose of giving every 
segment of the country a sense of belonging. 
 
a. Consideration of Primordial Sentiments 
This is the crystallization of a direct conflict between primordial and civil sentiments or what 
Geertz (1963) termed as “longing not to belong to any other group” that gives rise to the problem 
variously called tribalism, parochialism; communalism etc Primordial sentiments are like 
discontent. The actual foci around which such discontent tends to crystallize are various; 
(1)Assumed blood ties (2) Race (3) Language (4) Region (5) Custom and (6) Religion 

It is to be noted that the differences in race, language, region, religion and custom form a 
basis for a certain amount of national disunity almost everywhere and are of special prominence 
in these cases in which an intellectually and/or artistically rather sophisticated group sees itself as 
the bearer of a “civilization” amid a largely barbarian population that would be well advised to 
model itself upon it. Examples are not far-fetched, the Bengalis in India, the Javanese in 
Indonesia, Baganda and Bunyoro in Uganda etc. 
Essentially, religion is an outstanding case in Lebanon, the Karens and the Muslim Arakenese in 
Burma and the Hausa in Nigeria are other well-known examples of the force of religion in 
undermining or inhibiting a comprehensive civil sense. 

Finally, the construction of a typology of the concrete patterns of primordial diversity that 
are found within the various new states is severely hampered, however, by the simple lack of 
detailed and reliable information in the overwhelming majority of the cases, But again, a gross 
and merely empirical classification can nonetheless fairly easily be devised and should prove 
useful as a rough-and-ready-guide to a wilderness otherwise uncharted terrain, and facilitate a 
more incisive analysis of the role of primordial sentiments in civil politics than is possible in 
terms of “pluralism”, “parochialism” and the other clichés of common sense sociology. 
 
b. Need for a True Federation 



True Federalism is viewed as a form of governmental and institutional structure designed 
by political “architects”, to cope with the twin difficult task of maintaining unity while also 
preserving diversity (unity in diversity). 

However, Elazar (1977) has observed that the concept can be applied to varieties of 
political arrangements; meaning the applicability of the concept is nebulous. In essence, there is 
a variety of meanings of the concept. For Wheare (1964), governments are each, “within a 
sphere, coordinate and independent”. Wheare has been criticized for laying emphasis on the legal 
dimension of federalism. Obviously, there is no doubt that true federalism involves 
legal/constitutional arrangements, which delimits the legal or jurisdictional and political 
competence of the levels of government. 

Again Elazat (1977), true federalism is a process rather than a design. Whereas 
Livingstone (1952) reacting to Wheare’s legalistic approach asserts that the essence of 
federalism lies not in the institutional or constitutional structure but in the society itself. Federal 
Government is a device by which the federal qualities of the society are articulated and 
protected. 

He further identifies the territorial demarcation of diversities as distinguishing 
characteristics of true federal government. He argued that: 

These diversities may be distributed among the members of a society in such a 
fashion that certain attitudes are found in particular territorial areas, or they may 
be scattered widely throughout the whole of the society. If they are grouped 
territorially, i.e. geographically, then the result may be society that is federal. 
 

Etzioni (1965) posited that true federalism belongs to a class of political systems devised to bring 
about the unification of political communities, while Awa (1976) argued that federalism involves 
levels of government that are indeed coordinate and inter-dependent. So for the purpose of this 
chapter, the works of Wheare, Livingstone and Awa will be more relevant to the political and 
sociological diversities found within Nigerian federalism, which constitute the primordial factors 
working against nation- building in Nigeria. 
 
National Integration to be Redefined and Made More Public 
It is often said of the developing nations that they are “unintegrated” and that their central 
problem, often more pressing than that of economic development, is the achievement of 
integration. The analysts of political development agree that integration is a necessary 
desideratum and part of the process of modernization. 

 
Integration may therefore refer to the process of bringing together culturally and socially 

discrete groups into a single territorial unit and the establishment of a national identity. When 
used in this sense, “integration” generally presumes the existence of an ethnically plural society 
in which each group is characterized by its own language or other self-conscious cultural 
qualities, but the problem may also exist in a political system, which is made up of one distinct 
independent political unit with which people identify. Thus, national integration refers 
specifically to the problem of creating a sense of territorial nationality which overshadows or 
eliminates subordinate parochial loyalties. 

Furthermore, the term, according to Ake (1967), is often used in the related sense to refer 
to the problem of establishing national central authority over subordinate political units or 
regions which may or may not coincide with distinct cultural or social groups. However, Weiner 
(1971) is of the opinion that, while the term “national integration” is concerned with the 



subjective feelings which individuals belonging to different social groups or historically distinct 
political units have toward the nation, “territorial integration”, refers to the objective control 
which central authority has over the entire territory under its claimed jurisdiction. The term is 
often used to refer to the problem of linking government with the governed. This implies the 
notion of a gap between the elite and the masses characterized by marked differences in 
aspiration and values. 

Integration is also viewed as the minimum value consensus necessary to maintain a social 
order. This may be end value concerning justice and equity, the desirability of economic 
development as a goal, the sharing of common history, heroes and symbols, and in general, an 
agreement as to what constitutes desirable and undesirable social ends. Therefore, integrative 
behaviour is that which refers to the capacity of people in a society to organize for some 
common purposes. 
 
People Oriented Political Developments. 
Political development has varieties of meanings or definitions. This implies that its definition is 
legion. First, political development is identified as one aspect of, or intimately connected with 
the broader processes of modernization in society as a whole, Modernization affects all segments 
of society; its political aspects constitute political development which ipso factor is a microcosm 
of nation-building processes. It is a broad and complex process hence most scholars argue that 
political development must be measured by many criteria. This position lends credence to Lucian 
Pye (1963) when he said “The multifunctional character of politics means that no single scale 
can be used for measuring the degree of political development”. It thus differs from economic 
development on the character of which there seems to be more general agreement and which is 
measurable through fairly precise indices such as per capita national income. Hence definition of 
political development tends to itemize a number of criteria. Ward and Rostow (1964) list eight 
characteristics of the modern polity; Emerson has five and Pye (1963) identifies four major 
aspects of political development. In terms of political development, functional differentiation and 
achievement criteria are particularly emphasized. Furthermore, a set of characteristics identified 
with political development involves nationalism and national integration. Nearly all scholars 
recognize the problem of the “crisis of national identity” and the necessity of establishing a 
firmly delimited ethnic basis for the political community. Ordinarily, a developed polity, it is 
usually assumed, must with rare exception, be a nation state. Nation-building is a key aspect of 
political development as earlier said. In short, rationalization, integration and democratization 
thus commonly appear in definitions of political development. Rostow (1964) argues that 
political developments may he defined as “(1) an increasing national political unity plus (2) a 
broadening base of political participation”. Riggs, (199) on the other hand, declares that political 
development “refers to the process of politicization; Increasing participation or involvement of 
the citizens in state activities, in power calculations and consequences”. 

Pye (1966) and others have also identified the characteristics of the concept of political 
development to include 
(1) a general attitude towards equality which allows equality of opportunity to participate in 
politics and compete for government office, (2) the capacity of a political system to formulate 
policies and to have them carried out, (3) differentiation and specialization of political functions 
though not at the expense of their integration: and (4) the secularization of the political process, 
the separation of politics from religious aims and influences. 



These changes, in the words of Dodd (1972), are often seen to give rise to what are 
generally called deve1opmenta1 problems’. It is important to observe the relevance of Pye’s 
characteristic number 4 above to the Nigerian condition where religion is seen to have influenced 
politics especially in the Northern region of the country. It is settled that religion and politics are 
like Siamese twins. Perhaps this, among other things, is responsible for the slow pace of Nigerian 
political development and of course, it must have also accounted for the political decay 
experienced during the first and second republics. 
 
Conclusion 
Nigeria operates a federal system, however, the inadequacies of the federal system have continue 
to endanger the cooperate existence of the polity not only due to the artificiality and haphazard 
nature of its arrangement but also due to the failure and collapse of the state apparatus in 
ensuring democracy and good governance. To ensure cooperate existence and peaceful co-
existence of the Nigerian nation therefore, this paper recommends amongst other issues that, the 
majority-minority, citizen-settler issues need to be addressed to give all and sundry a sense of 
belonging as to ensure tolerance, the state should be more responsive and responsible to create a 
sense of commitment and sustenance of the federal system. 
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