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Abstract 

Nigeria became a federal state in 1954 when the Lyttleton Constitution came into existence.. Ever 

since then the country has strived to maintain its federal character. Federalism is the political 

arrangement in which political powers are shared between the central government and regional or 

sub-national governments. Federalism has definitive characteristics which differentiate it from 

unitary government. It is the nature of relationship between the central government and component 

units that determines if a state is truly federal or not. In this work, we are going to look at the 

nature of the Nigerianfederal character and practices of ideal federal system of government as 

enunciated by K.C Wheare. The theoretical framework for the present analysis is the dual- 

federalist theory.The objectives of this paper are to determine the degree in which Nigeria federal 

system practice the ideal form of federalism and, secondly, to determine the impact of military 

regime to Nigerian federalism. This research adopts documentary research design which involves 

the review of relevant documents such as textbooks, journals, periodicals and magazines to identify 

scholarly postulations on the subject of study. Findings in this work indicates that Nigeria has 

failed to practice true federalism and recommended that Nigeria 1999 constitution should be 

amended to reflect true federalism.   
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Introduction 

The essence of a state is to enable the citizenry achieve collective well-being and happiness. The 

state is, therefore, a means to an end; and the end itself is good life for the citizens. For the state to 

achieve this desired end there should be a functional symbiotic relationship at the horizontal and 

vertical levels, between the ruling elite and the ruled, and among the heterogeneous component 

ethnic groups in the state. 

 

The Nigerian state is a British colonial creation. Lord Fredrick Lugard in 1914 foisted “unity” upon 

the more than 250 heterogeneous ethnic groups of Nigeria through amalgamation. This was in spite 

of the fact that although these peoples, prior to the arrival of the Europeans, had inter-ethnic 

relations, they never voluntarily agitated, nor opted for such a merger of Southern and Northern 

Protectorates. The federal structure began to be formed in 1939 under Sir Bernard Bourdillon who 



IMT INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF THE ARTS AND SCIENCES (IJOTAS), VOL. 3 NO. 4 
 

 
 

46 

divided the Southern Protectorate into two. The Lythelton Constitution of 1954 created the federal 

system by devolving powers between the central government and three regional governments of the 

North, West and East, at that time. This devolution was done ostensibly to eradicate the fears of 

domination of the minority ethnic groups by the major ethnic groups and also as a framework for 

development. Unfortunately, notwithstanding these lofty reasons for federalism, communities in 

Nigeria feel very much marginalized and alienated from the central system. This has resulted in 

series of agitations for Constitution review and adoption of “true” federalism.  

 

Statement of Problem 

It is unfortunate that more than half a century after independence, Nigeria is yet to resolve the 

problems of nation building. It appears that over the years, despite the spurious claim of “unity in 

diversity”, centrifugal forces are on the increase and so the difficulty in forging a united nation, 

which inevitably created doubts and debates on the viability of the Nigerian project. Federalism as a 

governmental system was opted for by our founding fathers, who were desirous of a system that 

would neutralize not only political threats but also accommodate the divergent interests of the 

various ethno-cultural groups in Nigeria. It is, therefore, widely regarded as most appropriate, 

having proved itself as such for such other nations as U.S.A., India, Canada, Australia and 

Switzerland. This desire eventually found expression in the federal system as a diversity 

management technique. There are, however, two types of federal systems: dual and cooperative 

federalisms. Dual federalism, which holds that the union and the states are equal, with the union 

government having and exercising powers expressly granted to it, while states retain all other 

powers. The second, cooperative federalism, involves the central government being definitively 

superior to the sub-national government units and the former stretching its powers as far as 

possible.  

 

Although the advantages of federalism are many, there are some challenges which most countries 

operating under this system have, including ethnic minority fears, ethnic cleavages, religious 

intolerance, military coups d‟état, political instability that mostly trigger these, lop-sided creation of 

states and local governments, federal character principles, marginalization and revenue allocation. 

Nigerian federalism is by no means devoid of these defects. 

 

Federalism has been practiced for more than half a century, six decades, precisely, in Nigeria. One, 

therefore, is compelled to make some observations concerning Nigerian federalism. For one thing, 

Nigerians are presently recounting and rejoicing under the joys and anguish of the practice of 

federalism (Akindele, 2000). These mixed feelings essentially derive from a cumulating of events 

since the country gained independence in 1960. 

 

Pertinent questions to raise here include: how has federalism fared in the country since adoption? 

Has the initial fears that prompted its adoption in the first place been transcended? What have been 



IMT INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF THE ARTS AND SCIENCES (IJOTAS), VOL. 3 NO. 4 
 

 
 

47 

the travails and recorded gains for the country and each component units since adoption and what 

are the prospects of federalism in Nigeria? 

 

The contemporary conditions and contradictions of Nigerian federalism have been, unfortunately, 

shaped by the nation‟s colonial past and the legacies of successive post-independence civilian and 

military regimes. Retrospection becomes very necessary here. The nation‟s colonial history reveals 

that British imperialism was by no means devoid of militarism. Lagos was, after all, conquered in 

1852.  

 

The Lugard amalgamation of 1914 followed the political structures of other colonial rules which 

were all unitary, which affirms the fact that federalism was never initially considered by the 

colonial masters as the political system to be introduced to the newly conquered territories. 

Nigerian federalism oscillated and started degenerating, particularly since the 1966 military coup 

d‟etat, to unitarianism and outright dictatorship. Asogwa (2005) is of the view that such heavy 

military influence is crucial to an understanding of the paradoxes, pathologies and inequalities that 

currently characterize the Nigerian federalism. 

 

Literature Review  

Wheare (1963), the chief proponent of the classical theory of dual-federalism, sees federalism as a 

method of sharing political power among various levels of government, such that the central and 

state (or regional) governments are each within a sphere, co-ordinate and independent. It is a system 

in which two levels of government, federal and the federating units, exist side by side, with each 

possessing certain assigned powers and functions. Appadorai (1975) sees a federal state as one in 

which there is a central authority that represents the whole, and acts on behalf of the whole, in 

external affairs, and in which there are also provincial or state authorities with powers of legislation 

and administration, within the sphere allotted to them by the constitution.  

 

Taking a view of the above, one is struck by the similitude of the various concepts. It is therefore, 

discernible that a federation is an amalgam of independent political entities which for some reasons 

voluntarily sought to co-exist so as to merge their diverse interests within a social common political 

order. In this case, a new political arrangement is struck among the federating parties, and a new, 

holistic entity established. This is the ideal and this implies that a federal government exists where 

there is a central government, the product of the union, in charge of the new, enlarged state co-

existing with the component states which do not want to lose totally their former identities or 

separateness.  

 

According to Asogwa (2005) citing Schlesinger, federalism can make possible the co-habitation of 

different social groups dominating various territories only on condition that the aims pursed by 

those groups are identical or at least compatible.Elaigwu (1979) noted that many multi-national 
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societies have found federalism to be a mechanism for effecting adjustment between the demands 

for national self-determination or ethnic self-determination. He added that federalism is a 

compromise between self-rule and shared rule. The distribution of resources is very essential in this 

multi-national or multi-ethnic union and is often problematic, especially at the federal, state and 

local levels. On this, Awa (1976)noted that federalism involves co-operation, bargaining and 

conflict.  

 

The Nigerian pattern of federalism is different from Wheare‟s ideal form of federalism. Nigerian 

federalism was not a product of consensus arrangement, but rather imposed. Asogwa (2005), citing 

Ekeh, stated that increase in territory through the acquisition of new federating units will add to the 

overall wealth and well-being of the federal union. This is most salutary; but it has not, 

unfortunately, been the case with Nigerian federalism, in that in its internal growth has, been by 

devolution, with new states being carved out from existing political blocs. And this was mostly in 

period of struggle for political power and was based on the hedonistic understanding that the 

control of federal power means wealth and gains for the units that do so. 

 

Nature and Characteristics of Nigerian Federalism  

In any discussion of the origin and nature of federal system of government, it is usual to distinguish 

between aggregative or voluntary coming-together federations and involuntary, colonial-foisted 

type. Aggregative federalism reflects the classical method of federation-building in which a federal 

state is constituted or organized through a covenant or bargain to bring together previously 

sovereign entities into a new or formative federation. The federal systems of government of both 

the United States of America and Switzerland, for instance, evolved in this way. Conversely, the 

Nigerian federation was rather foisted on the people of Nigeria. It was established to hold together 

the diverse, desperate ethnic nationalities that had been forcibly and arbitrarily incorporated into a 

unitary colonial state under British imperialism. 

 

The 1914 Lugardian amalgamation of the Southern and Northern Protectorates was precursory to 

this form of federalism. The federal structure began to be formed in 1939 under Sir. Bernard 

Bourdillon, who divided the Southern protectorate into two protectorates. The Richards and 

Macpherson Constitutions of 1946 and 1951, respectively, created a decentralized unitary system. 

As claimed by Mackintosh (Asogwa, 2005), “the Nigerian federation has always had peculiar 

features: the most evident being that it was not created by the coming together of separate states, 

but was the result of the subdivision of a country which had, in theory, been ruled as a single unit”. 

Devolutionary federations like Nigeria tend to lack the integrative identities and the values of civic 

reciprocity and mutual respect associated with a voluntary compact or bargain to join a federal 

union. Rather, it tends to be besieged by the disruptive traditional local ethnic loyalties that lead to 

constitutional fragmentation or desegregation of the nation-state necessary. 
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Reflecting their unitary constitutional origins and the need to contain disruptive centrifugal 

pressures, devolutionary federation tends to develop relatively centralized constitutions and 

political institutions. Essentially, “holding-together” federations like Nigeria tend to be more 

formally and institutionally centralized, but less politically integrated and structurally coherent than 

the “coming-together federations” (Asogwa, 2005). 

 

Military Intervention in Governance: 1966-1999 

Nigerian federalism had a serious setback in 1966 when the military took over the government of 

the country and not only suspended the constitution but also turned the government into a unitary 

one. Asogwa (2005), evaluating this subject matter, stated that “both historically and structurally, it 

is possible to speak of two distinct phases of post-colonial military rule in Nigeria, namely the 

initial phase from 1966 to 1979, and a second phase, from 1984 to 1999. The first phase of military 

rule was largely one of hegemonic-exchange.  

 

This was a period in which the country‟s military rulers allowed the military administrators in the 

states to exercise most of the powers assigned to the regions under the suspended democratic 

constitution. Compared to the first phase, the second phase of military rule has been characterized 

by the excessive personalization and concentration of state authority on the military Head of State; 

an increasing reliance on hegemonic repression in managing state-ethnic and state-society relation; 

the willful frustration and abortion of the country‟s democratic aspiration, and most crucially, the 

near total abrogation of the federal system, through the imposition of crushing central controls on 

the sub-federal units of government.  

 

The more prominent examples of such over-centralization include: the complete subordination of 

constituent state governments to the unified military command system via the centre‟s appointment 

and frequent redeployment of relatively junior officers as state governors or administrators; the 

direct intervention of the central military government in the organization and reorganization of local 

government councils; the continued overwhelming, indeed near total, dependencies of states and 

localities on central funding; the systematic (and apparently unchangeable) manipulation of 

statutory inter-governmental revenue that has reinforced the financial hegemony of the centre and 

the fiscal emasculation of the states and localities, the complete erosion of the autonomy of the 

judiciary, which has prevented this arm of government from playing its normal federalist role in 

arbitrating inter-governmental constitutional disputes; and the mollification of new units of 

centrally-funded state and local government as part of a strategy to consolidate the centre‟s 

hegemony, gratify sectional distributive pressures and promote the continuity and legitimacy of 

military rule. In this environment and situation, the Nigerian federation has assumed its unique 

nature and character. 

 



IMT INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF THE ARTS AND SCIENCES (IJOTAS), VOL. 3 NO. 4 
 

 
 

50 

Nigerian federalism has oscillated from the regionalism that characterized the First Republic, to the 

similarly excessive centrality of the military federalist era and, to some extent, the prevalent post-

military dispensation. This changing form has also been accompanied by structural alterations that 

have moved the nation from her initial tripodal regional arrangement at independence to the 

quintuple, in 1963, and to the present thirty six states structure and local units numbering about 774. 

Nigeria, certainly, is a devolutionary, not an aggregative federation. It is also apt to add that what 

has informed this dynamism is incessant agitation for state and local government creation, 

occasioned by the desire to have a balanced federation in which all constituent nationalities will 

have self-fulfillment and actualization. Needful as these changes seemed, they have on the contrary, 

resulted in greater imbalances, one notable effect of which is that it rather gave greater force to 

centralization and concentration of power at the centre, with their attendant consequences. 

 

State and local government creations have doused fears of ethnic domination, spread development 

to nooks and crannies of the country, unevenly though. It also limited intra-state rivalry, among 

others. Yet, the said structural changes notwithstanding, one geo-political region, the North, had all 

the while remained dominant over others, to the extent of being the decider on issues of joint 

deliberation. This domineering character of the region over others is historical; it is traceable at the 

singular act of Lord Lugard in amalgamating the north and south, which was precursory to the later 

federal structuring. According to some estimates, the landmass of the north constitutes roughly 

three quarters of the country‟s total land area. As a result of this asymmetry, even when new states 

and local units are created, the North continues to be the prime beneficiary, occupying more than 

fifty percent of states in the country. The obvious implication of this is that the exercise confers 

upon the said region, considered as a megalithic geopolitical bloc, some advantages, both in 

resource allocation, federal appointments and other perquisites, especially where the criterion of 

states is used. It is no gainsaying that this arrangement obviously violates one of the cardinal 

principles of federalism, which is that of equality of component units in a federation. To this extent, 

it also proves the validity of Mill‟s law of federal instability, which asserts that no federation can be 

stable when one component part constitutes a permanent majority in joint deliberations. Were this 

to be the case, it will go to validate Roberto Mitchell‟s iron law of oligarchy which, simply stated, 

asserts that when a few people are privileged to be in position of legislation or policy making, there 

is a most-likely tendency that such a group shall take self-serving decisions, which are usually 

masked as egalitarian. 

 

Nigerian brand of federalism, despite changes in structure, as per above, has so far not succeeded in 

finally reconciling the centrifugal and centripetal forces acting on it. This assertion is manifested in 

series of expression of disenchantments by various groups. Isaac Adaka Boro made a secessionist 

attempt in the Niger Delta; the Biafran attempt was another; recent armed insurrection in the Niger 

Delta involving oil revenue allocation and environmental politics, and the on-going Boko Haram 

imbroglio are also examples. In terms of fiscal management, it is a veritable fact that in Nigeria, 
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access to political power is a key factor in resource accessibility and distribution. It is said that “he 

who pays the piper, dictates the tune.” Therefore, a situation in which accessibility to political 

power is the ultimate determinant factor of who allocates available resources, then such a situation 

only provides a rare opportunity for the controller‟s own advantage, even at the detriment of the 

wealth producers and the commonwealth. Asogwa (2005) commenting on federalism and 

dimensions of marginalization in Nigeria noted that “in a country where whoever controls the 

central political power is god, others are bound to suffer discrimination”. 

 

The Issues of True Federalism in Nigeria 

It is discernible from the foregoing that Nigeria is a British colonial creation –a mere geographical 

expression. The Lugardian amalgamation of Northern and Southern Protectorates was a mere 

marriage of convenience that, for reasons earlier advanced, brought together strange bed-fellows, 

although our founding fathers, in conjunction with the imperialists, decided to make the country a 

true federation. The journey had been quite tortuous and the chosen system only crystalized at 

independence, toddling to January 15th, 1966, when the military took over the state and suspended 

the constitution. It suffices to state that given the diversities among the ethnic entities that had been 

federated, without consent or consensus, which resulted to devolutionary, rather than aggregative 

federalism, in which merger of autonomous political entities is entirely voluntary, it seems most 

unlikely that there could have been such voluntary desire by the heterogeneous people to unite into 

an indissoluble federal state. It is posited here that unless this innate desire exists among the 

federating communities, all talk about establishment of a true federal system would be a waste of 

time. If otherwise, why had there been riots from 1953, and subsequent crises, an attempted 

pogrom, political tensions and frustration? At least two secession attempts had been made, and 

ruthlessly crushed. 

 

The 1966 military intervention in Nigerian politics was the first deadly blow that twisted erstwhile 

federal arrangement. This was followed by General Aguiyi Ironsi‟s take-over and his subsequent 

decrees, especially numbers 1 and 34, respectively, which, effective from May 24 1966, turned 

Nigeria into a unitary state, with the Federal Military Government arrogating unto itself unlimited 

powers. Section 6 of decree 34 even ousted the power of the courts of law to review decrees and 

edicts. Specifically, the greatest damage done by the military to Nigeria‟s political system was over-

centralization of power, coupled by erosion of democratic values. It is a well-known fact that given 

the nature and command structure of the military institution, military rule is not only aberrant but 

also antithetical to both true federalism and democracy. 

 

The thirty years of military rule in Nigeria completely altered federal/state governmental relations, 

in favour of the former Federal Military Government, to the extent that the country ultimately 

became more of a unitary than federal state. The very reactionary elements that assassinated 

General Ironsi for his revisionist act, in the July 1967 counter coup, announced restoration of the 
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status quo ante, but paradoxically sustained and even nurtured Unitarianism, hiding behind the 

silhouette of military federalism, under the hegemony of top-brass officers of a section of the 

country, who systematically centralized administrative powers, emasculating the component units 

in the process. And this should not surprise anyone. Having a tight and total grip on the nation‟s 

security outfit and being in a firm position to assuage the fears of a segment of the populace, why 

should a military oligarchical cabal hesitate in entrenching and consolidating perpetual socio-

political hegemony for vested interests? Thanks to Mills, Mitchell and Nicolo Machiavelli who, 

respectively, had left legacies for the ruling political elite, universally, for the third philosopher, 

“the end justifies the means”. 

 

One method which series of military regimes used in centralization and consolidation of Nigerian 

brand of federalism, apart from use of decrees and edicts, was writing of constitutions which could 

not be challenged, even though their preambles bore such provision as “we, the people of Nigeria 

….” Almost, if not all, the constitutions midwifed by the military had similar content, with slight 

alterations. This is in spite of the fact that during their rule, a lot of the problems which could have 

called for a Sovereign National Conference persisted, but there was no willingness in addressing 

them. Some of these included ethnic chauvinism, religious bigotry, revenue-sharing imbroglio, 

state-creation agitation, citizenship/„indigeneship‟ problem, federal character, etc. Even the most 

recent, the 1999 Constitution, was hurriedly put together, still without the people participating. The 

Gen. Abdulsalam Abubakar regime was in a hurry to conduct elections and relinquish power to a 

democratically-elected administration, because popular opinion was against the army‟s continuous 

stay in power. Again, its preamble contained the same false claim of “we, the people…”, and a 

cursory look at the Second Schedule, which deals with the legislative power of the National 

Assembly, under the Exclusive List, reveals that the all-important sectors of the society are listed 

therein. The import of this is, it seems, that the ability of the State Assemblies to legislate on these 

matters is restricted and, to this extent, the quasi-autonomy of the component units in the federation 

is also checkmated, such that the federal arrangement appears, functionally, to be a unitary one. 

 

Concurrent Powers of the Centre and Component Units 

Part II of the Second Schedule, which deals with the concurrent powers of both the centre and the 

component units, is examined. Section 4 (5), in clear, unequivocal language, gives the National 

Assembly express precedence, where there is a conflict between the laws enacted by the state 

Houses of Assembly and the Acts of the National Assembly. The impression given here appears to 

be that the states, as are proliferated, are mere appendages of the creator, the almighty Federal 

Government, when ideally they are part of monolithic political entity.  

 

With regard to public revenue allocation, as spelt out under section 162 of the 1999 Constitution, 

the formula tilted heavily in favour of the Federal Government. Of special interest is the area of 

derivation, where the constitution is very succinct in stating that the principle of derivation shall not 
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be less than thirteen percent of the total revenue accruing to the federation account directly from 

natural resources (s. 162(2)). Too authoritarian as this directive appears to be, the above percentage 

to be paid on derivation negates the principle of true federalism. Generally, revenue in a true federal 

state, emphasizes generation and resource-control by each state. Each state contributes an agreed 

percentage of its generated revenue to the federal government and from the contributions, the latter 

implements national projects and helps in the developmental efforts of less privileged states. It is, 

therefore, neither surprising, nor ridiculous, that oil and other minerals-producing communities 

have opposed the 13 percent constitutional hand-down and are incessantly clamouring for total 

control of their God-given resources, while agreeing to remit part thereof, or pay taxes to the 

Federal Government. 

 

Asogwa (2009) stated that a reflection on the numerous allocation formulae from pre-independence 

era reveals the magnitude of the problems Nigeria has in sharing its revenue due mainly to 

divergent interests of the people, ethnicity and nepotism. Nigeria‟s federalism has not succeeded in 

reconciling the centrifugal and centripetal forces expressed by the federating groups, most 

especially as it concerns fiscal federalism. 

 

Asogwa (2005) stated that in a country where whoever controls the central political power is god, 

others are bound to suffer discrimination. And so this has been, especially since the military 

usurped power. Ojiakor (2005) lays bare how the federal government has been expropriating 

revenue accruing to the component units of the federation and the consequences, including 

poisoned intergovernmental relationship, exacerbated inter-regional rivalry, escalated inter-ethnic 

conflicts which hampered development of a sense of national citizenship in Nigeria. Others include 

disparity in allocation and distribution of revenue amongst the federating units, inequality in socio-

economic development, a feeling of marginalization specifically the South-East and South-South 

geopolitical zones and the attendant incidents of hostilities and conflicts from ethnic militias. There 

is this problem of politicization of revenue allocation, occasioned by the inability of successive 

Nigerian governments to allocate a fair share of revenue derivable from a specific state to another, a 

situation adjudged by many as being unfair and discriminatory. With regard to the latter, Asogwa 

(2005) exemplifies this by stating that in the allocation of ecological fund for the period 1999 to 

2001, Katsina State got N847,909,672.17, while Akwa Ibom and Abia States got N681,489.64 and 

N567,419,875.59, respectively. This shows the extent of marginalization.  

 

The Second Schedule, part 1 of the 1999 Constitution stipulates the functions of the Federal 

Government. Part II section 4 equally provides the items which both the federal government and 

State Governments should jointly legislate upon. The functions of the former are not much more 

than the latter and, as such, funds meant to meet these statutory responsibilities should be shared 

equally; or the gap be narrowed with the centre receiving 50 percent and the component units 

receiving 48 percent. Ojiakor (2005) stated that in connection with the above, the governors of the 
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component States had argued that during the colonial administration, and under the independence 

Constitution of 1960, national revenue was allocated and shared based on the principle of 

derivation. Under this arrangement, the federating units (Regions) received as much as 50 percent 

more than the present states. The Governors stated that they did not understand why the formula 

should be totally reversed in the present circumstances, and so proposed that the politics of revenue 

allocation should cease being a controversial issue, if the Federal Government would revert to the 

status quo ante.  

 

Chapter VI, Part 1, (C) of 1999 Constitution titled “Public Revenue of the 1999 Constitution” 

stipulates that the allocation principles should be based on: population, equality of states, internal 

revenue generation, landmass, terrain, population density and derivation. The parameters listed 

above are rather spurious in that some of them are nebulous as they cannot be defined precisely.  

 

The use of population and population density is rather confusing and a duplication of variables. The 

term population density is preferred to population in that some states apparently have more 

population density than others.The adoption of landmass as a principle is equally deceptive in that 

some states may have large landmass which constitutes mainly of water and desert but with very 

little population density. The question is: do we allocate more revenue to such states to take care of 

large body of water, and barren land, rather than to take care of human population?  

 

The discussion above indicates that the North which is largely favoured by the Office of the 

President inserted those clauses to suit its interest. It is noteworthy that states such as Katsina, 

Bornu, Adamawa, amongst others, with large landmass and little population densities receive  more 

revenue than States such as Anambra, Imo, Ekiti  and Ondo, with small landmass, but with heavy 

population densities. It is this type of injustice and adoption of spurious parameters that have 

constituted a major source of friction between the States and Federal Government over the 

Adoption of appropriate formula for the sharing of national revenue (Orjiakor 2005). 

 

Conclusion 

Summarily, in the past five decades, the practice of federalism had been undermined not only by 

politics of revenue allocation and sharing, but also by other problems in the realm of political 

federalism. The 1966 military incursion was responsible, since there was a gradual but massive 

transfer of powers, including taxing powers from the regions, and now States, to the Federal 

Government. The military was the architect of a centralized unitary federalism in Nigeria. 

 

Wheare (1963:51) argued that it is not enough that the central government should be able to finance 

itself.It is essential too that the federating units should be able to do likewise; otherwise, no matter 

how much states desire a federal union, or draw up a federal constitution, federal government, in 
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practice, will not be possible. This is so because soon the units will either be unable to perform their 

functions or do so only at a price of dependence on the central government.   

 

Under the military dispensation in Nigeria, the politics of revenue allocation between the central 

government and the federating units became more recurrent and controversial with the conclusion 

of the civil war in 1970. The Gowon regime promulgated Decree No. 13 of 1970, which introduced 

the following changes in revenue allocation formula between the centre and states:  

I) Whereas 100 percent exports duties went to the states of origin, now 60 percent was to go 

to them, while 40 percent was now retained by the Federal Government. 

II) Whereas 100 percent duty on fuel was paid to the state of consumption, 50 percent was 

now to be paid to them; the balance of 50 percent being retained by the Federal 

Government. 

III) Whereas 50 percent mining rents and royalties were formerly paid to the states of origin; 

these were now reduced to 45 percent. The Distributable Pool Account was credited with 

50 percent of the proceeds while the Federal Government retained the remaining 5 percent.  

IV) 50 percent excise duty was to be paid into the Distributable Pool Account, while the 

remaining 50 percent was retained by the Federal Government. 

V) The Distributable Pool Account was now to be distributed 50 percent on the basis of 

equality of all the states, and 50 percent proportionally according to the population of each 

state. Ralph (2001) averred that the net effect of these new changes in the allocation 

formula was the systematic accrual of substantially more revenues to the Federal 

Government, and also increased revenue accruing to states with bigger population from the 

Distribution Pool Account.  

 

One major consequence of the anomaly in federal practice in Nigeria is the unprecedented 

proliferation of groups championing the cause of internal autonomy, with each group trying to place 

its demands on the national agenda. These, among others, include the Odua People‟s Congress 

(OPC) in the West, Bakassi Boys, Egbesu Movement, and others in the Niger Delta, the Indigenous 

People of Biafra (IPOB), in the East and militant Arewa Youths in the North. Thus, the country has 

become characterized, to a suffocating level, by persistent and recurring agitations from various 

nationality groups, all of which centre on restructuring, to their position in power-sharing matrix 

and resource distribution. Some of the issues that have been recurring for some time now include 

power shift, rotational presidency, resource control, marginalization claims, call for Sovereign 

National Conference, true Federalism, ethnic rivalry and minorities uprising, among others. More 

disturbing is the fact that if the long years of military interregnum in the country have been a major 

contributory factor to all the above, the advent of democratic rule too has neither provided succor, 

nor hope.  
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Recommendation 

The best form of government for Nigeria is the federal system, if it is meticulously administered. 

Federalism, no doubt, represents an institutional mechanism through which intra-societal diverse 

elements can be accommodated and protected. The adoption of this system by Nigeria can, 

therefore, be viewed in the context of these virtues. Unfortunately, ever since its adoption by our 

founding father, a little over five decades ago, the high hopes and aspiration of Nigerians that 

propelled this adoption have not been realized. This is evidenced in the series of agitations by 

diverse group in the country for true federalism, for state creation, resource control, and so forth. 

This is so because Nigerian federalism with its ever changing structure has so far not been able to 

reconcile centrifugal and centripetal forces acting on it. Nigerian federalism has, as operated, 

mutated to military federalism. 

 

Let there be true political and fiscal federalism and these can be achieved through convocation of a 

Sovereign National Conference, where Nigerians can chart a new course, to stabilize the troubled 

polity or decide whether to co-habit or not. The present constitution, as written by the military, 

should either be jettisoned, or reviewed to rectify the imbalances therein, especially with respect to 

revenue allocation, which has created so much despondency among the component unit. Resource 

control is key to true federalism. Resource control by the owners is a problem that has bedeviled 

Nigerian federalism. Ethnic crises are likely to continue, unless the Federal Government allows the 

owners of resources to control them and make contribution for its operations. Should this be totally 

unacceptable, there should be some re-structuring in terms of fiscal practice. This is to douse 

disenchantment expressed by groups over the federal union.  
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