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Introduction 
 
The restructuring debate is perhaps the most topical issue in Nigeria’s 
contemporary political discourse. Every recognisable (and not so recognisable) 
group or individual is busy with the restructuring debate- the executive, the 
legislature, political parties, the media, the academia, professional bodies, 
regional and ethnic groups, traditional institutions, religious organisations, 
militants, thugs and even lunatics. This debate which has become the 
preoccupation of every Tom, Dick, and Harry is however defined and often 
propelled by the vested interests of contesting elites. Although the debate on 
restructuring in Nigeria has spanned decades, it seems to gain momentum 
recently, almost mounting the podium of violence between 2016 and 2017 under 
the APC-led government of Muhammadu Buhari. And more recently, on the 
promise of a general election in early 2019, the restructuring debate has reopened 
with renewed vigour after a heavy lull, with block arguments and positions 
tendered by differing regional, ethnic, and sometimes religious interests, as if 
restructuring is only a vehicle for venting the anger of these conflicting groups or 
a weapon for mounting political pressure to achieve some political objective. A 
tempting preliminary conclusion that becomes tenable even before going into a 
deep analysis of the subject is that these elite-driven agitations for restructuring 
were mainly influenced by ethnic politics and vested interests in an already 
polarised political entity. And stemming from this preliminary conclusion, the 
question, whether our effort is needed more in the debate between centripetal and 
centrifugal forces or in effort to identify and address the underlying political and 
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socio-economic conditions that created this unhealthy polarisation becomes both 
timely and relevant.  
This paper attempts to deconstruct the concept of restructuring using a political 
economy approach. It joins a heightening debate on the question of Nigeria’s 
federalism which was first established in the 1946 Richards Constitution more 
than seventy years ago. In view of the intensity of the distraction caused by this 
prolonged debate, it is hoped that this contribution and others to be made will 
pave way for the final resolution of the restructuring conundrum to the 
satisfaction of Nigerians. The paper is presented in four sections. After this 
introduction, the paper attempts to define restructuring and establish a historical 
protocol for the subject. Section three is the crux of the paper, in which the 
analysis of the agitations and counter-agitations on restructuring in done using a 
political economy approach. Section four is the conclusion, which attempts to 
speculate the options and direction components of a political entity facing 
agitations for restructuring would consider and take.  

Restructuring: Definition and 
historical protocol  
 
Our experience since the establishment of the federal structure in Nigeria in 1946, 
has shown that defining the terms structure and restructuring has been as difficult 
as resolving the contentions that emanated from the application of the concept(s). 
However, when viewed as a concept in political science or even in management, 
the term “structure” is easily recognisable as “the starting point for organising 
which include roles and positions, hierarchical levels and spans of accountability, 
and mechanisms for problem solving and integration” (Walton, 1986 as cited in 
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Maduenyi, Oke, Fadeyi, and Ajagbe, 2015). Thus, a structure is necessary in 
every human organisation; it delineates the functions of the parts that make up 
the whole, the managerial and leadership hierarchies that vests power and 
authority across the tiers or levels that make up the organisation, as well as 
explains the mechanisms for settling disputes or misunderstandings as well the 
institutions that integrates the parts into a cohesive entity. Certainly, there is a 
positive correlation between structure and performance. 
Unfortunately, in spite of the clarity and specificity with which the term 
“structure” is defined in the literature, it is safe to say that today, in the domain of 
Nigeria’s political discourse, there is no subject that has eluded a common 
definition, and has equally generated many and often conflicting definitions, as 
“restructuring”. Even the protagonists of restructuring seem unable to give the 
term a befitting definition, or place it properly within the context of Nigeria’s 
political system. In the Daily Trust Newspaper of July 9, 2017, 10 notable 
Nigerians have 10 different understanding of the term “restructuring”. 
1. Chief Paul Unongo, a former Minister of Steel, when asked to state his 

understanding of restructuring, responded: 
“I’m not one of the people talking about restructuring. The first question I 
have always asked is what those who talk about restructuring mean, but 
from what I have gathered from the press, it means secession. A young 
man by the name Kanu wants to secede and resurrect Biafra and the 
Nigerian press, international press, as well as other people are giving him 
so much attention as if he is doing something new. Some people also said 
it is all about fiscal federalism so that they can control resources in their 
own states. Yet others want the presidential system of government to be 
abandoned so that we can go back to regionalism just like parliamentary 
system of government in this interview added his voice to the current 
heated debate about restructuring of Nigeria” 
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2. Alhaji Bahir Usman Tofa, a former presidential candidate of the defunct 
National Republican Convention (NRC), said the clamour for 
restructuring is a result of frustrations in sections of the country. 
According to him, most of the agitators for restructuring of Nigeria are 
doing so out of one frustration or the other and which concerns them 
alone.  
“It had become clear today in Nigeria that when any group of people talks 
about restructuring of Nigeria, it is mostly speaking in reference to its own 
frustrations about the country. In my opinion, the agitation for 
restructuring of Nigeria centered around three things: marginalisation, 
dominance of others in their regions and resources, and opportunity 
distribution”. 

3. Chief Anabs Sara Igbe is a prominent Ijaw leader. He said with respect to 
restructuring: 
“I believe in one united Nigeria. I will not support the call or any move for 
a breakup. We will fare better if we remain one indivisible country. But 
my take is that there should be restructuring based on true federalism. The 
centre is too strong. There should be devolution of power, where the 
regional components of the country should determine their fate. I want a 
restructuring where there should be true federalism as enshrined in the 
1960 constitution.The regional component of the federating units should 
be allowed to control their resources. The people of the Niger Delta have 
borne the brunt so much as it affects the oiling of Nigeria’s economy”. 

4. Professor Auwal Yadudu- A constitutional lawyer and former legal 
adviser to General Sani Abacha believe that the subject of restructuring is 
not something we can pin to one objective.  
“It is difficult for one to understand what people refer to as restructuring 
because of the different meanings people apportion to it. Secessionists 
consider their action as restructuring. From the South-East view of 
restructuring, it can be understood as a political ballgame that is engaged 
when there is a pending election. And, of course, some consider 
restructuring to amount to the implementation of the 2014 national 
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political conference, and if you speak to resource-control people, they 
will consider absolute control over resources as restructuring”. 

5. According to Mr Yinka Odumakin, a Lagos-based human rights activist:  
“Those who are currently in government in Nigeria do not love this 
country. If they love this country, the cheapest option for all of us is 
restructuring, to guarantee happiness for everybody and, of course, those 
separatists who are running away can be called back and we can build a 
united country based on justice, equity, fair play and equal 
opportunities…There is no way you can run a country like Nigeria along 
this line and not face the kind of stress we are facing at the 
moment…Restore us back to where we were before the military struck 
in 1966. We had a federal constitution at Independence which the 1999 
Constitution was built upon. That was the time when every region was 
managing its development at its pace”. 

6. Chief OlisaAgbakoba- a former President of the Nigeria Bar Association 
(NBA) and human rights activistargues that restructuring is a ploy of the 
political class to capture power in 2019.  
“Yes, some people have advocated restructuring as the solution. 
Restructuring is conceptually wrong without reviewing why it is needed. 
Restructuring will also not work in the context of a military democracy 
and political elite conspiracy. The agitation for restructuring is a political 
calculation for 2019. Most politicians advocating restructuring today will 
abandon it when they get power.Again, if you ask the ordinary Nigerians 
on the streets, the buzzword ‘restructure’, what does it mean? They don’t 
know. They don’t understand. So, I’m asking Nigerians to be weary of 
politicians”. 

7. Chief Ralph Obioha- a chieftain of the apex Igbo socio-cultural 
association, Ohanaeze Ndi- Igbo, former member of the House of Reps, 
who later founded and became national chairman of the Justice Party (JP), 
said about restructuring: 
“In Nigeria, there’s always a particular lingua at any given time, the 
latest is restructuring. But most of the time when you ask people what is 
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restructuring, they take it from all kinds of angles. Some term it as fiscal 
responsibility. Some regard it as regionalism. Some say it is the 
federation. But to me, the best I can say is that restructuring is for people 
to develop according to their own pace. I must tell you that we have 
already in Nigeria a system which the operators are not operating 
well…What Nigeria should aspire today is to look for a transformational 
leader, a leader that will take up all Nigerians as equal  partners in the 
project, a leader that will do the needful to get the country to be moving 
on a progressive front”. 

8. -AlhajiBalarabe Musa, Former Governor of Kaduna State 
“The reason for the increase in the recent clamour for the restructuring of 
the country is due to the dissatisfaction with both the system and the 
government. If the government has been competent and has been 
satisfying the needs of the people, there wouldn’t have been this surge. 
Even if there is, it would have taken a different turn.But those clamouring 
for it and those against it have not agreed among themselves on what they 
really mean. So it tends to be confusing. But if you go by the true meaning 
of restructuring, then you would see there’s the need to restructure the 
country. We have lived for 100 years, even this alone calls for a review to 
examine what we have achieved within this period and where we have 
failed. This review is necessary but unfortunately this is not what those 
calling for restructuring are talking about. Their clamour is based on three 
things, clamour for power, resource control and the issue of ethnic 
nationalities. 

9. Chief Bode George- PDP chieftain, Chief Bode George, said restructuring 
is what Nigerians want at the moment. 
“Restructuring represents enthronement of justice, fairness, equity. 
Absolutely I support it. I was a delegate to the National Conference of 
2014. That was the only national conference this country has ever had that 
was convened by a civilian administration that started and ended without 
any fiasco. Unanimously, all those resolutions were adopted on the 
plenary session at the floor, all thrown open…The most sensible thing to 
do is for the government to revisit that document, throw it to the National 
Assembly and let them open it up because justice, fairness and equity must 
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be the tripod that will stabilise this country. What was perceived as the 
majority versus minority, North versus South was resolved. 

10. Chekwas Okorie, founding national chairman of the United Progressive 
Party (UPP) is of the opinion that only restructuring can bring out the true 
meaning of Nigeria’s federalism.  
“I must say that Nigeria needs quick restructuring in order to bring about a 
balance in the political structure of the country. I think restructuring is a 
means of striking a balancing act in the nation’s political structure to 
give more effect to the true meaning of a federation. I think the critical 
components of a federation are the federating units, but sadly, here in 
Nigeria, the situation differs, unlike in the United States of America from 
where Nigeria copied her presidential or federal system of government. 
 

This is the immediate dilemma as the debate on restructuring rages on. Although 
many Nigerians have formed opinions on what restructuring should be, the 
concept has not been operationalised to give it a meaning on the basis of which 
discussions and engagements will continue. This explains the seeming confusion 
emerging from the 10 responses of those 10 notable Nigerians on the subject of 
restructuring. Unfortunately, it is the preponderance of differing interests on the 
topic that has led to the differing and often conflicting interpretations, creating ao 
much confusion and leaving no room for any clear engagement. 
At this juncture, it is apt to state that there are many others whose opinion it is 
that the debate on restructuring is unnecessary, counter-productive, and an 
unfortunate distraction. This is, for example, the opinion of Chief Olisa 
Agbakoba in his response. And, of course, the opinion of Alhaji Bashir Tofa, that 
Nigerian politicians find the debate on restructuring as an avenue to vent their 
anger when they lose elections, is germane.  
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Since it is difficult to extract a consensus on the meaning of restructuring from the 
perspectives offered by both protagonists and antagonists of restructuring in the 
ongoing debate, it is worthwhile to look into the possibility of locating its 
meaning establishing its historical protocol. 
At the time of the amalgamation of Northern and Southern Protectorates in 1914, 
both regions (North and South) expressed some amount of resentment to the 
emergence of one Nigeria. Although leaders of the Northern and Southern 
Protectorates have observed the “error” in the amalgamation, mainly due to 
perceived social differences, the amalgamation went on and a country Nigeria 
emerged. 
This “child of necessity” continued on its journey to adulthood, of course, not 
without some challenges especially in the instability caused by the agitation by 
the Eastern region, predominantly represented by the Igbo social group, for 
secession soon after independence (in 1966), and years of military coups and 
counter-coups. Notably, the Igbos’ agitation for Biafra was mainly predicated on 
their dissatisfaction with the power structure and distribution that emerged in 
Nigeria after 1960.  
There are sufficient evidences to show that the disquiet over the amalgamation 
died down after independence and the primary concern of political actors became 
the nature of power distribution between and amongst the different ethnic 
nationalities in Nigeria. The Igbos’ secession bid also quietened down after the 
civil war and all the major ethnic nationalities formed political parties to partake 
in the sharing of power and national wealth which became tagged as the national 
cake. 
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After about 9 military coups (and attempts) and three Republics between 1960 
and 1999, resulting to about 10 Presidents and Heads of State from the Northern 
Region (out of a total 15), emphasis in political discourse shifted to the 
dominance of the Hausa-Fulani, and a Northern Oligarchy in Nigerian politics. 
Although in the formative years of Nigeria as a political entity all regions, and the 
North particularly, had contributed to economic growth and development, the 
allegations of Northern dominance in Nigeria’s political system was doubled with 
allegations of a parasitic, barren, and unproductive Northern Nigeria existing as a 
liability to the oil-rich South. As a result, agitations for resource control, and 
hence restructuring, became a prominent issue in Federal-State relations…with 
the littoral states (Akwa Ibom, Bayelsa, Cross River, Delta, Edo, Ogun, Ondo 
and Rivers) claiming that the natural resources located offshore ought to be 
treated or regarded as located within their respective states” (Dickson and Asua, 
2016).  
A census of documented arguments on restructuring point to the fact that a 
significant proportion of the agitations for restructuring is explained by the 
demand for resource control. Thus, it is against the background of Nigeria’s 
economic history that this paper is able to establish that “restructuring” and 
“resource control” or (fiscal federalism as the case may be) are synonymous. 
Political actors, as shown by the evidence, also often use the “restructuring” 
platform to put pressure on elected Presidents of Northern extraction; their tenure 
is usually characterised by the heightening of agitations for restructuring, 
sometimes assuming violent proportions. 
In the next section, we put the agitation for resource control, or fiscal federalism, 
or restructuring, to a political economy analysis to further deconstruct the 
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objectives and strategies of the principal actors, the contesting elites in the 
restructuring saga. 

 Political Economy of Restructuring  
 
Perhaps the only tool of analysis through which we can comprehensively 
understand the ongoing agitations, and counter-agitations, on restructuring is the 
political economy approach. This is especially so having established in the 
previous section that agitations for restructuring are essentially about resource 
control. But first, let me warn that although the political economy approach is 
embedded in the social sciences, and all the sciences whether social, natural, 
applied, formal, or physical lay emphasis on objective judgement, it “…seems to 
me hardly possible for anyone today to discuss problems of class, and above all 
class struggle (or class conflict), in any society, modern or ancient, …in an 
impartial or 'unbiased' manner. I, therefore, make no claim to 'impartiality' or the 
'lack of bias,' (Ste. Croix, 1983).  

Generally, political economy attempts to explain social classes and how social 
classes struggle to exert dominance, and take control over economic resources. In 
other words, political economy attempts to explain identity, or classes or 
categories. Whether at the end, we are able to explain identities as categories or 
classes of the rich and poor, or as categories of people from different tribes, say 
Hausa and Igbo, or Yoruba and Ijaw, or as categories of people in different 
locations, say Southerners and Northerners; we are identifying social classes 
within the framework of political economy. Questions about how we identify, 
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group ourselves, and interact on the basis of those identities or groups, form the 
basis of political economy. 
In less technical terms, and in order to reduce the difficulties involved in 
explaining social and political concepts, we can construe political economy as an 
analytical approach that “is concerned with the interaction of political and 
economic processes within a society: the distribution of power and wealth 
between different groups and individuals, and the processes that create, sustain 
and transform these relationships over time” (Collinson, 2003). Although, there 
are many commentators and commentaries on the subject of restructuring in 
Nigeria, the political economy analysis provides the approach with the best 
potential to explain the disagreements over the control of economic resources.  
In this section, this paper intends to show that whether directly or indirectly, the 
struggle for the control of economic resources between identities, or groups or 
social classes is the primary explanation of the agitations for restructuring and the 
counter-agitations against it.  
Dissecting the nature of class struggles in the restructuring debate using a political 
economy approach will show that the counteracting social classes are mainly 
formed along ethnic, regional, and religious lines. This is a manifestation of the 
Nigerian elite’s capitalisation on ethnicity, region and religion, the principal 
objective of which is to unleash a predatory attack on the common wealth of the 
Nigerian people. The ideas of the ruling class are in every epoch the ruling ideas, 
i.e. the class which is the ruling material force of society, is at the same time its 
ruling intellectual force. The class which has the means of material production at 
its disposal, has control at the same time over the means of mental production, so 
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that thereby, generally speaking, the ideas of those who lack the means of mental 
production are subject to it (Marx, 1845).  
According to Ochonu (2014), it is “the mismanagement of national resources and 
misrule by multi-ethnic and multi-religious coalitions of successive rulers since 
independence that impoverished and denied opportunities to the majority of 
Nigerians. As a result, religious rhetoric blaming members of other religious 
communities and proposals for religious reform as a solution to society’s ills have 
found purchase among the masses. This genuine, if misplaced, quest for a 
religious utopia has given some opportunistic political gladiators an excuse to 
curry legitimacy through politicized appeals to piety and religious fervor”. 
This is aggravated by the greed of Nigerian elites and politicians, with proponents 
of restructuring believing that they will have better and more unfettered access to 
their regional wealth, particularly from oil, if restructuring, resource control, or 
fiscal federalism is achieved. Evidently, even within the agitating social classes, 
say the South, for example, the masses are excluded from any potential benefit of 
restructuring, resource control or fiscal federalism. Endemic corruption will 
persist in the federating units once resource control or restructuring is achieved, to 
the advantage of the agitating elites and of course, to the imminent disadvantage 
of the masses. Adetula (2016) studying the debate on restructuring using political 
economy analysis concludes that political, administrative, and fiscal 
decenstralisation principally serves the interest of the elite. 
 Another fact that will emerge from this analysis of the restructuring debate is that 
after 100 years of Nigeria’s corporate existence, centripetal forces will be winning 
over centrifugal forces if agitators for restructuring are allowed to succeed. This is 
certainly a source of concern to pan-Nigeria scholars, elites and masses. And 
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worse, is the fear as already stated, that this development would only benefit a 
few rather than the many. 
Closely related to the above argument or observation from this ensuing social 
class struggle is the fact that restructuring will certainly come with its casualties. 
A pertinent question is, will Northern Nigeria agree to restructuring on the 
principle of resource control? Evidence shows that the northern part of the 
country financed over 50 per cent of the first independence budget of Nigeria, the 
South-west and the South-east made reasonable contribution to the budget, and 
the South-south contribution was minimal. Specifically, in the first budget after 
October 1, 1960, which the First Republic Minister of Finance, Festus Okotie 
Eboh read in the parliament, a total expenditure of about £30 million was 
earmarked, £17 million of this amount came from the North, and the larger 
portion of the remaining came from the Western region because they were selling 
cocoa at that time, the rest came from the South-south. It is difficult to imagine 
that a region that made such huge contributions to national development in the 
formative years of the Nigerian nation will agree to an agenda for resource 
control many decades later, simply because some portions of the Nigerian nation 
have discovered oil deposits and wants to benefit from the proceeds alone. 
Without being too pre-emptive and speculative, no political economist will work 
on the assumption that in such circumstances, social class struggles will translate 
into a scenario in which the North will accede to an agreement of restructuring on 
the principle of resource control. This explains the differing positions of the North 
and South in the ongoing restructuring debate. 

Because of time constraint, permit me to round up this section by pointing to a 
major challenge surrounding the restructuring debate in Nigeria. There are still 
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sections of the restructuring protagonists who are seeking for the choice of “self-
determination”. The clamour for self-determination, an opportunity made 
available by the prolongation of the restructuring debate poses a dangerous threat 
to the future of the political entity, Nigeria. Although this analysis has pointed to 
the fact that agitations for restructuring represent a social class struggle mainly 
organised along ethnic, regional and religious lines, the diversity of Nigeria’s 
ethnic groups renders the demand for self-determination within the ambit of 
restructuring impossible to achieve and capable of throwing the country into a 
potentially dangerous and chaotic situation. In the pre-1946 debate, Jinadu (2016) 
observes that finding a consensual basis for determining and creating the number 
of provincial administrations to accommodate and reflect local diversities and 
demands for local autonomy was a serious challenge. This challenge continues in 
the contemporary debate for restructuring with an even greater intensity. It is 
obviously difficult to find a formula that will rearrange Nigeria into confederating 
units in such a manner that every ethnic group clamouring for local autonomy 
will be accorded that opportunity. Of course, the potential result from this 
attempt will be a “balkanization” of the Nigerian state. 
 

Conclusion: Where Do We Go 
From Here? 
 
In all honestly, this paper has not articulated everything there is to say about 
restructuring. But from the analysis done, and the differing opinions and demands 
on restructuring notwithstanding, the paper is apt to conclude that restructuring is 
about devolution of power, it is about the clamour to change Nigeria’s federal 
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structure in a manner that weakens the center to make the confederating units 
stronger. It seeks to give states, or regions, or whatever arrangement of 
confederation is worked out, control over their resources. 
Although these demands are in themselves legitimate, they are demands 
stemming from the particularistic interests of the elites of our conflicting social 
categories and social classes. I seem to agree wholly with the offering of 
Olufeagba (2017) that “agitators often use political slogans and half-truths to 
exploit the grievances of the public in order to mobilise their support, whereas 
propagandists deploy historical and scientific arguments to indoctrinate the 
‘informed’ segments of the populace”. Restructuring slogans and propaganda has 
seen much of this, even as the mass of the people are still at a loss whether their 
hopes lie in restructuring or in reordering a political entity in line with global best 
practices in planning for development, in deployment of technology and other 
resources, in combating the menace of corruption, in fighting poverty and squalor 
and in ushering in a democracy and a system of governance that promises 
happiness for the greatest number of people. The confused masses are bewildered 
at the promise of restructuring, and are in a constant state of doubt as to whether 
restructuring will “corner” more resources for the majority of them, or just for the 
greedy few who are at the helm of the clamour. 
In charting a way forward for Nigeria, this paper asserts that the options to 
restructuring have been pointed out by proponents of centrifugal arguments. The 
fight against corruption, and the entrenchment of a development-driven 
leadership is a better option to solving Nigeria’s contemporary challenges than 
the clamour for restructuring. Nigeria is a rich and diverse country whose 
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resources are sufficient to guarantee a healthy, peaceful and fulfilled population. 
Our major challenge is still the greed of the few against the interest of the many. 
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