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Abstract 

The Nigerian nation that came into being was, and still is, a conglomeration of ethnic nationalities with varied cultures, traditions and religions. No doubt, the country is divided, geo-politically, along ethnic and religious affinities given its multi-ethnic composition. Having created by the British colonial masters, several people have, rightly or wrongly, argued that the challenges of nation-building especially those centering on national integration should be blamed on the 1914 amalgamation of Northern and Southern Protectorates by Lord Frederick Lugard. Nevertheless, the country survived the union until would later be granted independence in 1960. After independence, the struggle to keep the country integrated has been a herculean task that often times produced violent outcomes informing military interventions at various points in time. Informed by the fear of domination of the majority ethnic groups, and the need to maintain the corporate existence of the Nigerian state, successive military regimes created more states in order to guard against the feeling of alienation by the minority. Pertinent question is that to what extent has the creation of states in Nigeria by the military engender enduring national cohesion and unity? This forms the thrust of this article. It is the believe of the study that state creation exercise in Nigeria, while ameliorating the fear of domination of minority ethnic groups has tended to create a more volatile problem of division within the polity. This study is set to interrogate this and other variegated issues arising from state creation and national integration. 
Introduction



The demand for state creation in Nigeria dates back to 1950s with the demand for the Mid-West state from the then Western Region. These demands led to the setting up of Willinks’ Commission which was to investigate and address minority agitations among other issues, so as to enhance national integration for the country. This led to the creation of three regional governments and a federal capital territory in 1954. At independence in 1960, series of agitations continued untrammeled and states creation followed from twelve state structure in 1967 until up to thirty six state federal structure in 1991. Opinions are divided on the implication of this persistent alteration of the federal set up on national integration in the country. With the thirty six state structure exacerbated by chronic underdevelopment of some of these states, the struggle to keep the country integrated has been a herculean task that often times produced violent outcomes. In fact, state creation exercise in Nigeria, rather than providing lasting solutions to problems of federalism has been an impetus for further agitations thus threatening national integration needed for nation building. This article interrogates state creation exercise in Nigeria vis-à-vis national integration and demonstrates whether national unity and patriotism necessary for nation-building is achieved.
National Integration: A Conceptual Discourse

National integration is something that is desired by all nations since it forms the basis for political stability for concerted development. As a concept, it has been variously described and defined by development scholars in different perspectives. Ernest sees it as “a process whereby political actors in distinct national setting are persuaded to shift their loyalty specification and political activities towards a new centre, whose institutions possess or demand jurisdiction over the pre-existing nation state.”1 Enaruna conceptualize it to mean the forging of agreement among the members of a state on the extent of unity they wish to have as well as the type of political structure and institutions they desire.2 This implies that integration promotes unity which encourages smooth interaction among the members of the given society based on certain established principles of fairness. This means that national integration takes place when the state of mind of a given nation is predisposed to be cohesive, to act together, and to be committed to mutual programmes. This refers to a society of oneness whose members are willing to live and work together harmoniously and share the same destiny. 
Similarly, Coleman and Rosberg3 view national integration as the progressive reduction of cultural and regional tensions and discontinuities in the process of creating a homogeneous political community. In other words, this is the increasing promotion or emergence of peace through the breaking down of cultural and regional divides in the process of evolving a united state. Elsewhere, it has been argued that a society is integrated when it has effective control over the use of the means of violence; a centre of decision making capable of effecting the allocation of resources and rewards; and it’s a dominant focus of political identification for a large majority of politically aware citizens.4 
From the array of the above conceptualizations, it is obvious that there are many meanings of the term even though some of them have some elements of similarity. For the purpose of this analysis, the concept of national integration is conceptualized to mean: 

..a situation where the members of a state see themselves as one, treat one another fairly and work together cooperatively and freely agree to and do resolve their differences peacefully in the overall interest of the nation. In this way, unity, fair treatment, cooperation, consensus, and peaceful conflict-resolution become essential components of loyalty to the nation.5
From the above definition it is clear that national integration entails bringing people of different background to become as one family for the progress and development of the state. Pertinent question is however that to what extent has state creation in Nigeria engender national integration that can engender development?

The Military and State Creation in Nigeria: A Retrospect


State creation under the military in Nigeria began after the counter coup which resulted in Aguiyi Ironsi’s, the then head of state, deposition and assassination. After the coup, the country was reorganized as a federal structure from the unitary form of government introduced by Ironsi with the existing three regions being divided into new entities and renamed as states. For instance, Eastern Region was split into East Central, Rivers and South Eastern States. The Northern Region was also split into Benue-Plateau, Kano, Kwara, North Central, North Eastern and North Western States. Midwestern and the states in former Eastern Region later made an attempt of ceding away as states of Biafra Republic resulting in blood civil war from 1967 to 1970. Six years after the war, states were further reorganized; Benue-Plateau state was split into Benue and Plateau states while North Eastern State was split into Bauchi, Borno and Gongola states. Again, the Western state was split into Ogun, Ondo and Oyo states respectively.6

From 1987 to 1991, the regime of General Ibrahim Babangida created additional nine states. In 1987, Akwa Ibom state was split from Cross River while Katsina state was split from Kaduna. In 1991, Abia state was split from Imo; Bendel state was divided into Delta and Edo; Enugu state was split from Anambra; Gongola state was divided into Adamawa and Taraba; Jigawa state was split from Kano; Kebbi state was split from Sokoto; Kogi state was formed from parts of Benue and Kwara; Osun state was split from Oyo and Yobe state was split from Borno. In 1996, General Sani Abacha created additional six states: Bayelsa state was split from Rivers; Ebonyi state was formed from parts of Abia and Enugu; Ekiti state was split from Ondo; Gombe state was split from Bauchi; Nassarawa state was split from Plateau; Zamfara state was split from Sokoto.7 


It should be stressed that in the minds of state creators, the main reasons for state creation by the military was primarily to ensure national cohesion from the minority ethnic groups who felt marginalized and often become agitated. It is in this context that Nnoli had earlier remarked that the ostensible central motivating forces of those who support state creation in Nigeria is the desire to ameliorate, if not eliminate inter ethnic tension which undermines national unity.8 They believed that state creation will provide a forum for local participation in national activities and it will promote social mobilization towards national effort thereby overcoming disenchantment which is often blamed on the activities of other ethnic groups.9 On the contrary, state creation, although to a very large extent ameliorate the fear of domination of minority ethnic groups, did not engender national integration needed for the nation develop. It is our opinion that instead of state creation, there should be decentralization of powers to the federating units and good governance that will herald national cohesion for meaningful development. This explain why are there are more agitations for more states as captured by Atser. According to him:
There are several states that are currently being agitated to be created out of the existing Nigeria Federation e.g. Apa State, Ogoni State, Katsina-Ala State, Ibadan State, Middle Belt State, etc…. recently…more than seventy memos for demands for creation of more states have been received…10
With this, it is not out of place to argue that state creation in Nigeria by the military was in the best interest of national integration but rather to satisfy the whims and caprices of the agitating ethnic groups, and in fact, to serve as a forum for personal aggrandizement. State creation exercise in Nigeria has rather increased the tempo of sectionalism, factionalism, regionalism and ethnic jingoism; all of which are inimical to national integration. 
Implications on National Integration in Nigeria


The implication of state creation in Nigeria by the military on national integration needed for nation building is multi-faceted. First, we have already pointed out that states were created by the military most at time due to agitation of the minority ethnic groups who felt threatened of the overwhelming dominance of the majority. Since states were created base on this note, the ambers of series of other agitations were fired thus creating ethnicity in the polity. It should be borne in mind that Nigeria is a multi-ethnic state, and as a result of this ethnic pluralism, the rise of ethnic agitations and ethnicity has been creating frictions that even threatened the corporate existence of the nation, against national integration. This validates the submission of Adeniyi that:

In Nigeria, the demand for the creation of newer states tends to emanate from sub-state groups, often ethnic or tribal-interest groups, which accuse the current larger state governments of subverting or ignoring the interests and necessities of the more local regions.11 

As such, one would say that the demand for state creation in Nigeria, and the ones so created by the military was, and still is, due to the tribal profits attached to it. Therefore, the claim that states were created to give identity to the minorities and create a sense of nationalism as against sectional interests is invalid. Rather, the reality is that the real reason for the balkanization was and still, is to divide the people along artificial geographical enclaves so as to make the undemocratic rule over the people easier.



The creation of more states in Nigeria has also created the problem of fiscal federalism in the nation so much so that the problem of revenue allocation among the federating units that make up the state has always been contentious. Again, Atser12 argued in this direction that the problem of revenue allocation compelled the house committee on revenue allocation in August 28th and 30th, 2006 to undertake public hearings across the six geo-political zones of the country. In all the zones according to him, there were heated debates and even some threats over the issue of sharing of political powers, redressing the marginalization of disadvantage groups, distribution of economic wealth, rotation of certain political offices and new revenue sharing formula. 


Another implication of state creation by the military on national integration is the manner in which virtually all the states have been under-developed. The few political elites in these states have fed their pockets very fat to the detriment of provision of basic social amenities that will increase the living standard of the ordinary citizenry. The gap between the rich and the poor has created ill-feeling in the minds of the ordinary man towards national unity. In fact, the obvious non-performance, bureaucratic corruption and the geographical disputes that are ongoing among virtually all the existing thirty-six states, militate against not only national development but unity. 



State creation in Nigeria also created lack of patriotism towards national issues among the people in the federated units. People within the states create state-centric approach to issues of national importance. Consequently, and as Onyeoziri puts it:
Loyalty to the Nigerian state remains at best reluctant while stability has continued to elude the system. Inter-communal or ethnic hostility and even open violence have increased while the constant complaint of marginalization tells its own story of the declining sense of belonging that exists in the land. These are eloquent symptoms that the policy of federal character is not producing the desired effect.13
The kind of patriotism en vogue in the country is a parochial brand coloured with so much fragmentation and jingoistic tendencies at the detriment of national integration. Patriotism, it should be stressed, is what nurtures the ‘brotherhood’, the courage and sacrifice to yield abundant fruits in concrete solidarity, harmonious living and unmitigated progress and development.14 Lack of it on issues of national importance connotes lack of national integration. The point of emphasis here is that state creation in Nigeria comes with lack of patriotism and as such portends grave danger to national integration.
The Way Forward


We have established from the above that state creation in Nigeria by the military was not in any way, a panacea for sustainable national integration needed in building the post-colonial nation. Thus, state creation created a lot of problem which the country needs to tackle in order to remain as not only as a corporate entity but to encourage national development. First is the issue agitation. States created by the military were not done based on the principles and practice of true federalism due to agitation of the minority ethnic groups. As result of this, states were created along ethnic affinities, the agitated people, and so agitation is bound to continue and that will not encourage national integration. What need to be done in this aspect is to make government participatory by all and sundry including the minority ethnic groups so that the fear of the minority often displayed in the agitation for state creation will be eliminated. If true democratic principles are entrenched in the country as well true federalism is practiced in such a way that the minority ethnic groups are well represented, there will be no need for the creation of state and this will encourage the spirit of patriotism among the citizens.


Crucially, too, we identify the problem of fiscal federalism as one of the issues that militates against national integration in the Nigerian union of federated states. In other words, the states created are so engrossed with the problem of revenue sharing formula such that debates in regards to it creates tension that militates against national cohesion in the country. Therefore, Nigeria needs to find a solution to the crisis of unity in fiscal federalism, political re-structuring, derivative revenue sharing and the extensive decentralization of the present warped union where there is too much power and resources concentrated in the centre. If this is done then a national consensus will be built on patriotism and then national integration will be possible.


Another problem that makes state creation in Nigeria by the military inimical to in national integration in the country is hinged on the under-developed nature of most states. We have established that non-performance and under-developed nature of some states is not only inimical to national development but unity. Therefore, conscious efforts should be put in place both by federal and state governments especially those states that are highly underdeveloped in order to enhance development. This can be done if the tide of corruption is tamed and meaningful development is encouraged. If there is equitable distribution of basic amenities from the center to enhance standard of living to citizens in all states of the federation, a sense of love for the nation will arise such that national integration will be increased.


Finally, we established that the manner upon which states were created by the military in the country has created lack of patriotism towards national issues among the people in the federated units. This is due to the state-centric approach, manifest in “state indigeneship”, upon which citizens of newly created states often show on issues of national importance. Therefore, in order to ameliorate this upsurge in order to encourage patriotism conscious efforts at ending indigeneship in the country must be put in place; that is, legislative effort must be put in place to ensure that everybody treated as Nigerian in every section of the country. With this, the love of the country by its citizens will increase thereby enhancing national integration needed for nation-building and national development, and will help in reducing ethnicity which is capable of fragmenting the country along ethnic boundaries.
Conclusion 



The quest for national integration is an important, serious and demanding task that has caught the attention of scholars and policy makers, the world over. As such, deliberate efforts are put in place by nations of the world to ensure a feeling of oneness by its citizens since it is a desideratum to corporate existence of sovereigns. Accordingly, efforts such as the creation of national culture and identity among other issues have been the focus of many nations in order to facilitate the spirit of oneness for national unity. In Nigeria however, especially during the military regimes, these efforts were made through the creation of states with an intention of giving everybody especially minority ethnic groups a sense of belonging. Little was it thought of the polarization of the polity and ethnicity this will entrench in the fabric of the country’s national life. Without fear of favour, it is our opinion in this article that state creation in Nigeria by the military was not at the best interest of integration but rather to weaken some the ambitions of some people and other sections of the country. This was why Adeniyi submitted that:
The balkanization of the Nigerian federation through the creation of states began partly as a Northern reaction to General J.T.U. Aguiyi Ironsi’s Decree 34 which abrogated the federal structure in favour of a ‘unitary’ system…It was also done in order to curtail the excesses of Colonel Odumegwu Ojukwu…Lt. Colonel Yakubu Gowon, who succeeded Ironsi after a coup that eliminated him, kept the strong centre but created 12 states to diffuse Ironsi’s unitary system as well as curtailing Ojukwu’s excesses…that was the beginning of the agitation by minorities locked in the big states for the creation of their own states.15
It is therefore the position of the authors that although the military are credited with keeping the country as one and perhaps indivisible entity, state creation by the military in Nigeria was not at the best interest of national integration as is widely assumed.  Rather, state creation was a deliberate effort aimed at silencing some sections in order to be ruled.
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