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ENDED the discussion last
I week with a promise to start

this week on the vital need
for both the Buhari administra-
tion and IPOB (and all separatist
movements and organizations in
the country) not to ignore ra-
tional, convincing ideas and ar-
guments in making their respec-
tive cases to the nation and the
world. Well then, here goes: why
this emphasis on reason, on ra-
tionalism?

This question arises at all be-
cause, as is well known, both in
the making and the breaking up
of nations, reason or rationalism
plays a weaker, secondary role
to emotion and sentiment. As a
matter of fact, it is usually lon
after a nation has been create
or, conversely, broken up, that
the reasons, the justifications are
found and provided, often long
after the event has taken place.
Indeed, our country is a very apt
illustration of this fact, this tru-
ism of political history all over
the world. More than a century
after our country was created b
Britain in 1914 through the amal-

amation of the Northern and

outhern Protectorates of Ni-
geria, we are still hard pressed
to find powerful and insgiring
ideas and arguments for the na-
tion’s united existence. The emo-
tion and the sentiment, the dream
and the hope are there, but very
few Nigerians know of the fact
that there are written and pub-
lished ideas and arguments for
the existence and the unity of the
country.

The same thing is true of those
who have struggled for either to-
tal or partial separatism in our
country: the emotional and sym-
bolic expressions have been loud
and clear, but little is known by
the public of the fact that power-
ful reasons and arguments have
been advanced for its realization.
In this respect, IPOB stands as a
telling illustration of the divorce
between emotion and reason in
the experience of separatism in
our country. How so? Well, as far
as I know, IPOB has made little
or no references at all to the
Ahiara Declaration of June 1969,
even though this is unquestion-
ably one of the finest documents
providing rational ideas and ar-
guments in justification of seces-
sion within Nigeria itself and
from any nation-state in Africa
and the modern world.

Please note that this docu-

ment was produced barely six
months before the end of the Ni-
geria-Biafra war. This means that
it was produced long after the
declaration of secession, pre-
cisely because by that time,
Biafrans had discovered that
they had to rationally rearticulate
to tKemselves the justness of their
struggle for survival and the va-
lidity of their claims to being a
democratic and responsible
member of the comity of nations.
Indeed, this is why the Ahiara
Declaration was/is such a mag-
nificent historical document: it
carefully lays out what was
wrong with Nigeria with a prom-
ise, a vision that those “Nigerian”
errors and blights would not be
reproduced in Biafra. Of course,
whether the vision would have
been fulfilled if Biafra had not
been defeated, whether in fact the
vision had already been compro-
mised before the defeat of the se-
cessionist new nation is another
matter entirely.

Fortunately or unfortunately
for IPOB, it cannot wait for long
before producing its own
“Ahiara Declaration”. This is

ause in the months ahead, es-
pecially as its push for a referen-
dum gathers momentum, IPOB
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will have to provide powerful
and convincing rational argu-
ments that wouFd be equal, if not
superior to the achievement of the
Ahiara Declaration and of rel-
evance to the contemporary situ-
ation in Nigeria and the world.
This is assuming that IPOB in-
tends to achieve its goals and
objectives through a referendum,
a plebiscite and not through war.
In a 1}q)lebiscite or a referendum,
you have to win both the hearts
and the minds of the people of
“Biafra” and also of the world.
That being the case, it remains to
be seen whether or not the fed-
eral government itself — specifi-
cally, the Buhari administration
and the APC - deems it necessary
at all to provide rational and con-
vincing ideas and arguments to
counter what IPOB and other
separatist or devolutionary move-
ments and organizations are
saying at the present time.

This is the heart of the matter
because so far, nothing that has
come from the government on this
issue has shown that it has the
ability, the will or the good faith
to meet this crucial obligation. In-
deed, I contend that the time has
come for Ni]%erians and the whole

world to ask the Buhari adminis-
tration and the APC to provide
the rationale, the ideas, the argu-

ments and the vision for the con-
tinued existence and unity of our
country. In very concrete terms,
beyond the empty and almost
meaningless abstraction of the
inviolability of Nigerian unity,
what do the government and the

APC have to say to those who
want to make an exit from Nigeria
and those, like the “Arewa Youth
Forum”, that have ordered Igbos
living and working in the North
to leave the region by a certain
date? Do the government and the
APC themselves have a unified
position, a rational and convinc-
Ing vision for the unity and con-
tinued existence of our country
in the modern world around
which all the members of
Buhari’s cabinet and the leaders
of the APC can be united?

The answer to this last ques-
tion is, as most Nigerians either
know or suspect, a ringing “No”.
Beyond routine invocations of
the unity and indivisibility of
Nigeria, the Buhari administra-
tion and the APC have, so far, had
nothing of substance to tell Ni-
gerians and the world. On what

asis am I making this very alarm-
ing claim? Well, in the first lace,
I take it that if there was indeed a
vision, a rationale for Nigeria’s
continued existence and unity,
the Fovernment and the APC
would be only too eager to share
it with Nigerians and the whole
world. To keep Scotland in the
United Kingdom, the British gov-
ernment had to campaign hard,
it had to convince the Scots that it
would be much better for them to
stay with and in the United King-
dom than to leave. But the Buhari
administration and the APC feel
no such obligation, no such press-
Ing need, even in the face of mount-
Ing waves of disunity in the coun-
try. Far more crucial, far more dis-

turbing is the fact that we know
that between different or diverse el-
ements and forces within the gov-
ernment and the ruling party there
are substantial differences on the
question of Nigerian unity and
continued corporate existence,
even if there has never been any
concerted efforts by politicians in
office or power to address these dif-
ferences or contradictions within
their ranks.

At this stage in the discussion,
let me pause, dear readers and
compatriots, to confess that as I
write these words, I desperately
wish that what I am stating here,
what I am declaring loudly is
wron%‘or mistaken. In other words,
I am hoping that perhaps sooner
or later, perhaps sooner rather than
later, someone influential and au-
thoritative in the government and /
or the ruling party will step for-
ward and issue a comprehensive
statement that would demonstrate
to Nigerians and the whole world
that Nigeria’s rulers have a pow-
erful and convincing vision for the
country’s unity and continued ex-
istence in the modern world. I look
and look and look to find a single
member of the administration or
the APC leadership to whom Ni-
gerians and the world can turn for
an articulate and ins iring expres-
sion of the basis of Nigerian unity
and I cannot think of a single per-
son! In great trepidation but not
without any hope at all, I turn to
the known differences and contra-
dictions on the question of Nige-
rian unity within the rulin arty
In particular and the country’s

litical elites in general. What do
find? In answering this question,
I plead: let reason be our guide.

I find that tge:hgovexgq?acintﬁ :he
rulin and the political elites,
fromga lag)yur corners of the land,
are unwilling and unable to stop
the wanton looting and wastage
of the nation’s wealth, assets and
resources, a fundamental causative
factor of disunity in our country. I
find that the broad division wi
the ruling party itself and the po-
litical elites in general between
those who are for a strong center
and those for a loose center is more
imagined than real, that everyone
is in government and in politics for
personal self-enrichment, not fqr
their “people”, their “tribe” or their
“nationality”. Most pertinent of all,
I find that though in general the
North is for a strong center and a
strong presidency while the South
is for a loose center and a presi-
dency with greatly reduced
spheres of authority and sover-
eignty, our politicians viﬁorously
pursue these positions only when
they are not in office or power; as
soon as they become part of an in-
cumbent administration or ruling
party, they considerably tone
down their avowed views and
positions. :

Let me express this particular
trait in concrete and graphic terms.
Thus, of the politicians from the
North, I say that only when they
felt the specter of being kept away
from the presidency for a lor{§ time
on account of the death of Umaru
Musa Yar’ Adua did they finally
accept that a national conference
was necessary; now that a
northerner is back in power in the
presidency, they are considerabl’y
chary of calls for “restructuring”.
What of the politicians from the
Southwest? Their calls for restruc-
turing and genuine federalism are
not typically made by those in of-
fice; and if they are made at all by
such politicians, they are made not
thunderously but with a whimper.
Finally, the politicians of the South-
east: their  charges  of
marginalization, of a “Wazobia tri-
pod” that has had only two legs
since the end of the Nigeria-Biafra
war are made not as matters of
principle but as bargaining posi-
tions for the spoils of power and
office.

Of course, since Nigeria is big-
ger than the two-legged “Wazobia
tripod”, the contradictions and
challenges of Nigerian unity are
multiple and diverse. In other
words, we are talking not of a geo-
political centipede but a millipede!
As I observed in last week'’s piece,
IPOB thinks of Nigeria in terms of
three “nationalities” only: Arewa,
Biafra and Oduduwa. Indeed, al-
though he is not completely silent
about the fact of Biafra’s multi-eth-
nic identity, only very rarely does
Nnamdi Kanu ‘talk of the other
“nationalities” within the South-
east and South-south zones, the
§eogra hical and demographic
ocus of his ambitions and desires.
In this, in being so he emonically
“Wazobian”, Kanu is %eing quin-
tessentially Nigerian.

We cannot of course get rid of
or ignore the “Wazobian tripod”.
But neither can or must we be re-
stricted to it when the subject of
discussion is the question of Ni-
geria’s unity and corporate exist-
ence. Are we caught on the horns
of the dilemma of there being no
choice between a broken tripod
and a mere millipede whose sta-
tus in the hierarchy of nature is
well below the soaring skies of the
bald eécligle’ our national symbol?
Yes and no. This will be the start-
Ing point in next week’s conclud-
Ing essay in the series.
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resolved in cooperation, whether

S was the concluding para-
I graphin last week’s piece in this
column: “We cannot of course
get rid of, or ignore the “Wazobian
tripod”. But neither can or must we
be restricted to it when the subject of
discussion is the question of Niger-
ia’s unity and corporate existence. Are
we caught on the horns of the di-
lemma of there being no choice be-
tween a broken tripod and a mere
millipede whose status in the hier-
archy of nature is well below the
soaring skies of the bald eagle, our
national symbol? Yes and no. This
will be the starting point in next
week’s concluding essay in the se-
ries”. . 2eY

Well then for starters in t}ﬁlstcon-
cluding piece in the series, w at are,
respechllgely, the “Yes” and the “No
responses to the loaded question of
the dilemma of there being no
choice between a broken tripod with
only two legs and a millipede whose
fate is to crawl and forage for food in
the undergrowth of the earth? [ am
of course assuming that most of the
readers of this piece and of the series
to which it belongs, know exactly
what these metaphors stand for: the
tripod as an image for the domi-
nance of the three biggest ethnic

oups on the African continent in

e human and demographic com-
position of Nigeria; the millipede as
a trope for the fact that beside the
big three, the country’s demographic
identity is made up, literally, of hun-
dreds upon hundreds of ethnicities.
However, given the possibility that
ayounger generation of readers and
compatriots might not have the lived
experience that would conduce to a
rich and nuanced perception of what
these metaphors of the tripod and
the millipede stand for, a quick gloss
or explanation might be useful.

T'Eus, we could start from the lit-
tle-known fact that Nigerian feder-
alism dates back to the early 1950s
when the three big regions of the
North, the East and the West came
into being. Please take note, dear
readers and compatriots, that even
though the Nigerian nation-state
came into existence when the North-
ern and Southern Protectorates were
amalgamated in 1914, Nigerian fed-
eralism does not date back to that
event; it dates from the early Fifties
of the last cen when limited self-
rule under colonialism began to pave
the way for independence and full
nationhood in 1960. Please note also
that long, long before the three re-

ions came into existence to lay the
oundations of Nigerian federalism,
the big three “Wazobian” ethno-na-
tionalities of Yoruba, Hausa-Fulani
and Igbo had historically been in ex-
istence, albeit in profoundly differ-
ent stages of economic, socio-politi-
cal ang cultural formations than
what we know of these groups to-
day. Atany rate, what is pertinent is
that for good or ill, the spatial and
demographic spread of these bi§

ee groups more or less coincide

with and dominated the three bi
regions of the West, the North ang
the East respectively. They did not
exclusively constitute the ethnic, lin-
%l‘.ljstic and cultural complement of
their respective regions; but their
respective dominance in each of the
three regions was indisputable.

Of course, in the period of four
and half decades since the end of the
Nigeria-Biafra war, the three regions
have been effectively broken up. In
other words, it can be said that the
tripod standing on three legs has
Eone. Enter the “millipede” with

undreds of legs, actual or potential.
In other wor(%s, from those three
huge regions of the Fifties and early
Sixties, igerian federalism went,
first, to four regions; then to twelve
states; then to nineteen states; and
finally, to the present thirty-six
states, with Eossib]y more to come.
However, the memory, the reso-
nance of the three regions and the
ethno-national Wazobian tripod
continues to haunt all discussions of
federalism and restructuring in our
country. No secessionist or devolu-
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tionary group or movement repre-  as metaphors, whether largeorsmall, the ultimate guarantors of nation’s
sents this residual metaphoric power  do not in themselves conduce to vi- ~ food needs. There is indeed a philo-

of the three-legged tripod more than
IPOB does.

As I have stated many times in
this series, for IPOB, there are only
three “nations” in Nigeria: Biafra,
Oduduwa and Arewa. Since IPOB is
not one jot interested in Nigerian
federalism, it may be argued that
what the secessionist organization
thinks on the matter should not con-
cern us. But it is also the case that
beyond IPOB, most groups and indi-
viduals vigorously debating the
thomc?r and convoluted issues sur-
rounding Nigerian federalism today
also draw on the tripod metaphor,
some explicitly, others implicitly;
some in support, others in rejection.
For instance, the regionalists and
zonal advocates of both the South-
west and the so-called “core North”
(Northwest and Northeast) for the
most part base themselves on ver-
sions of the Wazobian tripod.

The “rejectionists” are mostly
those who never in the first place ac-
cepted either the validity or the use-

ess of the tripod metaphor as an
appropriate representation of where
our country was and/or where it is
headed in our search for a genuine,
robust and equitable federalism.
Their problem, their dilemma comes
from the fact that if the tripod is not
acceptable as a metaphor of N igerian
federalism, neither is the cenfipede
or the millipede exactly an engear—
ing image of a robusf federalism:
hundreds of tiny legs with which to
stand or walk in place of three, this is
not a reassuring image of national
identity and robust ?cderalism! In
other words, mere numbers acting

able and equitable federalism. The
recognition and acceptance of this
limitation of metaphor - all meta-
phors - nudges us towards a radical
critique of the (existing) politics of
Nigerian federalism of which we can
only provide the barest outline in
this piece.

our construction of such a cri-
tique, we could be;in by asking the
simple question: who or what are the
federating units in and of the Nige-
rian nation? The same question could
be posed and is indeed often posed
to other federal or confederal nations
of the world. Here, let us restrict our-
selves to Nigeria. For the great ma-
jority of all the groups and individu-
als writing about and/or struggling
for true and just federalism in our
country today, the answer to this
?uestion is unequivocally this: the
ederating units or entities are the
ethnic groups or nationalities that
were there, that have been there long
before “Nigeria” arrived on the scene
of history as a multi-ethnic supra-na-
tionality of mavxv‘ly eoples, languages
and cultures. Without in the least bit
questioning the validity of this view,
we must nonetheless question its ad-
equacy. Why? Because in the modern
world, in all post-tribal societies of
the recent past and the contemporary
present, federating units and entities
include workers re resenting them-
selves as workers; gusinessmen and
women representing their trades and
enterprises; professionals represent-
Ing their professions; students rep-
resenting themselves as students
whose interests must be protected;
farmers representing themselves as

sophical or “theoretical” basis for this
expanded view of the re{)resenta tion
of federating units in all the nations
in the modern world and it is this:
the fundamental, irreducible units
and entities that come together to
“federate” in all the societies and
nations of the modern world are hu-
man beings as they produce both the
means of their own survival and the
surplus they need to assure the sur-
vival of generations of their prog-
eny yet unborn. Permit me to briefly
expatiate on this idea, especially in
the Nigerian context.

It almost seems absurd to say
this, but all the same, it needs to be
stated that just as, short of war, no
ethnic or language group can and will
be expelled from the physical Space
that it currently occupies in the Ni-
gerian land mass, so is it also indis-
putable that all groups in contigu-
ous physical and economic proxim-
ity will engage in trade and exchange
of goods and services, within Nigeria
or in any other arrangement of joint,
associated nationhood. In other
words, our peoples are not only “fed-
erating” as speakers of certain lan-
guages and bearers of certain ethno-
national cultures, they are doing so
as producers and consumers of
goods and services; and they are doing
so necessarily and inevitably. Who has
not heard of trade and commerce
across the bloody, tragic battle lines
of the Nigeria-giafra war? Which
adult, literate, thinking Nigerian
does not know that all our eoples,
North and South, East and \A})est, face
physical, environmental and pro-
duction challenges that can only be

within the current Nigerian nation-
space or another? The regions and
zones that are completely landlocked,
will they not always need access to
the seas and the ports of the coastal
regions? The regions and zones that
face great, daunting pressure of scar-
city of land in relation to high popu-
lation densities, will they not travel
and migrate outwards, whether the
land they travel within or into is the
present-day Nigeria or other nation-
states altogether? And the regions
and zones that depend on the move-
ment of capital, goods, services and
peoples, will this imperative not be
there whether the nation be what we
have now or a successor nation-state
brought into being after the last talks,
the last plebiscites may have ended
the life and times of the country we
now have? Foe?

If these questions seem to indi-
cate that I am either dispensing with
or downplaying the significance of
language(s), ethn1c1ty_ and
indigeneity as representational or
“federating” vectors, let me qmcﬁgl
dispel that idea. Nigerians are no dit-
ferent from the rest of humanity: we
draw our identities from the
language(s) that we speak; our home-
towns; the places where we were
born and have made our permanent
residences; myths, legends and sym-
bols of ancestry, cultural achieve-
ment, civic pride and breakthrquEhs
in moral and intellectual insights.
These will endure and for as long as
they do, we will be locked into the
competing metaphoric struggle be-
tween resonances of the Wazobian
tripod and the centipede or the mil-
lipede. But the time has come to con-
siderably broaden the terms, the vec-
tors of Lﬁe representational or “fed-
erating” units and entities. We must,
I argue, now add the vector of pro-
duction. I could add other indices like

ender and age, but for now will
Emit myself in the present discus-
sion only to — production. In particu-
lar, I wish to end with a brief discus-
sion of how an emphasis on produc-
tion, side by side with ethnicity and
language(s), would substantially re-
duce the exclusion of suffering and
poverty from the central place that it
ought to occupy in current debates
over federalism in our country.

Very briefly then, let us begin
with the well-known fact that we
waste and mismanage our national
wealth and resources on a monumen-
tal scale. The looting, the
squandermania is colossal and
probably without equal in the
whole world. Absolutely without
any exception, the elites of all the
ethnic groups, big and small, of the
“tripod” and the “millipede” for-
mations, are involved in these
monumental acts of dispossession
of our peoples in every inch of the
land. ere “ethnicity” is the ba-
sic and perhaps the only basis of
determining the “federating” enti-
ties, in the name(s) of their ethno-
nationalities, these elites primarily
if not exclusively, represent them-
selves and their own interests. This
is why, dear readers and compatri-
ots, the poverty and the suffering
of the masses of our peoples have
not, so far, featured prominently in
debates and struggles over restruc-
turing and true and just federalism
in our country. The inclusion of pro-
duction as a vector of federalism will
not automaticall bring this about.
But it will be a eginning move of
potentially decisive impact.

A strong center with a bloated
presidency that is reproduced in the
executive governorships of the
thirty-six states; or a loose center
with a presidency with vastly re-
duced spheres o sovereignty, au-
thority and influence? Compatri-
ots, which vector of federalism and
“federating” entities, is more suit-
able to the realization of the reso-

lution of this question than produc-
tion?
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