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ABSTRACT 

Nigeria has been pulled in multiple directions by divisive centrifugal forces emanating from 

ethnic, partisan and territorial cleavages, as well as differences in the demands for public goods 

and services. This culminated in a civil war in the period 1967-1970. These problems are made 

worse by the discovery of oil in commercial quantities which turned the country into a mono-

commodity economy, and increased the clamor by the different groups for a fair share of the 

oil revenues. Nigeria therefore conveys an image of a dysfunctional political system to many 

researchers. Based on these observations, my expectation is that the National Assembly being 

a microcosm of the Nigerian society, the legislators will mirror the existing superstructures 

drawn around socio-political cleavages in their bill cosponsorship behavior. Using for the first 

time, original bill initiation data collected from the Sixth Legislative Session of Nigeria’s 

Fourth Republic National Assembly covering the period 2007 to 2011, the study explores the 

bill cosponsorship patterns through Social Network Analysis, adopting the exponential random 

graph modeling. Although, some of the results present significant divisive co-partisan, co-

ethnic, and intra-territorial bill cosponsorship relationships, ethnicity has a moderate influence 

as a predictor of the decision to cosponsor legislation in both chambers. There are also 

significant ties that cut across parties, ethnicity and territory. Based on these revelations, the 

image of a dysfunctional state about to descend into total state failure as predicted by some 

analysts are not conclusively supported by the data analyzed in this study. What the country 

requires at this moment is the strengthening of the institutions of democratic governance such 

as the National Assembly. This, I believe will promote the centripetal forces of national 

cohesion that will bind Nigerians closer together, and thus provide a viable and sustainable 

alternative to a doomsday scenario. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

“Nigerians have mastered the art of dancing on the precipice without falling 

over. Many of the elites are still convinced that Nigeria is ‘too big to fail.’ 

Such a view encourages the elites’ unwillingness to address the issues that so 

trouble the country and may even promote their irresponsible behavior such 

as the manipulation of ethnic or religious conflict for their own narrow 

political ends.” 

-John Campbell, United States  

 Ambassador to Nigeria (2004-2007)1 

 

1.1 Introduction 

This dissertation focuses on the Nigerian National Assembly due to the importance of 

the legislature in the institutional structure of the country’s federalism. The legislature in 

Nigeria has a constitutional mandate to make laws. Section 58(1) of the 1999 Constitution of 

the Federal Republic of Nigeria stipulates that2: 

The power of the National Assembly to make laws shall be exercised by bills passed 

by both the Senate and the House of Representatives and, except as otherwise 

provided by subsection (5) of this section, assented to by the President. 

 

The introduction of a bill is the first step in the lawmaking process. The policy implications of 

bills are that if passed, they create new laws, amend or repeal existing laws, allocate money, 

and can be used as measures for the distribution and redistribution of economic resources.  

The emphasis in this dissertation on the study of cleavage politics in the legislature that 

is mediated by partisanship, ethnicity, territorial affiliations and shared public policy 

preferences is hinged on the premise that any group that dominates the lawmaking processes 

will have important influence in the operations of a vital institution of governance in Nigeria’s 

fiscal federalism.  

                                                 
1 Campbell, John.2011.Nigeria: Dancing on the Brink.Lanham: Rowman & Little Field Publishers,  

Inc., xxi. 
2 The 1999 Constitution of the Federal Republic of Nigeria. Lagos, Nigeria: Government Printers.A990.  

http://www.nigeria-law.org/ConstitutionOfTheFederalRepublicOfNigeria.htm 
 

http://www.nigeria-law.org/ConstitutionOfTheFederalRepublicOfNigeria.htm
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1.2  Statement of Purpose and Research Questions 

The purpose of this dissertation study is to explore the influences of socio-political 

cleavages on bill cosponsorship in Nigeria’s National Assembly. The core question that 

motivates this research is: given the country’s weak institutional structure, coupled with the 

ethnic, partisan, religious and territorial diversity, as well as the heterogeneous public policy 

preferences by the elites and people of Nigeria, which factors play the greatest role in shaping 

bill cosponsorship behavior in the contemporary Nigerian legislature? Specifically, the study 

is anchored on the following questions: 

i. To what extent does the common membership of an ethnic group explain the bill 

cosponsorship decisions of Nigerian legislators? 

 

ii. Does belonging to the same political party significantly predict the choice of bill 

cosponsorship partners by legislators in the Nigerian National Assembly? 

 

iii. Are the legislators significantly influenced by their common territorial origins in 

their choices of bill cosponsorship partners? 

 

iv. Do legislators who share the similar public policy interests have a greater tendency 

to cosponsor legislation? 

 

v. Are there significant relationships between membership of the ruling party and 

relative influence of legislators in bill cosponsorship? 

 

vi. Is there a significant relationship between holding a leadership position in the 

National Assembly and influence in bill cosponsorship? 

 

vii. Does a significant relationship exist between seniority in the legislative chambers 

and influence in bill cosponsorship? 

 

In this dissertation, I argue that ethnic and territorial cleavages as well as competitive partisan 

alignments are the key factors shaping the political divisions inside the Nigerian legislature.  

1.3 Significance of the Study  

According to Aleman et al (2009:92-93), “studies of cosponsorship in legislatures other 

than the U.S. Congress are virtually nonexistent with work by Crisp, Kanthak, and 
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Leijonhufvud (2005) on the Chilean Congress being a rare exception.”  Thus, prior studies on 

bill cosponsorship and legislative politics in general have focused more on countries in the 

western democratic settings and Latin America. These include the works of Aleman and Calvo 

(2013); Clark and Caro (2013); Clark (2012);  Kikland (2012); Kirkland and Gross (2012), 

Kirkland (2011); Aleman and Calvo (2010); Burstein, Bauldry and Froese (2007); Rocca and 

Sanchez (2007); Fowler (2006a and 2006b); Koger (2003); Burkett and Skvoretz (2001); 

Wawro (2000); Balla and Nemacheck (2000); Wilson and Young (1997); Kessler and Krehbiel 

(1996); Gilligan and Krehbiel (1994); Thomas and Grofman (1993); Campbell (1982); 

Mayhew (1974); Redman (1973); and Fenno (1973), among others.  

From the foregoing works it is evident that political scientists are yet to examine bill 

cosponsorship structures in emerging democracies in Africa such as Nigeria. This dissertation 

is set to fill this gap. One of the main contributions of this study therefore is that it uses for the 

first time original dataset of cosponsored bills collected from the Sixth Session of Nigeria’s 

Fourth Republic National Assembly. This covers the period from 2007 to 2011. These data are 

utilized to examine cleavage patterns in lawmaking in Nigeria. The key analytical technique is 

the Exponential Random Graph Model (ERGM) developed in Social Network Analysis (SNA).  

Furthermore, in line with the work of Roeder and Rothchild (2005) on state-building 

in divided societies, an empirical study of the structural patterns of cooperation across ethnic 

boundaries, political parties, and regional affiliations is relevant at this moment of Nigeria’s 

democracy where the key governance institutional structures of democracy are still very 

nascent. A study of this nature can also prove useful elsewhere in Africa especially in the area 

of nation-building in multi-ethnic and conflict-prone societies. 
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Furthermore, many of the studies on Africa’s emerging democracies focusing on the 

ethno-territorial and partisan linkages adopt a qualitative approach. Nnoli (1980:72-3), for 

example, gives a descriptive picture of Nigeria’s political economy mediated by ethnicity. He 

observes that in multi-ethnic societies like Nigeria, ethnic groups violently compete for scarce 

resources such as property rights, jobs, education, language, social amenities and good 

healthcare facilities. Aborisade and Mundt (2002) follow suit rendering a contemporary 

political history of Nigeria focusing on the problems of institution building in the post-military 

dictatorship governments.  

In their own contribution, Basedau and Stroh (2012:6) observe that scholars of African 

ethnic politics and party systems tend to adopt an essentialist or primordial notion that revolves 

largely around “differences in a variable set of identity markers such as language, religion, and 

culture.” Thus, the micro-sociological thesis that emerges is that “a person thinks politically as 

he is socially” (Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and Hazel, 1968:27). The descriptive bent of some of 

these studies therefore do not give adequate room for the estimation of quantitative parameters 

for testing hypotheses. Given the importance of understanding the structure of governance 

institutions, and the dearth of studies of key institutions in a less researched area such as Africa, 

the value-added by this dissertation of legislative behavior is that it provides a quantitative 

angle to the on-going discourse on Nigeria’s ethno-regional politics. In addition, having only 

experienced a transition to civilian rule from military dictatorship in 1999, the study comes at 

a critical juncture in the country’s democratic transition, since through the results one can draw 

valuable lessons on legislative behavior and governance structures in Nigeria.  

1.4 Nigeria’s Political Problems and the Need for an Institutional Analysis  

British colonial rule in Nigeria lasted only 60 years, from 1900 to 1960. At 
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independence, on October 1st 1960, the country was bequeathed with a Westminster 

parliamentary system of government, with a three-region structure, and a republic in 1963, 

with an additional (Midwest region) thus jettisoning the links to the British Monarchy. Two 

executives were at the helm of affairs—a Prime Minister from the north, as the head of 

government, and a President from the south, as the ceremonial head of state. This institutional 

arrangement only lasted for six years as the army struck in January of 1966 to install Nigeria’s 

first military government. The after effects of this coup led to a counter-coup in July of 1966, 

and ultimately a three-year ethnic war ensued in the period 1966 to1970 that cost more than 

one million lives (Madiebo, 2000).  

Table 1.1: Timeline of Military-Civilian Governance in Nigeria 
Period 1960-66 1966-75 1975-79 1979-83 1983-85 1985-93 1993-93 1993-99 1999-

Present 

           

Government First Repub. Military Military Second 

Repub. 

Military Military Third 

Repub. 

Military Fourth 

Repub. 

Source: Adapted from Peters, Jimmy.1997. The Nigerian Military and the State. New York: St Martin’s Press 

 

As observed by Peters (1997), the foundation of this British creation was nearly wrecked by 

the ethnic civil war. The swings in the political pendulum between the military and civilians 

effectively divided Nigeria’s political history into phases now referred to as the ‘First 

Republic’ to the current ‘Fourth Republic’ of democratic governance. The First Republic 

covers the parliamentary system in the immediate post-independence period, 1960-1966. Other 

periods are as detailed in table 1.1. 

Created out of different ethnic nationalities, the contemporary political problems in 

Nigeria can be tied to the country’s societal cleavages as well as the inadequate institutional 

foundations (Sagay, 2002). Since independence, the country has been pulled in multiple 

directions by centrifugal forces emanating from ethnic, partisan and territorial cleavages. The 

amalgamation of the North and South territories by the British, two areas with largely different 
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cultures into one polity in 1914, is identified as a significant precursor of the institutional and 

governance problems in Nigeria. Presently, the territorial, ethnic, and religious fault lines have 

exacerbated the country’s political problems identified by Afegbua and Adejuwon (2012) to 

include frequent changes in leadership, lack of coherent ideology by political parties, policy 

reversals, state unresponsiveness, lack of accountability, and general weak institutional 

structures. These factors, the authors also point out, impact adversely on the political stability 

and economic development of the nation.  

These problems are made worse by the discovery of oil in commercial quantities which 

turned the country into a mono-commodity economy, and increased the clamor by the different 

groups for a fair share of the oil revenues. Nigeria therefore conveys an image of a 

dysfunctional political system to many researchers. In line with the trends above, the Fund for 

Peace working in collaboration with the Foreign Policy Magazine, in the Failed States Index 

for 2013, presented in table 1.2, ranks Nigeria as 16th out of 178 countries (FFP, 2013).  

Table 1.2: Failed States Index-2013 

Source: The Fund for Peace.2013. http://ffp.statesindex.org/rankings-2013-sortable 

 

This ranking further attests to the prominence of such factors as the factionalization of Nigerian 
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1 Somalia 113.9 9.5 10.0 9.3 8.9 8.4 9.4 9.5 9.8 10.0 9.7 10.0 9.4 
2 Congo (D. R.) 111.9 10.0 10.0 9.4 7.1 8.8 8.5 9.6 9.5 9.8 10.0 9.5 9.7 
3 Sudan 111.0 8.8 10.0 10.0 8.4 8.5 7.8 9.6 8.8 9.3 9.8 10.0 10.0 
4 South Sudan 110.6 8.9 10.0 10.0 6.5 8.9 8.6 9.1 9.8 9.3 9.6 9.8 10.0 

14 Guinea 101.3 8.4 8.2 7.6 7.7 8.2 9.2 9.8 8.9 8.4 9.1 8.9 7.0 
15 Guinea Bissau 101.1 8.4 7.8 5.7 8.0 8.1 8.7 9.7 8.8 7.6 9.5 9.7 9.0 
16 Nigeria 100.7 8.5 6.6 9.8 7.3 9.2 7.5 8.8 9.3 8.6 9.5 9.4 6.3 

157 South Korea 35.4 3.0 2.0 3.1 3.9 2.9 2.0 2.9 1.9 2.6 2.1 3.6 5.4 
158 Singapore 34.0 2.5 1.1 2.7 3.3 3.7 3.0 3.2 1.9 4.9 1.5 4.0 2.2 
159 United States 33.5 3.0 2.3 4.2 1.0 4.8 3.2 2.3 2.4 3.2 2.2 3.9 1.0 
160 United Kingdom 33.2 2.5 2.7 5.0 2.1 3.6 4.1 1.6 2.3 1.8 2.7 3.5 1.3 
177 Sweden 19.7 2.5 2.4 1.0 1.7 1.7 1.7 0.5 1.9 1.3 2.2 1.8 1.0 
178 Finland 18.0 1.9 1.6 1.4 2.3 1.0 3.2 1.0 1.5 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.0 

http://ffp.statesindex.org/rankings-2013-sortable
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elites (9.4/10 points), and group grievance (9.8/10 points), as major centrifugal forces afflicting 

the Nigerian state. Although the Failed State Index serves more as a tool for analysis and not 

for political prediction, serious observers of the Nigerian political scene such as Campbell 

(2011) still believe that if nothing significant is done in terms of institutional reforms to reverse 

the present political decline in the country, Nigeria may well be on its way to falling off the 

precipice as a confirmed failed state. Hence, in Campbell’s (2011:135) view, Nigeria is 

“dancing on the brink.” 

Thies (2009:623) further observes that “sub-Saharan African rulers have struggled to 

develop autonomous, responsive, and cohesive states in the postcolonial era; stylized models 

of the state-building process derived from the European experience seem to provide little 

guidance to rulers in the contemporary world.” The Nigerian experience corroborates this 

assertion. In Nigeria, for example, Jinadu (2011:4) identifies the primary objective of the 

reforms of the party system under the military-initiated democratic transitions in the country 

between 1975 and 1979, and from 1985 to 1999, as the de-emphasizing of “the dysfunctional 

or centrifugal salience of ethnicity in party politics based on the experience of the First 

Republic.” Despite these efforts towards a democratic transition by the previous military-led 

administrations, there are contemporary reasons to posit that the anticipated goals of 

democratic reforms and nation-building have so far proved elusive in Nigeria. This observation 

is also supported by the work of Omotola (2010). In the author’s view, at the core of Nigeria’s 

problems are the political parties. He observes that “Nigerian parties have tended to become 

more of a democratic liability than an asset in the country’s quest for political stability” 

(Omotola, 2010:125). Omotola points out that in the 1999 Constitution of Nigeria, political 

parties are one of the institutions for promoting a stable governance structure in the country. 
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This view is anchored more on the functional role of parties in Nigeria’s electoral democracy. 

Having been conferred the monopoly right to present candidates for elections, the political 

parties are given free rein to nurture the democratic experience in Nigeria since constitutionally 

no independent candidates are allowed. This is stipulated in Section 221 of the 1999 

Constitution3 thus:  

No association, other than a political party, shall canvass for votes for any candidates 

at any election or contribute to the funds of any political party or to the election 

expenses of any candidate at an election. 
 

But these parties in reality, according to Omotola, have failed to live up to their expectations 

especially in Nigeria’s Fourth Republic. Omotola (2010:144) believes that their under-

performance may be connected to “factors such as poverty of ideology of the parties; absence 

of internal discipline, cohesion, and democracy in the parties; and elite factionalization, 

precipitated by the character of the Nigerian State and its politics.” Omoruyi (2001:20) also 

corroborates this assertion. He observes that “on the performance of the parties since 1999, 

one could say that the so-called political parties are not in competition with one another; they 

are in factions; these factions are more in competition within themselves than with another 

party.” Omoruyi further reveals that the resulting situation has become so critical that in the 

period 1999-2003, the three dominant parties were more interested in the pursuit of interests 

favoring their ethnic or regional constituencies.4 Adding to the negative perception of Nigerian 

parties, Omotola (2010:138) observes that these parties “are known for massive rigging of 

elections; the experiences of the 2003 and 2007 general elections remain potent, having 

precipitated post-election conflicts and instability across several parts of the country.”   

                                                 
3 FRN.1999. The 1999 Constitution of the Federal Republic of Nigeria. Lagos: Government Printers. A990. 
4 The parties referred to by Omoruyi are the Peoples Democratic Party (PDP), the All Nigeria Peoples 

 Party (ANPP), and the Alliance for Democracy (AD). 
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Based on these observations, my expectation is that the National Assembly being a 

microcosm of the Nigerian society, the legislators will mirror the existing superstructures 

drawn around socio-political cleavages in their bill cosponsorship behavior. The foregoing 

experiences with party politics in Nigeria therefore form the basis of the need to include the 

roles of political parties in the cleavage theory of legislative politics in the country.  The next 

section outlines how this will be accomplished. 

1.5 Dissertation Outline 

Chapter two is an overview of the literature covering the political history and the ethno-

territorial and partisan divisions of Nigeria and explore if the Nigerian legislative 

cosponsorship behavior is driven more by ethnic and territorial affiliations, as well as 

preferences for public policies. 

Chapter three deals with data and methods. The primary goal of this chapter is to 

present the theoretical and methodological frameworks to investigate bill cosponsorship in 

legislatures. I explain the data sources, and why Social Network Analysis (SNA) is the 

preferred analytical method in this study.  

Chapter four presents the network structures formed in bill cosponsorship by members 

of the Nigerian National Assembly along ethnic, partisan, and territorial affiliations. This 

chapter also explores the relationship between seniority and leadership positions occupied by 

members in the National Assembly, examining whether these attributes are correlated with the 

measures of network centrality and influence such as degree, betweenness and eigenvalue 

centrality.  

Chapter five is the main empirical chapter utilizing the theoretical frameworks 

advanced in the literature to examine the relative influences of ethnicity, political parties and 
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territorialism in legislative cosponsorship behavior in Nigeria. Building on the overview of the 

political history of Nigeria, the ethnic divisions, the evolution of the administrative territories, 

as well as legislative theory developed in chapter two, I explore the empirical basis of the 

influences of socio-political cleavages on bill cosponsorship. Chapter six presents more 

empirical analysis exploring the distributive theory of legislative politics and to what extent 

different public policy cleavages can influence bill cosponsorship in Nigeria’s National 

Assembly. 

  Chapter seven is the policy discussion and concluding chapter. This chapter gives a 

synthesis of the results of the analyses and presents an overview of their public policy 

implications in the area of institution-building in conflict-prone societies such as Nigeria.  
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Chapter 2: Literature 

“Political parties provide the primary links between society and the state in 

most contemporary democracies…the modern study of the social origins of 

parties is rooted in the notion that rather than simple associations of interest, 

parties emerge organically from deep-seated divisions within society.”  

 

       -Peter M.Siavelis5 

 

2.1 Introduction 

 This chapter pursues the central theme that bill cosponsorship behavior among Nigerian 

legislators is driven by societal cleavages centered on partisan, ethnic and territorial affiliations 

as well by shared public policy interests. Carbone (2007) observes that party pluralism became 

noticeable towards the end of colonial experience in many parts of Africa as the countries 

sought political independence. Nigeria is no exception. Nigeria’s journey into party politics 

was signaled by the 1922 Clifford’s Constitution which allowed for the first time the election 

of un-official representatives into the Privy Council in Britain (Omotola, 2009). According to 

Ngou (1989) three major political parties dominated the election of 1959 which led to the 

country’s independence. These parties include the Northern People’s Congress (NPC), the 

National Council of Nigerian Citizens (NCNC), and the Action Group (AG). Jinadu (2011) 

also observes that these parties set the pace for electoral competition in the colonial era and the 

immediate post-independence Nigerian politics. 

2.2 Political Parties and Cleavage Politics in Africa 

The tone for the sociological party support in Africa is reinforced by the work of 

Horowitz (1985). The author finds strong linkages between ethnicity and partisan support. For 

him, in the postcolonial era: 

                                                 
5 Siavelis, Peter.M.2006. “Party and Social Structure.” In Handbook of Party Politics, eds.Katz S.Richard and  

William Crotty. London: SAGE Publications.359-360. 
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Societies that are deeply riven along a preponderant ethnic cleavage—as in Asian and 

African states—tend to throw up party systems that exacerbate ethnic conflict. By 

appealing to electorates in ethnic terms, by making ethnic demands on government, 

and by bolstering the influence of ethnically chauvinistic elements within each group, 

parties that begin by merely mirroring ethnic divisions help to deepen and extend 

them. Hence the oft-heard remark in such states is that politicians have created ethnic 

conflict (Horowitz, 1985:291). 

 

Hoffman and Long (2013) also investigate the relationship between ethnicity, party 

attributes and perceptions on voting patterns in other African countries such as Ghana that 

share the same British colonial and military dictatorship experiences with Nigeria. Studying 

the 2008 Ghanaian Presidential Election, they seek answers on whether Ghanaian voters have 

firm opinions of parties or do voters for the two dominant parties, the National Democratic 

Congress (NDC) and the New Patriotic Party (NPP), emerge from distinct ethnic blocks. The 

results of exit polls conducted on the Election Day indicate that “while ethnicity was relevant 

for some voters, evaluations and perceptions of the parties were far more important 

determinants of vote choice” (Hoffman and Long, 2013:127). 

 Basedau and Stroh (2012) further undertake investigations of the linkages between 

political parties and ethnicity in Francophone Africa using representative survey polls in Benin, 

Burkina Faso, Mali and Niger. Their results indicate that “ethnicity matters, but its impact is 

generally rather weak and differs with regard to party systems and individual parties. Ethnic 

parties in the strict sense are virtually absent. In particular, the voters’ location seems more 

important than ethnic affiliation” (Basedau and Stroh, 2012:5). The authors therefore suggest 

that other determinants such as regional ties, elite strategies, cross-cutting cleavages, and 

rational public policy preferences need to be investigated further in future studies of voting 

behavior in Africa. This dissertation therefore contributes to the on-going discourse by 
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exploring how the bill cosponsorship ties developed by the Nigerian legislators are influenced 

by the cleavages prevalent in the society writ large. 

2.21 Political Parties and Politics in Nigeria 

Omotola (2009) observes that in Nigeria’s First Republic (1960-1966), the Northern 

People’s Congress (NPC), which drew its membership from the Northern elites, had 

conservative leanings, the National Council of Nigerian Citizens (NCNC), which had the 

South-East as its stronghold, and the Action Group (AG), which was pro-South-West, 

displayed relatively more progressive and welfarist ideologies. However, one still finds it 

difficult to distinguish one party from the other based on serious ideological orientations. The 

major force linking these parties and their members seems to be their adherence to ethno-

regional cleavages as they were preoccupied with “seeking to capture and consolidate power 

in their respective spheres of influence or region” (Omotola, 2009:622).   

In 1979, Nigeria embarked on a democratic transition with the adoption of a Federal 

Constitution6 (amended in 19997), under a presidential system of government while jettisoning 

the Westminster parliamentary system it operated during the First Republic (FRN, 1979; 

1999). The 1979 Presidential Constitution created two legislative chambers: the Senate as the 

upper chamber, and the House of Representatives as the lower chamber. It also created a three-

tiered system of government consisting of federal, state (currently 36 states), and 774 Local 

Government Areas (LGAs), (equivalent to counties in the U.S) (Ukiwo, 2006). The Senate has 

109 members, with three senators elected per state, and one senator representing the Federal 

                                                 
6 FRN.1979.The 1979 Constitution. Federal Republic of Nigeria. 

 http://www.constitutionnet.org/files/nig_const_79.pdf 
7 FRN.1999.The 1999 Constitution. Federal Republic of Nigeria.  

http://www.assetrecovery.org/kc/resources/org.apache.wicket.Application/repo?nid=98a176e0-6e8f-

11dd-9b9d-b7c0585fc33c 

 

http://www.constitutionnet.org/files/nig_const_79.pdf
http://www.assetrecovery.org/kc/resources/org.apache.wicket.Application/repo?nid=98a176e0-6e8f-11dd-9b9d-b7c0585fc33c
http://www.assetrecovery.org/kc/resources/org.apache.wicket.Application/repo?nid=98a176e0-6e8f-11dd-9b9d-b7c0585fc33c
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Capital Territory (FCT), Abuja. The House of Representatives has 360 members allocated to 

states based on their populations. According to the Commonwealth Monitoring Group (COG), 

the elections to both chambers of the Nigerian National Assembly are based on Single-Member 

Districts (SMDs) and “a straight First-Past-The-Post (FPTP) system” (COG, 2007:17). 

In Nigeria’s Second Republic (1979-1983), the lack of ideological basis for party-

system organization continued. The National Party of Nigeria (NPN), People’s Redemption 

Party (PRP), and Great Nigerian People’s Party (GNPP), drew most of their membership from 

the North; the Nigerian People’s Party (NPP), was a South East-based and Ibo-dominated 

party, while the Unity Party Nigeria (UPN) was a Yoruba party that dominated politics in the 

South West. These key parties  were all “motivated largely by ethnic competition for power 

through their  respective ethnic champions…;the degeneration of party politics through 

political vagrancy, elite factionalization and weak institutionalization led to the military coup 

of December 31, 1983 that brought the Second Republic to an abrupt end” (Omotola, 

2009:623).  

 In the Third Republic in 1993, two parties were mechanically created and foisted on 

the people by then military administration of General Ibrahim Babangida. While the Social 

Democratic Party (SDP) was made to be a little bit to the left, the National Republican 

Convention, (NRC), leaned to the right. Since these parties were artificial creations of the 

military and the electorates were herded into one camp or the other, there was therefore no 

organic basis for the evolution of genuine ideological orientations. In the view of Omotola 

(2009), Nigerian political parties up to the current Fourth Republic (1999-present), despite 

their party manifestoes, are therefore ideologically barren. The major cleavage boundaries have 

continued to be drawn on the ethnic and regional fault lines.  
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Drawing from the foregoing literature therefore, in the emergent democracies in Africa 

such as Nigeria, the relevant puzzle is whether political parties reveal any links to societal 

cleavages such as ethnicity in line with a sociological thesis, or if they emerge out of a genuine 

need to satisfy some functional, developmental, economic or political objectives. This study 

therefore seeks to shed more light on this. Hence, the further understanding of the institutional 

structure of Nigerian political parties through bill cosponsorship is a major driver of this 

dissertation research.  

2.3 Ethnicity and Cleavage Politics: Diverse Perspectives 

The ethnic question, which is a major cleavage structure has been a recurring theme in 

the politics of divided societies in Africa such as Nigeria. Mozaffar (2006) identifies the 

contemporary orthodoxy that permeates the empirical studies of ethnicity-partisan 

relationships in Africa. Whether of the rational choice genre as presented in the works of 

Rabushka and Shepsle (1972), or the socio-psychological explanations offered by Horowitz 

(1985), one common thread according to Mozaffar links both schools of thought together, and 

that is; “each ethnic group represents a cleavage, is totally separate from others, is unified by 

the homogeneous preferences of its members, and is also sufficiently large enough to support 

a party by itself” (Mozaffar, 2006:240). This implies that in societies with high fragmentation 

as evidenced by the large number of ethnic groups in Nigeria, there will be a tendency to have 

a greater number of political parties involved in electoral competition. The reverse will be the 

case in polities with low social fragmentation due to smaller number of ethnic groups as 

exemplified by Botswana and Lesotho in Southern Africa. In the view of Mozaffar (2006), if 

the ethnic groups exhibit preferences that are openly antagonistic to one another, then the 



 

16 

 

political arena will be reduced to a zero-sum game whereby a win by one group is ultimately 

the loss of the other.  

Given the foregoing accounts the question then is: can one successfully tie the 

contemporary political problems in Nigeria to the country’s societal cleavages based on ethnic 

pluralism?  Sagay (2002) believes so, arguing that Nigeria’s political problems are traceable 

to the inadequate institutional foundations reinforced by the country’s creation out of different 

ethnic nationalities. This view is reinforced by the works of scholars such as Rabushka and 

Shepsle (1972) who argue that there is an inherent linkage between ethnic pluralism and 

democratic instability. However, one school of thought departs from this notion, positing that 

the problems of ethnic pluralism can be ameliorated by institutional arrangements such as 

consociationalism, power-sharing, proportional representation, affirmative action and (fiscal) 

federalism. These scholarly works include those of Horowitz (1985, 1991, 1993); Lijphart 

(1977); Phillips (1996); Reilly (2001); Roeder and Rothchild (2005); and Aleman and 

Treisman (2005).  

2.31 Ethnicity and the Rational Choice Institutionalism 

The theories surrounding cleavages have been discussed from two perspectives: 1) the 

rational choice institutionalism and; 2) the cultural values and modernization theories. Under 

the rational choice institutionalism, the electoral rewards facing political parties are important 

determinants of the level of bonding between them and their electoral bases within the society. 

Przeworski and Sprague (1986) have originally discussed partisan cleavage formations and 

their work was further expanded by Kitschelt (1994). Norris (2004) also follows on the heels 

of these scholars offering further rational choice based explanations for partisan cleavage 

formations. According to him, with the spread of mass suffrage in the European societies of 
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the mid-nineteenth and the early twentieth centuries, party organizations in parliaments which 

hitherto centered on local elites, informal networks and patron-client relations, were found 

inadequate to handle a large size electorate involving the masses differentiated into societal 

groups. Following on the heels of this, Norris (2004:100) posits that the “European parties had 

an incentive to foster close links with their natural social bases in the electorate, so that labor, 

socialist and communist parties collaborated closely with the organized labor movement, while 

Christian Democrats created strong links with the Catholic Church and with the business 

sector.” In the view of Norris (2004:100), the sense of membership evident in these party 

organizations was based on “the emphasis on common ideological principles, clear and 

distinctive programmatic party platforms reflecting these goals, and a sense of one-of-us 

belonging to a clan with clear boundaries.” This was further exploited by the party organizers 

to raise funds through recruiting fee-paying members, and volunteers who helped towards the 

electoral success of the parties. Based on the foregoing therefore, there are clear rational 

choice-driven objectives forging the relationships between parties and their support bases in 

the society. 

 However, having lost their appeal in the post-industrial societies, the linkage between 

labor unions and socialist parties for example, waned. Faced with this unfolding scenario, 

Kitschelt (1994) explains that the parties had to broaden their appeal base to include secular 

trends observed in the society so as to be electorally successful. Thus, this accounted for the 

emergence of ‘catch-all’ parties which include in their manifestoes issues of popular appeal 

such as centrist economic policies, concerns on the protection of environment, human rights, 

and gender equality.  
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The question at this juncture is whether ethnic politics in Nigeria can be explained 

through the lens of rational choice institutionalism? Since the Nigerian society did not evolve 

through the industrial or post-industrial pathways evident in Europe, and politics in the 

country’s nascent democracy is yet to mature to the level that can be explained by pure rational 

choice institutionalism, one is left to search for alternative explanations for the incursion of 

ethnic tendencies in the Nigerian political decisions. This is against the background of the 

observations by scholars such as Omotola (2009), that despite their manifestoes, political 

parties in Nigeria are ideologically barren and the major cleavage boundaries have continued 

to be drawn on the ethnic fault lines. Borrowing from Young (2009), the pertinent question 

then is: does ethnicity constitute a support one can count on for legislative success in Nigeria? 

This dissertation therefore focuses on finding answers to this question. 

2.32 Ethnicity, Cultural Values and Modernization Theories 

 According to Norris (2004:102), the advocates of the cultural values and modernization 

theories believe that “the strength of cleavage politics is primarily the product of ‘bottom-up’ 

developments in the nature of mass societies.” These bottom-up developments revolve around 

issues of social identities such as class, religion, gender and ethnicity. Since these sociological 

characteristics are deep-rooted, Norris believes that they cannot be easily created or subject to 

the manipulations of politicians, but they are products of lasting sociological processes 

prevalent in those environments. Following from this cultural phenomenon, the emerging 

political parties and institutions are therefore nothing but “the superstructure arising from the 

broader social base” (Norris, 2004:102).  
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2.33 Social Theories and Nigeria’s Ethnic Politics 

Nigeria’s culture and the ethnic politics that is part of it can be framed in the context of 

the modernization theory. Proponents of the modernization theory posit that the strong roots 

of people in traditional agrarian based-societies are largely “through ties of ‘blood and 

belonging’, including those of kinship, family, ethnicity and religion, as well as long-standing 

cultural bonds” (Norris, 2004:102). However, modernization is accomplished through the 

changes in the modes of economic production that occur in the society as the subsistence 

agriculture-based production shifts to manufacturing and general industrialization. As citizens 

move from the rural to urban settings in search of the new economic opportunities, they still 

retain their bonds built around kinship, family, ethnicity and religion, and other deep-rooted 

cultural phenomenon. These bonds form the basis of organization in the ensuing competition 

for the material goods of the modern, industrialized society. The origins of modernization 

theories are traceable to the revolutionary works of Karl Marx, as revealed by Kreis (2008); 

Max Weber, as discussed by Ritzer and Goodman (2004:196-240); and Emile Durkheim, 

illuminated by Jones (1986). The extension and application of these works to modern political 

thought were undertaken by theorists such as Lerner (1958); Lipset (1960); Rostow (1960), 

and Deutsch (1964). More recent applications to mass political culture include the works of 

Inglehart (1977), and Dalton (2002). 

Bringing the modernization theory to the Nigerian context, Bates (1974) views ethnic 

competition as the struggle by these groups for valued goods which are scarce in comparison 

to the demand for them in the emerging industrial societies. To be successful, “like all groups, 

ethnic groups are organized around a set of common activities, be they social, economic, or 

political” (Bates, 1974:458). The author explains the roots of the ethnic rivalry and tension 
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between the Ibos and the Yorubas of Nigeria for example, along this line. Blessed with cities 

such as Lagos located on the Atlantic coast, the Yorubas had an earlier exposure to western 

education due to the contact with European explorers and missionaries. Cocoa, which equally 

became a precious commodity of international trade also contributed to the early development 

of modern Yoruba cities which turned out to be the loci of early political activities in Nigeria. 

In the view of Bates, being “prosperous because of cocoa, and indigenous to the urban areas 

which became the primary locus of administrative and commercial development, the Yoruba 

claimed top rank in the structure of modern society in Nigeria” (Bates, 1974:463). Thus, the 

migration of the Ibos who traditionally inhabit the South East hinterlands of Nigeria, to Yoruba 

cities in search of jobs and other unfolding economic opportunities resulted in ethnic rivalry 

and tensions between them and the Yorubas.  

While this was going on, Bates equally observes that the ethnic groups that inhabit the 

northern parts of Nigeria especially the Hausa-Fulani, having been left behind in terms of the 

pursuit of western education by the Yorubas and Ibos of the south, feared the superiority of the 

southern peoples in the competition for the control and distribution of resources accruing to 

the modern Nigerian state. Thus, the quest for survival in Nigeria led “the northern peoples to 

an explicit policy of ‘northernization’ whereby they gave privileged access to educational and 

employment opportunities to residents of the north” (Bates, 1974:463).   

The study of Nigeria’s ethnic diversity and its linkage to political competition can also 

be explained from the perspective of social identity theory. As espoused in the works of Tajfel 

and Turner (1986), Oakes (1987), Anderson (2006), Bayart (2005), and McLeod (2008); the 

core of social identity theory revolves around the way and manner individuals categorize 

themselves and people like them within boundaries(in-groups), whether real or imagined, 
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highlighting differences with all others who they consider as out-groups. In a place like 

Nigeria, such social identities and perceptions of group consciousness may be formed around 

cleavages based on ethnicity. An ethnic cleavage model of Nigerian politics can therefore be 

linked to Anderson’s (2006:6-7) concept of an “imagined community.” Anderson conceives 

modern day nations as “communities in anonymity” where each citizen privately imagines in 

the lair of his brain the existence of other beings without necessarily ever making physical 

contact with them. One of the grounds for this imagination is the idea of boundedness or limit 

which emanates from what he refers to as “territorialization.” Under this concept, nations are 

imagined as limited—that is, having physically defined and sovereign boundaries by which 

they can be identified, and outside of this circle other nations exist. For Anderson (2006:6-7) 

these nations are imagined because: 

The members of even the smallest nation will never know most of their fellow 

members, meet them, or even hear of them, yet in the minds of each lives the image 

of their communion; …it is imagined as a community, because, regardless of the 

actual inequality and exploitation that may prevail in each, the nation is always 

conceived as a deep, horizontal comradeship. Ultimately it is this fraternity that makes 

it possible, over the past two centuries, for so many millions of people, not so much 

to kill, as willingly to die for such limited imaginings. 

 

In the author’s perspective, nationalism therefore emerges out of the ruins of 

fundamental cultural antiquities among which are ethnicity and bonds provided by a local 

vernacular or language, with inherent characteristic to change over time. The grains of thought 

that run through Anderson’s work that have relevance for Nigerian ethnic politics revolve 

around the perception of “in-group, out-group” mentality, where the issues of national unity or 

cohesion may be sacrificed on the altar of ethnic identity. 
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2.34 Background to Ethnic Influences in Nigerian Politics  

Coleman (1958) gives a prelude to the core of ethnic politics in contemporary Nigeria. 

According to the author, at the eve of Nigeria’s independence, the various ethnic groups, 

despite their rejection of British colonialism, still revealed high levels of antagonism and 

suspicion towards one another. Being among the first group of scholars to investigate the nature 

of ethnic nationalism in the emerging Nigerian state, Coleman employs concepts that meet at 

the junction of ethnography and social anthropology. He outlines the general geographical and 

cultural backgrounds of ethnic nationalism in Nigeria in the colonial era, and how the new 

forms of political organizations that originated in this period can be linked to the impact of 

western economic, missionary and educational agencies in the 19th and 20th centuries. 

 The acquisition of western education by a small group of Nigerian elites led to their 

formation of various nationalist organizations. With successive constitutional changes leading 

to the introduction of legislative elections into the various regional and national assemblies, 

the emerging educated elites strived to achieve their political aspirations by garnering mass 

support through their various ethnic enclaves. While Nnamdi Azikiwe was busy doing this 

among Ibo communities in the various urban centers of Nigeria as well as in the Ibo hinterlands 

of the South East, Obafemi Awolowo turned to his Yoruba compatriots for the same purpose. 

Thus, the rise and growth of ethnic nationalism in Nigeria’s modern political history has some 

links to competition for economic resources that requires some form of political organization. 

In the ensuing political arena of the First Republic (1960-1966), Omotola (2009) points 

out that three regional based-based parties emerged as the champions of regional interests, 

laying the foundations of ethnic politics in Nigeria—the Northern People’s Congress (NPC) 

(dominated by the Hausa-Fulani); the National Council of Nigerian Citizens (NCNC)—
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Southeast-based (with Ibo dominance); and the Action Group (AG)—predominantly a Yoruba 

party, active in the South-West. All these parties in Omotola’s view, lacked serious ideological 

orientations. The major force linking them and their members were their adherence to ethno-

regional cleavages where they may be assured of electoral success (Omotola, 2009:622). 

 Having been assigned the power over the purse, one can then construct a modernist 

view of legislative politics involving the distribution of the natural resources accruing to the 

Nigerian state, with ethnic cleavages at the epicenter. Following on the heels of these political 

organizations, the relevance of the Nigerian ethnic discourse is therefore more glaring when 

translated to contemporary political economy considerations. Ethnic competition reduces to  

“the striving by ethnic groups for valued goods which are scarce in comparison to the demand 

for them…like all groups ethnic groups are organized about a set of common activities, be they 

social, economic, or political”(Bates, 1974:458). The ethnic divisions are exacerbated by the 

roles of prominent Nigerian statesmen. Supporting this notion, Coleman (1958:320) reports 

the views of Chief Obafemi Awolowo, one of Nigeria’s leading statesmen at that time, and a 

champion of the Yoruba cultural group, the Egbe Omo Oduduwa, and the Action Group ethnic 

party, thus: 

Nigeria is not a nation. It is a mere geographical expression. There are no ‘Nigerians’ 

in the sense as there are ‘English’, ‘Welsh’, or the ‘French’. The word ‘Nigerian’ is 

merely a distinctive appellation to distinguish those who live within the boundaries 

of Nigeria from those who do not8. 

 

The summary of Coleman’s historical presentation as they relate to institutions of governance 

at that time raise questions as to whether the Westminster parliamentary system that was 

bequeathed to Nigeria, and other governance structures such as the roles of the cabinet, the 

                                                 
8 Awolowo, Obafemi.1947. Path to Nigerian Freedom. London: Faber.47-48. 
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committee system and the emerging judicial institutions will survive the test of time given the 

pervasive and divisive ethnic nationalism.  

Bringing the above narration to the contemporary Nigerian politics, if Chief 

Awolowo’s notion of Nigeria still holds true, then the expectation is that it will be reflected in 

the form of ethnic alliances dominating the patterns of bill cosponsorship in the country’s 

National Assembly. Viewed in this guise, one can then have a deeper understanding of the 

relevance of the ethnic discourse in modern day fiscal federalism in Nigeria since in 

contemporary democracies, the legislature plays a major role in the appropriation of revenues9. 

Figure 2.1: Ethno-Linguistic Map of Nigeria 

 
Source: Perry-Castañeda Library, University of Texas at Austin. 

http://www.lib.utexas.edu/maps/africa/nigeria_linguistic_1979.jpg 

 

Statistics present a more fragmented picture of the Nigerian state. With a population of 

about 177.2 million, the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) lists Nigeria as the 8th most 

                                                 
9 Hamilton, Alexander.1788. “The Federalist Papers No.78.” In The Federalist Papers. Hamilton, Alexander;  

John Jay; and James Madison.2010.Simon & Brown Edition.353.According to Hamilton, “the legislature 

not only commands the purse, but prescribes the rules by which the duties and rights of every citizen are 

to be regulated.”  

 

http://www.lib.utexas.edu/maps/africa/nigeria_linguistic_1979.jpg
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populous country in the world. The country also has more people than any other country in 

Africa (CIA, 2014). In his contribution to Ethnologue, Lewis (2009:164) also asserts that “the 

number of individual languages listed for Nigeria is 527. Of those, 514 are living languages, 2 

are second languages without mother-tongue speakers, and 111 have no known speakers” 

(figure 2.2). According to Lalasz (2006), in Nigeria’s last population census in 2006 a 

deliberate decision was taken by the government not to include the ethnic backgrounds of the 

people in the enumeration because of the sensitive political connotations. The U.S. Central 

Intelligence Agency (CIA, 2014), however estimates that Nigeria’s 177.2 million people  are 

spread out among more than 250 ethnic groups, with the following as the most politically 

influential groups: Hausa and Fulani of the North (29%); Yoruba, of the South-West (21%); 

Igbo (Ibo), in the South-East (18%); Ijaw, a southern minority group (10%); a northern 

minority ethnic group, the Kanuri (4%); a southern minority ethnic group, Ibibio (3.5%); and 

finally a northern minority group, the Tiv (2.5%). 

In addition, Nnoli (1980:5) makes his own contribution to the ethnic question in 

Nigerian politics. According to him, “ethnic groups are social formations distinguished by the 

communal character of their boundaries. The relevant communal factor may be language, 

culture, or both.” However for him, the perception of ethnicity as a cleavage pattern comes not 

from ethnic groups per se but from their views of their group relative to other groups, hence 

the emergence of ethnocentrism. Nnoli (1980:6) posits that “ethnocentrism is attitudinal in 

form and perceptual in content. It represents the subjective dimension of ethnic behavior.” 

Along this line therefore, the members of an ethnic group are perceived as ethnocentric when 

they are inward-looking in their relationships with other groups, and regard with pride the 

issues that relate to their own culture or common ancestry. Over the years the emerging 
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behaviors lead to patterns of social differentiation that become noticeable in their relationships 

with other groups.   

Adding a statistical anchor to the Nigerian ethnic question, Aborisade and Mundt 

(2002:53) reveal that “ethnologists have identified over 250 ethnic groups in Nigeria based on 

language and cultural traits; a survey of world’s languages has documented 6,170 human 

languages, of which 420 or almost 7 percent are spoken in Nigeria, most than in any other 

country.”10  How these factors seep into legislative behavior and whether they can significantly 

influence the development of policy ties among Nigerian legislators are therefore issues that 

form part of this study.  

2.4 Federalism and the Concepts of a Territorial State 

Bergman (1975: vii), explains that through territorial apportionments made possible by 

political institutions, “people organize themselves and allocate their efforts and their resources 

to achieve social ends.”  In the view of Cox (2002:10), people share territorial interests by 

virtue of inhabiting a defined geographic space with some others. In politics, claims to these 

territorial boundaries often lead to competition and conflicts with other people. In this vein, 

“territory and territoriality are defining concepts of political geography that bring together the 

ideas of power and space—territory as spaces that are defended, contested, claimed against the 

claims of others, through territoriality—the activity of defending, controlling, excluding, 

including” (Cox, 2002:1).  

The key question at this juncture is: can the structure of the territorial state that a 

country operates influence the legislative politics? This question becomes more salient in 

countries such as Nigeria composed of multiple ethnic nationalities. Keating (2001:39) 

                                                 
10 See also Grimes, Barbara F.1988. ed. Ethnologue: Languages of the World, 11th Edition. Dallas: Summer  

Institute of Linguistics.  
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observes that “there are more potential nations than possible states.” According to the author, 

this has generated debates on the appropriate way to define the relationship between states and 

the constituent nations. The study of how these issues can influence the political processes in 

institutions of governance such as the legislature in multi-ethnic societies such as Nigeria 

therefore assumes a paramount importance. This dissertation advances the position that 

territorial alliances may dominate the patterns of bill cosponsorship in the Nigerian National 

Assembly. 

Keating (2001:47) further explains the concept of territorialism by adopting Rokkan 

and Urwin’s (1983) models of a territorial state. According to these authors, territorial states 

fall into one of four models. The first case is the unitary state, which is characterized by power 

centralization exhibiting uniform institutions and governance policies for all the constituent 

parts. The second model is the union state which although has one central authority, but also 

accords adequate recognition to the historic rights and other infrastructural differences evident 

in the union. For Rokkan and Urwin (1983), in a mechanical federalism, the nation-state is 

subdivided into different federal units following a top-bottom manner, while sharing a common 

center. An organic federalism on the other hand, is a bottom-top process whereby the 

federating entities have willingly decided to come together to form the state while still retaining 

their peculiar identities. The powers of the central authority in this case are severely defined 

and limited.  Keating (2001), using the foregoing nomenclature labels France as a unitary state, 

while the appellation of a union state is reserved for the UK and Spain. Switzerland on the 

hand is a typical case of an organic federation, while Germany fits the case of a mechanical 

federation. 
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Other theoretical approaches also seek to explain the concept of federalism as detailed 

in table 2.1. These cover four areas ranging from the legal and institutional approaches that 

examine the constitutional dimensions of federalism, to the ideological constructions 

presenting federalism in terms of policies of centralization, decentralization and balance.  

Table 2.1: The Summary of the Theoretical Approaches to Federalism 

 
Source: Adegehe, Asnake, Kefale.2009.Federalism and Ethnic Conflict in Ethiopia.36. 

 

Adegehe (2009:27) however synthesizes the processes through which federations come 

into being under two broad areas—the aggregative and restructuring approaches. These 

theoretical concepts are equally discussed extensively in the works of Burris (2001); 

Weinstock (2001); and Duchacek (1970). For Weinstock (2001), federal integrative processes 

involve the aggregation of political institutions of independent or sovereign entities. As further 

explained by Adegehe (2009), this is normally achieved through constitutional agreements 

entered into by the federating entities. In contrast, Adegehe (2009:27), observes that federal 

restructuring or mechanical federalism involves the devolution of power to sub-national units 
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sometimes through administrative fiats. The creation of regions and states in Nigeria by the 

British and later by the Nigerian military fits this approach.  

Stepan (1999) further expands the concept of federalism by adopting three perspectives 

thus: 1) the coming together; 2) holding together; and 3) putting together. The ‘coming 

together’ of political entities involves some form of constitutional pacts on the structure of the 

emerging union state. According to Ginsberg et al (2013:37-38), the breaking away of 

America’s original thirteen colonies from Great Britain to form the United States of America 

fits into the picture of ‘coming together’ in a union state. The notion of ‘putting together’ on 

the other hand fits the description of a coercive, administrative overlord constructing a 

mechanical federalism out of different ethnic nationalities. This example is reflected in the 

Soviet Federation of recent memory. This notion also fits the colonial experiences of many 

African countries such as Nigeria. From historical antecedents, the Nigerian federation was 

evidently ‘put together’ by a top-down British colonial process. The task before the present 

investigation therefore is to find out if this ‘mechanical federation’ influences the 

contemporary bill cosponsorship behavior of Nigerian legislators from the constituent parts of 

the nation-state. If so, the next task will be finding out how to ‘hold together’, in the manner 

of Stepan’s (1999) nomenclature, the centrifugal forces unleashed by the territorial diversities 

in Nigeria’s nascent democracy.  

2.41 Territorialism and Cleavage Politics in Nigeria 

 Nigerian politics is well anchored on territorial concepts as evidenced by historical 

antecedents. British colonial experience effectively started in the country in 1900. However, 

according to Osaghae (1998:2), “January 1, 1914, the day when Lord Lugard effected the 

amalgamation of the Protectorate of Northern Nigeria and the Colony and Protectorate of 
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Southern Nigeria which were previously administered as separate territories, is generally 

regarded as the birthdate of the Nigerian state.” The British colonial administrators recognized 

before Nigeria’s independence in 1960 that the country, given its ethnic pluralism will not 

survive for so long without some form of territorial restructuring in a federal system of 

government. To this effect, they invited memoranda from the emerging elites who were at the 

vanguard of the nationalist struggles for independence to chronicle their preferences and 

opinions. According to Coleman (1958:324), Obafemi Awolowo, the leader of the Yoruba 

ethnic group in 1947, rejected the idea of a unitary system, arguing in strong terms that the 

British created the existing three regions merely to suit their own administrative convenience. 

Writing further, Coleman (1958:324) summarizes the views of Awolowo thus: “a true federal 

system would require the readjustment of the boundaries so that each group, however small, is 

entitled to the same treatment as any other group, however large…opportunity must be 

afforded to each to evolve its own peculiar political institution.”11 While Obafemi Awolowo 

championed the interests of his Yoruba ethnic group of the Western Region, Nnamdi Azikiwe 

articulated the views of the Eastern Region Ibos.12 For Azikiwe, the pathway to Nigeria’s 

existence lies on the restructuring of the country into “a federal commonwealth of Nigeria 

made up of eight protectorates whose boundaries roughly followed ethnic lines” (Coleman, 

1958:324). On the other hand, contributing to a motion in the Legislative Council on the 

question of Nigeria’s future, Mallam Abubakar Tafawa Balewa, a leader of the  Northern 

Region (who later became the Prime Minister of Nigeria in 1960), posited that: 

Many Nigerians deceive themselves by thinking that Nigeria is one...particularly 

some of the press people…this is wrong. I am sorry to say that this presence of unity 

is artificial and it ends outside this Chamber…the Southern tribes who are now 

                                                 
11 Awolowo, Obafemi.1947. Pathway to Freedom. London: Faber 
12Azikiwe, Nnamdi.1943. Political Blueprint of Nigeria. In Nigeria: Background to Nationalism.  

Coleman, James.S.1958. Berkeley: University of California Press.324-342. 
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pouring into the North in ever increasing numbers, and are more or less domiciled 

here do not mix with the Northern people…and we in the North look upon them as 

invaders.13 

 

Some of these regional positions during Nigeria’s political debates and pre-independence 

constitutional conferences are further elaborated in the Willink’s Commission report on 

Nigerian Minorities14. The views of Sir Alan Lennox-Boyd, the British Secretary of State for 

the Colonies then are summarized thus: 

The tribal divisions that remain in Nigeria are so deep that the unity and stability of 

the country cannot yet be taken for granted. All these are reasons for going slowly… 

it is in my view essential that, before making the final decision to give independence, 

Her Majesty's Government should be able to assure itself that the new Federal 

Government elected late in 1959 can properly claim to represent majority opinion in 

the country and has a reasonable prospect of maintaining the unity and stability of the 

country. 

 

Adopting Rokkan and Urwin’s (1983) models of a territorial state, Nigeria can 

therefore be modeled as a mechanical federation where the nation-state is subdivided into 

different federating units following a top-bottom manner. This is also in line with Stepan’s 

(1999) notion of ‘putting together’ by a top-down British colonial process, thus evoking the 

image of  a coercive overlord constructing a mechanical federalism out of different ethnic 

nationalities as is evident in the colonial experiences of many African countries including 

Nigeria. The task before the present investigation therefore is to find out if this ‘mechanical 

federation’ influences the contemporary bill cosponsorship behavior of Nigerian legislators 

from the constituent parts of the state.  

 

                                                 
13 Contributions of Mallam Abubakar Tafawa Balewa to the Legislative Council Debates, Nigeria, March 4, 1948.  

In Nigeria: Background to Nationalism. Coleman, James.S.1958.Berkeley: University of  

              California Press.361. 
14 Willink, Henry, Gordon Hadow, Philip Mason, Shearer, J.B., and K.J.Hilton.1958. Willink Minority 

Commission Report on Nigeria. London: Her Majesty’s Stationery Office. In “Minority Groups: 

Bridgeheads in Nigerian Politics, 1950s-1964.” Ojo, Emmanuel Oladipo.2012. “Turkish Journal of 

Politics 3(2):53-66.  
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2.42 Explaining Nigeria’s Territorial Politics 

Many theoretical constructs have been advanced to explain the issue of territorial 

autonomy prevalent in nation-states. According to Tully (2001:9), “a ‘nation’ is a ‘people’ with 

the right of self-determination; a multinational society is a ‘people’ composed of peoples, a 

multi-peoples society or a multination.” Tully (2001:33) further suggests that freedom and 

legitimacy in multinational democracies can be guaranteed in nation-states when the 

underlying “constitution treats the constituent nations as peoples with the right of self-

determination in some appropriate form such as the right to initiate constitutional change.”  

The views above played out very early in the Nigerian context. The issue of self-

determination has been at the forefront of the evolution of Nigeria’s version of multinational 

democracy. According to Osaghae (1998:7), “regionalism began with the administrative 

restructuring of the country based on what the governor, Arthur Richards, regarded as the 

‘natural divisions’ of the country. The process started in 1939 with the division of the Southern 

protectorate into the Eastern and Western groups of provinces.” To give a legislative anchor to 

this structural arrangement, regional assemblies were established by the Richards’ Constitution 

in 1946. The views that can be distilled from the presentations of Nigeria’s nationalist leaders 

such as Azikiwe (1943), and Awolowo (1947),  at that time were that given “the marked 

imbalances in socio-economic development and differences in orientation between the 

Northern and Southern regions…the country could only remain together on the basis of the 

federal principle and regional autonomy”(Osaghae, 1998:7). Thus, at independence, on 

October 1st 1960, Nigeria was bequeathed with a Westminster parliamentary system of 

government, with a three-region structure (figure 2.3), and a republic in 1963, with an 

additional, Midwest region. Two executives were at the helm of affairs—a Prime Minister 
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from the Northern Region, as the head of government; and a President from the Eastern Region, 

as the ceremonial head of state.  

Figure 2.2: A Historical Map of Nigeria Showing Three Federal Regions (1954) 

 
Source: http://www.waado.org/nigerian_scholars/archive/pubs/wilber1_map1.html 

 

Considering the evolutionary trends in the post-independence structure of Nigeria up 

to the creation of thirty six states, the viewpoint of some of Nigeria’s political observers such 

as Adamolekun (2005:398) has been that “to keep Nigeria one, federalism is a necessity not a 

choice”, and the way forward is for the country to either “devolve or die.” The challenge of 

nation-building in Nigeria has therefore revolved around the accomplishment of power and 

resource devolution through the accommodation of the different centrifugal saliences of the 

country drawn along regional and geographical divisions as well as ethnic, linguistic, religious 

and cultural cleavages. The clamor for geographical space and territorial autonomy has seen 

the continuous balkanization of the country into different shapes and sizes culminating in the 

present structure with thirty six states. Suberu (2013) further gives a run-down of Nigeria’s 

territorial odyssey. In 1963, two provinces were split from the Western Region to form the new 

Mid-West Region. In 1967, Nigeria moved on from a regional structure to a twelve-state 

http://www.waado.org/nigerian_scholars/archive/pubs/wilber1_map1.html
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structure by a military decree. In a nation-wide broadcast, the Military Head of State then, 

General Yakubu Gowon outlined his reasons for decreeing the creation of twelve states thus:15 

The country has a long history of well-articulated demands for states. The fears of 

minorities were explained in great detail and set out in the report of the Willink 

Commission appointed by the British in 1958. Petitions from minority areas in the 

East which have been subjected to violent intimidation by the Eastern Military 

Government have been widely publicized. While the present circumstances 

regrettably do not allow for consultations through plebiscites, I am satisfied that the 

creation of new states as the only possible basis for stability and equality is the 

overwhelming desire of vast majority of Nigerians.  

 

Figure 2.3: Nigeria with Thirty Six States, 1996. 

 

 
Source:Osaghae, Eghosa .E.1998.Crippled Giant:Nigeria Since Independence. 

While the initial creation of the twelve states was directed at weakening the Ibos of the Eastern 

Region who had seceded from Nigeria to form the Republic of Biafra in 1967, the clamor for 

                                                 
15 Gowon's broadcast to the nation - May 27, 1967, dividing Nigeria into twelve states.  

http://www.dawodu.com/gowon.htm 

 

http://www.dawodu.com/gowon.htm
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local autonomy through new states has continued unabated. Thus, in 1976, seven new states 

were created to give Nigeria a nineteen-state structure. Again in 1987, two new states were 

created bringing the total to twenty one states; followed by another nine states in 1991, plus 

the Federal Capital Territory with Abuja as its capital. This brought the total number of states 

to 30.  In 1996, an additional six states were created. This brings the number of states in Nigeria 

to the current thirty six states in operation (figure 2.4).  

Figure 2.4: Nigeria-Six Geo-Political Zones 

                                                                    
Source: www.realnsincere.com/six-geopolitical-zones.php 

 

Over the years however, and in keeping with the challenges of Nigerian federalism 

which has primarily revolved around the devolution of power to lower levels of government 

from a centralized system in operation, the country has gradually evolved into using six geo-

political zones (figure 2.5 and table 2.2) as the de facto territorial boundaries for the allocation 

of public resources16.   

                                                 
16 Barkan, Joel D., Alex Gboyega, and Mike Stevens.2001. State and Local Governance in Nigeria. Washington,  

http://www.realnsincere.com/six-geopolitical-zones.php
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Table 2.2: The Six Geo-Political Zones in Nigeria 
Geo-Political Zones   Ethnolinguistic and Religious Diversity 

1. North-Central  
       (Benue, Kogi, Kwara, Nassarawa, Niger,  

       and Plateau states) 

 Diverse minority groups; Christians and Muslims; 

multilingual 

     

2. Northeast  
       (Adamawa, Bauchi, Borno, Gombe, Taraba,  

       and Yobe states) 

 Predominantly Kanuri and Hausa-Fulani; 

predominantly Muslims; Hausa predominates 

     

3. Northwest 

       (Jigawa, Kaduna, Kano, Katsina, Kebbi, 

       Sokoto, and Zamfara states) 

 Predominantly Hausa-Fulani; predominantly Muslims; 

Hausa predominates 

     

4. Southeast 

       (Abia, Anambra, Ebonyi, Enugu, and Imo 

       states) 

 Igbo; Christians; unilingual 

     

5. South-south 

       (Akwa-Ibom, Bayelsa, Cross-River, Delta,  

       Edo, and Rivers states) 

 Diverse minority groups; Christians; ‘‘pidgin’’ 

English predominates 

     

6. Southwest 

       (Ekiti, Lagos, Ogun, Ondo, Osun, and Oyo 

       states)   

Yoruba; Christians and Muslims; unilingual 

Source: Adamolekun, Ladipo.2005. “The Nigerian Federation at the Crossroads: The Way Forward.” Publius 

 35(3):383-405. 

 

Table 2.2 and figure 2.5 present the six geo-political zones or territorial boundaries for the 

allocation of public sector resources and appointments based on a geographical quota system. 

This evidently has been given a quasi-constitutional backing through the entrenchment of the 

Federal Character principle in the 1979 Constitution. Section 14, Sub-section 3, of the 1979 

Constitution of Nigeria17 states that:  

The composition of the government of the federation or any of its agencies and the 

conduct of its affairs shall be carried out in such manner as to reflect the federal 

character of Nigeria and the need to promote national unity, and also to command 

national loyalty thereby ensuring that there shall be no predominance of persons from 

a few States or from a few ethnic or other sectional groups in that government or in 

any of its agencies. 
 

                                                 
D.C: The World Bank.4. 

17The Constitution of the Federal Republic of Nigeria 1979.  

http://www.constitutionnet.org/files/nig_const_79.pdf 

http://www.constitutionnet.org/files/nig_const_79.pdf
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According to Mustapha (2007), the emphasis on geographical devolution of power and 

power-sharing was given a legal backing in 1996 through the establishment of the Federal 

Character Commission (FCC) by Decree No. 34 of 199618.  The key principles are “to ensure 

that there was no predominance of persons from a few states or from a few ethnic or other 

sectional groups in the composition of the government and its agencies” (Mustapha, 2007:9). 

In the Nigerian federal system, “the Federal Character Commission (FCC) is the final outcome 

in the introduction of a quota system and the subsequent constitutional entrenchment of 

affirmative action” (Mustapha, 2007:8). 

Figure 2.5: Locations of the Main Oil and Gas Fields in Nigeria 

 
Source: African Energy Outlook.Platts.com. 

 http://www.platts.com/news-feature/2014/oil/africa-oil-gas-energy-outlook/nigeria-oil-gas-fields 

 

Furthermore, in recent times the issues of territorial cleavage and geo-politics have 

become more relevant against the background of Nigeria’s mono-commodity oil-based 

economy which structures the country’s fiscal federalism. The U.S. Energy Information 

                                                 
18 Nigeria: Federal Character Commission http://www.federalcharacter.gov.ng/index.php/about-us 

 Decree 34 of 1996, 1996-12-27,  83(70): A377-389 

http://www.platts.com/news-feature/2014/oil/africa-oil-gas-energy-outlook/nigeria-oil-gas-fields
http://www.federalcharacter.gov.ng/index.php/about-us
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Administration, EIA (2012), reports that the Nigerian economy is heavily dependent on the oil 

sector, which accounts for over 95 percent of export earnings and about 40 percent of 

government revenues. However the twist in the EIA report is that the majority of the oil and 

gas reserves are found along the country's Niger Delta territory, and offshore in the Bight of 

Benin, the Gulf of Guinea, and the Bight of Bonny (figure 2.5). The fact that the valuable 

hydrocarbon resources are not evenly distributed territorially then makes regional issues and 

the question of resource control and allocation one of the potential drivers in the legislative 

public policy formulation and fiscal federalism in Nigeria. Since bills passed in the legislature 

are the legitimate means through which revenues are appropriated, then the allocations of these 

public sector resources are fiercely contested for territorially. The problems of budgetary 

allocation of revenue and the location of public sector projects can therefore be identified as 

one the vestiges of Nigeria’s “natural resource trap” (Collier, 2007:38). The author believes 

that “the abundance of resource rents alters how electoral competition is conducted; essentially, 

it lets in the politics of patronage…so it is rational for a political party that is going to buy its 

votes through patronage to concentrate its money on buying community leaders; voting in 

blocs at the behest of such leaders is most likely where voter loyalty to ethnic communities is 

strong” (Collier, 2007:44-45).  

Klieman (2012:156) further gives a historical bent to the “natural resource curse” in 

Nigerian politics arguing that “the period of civil war in Nigeria (1967–1970) is often neglected 

in analyses of Nigerian oil, but during that time the structures, policies, and political relations 

that created Nigeria’s unique version of the oil curse were established.”  These observations 

reinforce the linkages between Bates’ (1974) modernization theories, patronage politics, 

territorialism and the natural resource question in Nigeria. 



 

39 

 

 Furthermore, according to Akeem (2011), “Decree # 49 of 1989 established the 

National Revenue Mobilization, Allocation and Fiscal Commission (NRMAFC)19, which was 

also charged with the responsibility of revenue mobilizations, and promotion of fiscal 

efficiency.” The EIA (2012:7-8) reports that;  

The 1999 constitution20 carved out a revenue-sharing arrangement in which 13 

percent of oil revenue from onshore production goes directly to the nine oil producing 

states in the Niger Delta, with the remaining revenue allocated to the federal 

government (47.2 percent), states (31.1 percent), local councils (15.2 percent), and 

National Priorities Services Fund (6.5 percent). 
 

The variables used in the fiscal formula for revenue allocation in Nigeria include land mass 

and difficulty of terrain of the region, equality of state, population, internal revenue effort of 

the state, health and water resources, as well as a derivation principle for allocating oil revenue  

to the oil-producing states. However, “disagreement over the current revenue-sharing 

arrangement is one of the main issues driving the political tension, theft, and sabotage in the 

Niger Delta, and groups have demanded to extend their revenue-share to offshore production 

and increase their onshore revenue-share to 50 percent” (EIA, 2012:8).   

2.43 Holding Together Fractured Federations 

According to Horowitz (1985:602-622), Nigeria presents a natural condition for a 

quasi-experiment on the influences of federalism on the mitigation of ethnic conflict. The 

author reports that between independence in 1960 and 1983, the country operated two different 

designs of federalism which were divided by a thirteen-year interlude of military rule. While 

in the period 1960 to 1966, regionalism under a Westminster Parliamentary system was in 

                                                 
19 See also Elekwa, N.N., Bello F. Mathew, and Albert T. Akume.2011. “Fiscal Restructuring in Nigeria: A 

 Historical Overview.” JORIND 9(2):413-428. 
20 Federal Republic of Nigeria, Section 162 (2) of the 1999 constitution. 

  http://resourcedat.com/wp-content/uploads/2011/07/1999-CONSTITUTION-OF-THE-FRN.pdf 

 

http://resourcedat.com/wp-content/uploads/2011/07/1999-CONSTITUTION-OF-THE-FRN.pdf
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place, from the period 1979 to 1983, and onwards, the military rulers constructed Nigeria’s 

version of federalism based on state creation. The two different political systems in the view 

of Horowitz, make it easy to extricate causal influences of the different designs of federalism 

on the behavior of politicians. Three key factors are identified by the author which can 

influence this behavior. These are the number of the federating units (regions or states); their 

boundaries, and their ethnic compositions (Horowitz, 1985:602).  

The federation that was in operation in Nigeria between 1960 and 1966 consisted of 

three, and by 1963, four regions; each of which had a single majority ethnic group that 

controlled a dominant regional party. It was based on this federal structure that Aborisade and 

Mundt (2002:169-170) posit that the inability of the single party system flourishing in Nigeria 

at the national level contrary to the norm in other post-independence African countries, was 

due in part to the dominance of single parties in the respective regional enclaves of the country. 

This regional dominance therefore weakened the position of minority ethnic groups and their 

opposition parties. Being almost left out of the resource-distribution equation, minority ethnic 

groups have no choice other than to agitate for the creation of more states to achieve some 

measure of local autonomy, hence the continued devolution of central power through state 

creation in Nigeria. 

 It is the above structural relationships among majority-minority ethnic groups in 

federal states such as India, Pakistan, Nigeria and the former Yugoslavia that earned them the 

appellation of “ethnically-mined federations” (Aleman and Treisman, 2005:173). These 

countries are ‘ethnically-mined’ in that they are characterized to be sitting on a tinder box 

waiting to explode or implode at the slightest opportunity. According to Aleman and Treisman 

(2005:173), “between 1945 and early 1990s, the world contained 10 federal states in which 
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(for at least part of the period), one ethnic group was both majority within one of the constituent 

units and a minority within the federation as a whole.” In the view of these scholars, the 

pathways for the politics of sub-divisions and secession in these countries may be expressed 

in clearer form as evidenced by the occurrence of bitterly-fought civil wars or through 

territorial restructuring that dismember the original federal boundaries. 

 Nigeria had witnessed all these problems since independence in 1960, having been 

pulled in multiple directions by centrifugal forces emanating from ethnic, partisan and 

territorial cleavages. The conflicts arising from Nigeria’s territorial politics therefore have 

some historical roots. Klieman (2012:156) explains that the British colonial administrators 

created a federation consisting of three regions with very distinct peoples in terms of ethnic 

configuration, religion and culture—the Muslim Hausa-Fulani in the North, the Yoruba in the 

Southwest, and the Igbo in the Southeast, with ethnic minorities interspersed between these 

three dominant groups. I argue that this federation of strange bed-fellows may be a contributory 

factor to the recognizable institutional tensions in the Nigerian political system, with each 

group trying to be in a vantage position to dominate others in the competition for the country’s 

public sector resources. Claiming marginalization and genocide, the first salvo was fired by 

the secession of the Ibos of the Eastern Region through a civil war in the period 1967-1970 

(Madiebo, 2000).  

In his own contribution, Posner (2007:280), reports that although “Nigeria is divided 

at the national level along lines of language/tribe and religion…Nigeria’s federal system causes 

different cleavages to be salient at different levels of the political system.” In 1964 for example, 

being under tremendous pressure by the migrant Ibos from Eastern Nigeria through their 

competition for land in Agila town in Nigeria’s Middle belt, the Idoma landholders of the 
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Benue area played the territorial card to put to a stop the Ibo encroachment on their land. They 

formed the Agila Development Association and presented their case as a Northern versus 

Eastern region issue. Through this repackaging they elevated a largely local ethnic issue to a 

territorial problem and thus secured the political muscle from the Northern Regional 

government which they needed to keep the Ibos at bay and achieve their political objectives.  

In continuation, Horowitz (1985:596) offers explanations on how to resolve ethnic 

conflicts in territorially-diverse polities. According to the author, the approaches to resolving 

the problems of governance in multi-ethnic societies fall into two broad categories: distributive 

and structural. While the “distributive policies aim to change the ethnic balance of economic 

opportunities and rewards; structural techniques aim to change the political framework.” 

Distributive policies in the view of Horowitz may take the form of concentrations of 

investments in public goods and services disproportionately in certain geographic locations as 

a form of appeasement. This is achieved through fiscal federalism arrangements in the form of 

vertical and horizontal transfers. Examples include the special revenue allocations to the Niger 

Delta area in the case of Nigeria to assuage the demands for greater share of their natural 

resources by militants in the oil-bearing communities. These are detailed in the works of 

Aiyede (2009); Banks and Sokolowski (2010); Elekwa, Mathew, and Akume (2011); EIA 

(2012), and Ako (2012). 

Structural techniques on the other hand, take the form of territorial or electoral 

arrangements that give some level of autonomy to sub-divisions of the country. The key 

rationale for the structural approach in the view of Horowitz (1985:598) is the belief that 

“interethnic conflict may be reduced by dispersing it, by proliferating the points of power so 

as to take the heat off of a single focal point.”  Given these institutional tensions in federations 
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of strange-bedfellows as in the Nigerian case, the problems of ethnic and territorial conflicts 

in the view of Aleman and Treisman (2005:175;198-208) may be resolved through the 

enactment of policies of “fiscal decentralization (centralization), proportional distribution, and 

appeasement.” Nigeria in most of the period of the political history has experimented with 

different versions of these policies in trying to ‘hold together’ the fledgling federation. As 

Horowitz (1985:604) points out; 

The advent of military rule and the Biafra war provided the occasion for restructuring 

of the federal system. To counter the Biafran charge that Nigeria was dominated by 

the large Northern Region, to secure the loyalty of Northern minorities strongly 

represented in the army, and to wean the Eastern minorities away from Biafra, the 

regions were carved into twelve states in 1967. 

 

The cycle of state creation has continued unabated since 1967 because of the alterations of the 

majority-minority ethnic balances. The new sub-units always create new ethnic majorities and 

minorities in the federation, hence the clamor for more states by those newly dominated. 

However, since institutional arrangements arrived at through lawmaking are the principal 

mechanisms for achieving territorial restructuring in a democracy, the distributive effects of 

these territorial boundaries and the roles of legislators in settling these issues assume a high 

salience for political study as is currently being undertaken in this dissertation. These issues 

also highlight the significance of distributional theories of legislative public policy 

formulation. The argument in this dissertation is that the centrifugal forces unleashed by the 

territorial divisions, and the share of a common territorial space, may be drivers influencing 

the bill cosponsorship decisions of Nigerian legislators.  

2.5 Bill Cosponsorship in Legislatures: Contrasting Paradigms 

This dissertation investigates the factors that influence the bill cosponsorship behavior 

of Nigerian legislators. Although contemporary scholarship has applied advanced statistical 
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techniques to systematically study the factors that explain bill initiation patterns in democracies 

such as the United States as well as transitional and emergent democracies such as Argentina, 

currently there has been no systematic study of bill initiation patterns in the Nigerian 

Assembly.  This is somewhat surprising given the increasing interest of Nigeria as an emerging 

democracy yet also the belief that Nigerian politics is dominated by corruption and teetering 

on the edge of collapse.  By attempting to systematically understand the factors that give rise 

to collaboration during the policymaking process, we can begin to understand the extent to 

which the Nigerian Assembly operates like other transitional democracies (or departs from 

them) and also can glean better insight into whether representation is occurring and whether 

the system currently in place fosters accountability.  Thus, to begin, we must first delve into 

some of the current research that has assessed bill initiation in both advanced and transitional 

democracies. 

2.51 Costs and Benefits of Bill Cosponsorship 

Bill initiation and cosponsorship have been framed in different perspectives. In a 

political climate suffused with cleavages such as Nigeria, it is of paramount importance to 

review the costs and benefits derivable from bill cosponsorship for the legislators in their 

pursuit of their political interests shaped by ethnic, partisan and territorial structures. Writing 

on the U.S. Senate, Redman (1973:77), posits that “the dance of legislation first becomes 

earnest and fascinating with the search for partners…a senator about to introduce a bill 

routinely asks all of his colleagues to join him as ‘cosponsors’ of the bill.” For Redman, 

cosponsorship lubricates the lawmaking process, and is associated with considerable publicity 

values through credit claiming. As Palmer (2008) observes, in the U.S Senate, “cosponsors 

always add their names to a bill they support…and the number of cosponsors that a bill attracts 
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is usually seen as a measure of support.” Primary sponsors of bills normally attract cosponsors 

by passing around the “Dear Colleague Letters”, encouraging other legislators to sign on 

(Palmer, 2008:1). In essence, cosponsorship is a voluntary exercise not normally influenced 

by the party whip system.  

 One of the earliest empirical works covering the importance of bill cosponsorship was 

undertaken by Campbell (1982). Campbell believes that cosponsorship is important in the 

legislative process for three reasons. Primary among these is the amount of effort primary 

sponsors exert to recruit other members as cosponsors by explaining the high points of their 

proposals through the “Dear Colleague” letters. In addition, the partisan or ideological 

diversity of cosponsors is usually cited by promoters of legislative measures as evidence of 

support. Finally, Campbell (1982:416) asserts that “the importance of cosponsoring legislation 

is indicated by how frequently members of each house decide to cosponsor.” Using Ordinary 

Least Squares regression and data from the 95th U.S. Congress (1977–1979), he tests a number 

of hypotheses bordering on ideology, seniority and reelection motives of legislators. His results 

show that junior members with liberal ideological tendencies have the highest cosponsorship 

frequencies. Although party affiliation and extremism in ideology have modest influences, 

marginality of electoral districts is not a significant driver of cosponsorship decision. 

Following this line of thinking, in addition to the analysis of the frequencies of primary 

sponsorship and cosponsorship, the relationship between the seniority as well as leadership 

position held in the legislature, and the relative influence of members of the Nigerian National 

Assembly are also examined in this dissertation.   

Schiller (1995) observes that bill cosponsorship comes with costs and benefits. These 

include resource, opportunity and political costs. Resource costs involve the time and energy 
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spent in consulting with all the stakeholders that will be affected by a bill such as voters in 

their constituencies, organized interest groups and other legislators. Opportunity costs Schiller 

points out, are alternatives that are foregone by not cosponsoring other bills that have the 

potentials to enhance the legislators’ reputations. For Schiller (1995:189), “the lack of attention 

to an issue may serve as fodder for an election opponent and cost the senator votes…or valuable 

publicity.” Political costs in terms of cosponsorship of a bill involve misjudgments by 

legislators as to the strength of their opposition. Such miscalculations in the view of Schiller 

can be used by opponents to campaign against them during election time. 

Schiller (1995) equally points out some of the benefits that accrue to bill cosponsors 

which include public policy improvements, gains in internal and external reputations as issue 

experts, and overall political publicity that can enhance electoral chances. Factors that enter 

the decision calculus of a senator in sponsoring and cosponsoring a bill therefore may include 

“the receptiveness of the political and policy environment, institutional position, potential 

administration support, financial cost, and opportunities for publicity” (Schiller, 1995:190). 

The author adopts a regression analysis in his investigation and the results point to “seniority, 

size of the state’s economy, staff size, number of committee memberships, reelection, party, 

institutional position, and membership on the Finance, Appropriations, Foreign Relations, and 

Armed Services Committees” as significant influences on a senator’s bill introduction behavior 

(Schiller,1995:199). 

Viewing cosponsorship as almost a costless or low-cost exercise, Mayhew (1974:132), 

posits in his electoral connection and position-taking thesis that “in a large class of legislative 

undertakings, the electoral payoff is for position not effects.” With an external audience, 

Mayhew therefore considers bill cosponsorship as a low-cost or costless reelection, position-
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taking strategy. This means that pandering to the principals of a legislator who are the 

reelection constituents through cosponsorship-related position-taking or credit-claiming are 

relatively costless ways to reap high electoral dividends. In this instance, the preferences of 

legislators may match closely with those of the constituents, hence supporting the preference-

matching paradigm of bill cosponsorship. In the Nigerian context, if this position-taking theory 

holds true, then one will expect significantly higher cosponsorship frequencies by legislators 

sharing similar ethnic or territorial bases seeking to claim credit for bills the content of which 

are favored by their constituents so as to shore up their potential electoral victories. 

Exploring the position-taking dynamics further, Kessler and Krehbiel (1996) believe 

that where legislators face uncertain electoral prospects by virtue of running from 

constituencies considered as marginal seats, they engage in greater rates of bill cosponsorship 

relative to legislators from electorally-secure districts. Kirkland (2012:345) observes that the 

“electoral institution of a shared constituency influences the subsequent collaborative behavior 

of state legislators.” Having two members from the same party as well as multimember district 

increases the likelihood of bill cosponsorship. Through this means, in the view of Kirkland, 

these members can overcome their limited incumbency advantages and also provide credit-

claiming opportunities on good policies. Thus, legislative collaboration through bill 

cosponsorship may be one of the avenues for the achievement of goals of U.S. legislators in 

line with Fenno’s (1973:1) triad of “re-election, influence within the House, and good public 

policy.” While Aleman and Calvo (2010) posit “that the probability of a tie between two 

legislators can be influenced by partisan membership, territorial linkages and the policy areas 

in which they have expertise, Fowler (2006a) uses legislative cosponsorship networks to study 

the social connections between legislators. His results demonstrate that in the U.S., institutional 
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arrangements and strategic incentives in the Senate and House may influence the shape of 

social networks with senators recording denser network of connections relative to the House 

members.  

  Other works on legislative politics and bill cosponsorship at both the state and national 

levels in the U.S. include those undertaken by Clark and Caro (2013), analyzing the impacts 

of multi-member districts on the substantive representation of women; Clark (2012), 

examining through cosponsorship patterns, the influences of parties in state legislatures;  

Kirkland and Gross (2012), investigating measurement issues in the study of legislative 

networks; Thomas and Grofman (1993), studying duplicate bills and their relationship to 

credit-claiming; Burstein, Bauldry and Froese (2007), tracking policy support in Congress 

through trends in cosponsorship; Rocca and Sanchez (2007), investigating the effects of race 

and ethnicity on bill cosponsorship in Congress; and finally, Kirkland (2011), revealing that 

“weak ties between legislators are the most useful in increasing legislative success”, thus 

lending support to Granovetter’s (1973) work, “the strength of weak ties.”  

 Although much of the work on bill initiation originated from the study of the United 

States Congress and state legislatures, over the past decades, more recent work has also begun 

investigating bill initiation in transitional democracies.  In their study of Argentine and Chilean 

Congresses, Aleman and Calvo (2013) give an in-depth exposition of the contemporary 

paradigms on bill cosponsorship. According to these scholars, prior works utilizing bill 

initiation data have focused on the examination of some of the traits that determine legislators’ 

behavior, career advancement and influence in their parties. Considering the relative positions 

of the lawmakers in the legislative and partisan networks, the researchers investigate how they 

relate to the success of actors in legislative settings, the degrees of ideological polarization, the 
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emergence of pivotal actors into leadership positions within their parties and in the legislatures, 

as well as the mapping of the policy preferences of lawmakers. Aleman and Calvo (2013:356) 

however observe that “there is still relatively little comparative research on the determinants 

of policy networks.” To fill this gap, the authors utilize bill initiation data that include all the 

493 co-authored bills in the Chilean House covering the 2002–6 legislative session, and a total 

of 6,253 projects co-sponsored in the Argentine House for the 1995–7 congressional period. 

As a departure from the previous studies that adopted generalized linear models assuming 

dyadic independence in their parameter estimations, thus failing to fully consider the complex 

nature of relational data, Aleman and Calvo opt for the Exponential Random Graph Model 

(ERGM), under a dyadic dependence assumption. Their results indicate that “in both Argentina 

and Chile, government (opposition) legislators are significantly more likely to develop ties 

with other government (opposition) legislators than with members of the opposition 

(government); similarly, legislators are significantly more likely to develop within-partisan ties 

than cross-partisan ties” (Aleman and Calvo, 2013:371). 

 The above study supports the key hypotheses that anchor the current investigation of 

the Nigerian legislature. It is expected that shared political interests mediated by ethnicity, 

territorial origin, common membership of political parties as well as common interests in the 

allocation of public sector goods and services, can also be important drivers of the bill 

cosponsorship decisions in the Nigerian legislature.  

  In continuation, bill cosponsorship evident in legislatures can also be explained through 

the theory of homophily. The underlying principle in homophily is that people who share 

common socio-political attributes will associate more closely with one another (McPherson, 

Smith-Lovin and Cook, 2001). This bonding in the view of McPherson, Smith-Lovin and 
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Cook, is strongest along racial and ethnic markers. It is also observed in other network 

structures among which is comembership. Based on the homophilic principles and the 

tendency to assortatively mix, this dissertation research is driven in part by the need to 

investigate to what extent the cleavage thesis in bill cosponsorship advanced by researchers 

mirrors the intra-legislative signaling genre or the external, voter-driven notion, with respect 

to the bill cosponsorship behavior in the Nigerian National Assembly. 

 The foregoing literatures reveal that cosponsorship is a vital political strategy played 

by legislators. As Okon and Essien (2005:7) observe in the Nigerian context, cosponsorship 

may sometimes lead to safe and easy passage of some bills. For the authors, “cosponsors should 

be spread across the political spectrum and party lines because if a bill is sponsored only by 

members of one political party, it may look suspiciously partisan.” This show of bi-partisan 

collaboration is referred to by Redman (1973:88), as “transideological support.” However, if 

as revealed by Omoruyi (2001) that the factions within the Nigerian parties are more in 

competition with one another than with another party, then this can raise skepticism as to the 

possibility of a relatively higher intra-party bill cosponsorship collaboration among Nigerian 

legislators. This also represents a departure from Kirkland’s (2012) finding that in the U.S. 

there is an increased rate of cosponsorship collaboration when two legislators are from the 

same party and multimember districts. 

 Given the evolving literature above, empirical study of the structural patterns of 

cooperation across ethnic boundaries, parties, regions and shared policy preferences through 

bill cosponsorship becomes more relevant especially in a less studied area as the Nigerian 

legislature. 
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Chapter 3: Conceptual Framework 

3.1 Introduction 

 

Nigeria’s legislative institutional structures may reveal cleavage patterns not only of 

the reinforcing, homogenous genre, but also the cross-cutting patterns involving diverse ethnic, 

partisan, and territorial groups. Such structures can be exploited towards building a more 

cohesive nation that will usher in political stability. According to Bratton and Rouse 

(2011:428), “the general homophily model suggests that legislators who are similar to each 

other are likely to work together; specifically, legislators are more likely to cosponsor measures 

if those legislators are similar to the primary sponsor in some significant way.” Such 

similarities in the view of Bratton and Rouse (2011:428-429), may include “shared 

experiences, policy interests, or ideological predispositions.” The major objective of this 

chapter is to explore the analytical frameworks through which bill cosponsorship structures in 

legislatures can be accomplished and how they can be applied in the study of the Sixth Session 

of the Nigerian National Assembly in the period 2007-2011. 

3.2 Case Selection 

 The selection of Nigeria for this study follows from Peters’ (1998:36-41) “most similar 

and most different systems design.” Nigeria is most similar to many countries in Africa because 

of the same background of British colonial experience as well as truncations of democratic 

transitions by military interventions in the post-colonial era. In addition, Nigeria shares 

experiences of conflicts rooted in ethnic competition with other African countries. Many 

countries in Africa also have similar histories of civil wars which Nigeria equally experienced 

in the period 1967-1970. In their political histories, many have experimented with the semi-

presidential systems and with federal constitutions just like Nigeria in their immediate post-
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independence eras (Elgie and Moestrup, 2007:81). Nigeria is however most different from 

other African countries especially in the area of language density “with over 250 ethnic groups 

and about 420 or almost 7 percent of the world’s documented 6,170 human languages spoken 

in the country” (Aborisade and Mundt, 2002:53).”21 In addition, with a population of more 

than 172 million, the highest in Africa, accounting for about 19.5% of the total population 

of Sub-Saharan Africa (CIA, 2014; World Bank, 2013), Nigeria stands out as an outlier, and 

therefore demands a detailed attention. However, being from the same geographical region as 

other African countries and sharing similar experiences, the most similar and most different 

systems design allows any regional factors and potentially confounding relationships to be held 

constant (Tavits, 2012).  

3.3 Dataset and Methodological Issues in the Study of Legislative Collaboration 

To investigate the primary factors that shape legislative collaboration, I collected an 

original dataset of bill cosponsorships in both the House and Senate from the Sixth Legislative 

Session of Nigeria’s Fourth Republic National Assembly, covering the period 2007-2011. The 

Sixth National Assembly was inaugurated on June 5th, 2007 and terminated its proceedings on 

June 6th, 2011 (Kassam, 2007; Anyanwu, 2011). The data are sourced from the Hansards 

available at the Legal Information Databank of the National Institute for Legislative Studies, 

(NILS), an organ of the National Assembly. 

 However, as a departure from the approach of Kessler and Krehbiel (1996) that employ 

elapsed times before legislators decide to join the cosponsorship bandwagon, which gives their 

legislative bill cosponsorship data a dynamic flair amenable to duration analysis, the 

                                                 
21 See also Barbara F. Grimes.1988.ed. Ethnologue: Languages of the World, 11th Edition, Dallas, Texas:  

Summer Institute of Linguistics.             
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cosponsorship data in this study are not dynamic but a cross-sectional picture of the Sixth 

Legislative Session of the Nigerian National Assembly covering the period 2007 to 2011. For 

the Nigerian Senate, the data consist of 535 bills and motions (twenty percent sample of the 

data collected), sponsored by 113 senators. Adopting the approach of Kessler and Krehbiel 

(1996), this yields a total of 60,455 (535 x 113), observations on cosponsorship opportunities 

for senators in this period. The corresponding figure for the House of Representatives for the 

355 members that are involved in the cosponsorship of the 321 bills (ten percent sample), is 

321 x 355, or 113,955 cosponsorship opportunities.  

 The term “bills” in this study includes actual bills as well as motions deliberated upon 

as part of the bill initiation process. The inclusion of plenary debates on bills and motions as 

part of the bill initiation process in this dissertation study finds support in part from the work 

of Proksch and Slapin (2012). Proksch and Slapin (2012:520) observe that, “democracy thrives 

through debate; democratic parliaments provide an open forum for their members to publicly 

express their views…legislative speeches are tools for position-taking by members of 

parliament and their parties.” Despite the importance of political texts as data, the authors 

observe that they are relatively understudied by political scientists. The focus has continued to 

be on roll-call analysis of final votes. This dissertation therefore contributes towards filling 

this gap. 

The decision to incorporate both legislative motions and bills in the dataset is equally 

anchored on an important observation made by Clark (2012). According to the author, the 

importance of procedural motions comes from their salience in legislative chambers. While 

policies resulting from bills passed into laws are invariably more noticeable by voters, majority 

party leadership holds chamber rules and procedures normally presented through motions in 
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high regard because they provide the vital links to the making of public policies as evidenced 

by the passage of bills. Bills and motions are normally introduced through order papers 

detailing the daily legislative business (Greenberg, 1996:110-114). The same process also 

applies to Nigeria. Motions express resolutions which when debated and agreed upon can alter 

the rulemaking processes in the chamber or express the opinions of the members concerning 

some governmental policies, while bills debated and passed eventually become the laws of the 

land. The institutional rules conveyed by motions that make the passage of bills possible are 

therefore  essential components of the lawmaking processes in Nigeria as detailed in the work 

of Salim (2010:73-86). How legislators join in cosponsorship of such motions and bills in 

Nigeria will therefore provide vital links to the emerging institutional structures governing 

lawmaking in the country’s National Assembly.  

In the study of legislative politics and behavior, scholars have taken different empirical 

approaches. In these studies, decisions on the choice of data revolve primarily around two 

sources—bill initiation data and final votes. While many have taken the route of final or roll-

call votes (RCVs), others have adopted bill initiation data generated through cosponsorship 

collaborations. In this section, the objective is to review some of these approaches with a view 

to appropriately locate this dissertation within the contemporary empirical literature. 

Extant literary works on legislative politics and behavior have primarily focused on 

western democracies and Latin America. Political scientists are yet to examine bill 

cosponsorship relations in emerging democracies in Africa such as Nigeria. This dissertation 

is set to fill this gap. Prior works on legislative politics and behavior adopt approaches spanning  

the areas of multivariate techniques involving various least squares specifications, game 

theoretic modeling, scaling techniques such as roll-call votes analysis and social network 
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techniques. According to Clinton, Jackman and Rivers (2004), in roll-call analysis, the key 

inputs utilized in the estimation of ideal points of legislators in deliberative bodies are roll-call 

data or the recorded votes. These can reveal the ideological preferences of members, thus 

providing a description of the legislative processes and the behavior of legislators. According 

to the authors, in such analyses the distribution of ideal point estimates reveal how cleavages 

between legislators reflect partisan and ideological affiliations and how they can become more 

polarized over time. Interesting works in this area include those of Poole and Rosenthal (1997); 

Jenkins (1999); Schickler (2000); McCarty, Poole, and Rosenthal (2001).  

Some scholars identify some drawbacks with the analysis of roll-call votes. One of the 

set-backs of roll-call analysis of voting behavior in legislative institutions is that it “focuses on 

the product of the political process” (Burkett and Skvoretz, 2001:1-2).  In this approach, 

although it is possible to study a large number of votes, Burkett and Skvoretz (2001) also point 

out that it suffers limitations because votes which are not recorded are omitted, and also earlier 

stages of the legislative process normally revealed through bill cosponsorship choices are 

largely ignored.  

The choice of bill initiation data therefore finds support in the works of Carrubba et al 

(2006), and Carrubba, Gabel, and Hug (2008).  For Carrubba and his co-researchers, many 

studies exploring how political parties influence and organize legislative politics and behavior 

in the United States have primarily relied on roll-call votes (RCVs). These authors however 

point out that although RCVs have proved useful in classifying the dimensionality of the 

ideological policy space in the U.S., and in the testing of the theories of internal legislative 

organization, roll-call data analysis in comparative setting is not always possible or in some 

cases limited. In an investigation of the voting data of the European Parliament covering a 
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period of one year and also some of the state legislatures in the U.S., Carrubba et al, (2006:691) 

find out that “many legislatures only conclude a minority of decisions by roll-call;…[therefore] 

the value of traditional RCV analysis outside the US Congress is dubious.” The reasons 

adduced for the limited value of the RCV analysis outside of the U.S. derive from the 

differences in political institutional structures across countries. Carrubba et al (2006) observe 

that contrary to the U.S. Congress where almost all the chamber voting is by roll-call, in the 

National Assembly of France, the German Bundestag, the Dutch Parliament, the Swiss 

National Council, the Brazilian Chamber of Deputies, Argentine Chamber of Deputies, as well 

as various U.S. state legislatures, only a fraction of the chamber decisions are by RCVs. 

Analyzing legislative politics and behavior through RCVs under these situations therefore 

presents limitations for statistical inference due to unrepresentative sample. This may have 

interesting parallels for Nigeria.   

Carrubba, Gabel, and Hug (2008) equally note that voting in legislative chambers is a 

public good that adds value to the party label. Selection of the RCVs is therefore made by party 

leaders with a conscious effort to generate positive signals to targeted constituents. With 

considerable values attached to such high profile RCVs, defection is strongly discouraged and 

defectors may face stiff sanctions. The contemporary argument according to Carrubba et al 

(2006:692) is that “political party leaders, who normally control the selection of RCVs, choose 

roll-calls based on their expectations regarding the level of party cohesiveness and the 

character of political conflict that a vote would be present.” This is part of the agenda control 

mechanism in legislatures explained by Cox and McCubbins (2005:9) in their Procedural 

Cartel Theory (PCT) in which party leaders control the proposal and veto powers through the 

dominance of the membership of committees and the rule-making processes within the 
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legislative chambers. If the Procedural Cartel Theory holds, then RCVs may not be a random 

sample of legislative votes. If this is so, Carrubba et al (2006:692) then suggest that “we would 

need to account explicitly for the selection process before drawing accurate inferences about 

legislative behavior.”  Furthermore, given that RCVs are not the norm in many of the countries 

outside of the U.S. as in the case of Nigeria, then basing inferences on legislative politics on 

such atypical data generation process may lead to non-generalizable conclusions. 

The authors further point out an analytical pitfall that should be guarded against. In a 

situation where political parties play a major part in agenda-setting through the whip system, 

Carrubba et al (2006) posit that the selection of votes for roll-call analysis may create an 

endogeneity problem because of the effects of studying party cohesion and the policy 

dimensionality evident in legislative competition, with the same data (RCVs), the selection of 

which are by the parties. 

In addition, whereas bill cosponsorship is unconstrained, roll-call votes are constrained 

by the agenda-setting process. Where legislative agenda-setting is a major pre-occupation of 

the leadership to minimize the roll-rates of bills, there is a tendency not to report proposals for 

plenary debates and voting on the floor when such bills divide the members of the ruling party. 

Along this line, Aleman et al (2009:94), explain that “revealed preferences based upon roll-

call data might reflect increased pressure on legislators to vote consistently with the 

preferences of their constituents, (relative to their own preferences).” If party leaders exercise 

agenda-control, then legislators will not have an opportunity to act and reveal their true 

positions or preferences on issues of public policy. A study of legislative collaboration based 

on such data will therefore not yield the expected results. 



 

58 

 

 In addition, since roll-call votes are not the norm and only requested by the leadership 

of the legislative chambers in some occasions, the data generation may portend selection bias 

due to the inherent non-randomness. Thus, in the view of Carrubba, et al, (2006:691), “if these 

votes are not a random sample of the universe of votes cast, scholars may be drawing 

misleading inferences.” The analysis of roll-call voting data may therefore prevent the analyst 

from rendering a richer picture of the bill history before the final passage. It is this gap that 

social network analysis of bill cosponsorship behavior readily fills as is the case in this 

dissertation study. Some of the scholars whose works have further illuminated the limitations 

of roll-call voting analysis include Cox and McCubbins (2005); Aleman(2006), and Aleman 

et al(2009), pointing out that parties impose a lot of costs on defection on roll-call voting than 

on bill cosponsoring. 

 The next question that attracts the attention of researchers which is relevant to this study 

is the temporal dimension of bill cosponsorship. In the search for answers to legislative politics 

and behavior, Kirkland and Gross (2014:98-99) sound a note of caution. According to them; 

While operationalizing legislative cooperation or collaboration in terms of 

cosponsorship seems fairly natural, scholars have so far failed to convincingly justify 

their measurement choices…these scholars aggregate cosponsorship choices across 

many bills introduced and cosponsored on many different days into a single network. 

Thus, any dynamic shift in network topology that occurs within a legislative session 

will be missed in the aggregate network. 

 

If this notion holds, this might be a limitation of utilizing data from one legislative session as 

is the case in this investigation. However, it is in the course of trying to surmount this obstacle 

and introduce dynamic measures into network analysis that event history models emerge. 

Kessler and Krehbiel (1996) introduce a dynamic approach to the study of cosponsorship 

behavior through duration analysis. Prior to Kessler and Krehbiel’s work, many of the 

scholarly works have been adopting a static approach in the study of the cosponsorship process, 
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viewing the activities through the lens of one or a few U.S. Congressional sessions. Duration 

data as espoused by these authors, “measure events that occur over time…the variable of 

interest is the elapsed time from the beginning of an event until its termination” (Kessler and 

Krehbiel, 1996:556). Using the elapsed time of the event which is the ‘time until 

cosponsorship’, Kessler and Krehbiel (1996:557), model bill cosponsorship as a “bipartisan 

coalition-building in which ideologically diverse entrepreneurs jointly mobilize for coalition-

building in which increasingly, moderates are brought on board.” These authors use data from 

the 103rd U.S. House of Representatives to test the notion that cosponsorship decisions follow 

a temporal sequence, more in conformity with internal rather than external signaling motives. 

Their study is predicated on the following viewpoints: 

i. That coalition building in cosponsorship has a temporal dimension, stretching 

over time; 

ii. Individual cosponsorship decisions normally take place before the voting and 

eventual passage of bills;  

iii. Cues by bill sponsors must be credible  and given before being considered by 

subsequent cosponsors; 

iv. In this internal signaling position, the targeted receiver of  early cosponsorship 

signal is the pivotal voter in the legislative chamber;  

v. Preference extremists and moderates from either side of the ideological 

spectrum will be the first to join in the cosponsorship bandwagon thus forming 

a heterogeneous cosponsorship coalition (Kessler and Krehbiel, 1996:556).  

 

Estimation of the determinants of a duration event such as the bill cosponsorship process 

therefore involves specification of a hazard function which ultimately maps both the factors 

responsible for the duration activity and the time that elapses as they occur into a probability 

distribution which is conditioned on the potential occurrence of such an event at some time in 

the future. In this line of reasoning, bill cosponsorship can be sequenced with the information 

that different legislators join the bandwagon at different times based on their peculiar 

circumstances and reasons for choosing to cosponsor in the first case. The findings by Kessler 
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and Krehbiel (1996) convey strong support for intra-legislative signaling as the driver for 

cosponsorship decisions rather than the Mayhewian external-orientated position-taking.   

In the Nigerian situation however, since the elapsed times at which the various 

legislators decide to cosponsor a bill are not observed, the duration approach and 

accompanying hazard functions they generate are not suitable techniques for the current study.    

Goodliffe, Rothenberg and Sanders (2005), also adopt a temporal approach in the 

investigation of the bill cosponsorship behavior of members of the 106th U.S. Congress. The 

key question driving their investigation is whether cosponsorship is a process of matching 

legislators’ interests with the preferences of favored constituents in a bid to fulfill the 

Mayhewian electoral connection motives, or is it an act driven by intrachamber, internal 

signaling as proposed by Kessler and Krehbiel (1996). The estimation approach adopted by 

Goodliffe, Rothenberg and Sanders (2005) is an improvement over Kessler and Krehbiel’s 

(1996) work.  In the event history (or duration or hazard) models of the type adopted by Kessler 

and Krehbiel, the timing of bill cosponsorship by a legislator is divided into small discrete 

periods with the assumption that hazard rates for each period are constant no matter the length 

of each stretch of time. Goodliffe, Rothenberg and Sanders (2005) utilize a different 

specification that allows for variation of hazard rates continuously on daily basis to capture a 

complete notion of time that elapses in the process of bill cosponsorship. With this 

specification approach, their result departs from that of Kessler and Krehbiel (1996). 

According to Goodliffe, Rothenberg and Sanders (2005:16), “matching is supported, signaling 

is not.”   

While dynamic or temporal specifications of bill cosponsorship remain novel 

approaches, however in nascent democracies such as Nigeria, where ‘days-to-cosponsorship’ 
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or ‘elapsed-times-before-cosponsorship’ are not observed, such estimation novelty may 

therefore be impracticable. As Kirkland and Gross (2014:97) further point out: 

As political scientists encountering a wide variety of measures and theoretical 

assumptions accumulated over decades of contribution to SNA, we face an 

embarrassment of riches. In sorting through different frameworks for studying social 

networks, it is tempting to simply adopt approaches already applied by our colleagues, 

without further reflection, or instead to reach reflexively for the novel, especially 

when metaphors suggested by new tools (e.g., centrality and popularity, small worlds, 

structural holes) fit so nicely with the stories we are trying to tell. 

 

In line with Kirkland and Gross’s (2014) admonition, this is not the route I am taking in this 

dissertation. The cosponsorship data utilized in this investigation are drawn from only one 

session (2007-2011) of the Nigerian National Assembly. These data are not dynamic but cross-

sectional pictures. So, incorporation of event history or duration models in such analysis will 

clearly miss the mark. As observed by Kirkland and Gross (2014:100), the decision to 

cosponsor that is evident in this type of data “is a function of two objects: people (other 

sponsors), and the bill itself.” Under this scenario, legislators do not just append their 

signatures to a bill because of the other sponsors, but also give adequate attention to the 

contents of such proposals. Under this consideration, policy preferences may still be relevant 

drivers of the bill cosponsorship decision. Given the data generation process in the Nigerian 

context where dynamism and elapsed time in the process of tie formation in bill cosponsorship 

are not observed, then this fits the context under which ERGM can be a feasible analytical 

approach. According to Kirkland and Gross (2014b:11), “Exponential Random Graph Models 

(ERGMs), for example, are able to capture a number of structures considered essential to the 

network at hand, controlling for higher-order interdependence.” This is the route I have taken 

in this dissertation.  
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3.4 The Social Network Analysis (SNA) Modeling 

  

In the SNA approach, legislators are linked to each other through their cosponsorship 

relationships. This is in line with the work of Wasserman and Faust (1994) and Iacobucci 

(1990). According to Wasserman and Faust (1994:19), social network analysis revolves around 

untangling the “relationships among social entities, and on the patterns and implications of 

these relationships.” The authors refer to the regularity of patterns in relationships as structure, 

and the quantities through which structure is measured as structural variables. They equally 

outline some principles on which network analysis is based. These include: 

a. Interdependence of actors and their actions;  

b. Relational ties or linkages between actors that serve as channels of transfer or flow 

of material as well as non-material resources;  

c. The unit of analysis which is not an individual or actor alone, but a collection of 

individuals or actors and the ties among them---the social network. 

 

The work of Iacobucci in SNA deals with statistical analysis directed to single 

relational networks. The author identifies four main tasks that should be undertaken in 

positional analysis. These are: 

1. A definition of equivalence; 

2. Establishment of how closely actors match this definition; 

3. Determination of an appropriate manner to represent actor equivalences; and 

4. Measurement of these equivalences.  

 

Tests of statistical significance can therefore be composed to tease out the substantive effects 

of hitherto descriptive measures such as actors’ expansiveness, reciprocity, and other statistics 

emanating from dyadic interactions. Iacobucci (1990) further explains the SNA process. In her 

view, in the study of single directional relations, a contingency table can be constructed from 

relational data in X. The Y-array then focuses on a description of the dyadic relationships 

between actors. Iacobucci identifies three basic models emanating from dyadic parameters of 

such relationships. These are: 
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i. Expansiveness Effects; which describe the “sending behavior” of actors;  

ii. Popularity Effects; reflecting the tendency of an actor to nominate another 

actor in a relationship (receiving tendency); and  

iii. Mutuality Effects; describing the reciprocity between actors in a relationship.  

 

The author shows that these relationships can be incorporated in a model of single, directional 

and dichotomous relationships thus: 

Given that λij, is a binding constraint that ensures that all possible relationships that would 

emerge from the foregoing relationships sum up to 1;  

Then, ϴ represents the existence or absence of a tie; and α, is the sending (expansive) 

relationship parameter; β, is a popularity parameter, while αβ, is the mutuality effect. Therefore 

the four potential states for the relationships can be modeled as follows: 

logP(Yij00 =1) = λij ………………………………(1)(null dyad; no relationship exists); 

 

logP(Yij10 =1) = λij + ϴ + αi +βj………………(2)(asymmetric dyad; ij; expansiveness effect); 

 

logP(Yij01 =1) = λij + ϴ + αj +βi……………….…….(3)(asymmetric dyad; ji; popularity effect); 

 

logP(Yij11 =1) = λij + 2ϴ + αi + αj +βj +βi + αβ………….…..(4)(mutual dyad; reciprocal effect)  

(Iacobucci, 1990:115). 

 

The parameters, λ, ϴ, α, β, αβ, that depend on the sending and receiving behaviors of 

actors are referred to as actor-level parameters. Estimation of these parameters can be achieved 

through a maximum likelihood model that maximizes the joint probability distribution of the 

data. Where the log-likelihood function assumes dyadic independence in the estimation as 

popularized by Holland and Leinhardt (1981), the resulting exponential-family of distributions 

that emerge are labeled p1 models.  

Wasserman and Pattison (1996), and Wasserman and Robins (2005), however 

introduce the techniques of Markov graphs and p* models for dyadic dependence models into 

SNA. According to Pollard (2004), in graph theory, ρ* models are represented as Markov 
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random graphs derived from Markov random fields. Being dependence graphs, they draw from 

the Hammersley-Clifford theorem which posits that probability of a random directed graph 

depends only on the complete subgraphs of the dependence graph. In other words, the 

probability distribution values associated with a location in the network are dependent on the 

probability values of the immediate actor nodes or locations.  

 In p* (dyadic dependence) models, ties between actors are expressed as stochastic 

functions through which relational attributes such as tie density, reciprocity, expansiveness and 

mutuality can be estimated. The p* models are approximated by logistic regression. According 

to Hunter (2006), the dyadic dependence or ρ* models can be represented as: 

 

Where,  

X is a random network on n nodes (a matrix of 0’s and 1’s); 

θ is a vector of model  parameters; 

c(Ѳ) is a normalizing constant; 

s(X) is a known vector of network graph statistics on x (Hunter, 2006:10). 

In graph theory, ρ* models are represented as Markov random graphs derived from Markov 

random fields. The Exponential Random Graph Model (ERGM) adopted in this study falls 

within the class of ρ* models. 

3.41 The Exponential Random Graph Model (ERGM) 

The choice of SNA is based on the various affiliations of the legislators in the areas of 

partisan, ethnic and various territorial groups that typify relational data. These data can be 

modeled in the form of mathematical graphs such as the Exponential Random Graph Model 

(ERGM) utilized by Aleman and Calvo (2010) in their study of the Argentine and Chilean 
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legislatures. The choice of SNA techniques in general is due to the likely pitfalls that may be 

encountered in the application of spatial models such as the D-NOMINATE in the study of 

Nigerian legislative behavior. Primary among these problems is the lack of roll-call voting data 

in Nigeria’s National Assembly. In the absence of this, one is therefore limited to bill initiation 

or cosponsorship data. In their work on Argentine and Chilean Congresses, Aleman and Calvo 

(2013:357), indicate that the use of bill initiation data can be an alternative to roll-call voting 

data in the study of legislative behavior. According to these authors, “bill initiation data, like 

voting or plenary floor speeches, carry information about the policy stances of legislators.” 

This may be more reflective of the true policy networks of legislators who share similar policy 

domains. Since bill initiation and cosponsorship are voluntary exercises, the implication is that 

they may convey both the preferences and attention legislators devote to specific issues. In this 

guise, bill initiation data, in the view of Aleman and, differ from, and may be preferable to 

other legislative data where legislators are compelled through institutional structures such as 

the whip system to cast votes on bills reaching the floor.  

Fowler (2006b), points out confounding factors in SNA studies of causal relationships 

using observational network data. He suggests that similar political attitudes and behaviors 

observed in social networks of people are traceable to at least four processes:  

1. Random clustering—connections that occur by chance;  

2. Homophily—connection decisions based on love or likeness among people 

who share similar characteristics; 

3. Contextual effects, that link individuals jointly experiencing contemporaneous 

exposures to same political or environmental stimuli or contagion; and, 

4. Influence, which occurs when political attitudes or behaviors in one person 

cause a connected person to adopt the same attitudes or behaviors (Fowler, 

2006b). 
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According to the author, techniques such as Pearson correlation that assume independence of 

the observations are not suitable for network analysis where complex interdependencies are 

the norm.  

3.42 Definition of Variables  

The dependent variable is the likelihood of a cosponsorship tie between two legislators. 

The affiliation matrix in this study consists of the following attributes (independent variables) 

that will make bill cosponsorship attractive or otherwise to a legislator. These include: Party, 

a key independent variable, representing the party of the legislator; Minor_Party, which takes 

the value of ‘1’, if the legislator is a member of an opposition party in the National Assembly, 

and ‘0’, if he belongs to the ruling, People’s Democratic Party, (PDP); Ethnicity, another key 

independent variable indicating the ethnic background of the legislator. Region, is the broad 

north and south regions of Nigeria; Zone, corresponds with the six geo-political zones of the 

country; State, the state of a legislator. Control variables include, Leadership; a variable which 

takes the value of ‘1’ if a legislator held a leadership position in the House or Senate during 

the period under investigation (2007-2011), and ‘0’, if otherwise. Seniority, is a variable that 

takes the value of ‘1’, if the member is on his first term in the legislative chamber, while ‘2’, 

‘3’, and ‘4’, correspond to two, three, and four terms. A term is for a period of four years in 

the Senate and House of the Nigerian National Assembly respectively. The essence of 

including the leadership and seniority variables is to ascertain whether there is a relationship 

between influence in the chambers and leadership positions and seniority, and if members defer 

to high ranking legislators in bill cosponsorship. Schiller (1995) posits that bill cosponsors may 

gain internal and external reputations as issue experts by virtue of their seniority in the U.S. 

Senate, which can enhance their electoral chances. Religion is the religious faith of the 
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legislator, and it is ‘1’ if Christian and ‘0’ if Muslim. Gender is a variable that takes the value 

of ‘1’, if legislator is female and ‘2’, if male. 

3.5 Hypotheses of the Study 

In the introduction, literature and conceptual framework discussed in this study, I have 

focused on providing anchor to the questions of whether ethnicity, party affiliations and 

regions of origin as well as policy references of the legislators influence their bill 

cosponsorship decisions. One issue that has illuminated this position is the theory of 

homophily. The proposition on bill cosponsorship is anchored on “the principle that a contact 

between similar people occurs at a higher rate than among dissimilar people” (McPherson, 

Smith-Lovin and Cook, 2001:416). This is more observable along identity markers such as 

race, ethnicity and gender. It is also strong in other network structures of ties in the areas of 

marriage, friendship, work, advice, support, information transfer, exchange, and 

comembership of such groups as political parties and intra-chamber institutional structures 

such as committees. The foregoing literature and the research questions therefore provide the 

theoretical framework for the following hypotheses. 

3.51 The Influence of Political Parties 

H1: Partisan Ties Hypothesis: The likelihood of bill cosponsorship by 

Nigerian legislators will be significantly higher if they belong to the same 

political party. 

 

Political parties are not indigenous institutions in Nigeria but are legacies of the 

country’s British colonial experience. However, under the western democratic culture, political 

parties have been viewed generally through the prisms of structure or function and their 

definitions have been linked to these two concepts. Shattschneider (1942:1) posits that 

“political parties created democracy and modern democracy is unthinkable save in terms of the 
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parties.” In continuation, Downs (1957:25) defines a party as “a team seeking to control the 

governing apparatus by gaining office in a duly constituted election.” Downs also views 

political parties as policy-seeking entities. Scarrow (2006:23) equally allocates to political 

parties the roles of “structuring electoral choices, coordinating legislative and executive action, 

mobilizing the electorate, and recruiting candidates.”  According to Siavelis (2006), political 

parties serve a very important function of linking the voting public and the constituted 

democratic governments. In most contemporary democracies, Siavelis observes that the root 

of these political parties are located firmly in the various societies where they exist, more often 

reflecting the deep-seated divisions within these societies. If such tendencies exist in Nigeria, 

then one will expect the occurrence of more bill cosponsorship ties by legislators sharing the 

same partisan affiliations leading to more homogenous cleavage patterns along party lines in 

the country’s legislature. It is this expectation that underlies the proposition that Nigerian 

legislators sharing common partisan identities will have a greater chance of cosponsoring bills 

relative to non-party legislators. 

3.52 Ethnic Influence on Bill Cosponsorship 

H2: Ethnic Cleavage Hypothesis: The level of cosponsored bills among co-

ethnic legislators will be relatively higher compared to non-coethnics. 

 

Coleman (1958) gives a prelude of what is to become the core of ethnic politics in 

Nigeria. According to him, at the dawn of Nigeria’s independence, one issue is noticeable 

among the members of the different ethnic groups in Nigeria despite their rejection of British 

colonialism: the high levels of antagonism and suspicion towards one another. The summary 

of the ethnic nationalism is given by Chief Obafemi Awolowo, one of Nigeria’s leading 

statesmen, and the key promoter of the pan-Yoruba cultural group, the Egbe Omo Oduduwa 

and one of Nigeria’s leading ethnic political parties of the First Republic—the Action Group. 
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For Awolowo (1947), the Nigerian State is nothing but an ephemeral concept, not a nation, but 

a mere geographical concept not to be compared to some of the world’s peoples like the Welsh, 

the English or the French. For him, the word “Nigerian” is merely a geographical euphemism 

for people finding themselves in the contiguous territory labeled by the British as Nigeria22.  

In the view of Nnoli (1980:5), the ethnic identities of Nigerians can be described as 

offshoots of their social formations anchored on the communal factors such as language, 

culture, and shared geographical boundaries. Over the years the emerging attitudinal and 

perceptual bonds evolve leading to patterns of social differentiation that become noticeable in 

their relationships with other groups who they view as different from their in-groups. Thus, 

ethnocentrism emerges which Nnoli (1980:6) posits “is attitudinal in form and perceptual in 

content, and represents the subjective dimension of ethnic behavior.” 

The ethnic influence hypothesis is further anchored on the work of Horowitz (1985), 

finding support for ethnic bases for partisan politics in the immediate postcolonial African 

states. Aborisade and Mundt (2002:170), corroborate this notion reporting that in Nigeria, 

“ethnicity drives much of the political organizing in the country; political leaders have 

succeeded in subverting the goal of truly national parties through their calls to ethnic identity.”  

Based on these literatures, I expect a continuation of the ethnic dominance of political activities 

in the present legislative processes in the Nigerian National Assembly. 

3.53 Territorial Influence on Nigerian Politics  
 

H3: Territorial Ties Hypothesis: If two legislators are from the same region, geo-

political zone, state, electoral district or constituency, the likelihood of bill 

cosponsorship between them will be significantly higher than that between two 

legislators from different areas. 

 

                                                 
22 Obafemi Awolowo.1947. Path to Nigerian Freedom. London: Faber.47-48. 
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As Adamolekun (2005:398) points out, “to keep Nigeria one, federalism is a necessity 

not a choice.” The way forward for him is for the country to either “devolve or die.” The 

challenge as he observes is how to accomplish this devolution by accommodating the different 

centrifugal saliences of the country drawn along regional and geographical divisions as well 

as ethnic, linguistic, religious and cultural cleavages without pushing the country down the 

precipice. The clamor for some geographical space and territorial autonomy has seen the 

continuous balkanization of the country into different shapes and sizes:—1914, the 

amalgamation of the North and South territories by the British into one polity;—1960, at 

independence, a three-region structure—Northern, Eastern and Western Regions;—1963, 

republic status, and a new (Midwestern) region was added to make up a four-region federal 

structure;—1967, further sub-divisions of the country into a twelve-state federal structure23; 

—1976, 19 states;—1987, 21 states;—1991, 30 states; and finally the present 36-states federal 

structure, on October 1st, 199624. The contemporary political problems in Nigeria can therefore 

be tied to the country’s societal cleavages accentuated by the unbridled pursuit of local 

autonomy which is a precursor for the weak institutional foundations (Sagay, 2002). The 

centrifugal pulls emanating from ethnic, partisan and territorial cleavages and the tensions they 

generate are among the potent factors leading to a civil war in the period 1967-1970 (Madiebo, 

2000). It is considered that the challenge of Nigerian federalism which has significant linkages 

to the atomization and devolution of power to lower levels of territory from the highly 

centralized system in operation may equally be in operation at the National Assembly. It is 

also believed that the issues of national unity or cohesion may be sacrificed on the altar of 

                                                 
23 “Gowon's Broadcast to the Nation, May 27, 1967, dividing Nigeria into Twelve States.”  

http://www.dawodu.com/gowon.htm 
24 “Nigeria: States.” http://www.worldstatesmen.org/Nigeria_federal_states.htm 

http://www.dawodu.com/gowon.htm
http://www.worldstatesmen.org/Nigeria_federal_states.htm
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territorialism as the legislators develop policy ties among themselves based on intra-territorial 

cleavages.  

3.54 Influences of Public Policy Preferences on Bill Cosponsorship 

 

H4: Policy Preference Hypothesis: Bill cosponsorship ties among Nigerian legislators 

will be significantly higher among members who share the same public policy preferences 

relative to other members with different policy interests. 

 

The proposition that policy preferences play important roles in legislative politics has 

been an issue of empirical research for so long. Two competing paradigms explain the 

motivations. While scholars such as Mayhew (1974); Campbell (1982); Balla and Nemacheck 

(2000); and Koger (2003); belong to the school advancing the notion that legislators who 

cosponsor bills signal their policy preferences to voters so as to achieve their electoral 

ambitions, another school of thought  that includes Gilligan and Krehbiel (1994); Kessler and 

Krehbiel (1996); Wilson and Young (1997); Wawro (2000), and Burkett and Skvoretz (2001) 

believe that bill cosponsorship is an intra-legislative signaling mechanism with legislators 

sharing the same policy interests as the target audience. However, irrespective of the targets of 

the bill cosponsorship signal, the linkage between the external, voter-oriented, electoral-

connection school, and the intra-legislative public policy preference school, still remains the 

shared interests in the policy content and preferences for particular legislations relative to the 

status quo. Thus, “legislators who are motivated by common public policy, seek to build ties 

with fellow members to facilitate the passage of bills” (Aleman and Calvo, 2013:358). The 

extent to which public policy preferences predict the formation of bill cosponsorship ties 

among legislators in the Nigerian National Assembly therefore forms the basis of this 

hypothesis. 
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Chapter 4: Network Structures and Centrality Measures in the  

            Nigerian National Assembly 

                    

 “Networks…help make the whole of humanity much greater  

  than the sum of its parts.”  

 

          —Christakis, Nicholas A., and James, H. Fowler 25  

                  

  4.1 Introduction 

 

The primary goal of this chapter is to explore the network structures formed by 

members of the Nigerian National Assembly in their bill cosponsorship relationships. The 

proposition is that the evolving patterns will be delineated by socio-political cleavages defined 

by ethnic, partisan, and territorial affiliations. This chapter also explores the relationship 

between seniority and leadership positions occupied by members in the National Assembly, 

and whether these attributes are correlated with the measures of network centrality and 

influence such as degree, betweenness and eigenvalue centrality. Specifically, the chapter 

seeks answers to the following questions:  

i. Is there a significant relationship between holding a leadership position in the 

National Assembly and the centrality position of a legislator in bill 

cosponsorship? 

 

ii. To what extent does the centrality of a legislator in bill cosponsorship depend 

on the seniority of a member in the legislative chamber? 

 

iii. Are there any constraints in the rules about bill initiation in either the House 

or Senate that may give the majority or ruling party members a dominant 

position in the bill initiation process relative to the minority party members? 

 

iv. Are network structures defined by identifiable patterns delineated by socio-

political cleavages based on ethnic, partisan and territorial affiliations? 

 

                                                 
25Christakis, Nicholas A., and James, H. Fowler.2009.Connected: The Surprising Power of Our Social  

Networks and How They Shape Our Lives. New York: Little, Brown and Company.286.    
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4.2 Theoretical Background  

The study of bill cosponsorship in legislatures can be anchored on the theory of 

homophily. Homophily is defined as “the principle that a contact between similar people 

occurs at a higher rate than among dissimilar people” (McPherson, Smith-Lovin and Cook, 

2001:416).  According to these authors, homophily is strongest along racial and ethnic markers, 

but also observable in other network structures of ties in the areas of marriage, friendship, 

work, advice, support, information transfer, exchange, and comembership, among others. 

Borrowing from the work of Lazarsfeld and Merton (1954), the authors identify two 

homophilic dimensions based on status and the value system. Status homophily in the view of 

McPherson, Smith-Lovin and Cook (2001:419), encompasses “the major sociodemographic 

dimensions that stratify society—ascribed characteristics like race, ethnicity, sex, or age, and 

acquired characteristics like religion, education, and occupation.” In addition, when an 

individual’s psychological state of mind that contributes to the person’s orientation and 

behavior are taken into consideration, then value homophily comes into play. According to the 

authors, social psychologists have established that similarity in the areas of attitudes, abilities, 

belief and aspirations breeds fellowship. It is therefore expected that people who share similar 

values will have a greater tendency to be attracted and also interact with one another in political 

behavior and practice (Knoke, 1990; Huston and Levinger, 1978).  

In social networks, homophily is observed through assortative mixing. A network 

shows assortative mixing if there are observed tendencies for individual actors to associate 

with others that have similar societal status or shared value systems (Newman, 2010, 2003 and 

2002). Thus, through the social status and values that we share, ‘network communities’ or  
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social networks can emerge revealing an organized set of people and the structural connections 

between them.  

Christakis and Fowler (2009:12-13) explore further the usefulness of social networks. 

In their view, through homophily and assortative mixing people “are much more connected to 

one another than they are to other groups of connected people.” This is made possible through 

the agglomeration of  dyads forming “huge webs of ties stretching far into the distance…with 

every step away from an individual in a social network that we take, the number of ties to other 

humans, and the complexity of the branching, rise very, very fast”(Christakis and Fowler, 

2009: ix-x). The authors associate networks with a kind of human superorganism with the 

capabilities to grow and evolve over time. Thus, with the help of social networks “people can 

transcend themselves and their own limitations… and do things no single person can do” (xii); 

thus inputting synergy into human life. Networks therefore “help make the whole of humanity 

much greater than the sum of its parts” (Christakis and Fowler, 2009:286). 

The notions above find support in legislative settings especially in bill cosponsorship. 

In the U.S. states for example, Kirkland (2012) finds that when legislators are from the same 

party and multimember districts there are observed increases in their rates of collaboration in 

bill cosponsorship. These observations have practical relevance in this study because of the 

existence of individual and dyadic attributes as well as the resulting group network structures 

that can emerge in bill cosponsorship relationships. It is based on this that I expect that since 

individual legislators in the Nigerian National Assembly cannot pass legislations on their own, 

they will therefore need the collaborative support of other lawmakers. This support can be 

realized through tie formations in bill cosponsorship strengthened through common ethnic, 

partisan, and territorial affiliations as well as similar public policy interests.  
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4.21 Network Structures  

Different levels of relationships exist in network structures of bill cosponsorship. These 

relationships lead to different analytical approaches. In the study of political support networks 

for example, Burkett and Skvoretz (2001) identify three possible levels of analyses. These 

include the individual (node), the dyadic, and the group or network levels. While at the 

individual level the personal attributes of legislators that may attract other legislators to 

cosponsor measures with them are the focal points, dyadic linkages on the other hand involve 

reciprocity of support mediated by similarities of interest that lead legislators into cooperating 

with one another. In the view of Burkett and Skvoretz (2001), evaluation of network ties in 

legislative chambers is dominated by the group level analysis. 

 Borgatti, Everett and Johnson (2013:7) also point out that at the network level, issues 

of analytical interest may include “centrality in organizational trust, shortness of paths in a 

group’s communication network, type of organizational culture (emphasizing either 

cooperation or competition) to predict the structure of the network.” The adoption of the social 

network analysis approach helps explore the relationships that exist among legislators in the 

Nigerian National Assembly in their enactment of legislations. These relationships can be 

captured through ties formed in bill cosponsorship. Because the legislators form relationships 

that are dictated by their common interests in public policies as well as by ethnic, partisan and 

territorial cleavages, this give rise to social systems or networks. The study of such systems in 

the view of Borgatti, Everett and Johnson (2013) can be handled through network analysis 

involving the relationships formed by actors or nodes who make up the system, their relational 

states, as well as the directions of flow of causality. The authors further typify relational states 

according to shared similarities (location in time and space, levels of participation, and 
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attributes); relational roles played by the different entities, types of relational cognition 

(affective or perceptual), and the different types of relational events (interactions and flows of 

information, support, ideas etc.). 

In this dissertation study, the spatial and temporal location for tie formation takes place 

within the Nigerian National Assembly consisting of the Senate and House of Representatives. 

The level of participation in bill cosponsorship is through relationships formed for example, 

through membership of the same political party. Attributes may be shared ethnicity as well as 

common territorial origin, while relational cognition takes affective form in shared public 

policy preferences or ideologies. The attributes are perceptual if anchored on the knowledge 

or beliefs in the existence of common preferences. In addition, interactions come in the form 

of relationships prevalent in bill cosponsorship identified by Iacobucci (1990:113) to include 

the expansive effects (sending behavior), of legislators as revealed in the request for cosponsors 

by primary initiators of bills; popularity effects or a ‘receiving tendency’ reflecting the action 

of an actor in nominating another actor in a relationship; and mutual relationships, describing 

non-asymmetric (two-way) relationships between actors. 

4.3   Types of Structural Relationships in the Nigerian National Assembly 

Networks of bill cosponsorship relationships in the National Assembly come in 

different forms. These include the partisan, ethnic, territorial and policy networks. Common 

membership of a political party for example is a major attribute shared by members of the 

Nigerian National Assembly. Although the advent of political parties and electoral competition 

in Nigeria are traceable to the colonial era in 1923 following the introduction of elective 

politics by the 1922 Clifford’s Constitution, the key partisan actors  in the legislator in the 

Sixth Session of  Nigeria’s Fourth Republic (2007-2011) which is the focus of this study owe 
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their allegiance to different political parties such as the People’s Democratic Party (PDP), 

which is the governing party, with a national base; the Accord Party (a minor opposition party, 

with  a southern minority base); the Action Congress of Nigeria (ACN), which is a minor 

opposition party, with a South West, Yoruba base; and the All Nigeria People’s Party (ANPP), 

which is a major opposition party, with a Northern Minority base. Other minor parties are the 

Progressive People’s Alliance (PPA), People's Redemption Party (PRP), the All Progressives 

Grand Alliance (APGA), and the Labour Party (LP).  

The ethnic groups in this study are classified under five broad groups namely: the 

Hausa-Fulani; Ibo; Northern Minorities; Southern Minorities; and the Yoruba. The territorial 

networks in this study consist of six zones. Despite the 36 states and Nigeria’s Federal Capital 

Territory in Abuja, the de facto territorial boundaries that now frame most of the policy 

discussions and the allocation of public sector resources in Nigeria are the six principal geo-

political zones that include the North Central, North East, North West, South East, South South 

and the South West zones. Policy preference networks come in the form of legislators 

cosponsoring bills that benefit their territorial origin (centrifugal policies), rather than public 

policies that would promote national cohesion (centripetal policies). All these give rise to 

social systems or networks that are analyzable through social network methods. 

4.31   The Structure and Descriptive Statistics of the Partisan Network 

           Tables 4.1 and 4.2 present the frequencies at which legislators engage in 

cosponsorship in the Senate and House respectively by partisan affiliations in the period 2007-

2011. About 88.4% of the bills in the Senate were initiated by senators from the ruling People's 

Democratic Party (PDP) as the primary sponsors, while 74.0% of the cosponsorship relations 

also involved members of the Senate’s PDP delegation. The records also indicate that in the 
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House the PDP members accounted for 89.7% of the bill initiation (primary sponsors), while 

78% of the bill cosponsorship is equally undertaken by them as shown in table 4.2. The 

cosponsorship statistics indicate that a range of 2 to 65 senators cosponsor a bill with an 

average of 5 cosponsors per senate bill in the period 2007-2011. The range for the House of 

Representatives is 2 to 277 with an average of 6 cosponsors per House bill in the same period. 

Table 4.1: Bill Cosponsorship Frequencies in the Senate by Partisan Affiliations [2007-2011] 

      
 

  PARTIES       

Sponsorship Detail  ACCORD 
 

ACN ANPP PDP PPA PRP Total 

Primary No. 3 
 

21 34 473 4 0 535 

 % 0.6 
 

3.9 6.4 88.4 0.7 0.0 100.0 

   
 

       

Cosponsor No. 25 
 

199 340 1676 20 0.3 2266 

 % 1.1 
 

8.8 15.0 74.0 0.9 0.0 100.0 

   
 

       

Party Total No. 28 
 

220 374 2149 24 6 2801 

  % 1.0 
 

7.9 13.4 76.5 0.9 0.3 100.0 

 

 

 Table 4.2: Sponsorship Frequencies of House Bills by Political Parties [2007-2011] 
Party Primary Sponsor Percent Cosponsor Percent 

ACN 18 5.61 137 7.92 

ANPP 15 4.67 210 12.14 

APGA 0 0.00 9 0.52 

LP 0 0.00 3 0.17 

PDP 288 89.72 1,357 78.44 

PPA 0 0.00 14 0.81 

Total 321 100.00 1,730 100.00 

 

4.32   Explaining the Dominance of the Ruling Party in the Partisan Network 

Given the statistics in tables 4.1 and 4.2, the question at this juncture is: why do the 

vast majority of bill initiations come from members of one particular party, the People’s 

Democratic Party? Are there any institutional constraints in the rules about bill initiation in 
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either the House or Senate that make this possible?  The answers to these questions come from 

the types of bills being initiated, the leadership structure of the Nigerian Senate and House of 

Representatives as well as the rules guiding the lawmaking processes. As detailed in Chapter 

XI, Sections 76(1)(a)(b)(c), of the Senate Rules (2007:58), the bills deliberated upon in the 

National Assembly are of three different forms. These are the executive bills, individual 

legislators’ bills and private bills originated by interest groups as well as members of the public. 

The executive bills are originated by the President of the Federal Republic of Nigeria and his 

cabinet members and are normally “bills that are of general application; they affect every 

person belonging to the targeted group” (Dunmoye, Njoku and Alubo, 2007:211). In addition, 

according to Chapter VI, Sections 28(1) and 29(1), of the Standing Orders of the Nigerian 

Senate, it is the duty of the Majority Leader of the Senate, or, (in his absence), the Deputy 

Majority Leader to present these bills for floor debates (Senate Rules, 2007:20-21). In 

accordance with  Order VII, Sections 4(1) and 6(1) of  the Standing Orders of the House of 

House of Representatives, the House Leader or, (in his absence), the Deputy House Leader 

presents the executive bills for House debates (House Rules, 2008:17-18).   

However, as revealed in the organizational structures of the Senate and House 

respectively, (figures 4.1 and 4.2), and from the rules governing the election of the principal 

officers such as the Senate President, the House Speaker, the majority leaders and their 

deputies, all these leaders must be members of the party having the majority of the seats in 

both the chambers. According to Ojogwu and Ashiekaa (2011:5), the majority of the committee 

chair persons are also from the majority party which in the period under investigation is the 

People’s Democratic Party (PDP). The election of the principal officers into leadership 
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positions in the two chambers therefore gives enormous powers of agenda control to the ruling 

party, the PDP.  

Figure 4.1: The Organizational Structure of the Nigerian Senate 

 
Source: Adapted from “Principal Officers of the Nigerian Senate.”http://www.nassnig.org/nass/ 

 

Explaining the structure of the Senate further, the chamber is headed by the Senate 

President. He is elected from among the members of the majority party in the Assembly. He is 

assisted by the Deputy Senate President. The Senate Majority Leader, the Deputy Majority 

Leader, the Chief Whip as well as the Deputy Chief Whip are all elected from the members of 

the majority party in the Senate (figure 4.1). In the case of the Senate Majority Leader for 

example, the Senate Rules stipulate that “the Majority Leader shall be a senator nominated 

from the Party with the highest number of senators. His functions shall be to: a) lead the 

business of the Senate; b) manage the legislative schedule of the Senate; c) liaise with 

committee chairmen and other functionaries of the Senate” (Senate Rules, 2007:20). Similar 

http://www.nassnig.org/nass/
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duties also apply to the House Leader and the Deputy House Leader as detailed in the House 

Rules (2008:17-18).  

Figure 4.2: The Organizational Structure of the House of Representatives 

 
Source: Adapted from “Principal Officers of the Nigerian House of 

Representatives.”http://www.nassnig.org/nass2/index.php 

 

The foregoing revelations in Nigeria’s National Assembly are supported by the de facto 

observations of the workings of contemporary legislatures such as the U.S. Congress. The 

argument advanced by Carrubba et al (2006:692) for example, is that political party leaders 

normally control the selection of roll-call votes, and they do so with “their expectations 

regarding the level of party cohesiveness and the character of political conflict that a vote 

http://www.nassnig.org/nass2/index.php
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would be present.” Cox and McCubbins (2005) extensively discuss this theory of agenda 

control by parties in legislatures in their Procedural Cartel Theory (PCT). The authors posit 

that “world-wide…agenda power in busy legislatures is almost always cartelized…even 

though voting power is everywhere equal; proposal and veto power are everywhere unequal” 

(Cox and McCubbins, 2005:9).  

Tables 4.3 and 4.4 also confirm the dominance of the ruling party in the structural 

composition of the Nigerian National Assembly.  

Table 4.3: Leadership Positions in the Senate by Partisan Affiliations 

 

Party 

 

Holds 

 

Leadership 

  

Position   

        

 Yes  No  

PDP(Ruling Party)    Total 

Sub-Total 6  82 88 

% 5.3  72.6 77.9 

Opposition Parties      

Sub-Total 4  21 25 

% 3.5  18.6 22.1 

       

Total 10  103 113 

% 8.8   91.2 100.0 

 

        In the period under investigation (2007-2011), about 60% of the leadership positions in 

the Senate are occupied by the ruling party (PDP) members. In table 4.4, the ruling party (PDP) 

also controls about 79% of the leadership of the House of Representatives. The significance of 

these structural arrangements both in the House and Senate also comes to light with the rules 

of the National Assembly concerning the introduction of bills from interest groups and 

associations as well as other members of the public (private bills). According to Dunmoye, 

Njoku and Alubo (2007:210), “only legislators can sponsor a bill in the National 

Assembly...any of these bodies [interest groups], may present a proposal in the form a bill to a 

legislator imploring him to sponsor the bill.” However, in a situation where one party has an 
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absolute dominance of the total chamber seats, the leadership as well as the committee 

structure, this gives the party an overall leverage in the legislative processes. This therefore 

accounts for the dominance of the PDP in the bill initiation frequency in the National Assembly 

in the period 2007-2011 (tables 4.1 and 4.2). 

The findings in this dissertation are also corroborated by the work of Lewis (2011) on 

Nigeria’s evolving party system. The author posits that “the party system in the Fourth 

Republic differs from those under earlier civilian regimes…the People’s Democratic Party 

(PDP) quickly ascended to dominance in the Fourth Republic…the party has held a majority 

of seats in the National Assembly which grew to more than three-fourths of the Senate and the 

House of Representatives by 2007” (Lewis, 2011:5). 

Table 4.4: Leadership Positions in the House by Partisan Affiliations 

Party Holds Leadership Position     

                 

           Yes            No    

PDP(Ruling Party)     Total 

Sub-Total 11  251  262 

% 3.1  70.7  73.8 

Opposition Parties       

Sub-Total 3  90  93 

% 0.8  25.4  26.2 

        

Total 14  341  355 

% 3.9   96.1   100.0 

 

 Tables 4.5 and 4.6 present the seniority of members in both chambers of the National 

Assembly. Of the 30 senators who have stayed two terms or more in the Senate, PDP members 

accounted for 27 or 90%. For the one-term senators, while the PDP accounted for 61 out of the 

83 (73.5%), the combined share of the minority parties was 26.5% of the remaining 22 senators 

serving one-term (table 4.5). 
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Table 4.5: Seniority of Senate Members by Partisan Affiliations 

 

  

Table 4.6: Seniority of House Members by Partisan Affiliations 

Party      Terms     

  1 2 3 4   

PDP(Ruling Party)     Total  

Sub-Total 166 78 17 1 262 

% 46.8 22.0 4.8 0.3 73.8 

Opposition Parties       

Sub-Total 67 21 5 0 93 

% 18.9 5.9 1.4 0.0 26.2 

        

Total 233 99 22 1 355 

% 65.6 27.9 6.2 0.3 100.0 

 

 In the House (table 4.6), PDP members also accounted for 96 or about 78.7%  of the 

122 House  members who have stayed two terms or more in the lower chamber. A legislative 

term for both chambers is for a period of four years, and there are no term limits in the Nigerian 

National Assembly.  

4.33   Correlation of Partisan Attributes with the Primary Sponsorship of Bills 

            Tables 4.7 and 4.8 are the correlation matrices showing how the leadership and 

seniority of members of the Senate and House respectively correlate with the primary 

sponsorship of bills and with each other in these chambers.  

 

Party   Terms    

  1 2 3   

PDP(Ruling Party)    Total  

Sub-Total 61 20 7 88 

% 54.0 17.7 6.2 77.9 

Opposition Parties      

Sub-Total 22 2 1 25 

% 19.5 1.8 0.9 22.1 

       

Total 83 22 8 113 

% 73.5 19.5 7.1 100.0 
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Table 4.7: Correlation of Primary Sponsorship with Partisan Attributes in the Senate 

  Primary Sponsor 

 

Leadership  Seniority Minor Parties  

Primary Sponsor 1     

       

 Leadership   0.2923*  1    

       

 Seniority 0.1398*  0.3496*  1   

       

Minor Parties   -0.1337* 0.2406* -0.1011* 1 
*Significant at 5% 

 

In tables 4.3 to 4.8, I grouped the parties into two broad categories—the ruling party (PDP), 

and the minority parties. The analysis presents a weak, negative, but significant linear 

correlation (coefficient of -0.13) existing between membership of a minority party in the 

Senate and primary sponsorship of bills. Positive associations however do exist between 

primary sponsorship of bills and holding leadership positions in the Senate (r = 0.29). 

Compared to the leadership variable, seniority has a relatively weaker correlation (r = 0.14) 

with the primary sponsorship of bills in the Senate, although seniority is positively associated 

with leadership position in this chamber (r = 0.35). 

Table 4.8: Correlation of Primary Sponsorship with Partisan Attributes in the House 

  Primary Sponsor Leadership  Seniority Minor Parties  

Primary 

Sponsor 
1 

  
  

       

 Leadership  0.366* 1    

       

 Seniority 0.1902* 0.5232* 1   

       

Minor Parties  0.0893* 0.0979* 0.0362* 1 

*Significant at 5% 

 

 Relative to the Senate, table 4.8 shows that in the House, there is a stronger 

correlation (r = 0.37) between holding a leadership position and primary sponsorship of bills. 

Compared to leadership, seniority has a relatively weaker relationship (r = 0.19) with the 
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primary sponsorship of bills in the House. Seniority is however positively and moderately 

correlated with leadership position in this chamber (r = 0.52). Although being a member of a 

minority party in the House has a positive and significant correlation with primary sponsorship 

of bills, this is weak with a correlation coefficient of 0.09. 

4.34   Graphical Representation of the Partisan Bill Cosponsorship Networks   

Figure 4.3 presents the network graph of the bill cosponsorship relationships among a 

sample of 16 randomly selected senators. The network was thinned down to render a relatively 

less dense depiction of the inter-relationships involved in bill cosponsorship in the Senate. 

Each dot represents a senator and the different colored nodes represent the party affiliation of 

the legislator. The lines connecting the nodes represent ties—the act of bill cosponsorship—

among the senators. 

Figure 4.3: Bill Cosponsorship Network in the Senate by Partisan Affiliations 
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Using a random sample of 26 house members, a partisan network of bill cosponsorship 

was also plotted for the House of Representatives. The result is presented in figure 4.4. Similar 

to the Senate, the dots represent House members and the different colored nodes represent the 

party affiliations of the lawmakers. The lines connecting the nodes represent ties—the act of 

cosponsorship—among the legislators.  

Figure 4.4: Bill Cosponsorship Network in the House by Partisan Affiliations 

 

However, a closer observation of the graph will reveal some contrasts with the Senate. The 

graph of the House partisan network reveals a distinct core-periphery structure. At the 

periphery there is a noticeable predominance of members of the minority parties such as the 

Labour Party (LP), the Action Congress of Nigeria (ACN), the Progressive People’s Alliance 
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(PPA), and the All Progressives Grand Alliance (APGA). The inner core however shows closer 

inter-relationships where PDP and ANPP members occupy dominant positions. The 

dominance of the PDP (the ruling party) can be explained by a number of factors primary 

among them is the allocation of the principal officers into leadership positions in the two 

chambers to the ruling party members which gives them considerable powers of agenda 

control.  

The partisan network structures presented in this section also reveal some cross-

partisan bill cosponsorship relationships. Contributors to the cleavage literature such as 

Siavelis (2006:361) corroborate this observation arguing that not all cleavages are of the 

reinforcing, homogenous partisan nature. Rather, in some cases there may be cross-cutting 

relationships. For the author, cross-cutting cleavages may emerge due to the existence of 

multiple loyalties and some other social characteristics that individuals share that may 

transcend inter-party differences, thus leading to development of more heterogeneous political 

collaboration. The structure of the partisan graphs above suggest that such tendencies may be 

present in the Nigerian National Assembly as revealed by the occurrence of bill cosponsorship 

linkages across partisan lines. However, the extent to which this may be empirically significant 

will be subjected to tests in chapter five of this dissertation. 

4.4   The Structure and Descriptive Statistics of the Ethnicity Network 

Table 4.9 and figures 4.5 and 4.6 present the relative strengths of the various ethnic 

group members in the primary sponsorship and cosponsorship of bills in the Senate. The 

Yorubas dominate the primary sponsorship of bills in the Senate accounting for 53% of the 

primary sponsorship during the Sixth Legislative Session (table 4.9). In the year 2009 for 

example (figure 4.5), the Yoruba members accounted for 23.9% of the primary bills sponsored 



 

89 

 

in the Senate. Coming a distant second are the Northern Minority ethnic groups with 18.5%. 

The Hausa-Fulani have the least number of primary sponsorship in this period with 7.7% of 

the total 535 bills in the study sample. 

Table 4.9: Sponsorship Frequencies of Senate Bills by Ethnicity [2007-2011] 
Year Ethnicity Primary 

Sponsor  

Primary 

Percent 

Cosponsorship 

Frequency 

Cosponsorship 

Percent 

2007 Hausa-Fulani 3 0.6 65 3.1 

2009 Hausa-Fulani 10 1.9 121 5.7 

2010 Hausa-Fulani 18 3.4 114 5.4 

2011 Hausa-Fulani 10 1.9 38 1.8 

Sub Total Hausa-Fulani 41 7.7 338 16 

2007 Ibo 9 1.7 53 2.5 

2009 Ibo 16 3 126 6 

2010 Ibo 19 3.6 123 5.8 

2011 Ibo 4 0.7 19 0.9 

Sub Total Ibo 48 9 321 15.2 

2007 Northern_Minority 7 1.3 130 6.1 

2009 Northern_Minority 49 9.2 224 10.6 

2010 Northern_Minority 30 5.6 244 11.5 

2011 Northern_Minority 13 2.4 56 2.6 

Sub Total Northern_Minority 99 18.5 654 30.9 

2007 Southern_Minority 8 1.5 72 3.4 

2009 Southern_Minority 14 2.6 146 6.9 

2010 Southern_Minority 30 5.6 140 6.6 

2011 Southern_Minority 11 2.1 34 1.6 

Sub Total Southern_Minority 63 11.8 392 18.5 

2007 Yoruba 29 5.4 59 2.8 

2009 Yoruba 128 23.9 149 7 

2010 Yoruba 91 17 143 6.8 

2011 Yoruba 36 6.7 59 2.8 

Sub Total Yoruba 284 53.1 410 19.4 

Grand Total _ 535 100 2115 100 
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Figure 4.5: Trends in Primary Sponsorship of Senate Bills by Ethnicity  

 
Figure 4.6: Trends in Cosponsorship of Senate Bills by Ethnicity  
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Figure 4.7: Ethnic Network of Bill Cosponsorship in the Senate, 2007-2011 

 

 
  

In addition, while there appears to be strong coethnic linkages in bill cosponsorship in the 

Senate, cross-ethnic ties are not equally left out as they are evident from figure 4.7. However, 

how significant these cosponsorship ties are will be the subject of the hypothesis testing in 

chapter five. 

      Table 4.10 and figures 4.8 and 4.9 present the bill sponsorship and cosponsorship 

statistics among the ethnic groups in the Nigerian House of Representatives in the period 2007 
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to 2011. The Southern Minority ethnic groups dominated the primary sponsorship of House 

Bills, accounting for 50.2% of the total in the period under investigation (table 4.10).  

Table 4.10: Sponsorship Frequencies of House Bills by Ethnicity, 2007-2011 
Year Ethnicity Primary 

Frequency 

Primary 

Percent 

Cosponsorship 

Frequency 

Cosponsorship 

Percent 

2007 Hausa-Fulani 6 1.9 151 8.7 

2008 Hausa-Fulani 4 1.2 47 2.7 

2009 Hausa-Fulani 1 0.3 34 2 

2011 Hausa-Fulani 4 1.2 22 1.3 

Sub 

Total 
Hausa-Fulani 15 4.7 254 14.7 

2007 Ibo 17 5.3 119 6.9 

2008 Ibo 15 4.7 43 2.5 

2009 Ibo 7 2.2 33 1.9 

2011 Ibo 2 0.6 16 0.9 

Sub 

Total 
Ibo 41 12.8 211 12.2 

2007 Northern_Minority 37 11.5 345 19.9 

2008 Northern_Minority 18 5.6 121 7 

2009 Northern_Minority 14 4.4 71 4.1 

2011 Northern_Minority 5 1.6 41 2.4 

Sub 

Total 
Northern_Minority 74 23.1 578 33.4 

2007 Southern_Minority 86 26.8 233 13.5 

2008 Southern_Minority 32 10 92 5.3 

2009 Southern_Minority 9 2.8 69 4 

2011 Southern_Minority 34 10.6 38 2.2 

Sub 

Total 
Southern_Minority 161 50.2 432 25 

2007 Yoruba 17 5.3 176 10.2 

2008 Yoruba 8 2.5 46 2.7 

2009 Yoruba 5 1.6 32 1.8 

2011 Yoruba 0 0 1 0.1 

Sub 

Total 
Yoruba 30 9.3 255 14.7 

Grand 

Total 
_ 331 100 1730 100 

 

While table 4.10 and figure 4.8 indicate that the Southern Minorities account for the most 

primary sponsorship at 50.2%, the Northern Minorities come in second place with 23.1%. 

Table 4.10 and figure 4.8 shows that the Hausa-Fulani played the least role in the primary 

sponsorship accounting for 4.7% of the total primary cosponsorship of House bills in the period 

under investigation.  
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Figure 4.8: Trends in Primary Sponsorship of House Bills by Ethnicity 

Figure 4.9: Trends in Cosponsorship of House Bills by Ethnicity 

 
 Table 4.10 and figure 4.9 present the cosponsorship relationships in the House of 

Representatives. There is a role reversal in this chamber as it relates to the Southern Minority 

and Northern Minority ethnic groups. The Northern Minority ethnic groups dominate the 

network with 33.4% of the cosponsored bills while the Southern Minorities come in second 
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place accounting for 25% of the cosponsorship relations. To visualize the cosponsorship 

relationships in the House in a network graph, I utilize a random sample of 26 House members. 

The network of bill cosponsorship for the House is presented in figure 4.10.  

Figure 4.10: Cosponsorship Network of House Members by Ethnicity 

 

 
 

Each dot represents a House member and the different colored nodes represent the ethnic 

affiliation of the legislator. The lines connecting the nodes represent ties formed in the process 

of bill cosponsorship among the legislators. The plot shows an inner core of House members 

dominated by minority ethnic groups.  
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The active role played by Southern Minority House members in the primary 

sponsorship of bills can be explained against the background of Nigeria’s fiscal federalism and 

resource allocation. In the country’s recent political history, there has been heightened political 

awareness and agitation by the ethnic groups inhabiting the Niger Delta region in their clamor 

for more control of the region’s oil resources. The activities of militant groups in this area have 

equally elevated the political salience of the public resource allocation and control problem. 

The dominance of Southern Minority ethnic groups in bill cosponsorship is also corroborated 

by the work of Ako (2012). According to this author, “the history of the Niger Delta is 

characterized by agitation for resource control…local resource control simply refers to availing 

the inhabitants of the Niger Delta region the opportunities to enjoy access to the environmental 

resources and benefits of their ancestral land” (Ako, 2012:2). Thus, if the ethnic cleavage 

theories hold, being closer to their constituents, the members from the oil-rich zones may have 

more interest in pursuing their common agenda albeit through the legislative institution. This 

may therefore explain their domination of the bill initiation process in the House. 

4.5 Territorial Networks in Bill Cosponsorship  

Figures 4.11 and 4.12 are the network of cosponsorship relationships in the Senate and 

House by territorial attributes in the period 2007 to 2011. Each dot represents a legislator and 

the different colored nodes represent the territorial affiliations. The lines connecting the nodes 

represent ties formed in the process of bill cosponsorship among the legislators. In both the 

Senate and House, while there are observable intra-territorial linkages in bill cosponsorship, 

there are also visual evidence supporting cross-territorial tie formations which will be further 

investigated in chapter five. 
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Figure 4.11: Territorial Network in the Senate by Geo-Political Zones 
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Figure 4.12: House Territorial Network by Geo-Political Zones 

  

4.6    Network Centrality Measures and Influence in the Nigerian National Assembly 

 Having explored the group level networks formed through ethnic, partisan and 

territorial affiliations, it becomes pertinent to investigate the micro-level, nodal or individual 

and dyadic interactions between legislators in bill cosponsorship that generate these networks. 

These relationships of influence can be investigated through measures of network centrality 

and prestige.  

 While both centrality and prestige of actors are measured through directed ties linking 

actors, often times there is a mix-up in their interpretations. Centrality measures are symmetric, 
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involving mutual (two way) sending and receiving relationships. On the other hand, an actor 

occupies a relatively higher or prestigious position if he does not reciprocate the requests from 

other actors to enter into a social relationship (Knoke and Burt, 1983). According to Bonacich 

(1987:1172), “centrality is measured within a system of symmetric relations, whereas high 

prestige is acquired by receiving unreciprocated choices from others.”   

 Relationships between actors can be in the form of communication exchanges. These 

can take the form of information originating from members of a legislative committee or 

political support requested or accepted as in the case of bill cosponsorship. Iacobucci 

(1990:115) presents four models that can be utilized to explain the possible levels of dyadic 

linkages between two actors ‘i’ and ‘j’. In the first case, a ‘null dyad’ can be modeled as 

logP(Yij00 =1) = λij . In this dyad, no relationship exists as both actors ‘i’ and ‘j’, neither send 

nor receive any information or material flows to and from one another. 

Asymmetric linkages take two forms, each representing one-way flow from one actor 

to another without being reciprocated. In the expansive linkage, one actor seeks out the support 

of another actor to form an asymmetric dyad depicted by ij. In the second form of 

asymmetric linkage, one actor sends support or material flow to the other (ji) without being 

reciprocated. This is a measure of the popularity effect which can be observed in a legislative 

institution when relatively junior members in the chamber clamor to be identified with the 

legislative aspirations of senior legislators or those in key leadership positions of considerable 

influence.  These two forms of asymmetric linkages typify prestige relationships depending on 

who is being deferred to. Centrality linkages on the other hand are typified by a mutual dyad 

depicted as flows from one actor to another that are equally reciprocated (j↔i). 
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 According to Wasserman and Faust (1994:178-218), and Iacobucci (1990), centrality 

may be depicted in many forms which include degree, betweenness, closeness, and eigenvalue 

centrality. An actor is central in a network graph if he has the greatest number of ties relative 

to other actors. The relative degree centrality of an actor in standardized form is given as 

C`D(ni) = d(ni)/(g-1) where; 

C`D(ni) = actor-level degree centrality index;  

(ni) = actor or node i;     

 d(ni) = degree of the individual actor or node i; 

g = size of group (Wasserman and Faust, 1994). 

Eigenvector centrality is an extension of the degree centrality of actors. Whenever an 

actor receives an In-degree tie, this node ultimately is awarded one centrality point with respect 

to his relative position in the network. However, some actors are more embedded in networks 

that a tie from them is accorded “more value” relative to others. For example, being linked to 

a legislator with more ties to other actors in a network is more important to one’s reputation 

and prestige in the legislative chamber. Eigenvalue centrality in plain language therefore is a 

ranking of how actors are linked not just to any other actor, but to other highly positioned or 

important members of the legislature such as chairpersons of highly rated committees and the 

leadership of the chambers and/or parties. 

Wasserman and Faust (1994:180) also associate closeness centrality with the distance 

of an actor to the others in a network. Smaller distance means faster speed of communication 

with others. This is measured in standardized form as: C`C(ni) = [g-1]/[Σg
j=1d(ni, nj)], and it 

ranges from 0-1, where:  
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C`C(ni) = actor-level closeness centrality index; and (ni, nj) indicates the geodesic distance 

between two nodes i and j.  

The betweenness centrality on the other hand measures the relevant position of an actor 

in the path of communication in a network. If an actor has the greatest number of geodesics to 

other actors passing through it, it is said to have more betweenness centrality. This is measured 

as:  

CB(ni) = Σgjk(ni)/gjk 

j<k 

 

Where g = group size, and ni = actor node i. 

 

Drawing from the betweenness centrality, one can derive the information centrality of an actor. 

The information contained in a communication path is simply defined as the inverse of its 

length, and the information centrality of an actor is the information contained in all paths 

originating from this actor (Wasserman and Faust, 1994:178-218).  

Many researchers have applied some of the concepts outlined in the foregoing 

presentation. In a legislative setting for example, where information on proposers of bills is 

equally as important as the bills themselves, the betweenness centrality becomes an important 

network statistic in the decisions to join the cosponsorship bandwagon. Kirkland (2014) 

underscores the importance of information in collaborative choices between legislators. Since 

cosponsorship may occur in environments replete with information asymmetry, legislators 

who are more betweenness-central may act as the bridges linking legislators with one another, 

thus lessening the difficulty of sharing information on bills and their sponsors. This therefore 

attenuates the problems of uncertainty present in collaborative choices which may otherwise 

add to the informational costs legislators face in bill cosponsorship. 
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Freeman (1979) further explores the measures of structural centrality. For each of the 

three measures namely, degree, closeness and betweenness, there are variations of scores 

corresponding to whether they relate to absolute, relative or group centrality in a network. 

Freeman suggests that centrality can convey three concepts in network structure: leadership, 

control or independence of an actor, and for analytical purposes, betweenness measures of 

centrality are finer grained than degree-based measures.  

Bonacich (1987) on the other hand, explores the relationship between power and 

centrality. According to him, contrary to earlier studies attributing power in networks to an 

actor’s relative centrality, study of exchange networks do not lend credence to this result. Using 

an asymmetric network as in figure 4.13, he proposes a more general concept of power 

expressed as two parameters, c(α, β), where β reflects the degree to which the status of an actor 

is linked to the statuses of other actors to whom he has connection, and α is a scalar, and A,B,C, 

and D, are the actors and their relative positions in the network. In a communication network 

for example, a positive value of β is associated with the amount of information available to an 

actor relative to the other actors he is related to. 

Figure 4.13: An Asymmetric Power Hierarchy with Three Levels 

 
Source: Bonacich, Phillip.1987. “Power and Centrality: A Family of Measures.” 

 

Applied to exchange relationships, Bonacich adopts the findings of Cook et al (1983). 

According to Cook and his team, the sign of β depends on whether the exchange is positive or 

negative, and “a set of exchange relations is positive if exchange in one relation is contingent 

on exchange in others, and negative if exchange in one relation precludes exchange in others… 
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if β is zero, then only the quality of one's direct ties to others matters” (Bonacich, 1987:1171).  

In addition, following the work of Cook et al (1983), Bonacich further asserts that “the greater 

the level of β, the greater the effect of the whole pattern within which one is embedded” 

(Bonacich, 1987:1171).  

 Other scholars who have explored centrality measures in their works include Burkett 

and Skvoretz (2001), Fowler (2006a and 2006b), Alvarez and Sinclair (2011). The summary 

of all this is that the issue of power and centrality in networks has continued to be an unsettled 

one depending on the network perspective one is adopting in the investigation. 

4.7 Network Centrality Statistics of Legislators  

 

Having examined the structure of bill cosponsorship at the group level, the question 

now shifts to who among the legislators is more central in these social networks. Three primary 

centrality statistics are computed for the legislators namely: degree, betweenness and 

eigenvalue. Borgatti, Everett and Johnson (2013:165-166) define the degree of a node as “the 

number of ties of a given type that a node has…it might be hypothesized to relate to the number 

of people that the node is in a position to influence directly.” According to the authors, “nodes 

with high degree in an organizational network tend to be the same ones that insiders will list 

as the important people in the group” (Borgatti, Everett and Johnson, 2013:166).    

Furthermore, the Activate Networks reveals that “one important feature of networks is 

the relative centrality of individuals in them…individuals with high centrality scores are often 

more likely to be leaders, key conduits of information, and be more likely to be early adopters 

of anything that spreads in a network” (AN, 2014). The researchers in this group explain that 

betweenness centrality scores can be measured through a counting process which allocates the 

rank of the most betweenness-central actor to the one who has the highest number of the 
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shortest communication paths passing through him to other actors in a network. Due to the 

relative positions of such actors, they act more like brokers, who not only connect people who 

in the ordinary course of relationships may not be connected, but also provide the shortest 

communication pathways between these actors. In carrying out these roles they become by 

default, repositories of information for exchange through the network.  

Tables 4.11 and 4.12 show the network centrality statistics in the Senate and House 

respectively, while figures 4.14 and 4.15 present the network structures of senators and House 

members in the period 2007-2011.  

Table 4.11: Ranking of Top Fifteen Senators by Betweenness Centrality 

Legislator Betweenness Eigenvalue Degree Party Ethnicity Zone State 

Mohammed I.Ahmed 94.51 0.14 940 pdp North Minority North Central Kwara 

Dahiru Bako Gassol 87.02 0.34 2760 pdp North Minority North East Taraba 

Gbemisola R. Sakari 68.12 0.20 1660 pdp North Minority North Central Kwara 

Suleiman A. Adokwe 67.81 0.08 674 pdp North Minority North Central Nasarawa 

Anyim Chukwu Ude 63.77 0.09 800 pdp Ibo South East Ebonyi 

Omar A. Hambagda 62.10 0.22 1892 anpp North Minority North East Borno 

Bob Dickson Effiong 60.66 0.11 1004 pdp South Minority South South Akwa Ibom 

Annie Okonkwo 58.75 0.26 1804 pdp Ibo South East Anambra 

Abubakar Atiku Bagudu       57.94 0.13 1070 pdp Hausa-Fulani North West Kebbi 

Adamu Garba Talba 55.53 0.19 1580 pdp North Minority North East Yobe 

Mohammed Kabiru Jibril 54.92 0.19 1520 pdp Hausa-Fulani North West Kaduna 

Felix Kolawole Bajomo 52.92 0.09 754 pdp Yoruba South West Ogun 

Ahmad Rufa’i Sani 51.54 0.05 456 anpp Hausa-Fulani North West Zamfara 

Kamorudeen A. Adedibu 51.35 0.07 658 pdp Yoruba South West Oyo 

Abubakar Danso Sodangi 50.51 0.08 710 pdp North Minority North Central Nasarawa 

 

The centrality statistics in the Senate is dominated by Northern Minority ethnic group 

members (table 4.11). A senator from Taraba State in the North East zone—Senator Dahiru 

Bako Gassol—has the highest degree centrality statistic with 2760 ties. The statistics also 

indicate that Senator Mohammed I. Ahmed, of the People’s Democratic Party (PDP) from 

Kwara State has the highest betweenness score of 94.51. From the statistics, the zones 

dominated by the Northern Minority Ethnic groups (North East and North Central) have the 
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greatest influence in the Senate cosponsorship network. Since both of these senators who are 

from Northern Minority ethnic groups do not hold any leadership positions in the Senate, other 

reasons such as individual clout and personal charisma, outside of defined institutional 

structures may therefore account for their relatively higher centrality positions. 

  Figure 4.14: Cosponsorship Network of Top Fifteen Senators by 

 Betweenness Centrality 

 

 
 

Table 4.12 presents the relative centrality of the top fifteen members of the House of 

Representatives by betweenness centrality. The Southern Minorities hold the first four top 

positions by centrality, betweenness, and eigenvalue centrality measures respectively measures 

(table 4.12). In the House, the member with the highest betweenness centrality score of 

1555.69 is Honorable Friday Itulah, a Southern Minority PDP member from Akwa Ibom State. 

The highest degree centrality score is Honorable Ita Solomon James Enang, a Southern 

Minority PDP member also from Akwa Ibom State in the South South zone with 1748 ties 
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(table 4.12). Further centrality statistics such as betweenness and eigenvalue centrality in table 

4.12 also indicate that the House is dominated by Southern Minority ethnic group members 

from Akwa Ibom and Edo States of the South South geo-political zone. 

Table 4.12: Ranking of Top Fifteen House Members by Centrality Measures 
Legislator Betweenness  Eigenvalue Degree Party Ethnicity Zone State 

Friday E. Itulah 1555.69 0.12 1324 Pdp South Minority South South Edo 

Samson R. Osagie 941.51 0.12 1306 Acn South Minority South South Edo 

Leonard O.Ogor 920.81 0.13 1456 Pdp South Minority South South Delta 

Ita S.J. Enang 812.70 0.16 1748 Pdp South Minority South South Akwa Ibom 

Chile W. Igbawua 809.78 0.09 1094 Pdp North Minority North Central Benue 

Abass Olopoenia 746.29 0.01 158 Pdp Yoruba South West Oyo 

Samson P.A. Ihiabe 746.17 0.10 1120 Pdp North Minority North Central Kogi 

Emmanuel Jime 720.86 0.10 1136 Pdp North Minority North Central Benue 

Festus A. Adegoke 704.78 0.03 282 Pdp Yoruba South West Oyo 

Akanmu K.Ismaila 678.90 0.02 278 Pdp Yoruba South West Osun 

Solomon U. Agidani 636.77 0.08 954 Pdp North Minority North Central Benue 

Labaran Y. Danbatta 633.85 0.09 1054 Anpp Hausa-Fulani North West Kano 

Olugbenga Onigbogi 628.69 0.02 244 Pdp Yoruba South West Osun 

Ndudi G. Elumelu 627.56 0.06 678 Pdp South Minority South South Delta 

James  J. Idachaba 611.34 0.07 840 Pdp North Minority North Central Kogi 

 
Figure 4.15: Cosponsorship Network of Top Fifteen House Members by Betweenness Centrality 
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The importance of these centrality scores can be explained against a background of legislative 

theory. The centrality measures become more important in a legislative context if one factors 

in Krehbiel’s (1998) pivotal politics. The more centrally placed legislators can act as the 

fulcrum around which the balance in a legislative chamber rotates. Understanding the roles of 

such pivots becomes very critical in the construction of legislative coalitions necessary for bill 

passage as reflected in cosponsorship relationships. 

Utilizing another centrality measure—the eigenvalue centrality—the Northern 

Minority ethnic groups still hold sway accounting for 50% of the top slots in terms of this 

ranking in the Senate (table 4.11). According to Mascolo (2009:22), eigenvalue centrality 

resolves the question of the relative importance of an actor’s connections in a network. 

According to the author, “a central node should be one connected to powerful nodes.” 

Hanneman and Riddle (2005) label this the “Bonacich approach”. These authors reveal that it 

was Bonacich (1987) who first proposed that the influence of an actor in a network may be 

relatively higher if one is connected to more influential others. Thus in the view of  Hanneman 

and Riddle(2005:150), “one is likely to be more influential if one is connected to central 

others… the more connections the actors in your neighborhood have, the more central you are. 

The fewer the connections the actors in your neighborhood, the less powerful you are.”  

The centrality measures have implications for Nigeria’s cleavage politics. The apparent 

influence of minority ethnic groups in the National Assembly finds support in the country’s 

history. According to Ojo (2012), despite the fact that most of the existing literature on the 

majority-minority ethnic politics in Nigeria seem to portray the minorities as victims whose 

existence in the Nigerian federation is replete with political travails and tragedy, “however, a 

careful analysis of issues reveals that the minorities served at least one important purpose—
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they served as political bridge-heads which provided a semblance of ‘national’ outlook for the 

three (major) political parties that dominated the Nigerian political scene between 1951 and 

1964” (Ojo, 2012:53). This was achieved in the view of Ojo (2012:53), “because the minorities 

formed alliances with the majorities in other regions to whom the majorities in their own 

regions stood opposed.” Due to these alliances, the minorities served as the de facto 

bridgeheads in Nigerian politics without whom, as observed by Ojo (2012:53), Nigerian 

politics “before and during the First Republic would have been more ethnic and regional than 

it was; thus, the minorities possessed an element of strength in their weakness.”   

4.8   Summary  

In this this chapter I have examined the bill cosponsorship relationships existing among 

legislators in the Nigerian National Assembly. The theory of homophily guides this 

investigation. This is the tendency for people sharing key socio-political and cultural attributes 

to relate with one another in a closer manner relative to others perceived as belonging to an 

out-group. Homophilic attributes that generate assortative mixing are strongest along racial 

and ethnic markers, but can also be observed in other network structures of ties in the areas of 

marriage, friendship, work, advice, support, information transfer, exchange, and 

comembership, among others. The findings support the proposition that the evolving patterns 

in the Nigerian legislature follow certain structures delineated by socio-political cleavages 

based on ethnic, partisan, and territorial affiliations.  

In addition, during the period under investigation (2007-2011) for example,  about 

88.4% of the bills in the Senate were initiated by senators from the ruling People's Democratic 

Party (PDP) as the primary sponsors, while 74.0% of the cosponsorship relations also involved 

members of the Senate’s PDP delegation. The records also indicate that in the House the PDP 
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members accounted for 89.7% of the bill initiation (primary sponsors), while 78% of the bill 

cosponsorship is equally undertaken by the party members. The reasons for the dominance of 

the PDP come from the institutional arrangements in the Nigerian legislature. The 

organizational structures of the Senate and House respectively reveal that the election of the 

principal officers such as the Senate President, the House Speaker, the majority leaders and 

their deputies, follow rules that give an upper hand to the members of the governing party who 

have the majority of the seats in each of the chambers. Majority of the leaders and the 

committee chair persons are also elected from the majority party which in the period under 

investigation is the People’s Democratic Party (PDP). The election of the principal officers 

into leadership positions in the two chambers therefore gives enormous powers of agenda 

control to the ruling party, the PDP.  
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Chapter 5: The Influences of Partisan, Ethnic and Territorial Cleavages  

                    on Bill Cosponsorship 

 

“The major Nigerian political parties are unrestricted membership 

groups…yet the actual distribution of party strength and the composition of 

the local affiliates of each party is frequently affected by tendencies toward 

communal (ethnic or religious) solidarity.” 

 

                                 —Richard L. Sklar26 

 

“In severely divided societies, ethnicity finds its way into a myriad of issues: 

development plans, educational controversies, trade union affairs, land policy, 

business policy, and tax policy;…ethnically based parties have grown up, 

often perfectly with irreconcilable aims. By the time of independence, there 

were essentially Ibo, Yoruba, and Hausa-dominated parties in Nigeria.” 

 

                                                             —Donald L. Horowitz27 

 

“The roots of Nigeria’s civil war can be traced to colonial rule, when the 

British forced three very distinct peoples, each living in their own region—

the predominantly Muslim Hausa-Fulani in the North, the Yoruba in the 

Southwest, and the Igbo in the Southeast—to integrate into a state that 

encouraged regional and ethnic competition.” 

 

                             —Kairn A. Klieman28 

5.1 Introduction 

Three key issues resonate in the contemporary political discourse on Nigeria. These 

include the partisan competition often over-shadowed by violence; the divisive forces 

unleashed on Nigeria’s nascent democracy by ethnic rivalry; and the sacrifice of national unity 

and cohesion of Nigeria on the altar of territorialism by the political elites at critical junctures 

of the country’s history. Given the country’s weak institutional structure and diversity, as well 

as the heterogeneous public policy preferences by the elites and people of Nigeria, this chapter 

                                                 
26 Sklar, Richard, L.1963.Nigerian Political Parties: Power in an Emergent African Nation. Asmara, Eritrea:  

Africa World Press, Inc.474. 
27 Horowitz, Donald.L.1985. Ethnic Groups in Conflict. Berkeley: University of California Press.8-9. 
28 Klieman, Kairn A.2012. “U.S. Oil Companies, the Nigerian Civil War, and the Origins of Opacity in the  

Nigerian Oil Industry, 1964-1971.” Journal of American History 99(1):155-165. 
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primarily seeks empirical answers to the following questions: 

i. To what extent does the common membership of a political party significantly 

predict the choice of bill cosponsorship partners by legislators in the Nigerian 

National Assembly? 

 

ii. Does ethnicity significantly explain the bill cosponsorship decisions of Nigerian 

legislators? 

 

iii. Are the legislators significantly influenced by the territorial origins of their bill 

cosponsorship partners in their decisions? 

 

In this chapter, I argue in the affirmative that ethnic and territorial cleavages as well as 

competitive partisan alignments are the key factors shaping the political divisions inside the 

Nigerian legislature. 

5.2 Political Parties in Empirical Analysis: The Independent Variable Perspective 

Despite the various conceptualizations of the position of parties within political 

systems, the contemporary orthodoxies have framed the analysis of the role and position of 

political parties in the governance structures along two contrasting paradigms. The first is the 

political-parties-as-independent-variables or the functional perspective, while the second is the 

political-parties-as-dependent-variables or the sociological paradigm. Under the ‘political-

parties-as-independent-variables’ perspective, parties are believed to be among the key 

organizations shaping the political agenda and public policies. If political parties are the drivers 

of politics, then they can be discussed under the new institutionalism approach to politics. 

Writing on the new institutionalism concept in politics, Bratton (2007:96), posits that “political 

institutions help to shape the attitudes and behavior of citizens.” The assumption here is “that 

ordinary people—when they think and act politically—take their cues from the structure of 

rules, procedures, and customs prevailing in the polity in which they live” (Bratton, 2007:96).  

If this proposition holds true, then one can frame political parties as vital institutions of the 
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political system as well as important lenses through which we can “view and to explain the 

regularities in public opinion and mass participation”, thus “citizens respond to the inscribed 

regulations of formal institutions” (Bratton, 2007:96). Applying this notion to nascent 

democracies, the author believes that formal institutional influences can be reflected through 

the way and manner citizens in the emerging African political structures judge the new political 

systems such as “elections, multiple parties, and control of executive power by independent 

legislatures and courts” (Bratton, 2007:97). Under this nomenclature, parties operating in 

Africa, and specifically in the Nigerian context can then be seen as independent entities not 

under the whims and caprices of ethnic, territorial and other societal cleavages, and amenable 

to an independent variable analytical framework.  

Katz and Mair (1995) are among the scholars whose works illuminate the party as 

independent variable analytical concept. In their discussion of the cartel party organization, 

they observe that although in many democratic models, the fear of being out of government 

propels political parties to be responsive to the policy preferences of the citizen voters, but in 

the cartel model, “parties are partnerships of professionals, not associations of, or for, the 

citizens” (Katz and Mair, 1995:22).  And since, “none of the major parties is ever definitely 

‘out’… there is an increased sense in which electoral democracy may be seen as a means by 

which the rulers control the ruled, rather than the other way around” (Katz and Mair, 1995:22). 

The social distance between the rulers and the ruled as evidenced by this proposition therefore 

gives a theoretical anchor to the independence of political parties.  

Other scholars whose works have illuminated the ‘parties-as-independent-variables’ 

analytical framework include Strom (1990), developing a unified theory based on rational 

choice principles linking the vote, office and policy-seeking competitive behavior of political 
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parties to different organizational and institutional conditions; and Kirchheimer (1966), 

discussing how the weakening of the links between the society and political parties led to the 

disappearance of principled opposition. 

5.21   Sociological Basis for Partisan Influence: The Dependent Variable Perspective 

Analyzing political parties as independent variables in a political system is not the 

approach I am adopting in this study. Rather my approach is hinged more on the works of 

political sociologists.  Bartolini and Mair (1990:213-220) reiterate Lipset and Rokkan’s (1967) 

positions through the conceptualization of cleavages along three dimensions as follows: 1) 

around structural elements such as religion, societal status and education; 2) collective identity 

linking members of a social group, and; 3) lastly the manifestation of durable organizational 

structures. As suggested by Bratton (2007) the route I am taking is to analyze the behavior of 

legislators and the parties they represent in the Nigerian National Assembly as offshoots of the 

Nigerian society exhibiting vestiges of the underlying cleavages. Under this situation, informal 

institutional arrangements assume a political salience. Hyden (2006:7, 78), for example, 

observes that “Africa is the best starting point for exploring the role of informal institutions.”  

Based on the social logic that structures these relationships, Hyden (2006), believes that the 

African situation can be explained by what he labels the “the economy of affection.” The tenets 

of the informal institutional theory advanced by Hyden that govern the economy of affection 

include: 

a) Clientelism (the expression of political loyalty to providers of patronage);   

b) Pooling (horizontal exchanges within small groups); and, 

c) Collective self-defense (the development of shared norms of sovereignty and non-

interference). 

 

In his own contribution, Posner (2005) believes that the level of competitiveness observed 

within the African party systems is a major factor that will determine whether the parties will 
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base their mobilization along ethnic, tribal or language lines. The changing dynamics of 

partisan mobilization also is a reflection of whether one-party or multi-party system is in 

operation and the level of political competition involved. In a study of Zambia and Kenya, 

Posner (2007) observes that in local elections under a one-party arrangement, the dominant 

mobilization pattern is along local-level identities such as tribe or clan. However, at the level 

of national elections under a multi-party framework Posner observes the evolution of broader 

scale identities with region, language, and religion at the epicenter. Earlier studies in Nigeria 

by Blench and Dendo (2003) are supported by Posner’s observations with respect of Zambia. 

In Nigeria, according to Blench and Dendo (2003:14), the size of an ethnic group may be 

correlated with the level of government at which their members are electorally successful. 

Many political parties with cleavage bases centered in the dominant ethnic groups have so far 

been successful in producing candidates for national offices such as presidents and the key 

federal political offices, while the smaller ethnic groups are relatively more active in the parties 

dominating the local or regional elections.  

5.22   Political Parties and Legislative Politics in Nigeria 

Accounts rendered by Ngou (1989) point out that aside from the three major political 

parties—the Northern People’s Congress, the National Council of Nigeria and the Cameroons, 

the Action Group party—a total of fifteen political parties competed for votes in 1959 election 

that heralded Nigeria’s independence from Britain. Further details of the 1959 pre-

independence election and the prominent parties in the emergent multi-party system in Nigeria 

between 1922 and 1960 are revealed in the works of Azikiwe (1961:301-334), and Hodgkin 

(1961:195-197). The trends in the partisan electoral competition in terms of seat shares from 

1959-2007 are presented in table 5.1. 
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    Table 5.1: Seat Shares in the Legislative Chambers by Nigerian Political Parties (1959-2007) 
Election 

Year 

Party Senate 

Seats 

% Senate 

Seats 

House 

Seats 

% 

House 

Seats 

Cleavage Base* Remarks* 

1959 Northern People's Congress (NPC) _ _ 134 42.9 North/Hausa-Fulani Dominant Regional Party 

1959 Mabolaje Grand Alliance(MGA)         _ _ 6 1.9 South West/Yoruba Regional Opposition Party 

1959 Igala Union (IU)  _ _ 4 1.3 North/Northern 

Minority 

Regional Opposition Party 

1959 Igbira Tribal Union (ITU) _ _ 1 0.3 North/Northern 

Minority 

Regional Opposition Party 

1959 Niger Delta Congress (NDC) _ _ 1 0.3 South/Southern 

Minority 

Regional Opposition Party 

1959 Independents _ _ 4 1.3 _ _ 

1959 National Council of Nigeria and 

the Cameroons (NCNC) 

_ _ 81 26.0 South East/Ibo Dominant Regional Party 

1959 Northern Elements Progressive 

Union (NEPU) 

_ _ 8 2.6 North/Northern 

Minority 

Regional Opposition Party 

1959 Action Group(AG) _ _ 73 23.4 South West/Yoruba Dominant Regional Party 

1959 Total Seats _ _ 312 100.0     

1964 Northern People's Congress 

(NPC) 

_ _ 162 51.9 North/Hausa-Fulani Dominant Regional Party 

1964 Nigerian National Democratic 

Party (NNDP) 

_ _ 36 11.5 South West/Yoruba First political party in 

Nigeria formed in Lagos  

by Herbert Macaulay in 

1922 

1964 National Council of Nigerian 

Citizens (NCNC) 

_ _ 84 26.9 South East/Ibo Dominant Regional Party 

1964 Action Group (AG) _ _ 21 6.7 South West/Yoruba Regional Opposition Party 

1964 Northern Progressive Front (NPF) _ _ 4 1.3 North/Northern 

Minority 

Regional Opposition Party 

1964 Independents _ _ 5 1.6 _ _ 

1964 Total Seats _ _ 312 100.0 _ _ 

1979 National Party of Nigeria (NPN) 36 37.9 168 37.4 North/Hausa-Fulani Dominant Regional Party 

1979 Unity Party of Nigeria (UPN) 28 29.5 111 24.7 South West/Yoruba Dominant Regional Party 

1979 Nigerian People's Party (NPP) 16 16.8 78 17.4 South East/Ibo Dominant Regional Party 

1979 Great Nigerian People's Party 

(GNPP) 

8 8.4 43 9.6 North/Northern 

Minority 

Regional Opposition Party 

1979 People's Redemption Party (PRP) 7 7.4 49 10.9 North/Hausa-Fulani Regional Opposition Party 

1979 Total Seats 95 100.0 449 100.0 _ _ 

1983 National Party of Nigeria (NPN) 60 63.2 306 68.6 North/Hausa-Fulani Dominant National Party 

1983 Unity Party of Nigeria (UPN) 16 16.8 51 11.4 South West/Yoruba Dominant Regional Party 

1983 Nigerian People's Party (NPP) 12 12.6 48 10.8 South East/Ibo Dominant Regional Party 

1983 People's Redemption Party (PRP) 5 5.3 41 9.2 North/Hausa-Fulani Regional Opposition Party 

1983 Great Nigerian People's Party 

(GNPP) 

2 2.1 _ _ North/Northern 

Minority 

Regional Opposition Party 

1983 Total Seats 95 100.0 446 100.0 _ _ 

1992 Social Democratic Party (SDP) 52 58.4 314 53.3 Created by the 

military 

Left-leaning national party 

1992 National Republican Convention 

(NRC) 

37 41.6 275 46.7 Created by the 

military 

Right-leaning national party 

1992 Total Seats 89 100.0 589 100.0 _ _ 

1999 People's Democratic Party (PDP) 59 54.1 206 57.2 National base "Big-Tent" party 
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1999 All People's Party (APP) 29 26.6 74 20.6 North/Northern 

Minority 

Regional Opposition Party 

1999 Alliance for Democracy (AD) 20 18.3 68 18.9 South West/Yoruba Dominant Regional Party 

1999 Vacant/Undeclared Seats 1 0.9 12 3.3 _ _ 

1999 Total Seats 109 100.0 360 100.0 _ _ 

2003 People's Democratic Party (PDP) 76 69.7 223 61.9 National base "Big-Tent" party 

2003 All Nigeria People's Party (ANPP) 27 24.8 96 26.7 North/Northern 

Minority 

Regional Opposition Party 

2003 Alliance for Democracy (AD) 6 5.5 34 9.4 South West/Yoruba Dominant Regional Party 

2003 United Nigeria People's Party 

(UNPP) 

_ _ 2 0.6 National base Minor Opposition  Party 

2003 National Democratic Party (NDP) _ _ 1 0.3 South West/Yoruba Regional Opposition Party 

2003 All Progressives Grand Alliance 

(APGA) 

_ _ 2 0.6 South East/Ibo Regional Opposition Party 

2003 People's Redemption Party (PRP) _ _ 1 0.3 North/Hausa-Fulani Regional Opposition Party 

2003 Vacant/Undeclared Seats _ _ 1 0.3 _ _ 

2003 Total Seats 109 100.0 360 100.0 _ _ 

2007 People's Democratic Party (PDP) 87 79.8 263 73.1 National base "Big-Tent" party 

2007 All Nigeria People's Party (ANPP) 14 12.8 63 17.5 North/Northern 

Minority 

Regional Opposition Party 

2007 Action Congress (AC) 6 5.5 30 8.3 South West/Yoruba Dominant Regional Party 

2007 Progressive People's Alliance 

(PPA) 

1 0.9 3 0.8 National base Minor Opposition  Party 

2007 Accord Party (ACCORD) 1 0.9 _ _ South/Southern 

Minority 

Minor Opposition  Party 

2007 Labour Party (LP) _ _ 1 0.3 South/Southern 

Minority 

Minor Opposition  Party 

2007 Total Seats 109 100.0 360 100.0 _ _ 

Source: African Elections Database http://africanelections.tripod.com/ng.html. Inter-Parliamentary Union, IPU PARLINE 

Database: Nigeria, Election Archives www.ipu.org/parline/reports/2363_arc.htm  

*Author’s classifications based on various literatures. 

 

Jinadu (2011) explains that these parties set the pace for electoral competition in the 

colonial era and the immediate post-independence Nigerian politics. However, as revealed by 

Sklar (1963), the dominant feature of Nigeria’s First Republic (1960-1966) was the social basis 

of its politics. While the Northern People’s Congress (NPC), a Hausa-Fulani dominated party, 

controlled the politics of the North, the National Council of Nigeria and the Cameroons 

(NCNC) of the Ibos dominated Eastern Region politics. The Yoruba-based Action Group party 

was at the epicenter of Western Region politics. With strong adherence to the pursuit of ethnic, 

religious and regional interests, and the leadership by ethnic champions, a high level of 

patronage politics thrived. The vicious struggle for economic resources in the emerging 

http://africanelections.tripod.com/ng.html
http://www.ipu.org/parline/reports/2363_arc.htm
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Nigerian state by these regional parties hastened the demise in 1966 of the country’s first 

attempt at democracy through a military coup. 

The country’s second democratic experiment came in 1979 with the advent of the 

Second Republic. The country adopted a Federal Constitution,29 (amended in 199930); and a 

presidential system of government while jettisoning the Westminster parliamentary system it 

operated during the First Republic. Two legislative chambers were created with the Senate as 

the upper chamber, and the House of Representatives as the lower chamber. Three senators 

represent a state, while the members of the House of Representatives are allocated to states 

based on their populations. According to the Commonwealth Monitoring Group (COG), the 

elections to both chambers of the Nigerian National Assembly are based on Single-Member 

Districts (SMDs) and “a straight First-Past-The-Post (FPTP) system” (COG, 2007:17).  

In the Second Republic, the major parties in the National Assembly still followed 

territorial lines. The National Party of Nigeria (NPN) which captured about 37.9% and 37.4% 

of the seats in the Nigerian Senate and House of Representatives respectively still had strong 

support among the Hausa-Fulanis of the North (table 5.1). The Unity Party of Nigeria (UPN) 

and the Nigerian People’s Party (NPP) drew their support mainly from the South West 

(Yoruba), and South East (Ibo) respectively. In Nigeria’s Second Republic (1979-1983), the 

lack of ideological basis for party system organization continued. These key parties were all 

“motivated largely by ethnic competition for power through their respective ethnic 

champions…;the degeneration of party politics through political vagrancy, elite 

                                                 
29 Federal Republic of Nigeria. The 1979 Constitution. http://www.constitutionnet.org/files/nig_const_79.pdf 
30 Federal Republic of Nigeria. The 1999 Constitution.  

http://www.assetrecovery.org/kc/resources/org.apache.wicket.Application/repo?nid=98a176e0-6e8f-

11dd-9b9d-b7c0585fc33c 
 

http://www.constitutionnet.org/files/nig_const_79.pdf
http://www.assetrecovery.org/kc/resources/org.apache.wicket.Application/repo?nid=98a176e0-6e8f-11dd-9b9d-b7c0585fc33c
http://www.assetrecovery.org/kc/resources/org.apache.wicket.Application/repo?nid=98a176e0-6e8f-11dd-9b9d-b7c0585fc33c
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factionalization and weak institutionalization led to the military coup of December 31, 1983 

that brought the Second Republic to an abrupt end” (Omotola, 2009:623). 

In the Third Republic in 1993, two parties were created and foisted on the people by 

then military administration of General Ibrahim Babangida. While the Social Democratic Party 

(SDP) which was made to be a little bit to the left, won about 58.4% of the Senate seats as well 

as 53.3% of the House seats in the 1992 legislative elections, the National Republican 

Convention, (NRC), which leaned to the right had 41.6% and 46.7% of the Senate and House 

seats respectively(table 5.1). The driving force in the political experiment of 1992-1993 was 

to deemphasize the salient cleavage lines in the country.  

According to the Council for the Development of Social Science Research in Africa, 

CODESRIA (2006:2), “the wave of political reform that spread across Africa in the period 

stretching from the late 1980s to the mid-1990s culminated in the restoration of electoral 

pluralism in most of the countries of the continent.” Nigeria is not an exception as evidenced 

by the politics of the Fourth Republic (1999-present date). Of all the parties active in the 

legislative politics of Nigeria, the People’s Democratic Party (PDP), has steadily developed 

into a “big tent” organization, a catch-all party, incorporating all the social cleavages in Nigeria 

into a mega party (tables 5.1 to 5.3). The PDP has dominated the political terrain of the Fourth 

Republic. From 1999 to 2007, the party has captured an average of 67.9% and 64.1% of the 

Senate and House of Representatives seats respectively (table 5.1). 

Table 5.2 presents the distribution of the Senate seats by political parties. While the 

PDP accounts for about 77.9% of the total members of the party in the Senate, the All Nigeria 

People’s Party (ANPP), comes in a distant second with 13.3% of the total number of senators 

in the period 2007-2011.  
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Table 5.2:Partisan Composition of Senate Membership (2007-2011) 
Party Seat Share Percent Remarks* 

ACCORD 1 0.9 Minor Opposition Party/Southern Minority base 

ACN  7 6.2 Regional Opposition Party/South West Yoruba base 

ANPP 15 13.3 Major Opposition Party/Northern Minority base 

PDP 88 77.9 Governing Party/National Base 

PPA 1 0.9 Minor Opposition Party/National base 

PRP 1 0.9 Minor Opposition Party/Northern Hausa-Fulani base 

TOTAL 113** 100.0   
Sources: Anyanwu, Chris.N.D.2007.The Lawmakers: Sixth Assembly, Federal Republic of Nigeria. Abuja: Startcraft  

                              International Limited. 

*Notes: Remarks are author’s observations from various literature. 

 

**The total number of 113 senators above differs from the maximum chamber size of 109 senators due to changes involving 

four senators within the legislative session. Senator Adefemi Kila (Ekiti Central-PDP), lost his seat to Festus Olabode Ola 

Ekiti Central-ACN), through a Federal Court of Appeal (Elections Tribunal) decision on July, 1, 2009. 

Source:http://www.nairaland.com/290568/appeal-court-nullifies-senator-kilas/1 

 

Senator Usman Jibril Wowo(FCT-ANPP), lost his seat to Senator Sidi Ali(FCT-PDP), on February 8, 2008 

through a Federal Court of Appeal, Elections Tribunal decision.(Source:http://allafrica.com/stories/200802060155.html) 

 

Senator Adamu Ajuji Waziri (Gombe South-PDP), was appointed Minister of State in the Federal Ministry of Agriculture 

and Water Resources on 29 October 2008. Senator Tawar Umbi Wada (Gombe South-PDP) won a by-election to replace 

Senator Waziri. Senator Tawar Umbi Wada died on 31 March 2010 in Abuja. 

  

 

Table 5.3 presents the partisan composition of the House of Representatives in the period 2007-

2011. On average, the PDP controlled about 72.5% of seats. In addition, the average number of 

House seats per state was 10 for this period with Lagos and Kano states topping the list with 24 

members respectively. The Federal Capital Territory (FCT) Abuja had the least with two seats. In 

the view of Omotola (2009), in spite all the efforts at political engineering, Nigerian political 

parties up to the current Fourth Republic (1999-present), are devoid of identifiable ideologies. 

The major cleavage boundaries in Omotola’s view, have continued to be drawn around the ethnic 

and regional fault lines. 

From the foregoing literature therefore, the relevant puzzle driving this chapter is whether 

political parties in the Sixth Legislative Session (2007-2011) still engage in bill cosponsorship 

decisions along the social fault lines in accordance with sociological cleavage thesis, or if they 

 



 

119 

 

are driven by genuine desires to satisfy some functional, developmental, economic or political 

objectives. 

Table 5.3:State Delegations to the House of Representatives by Party Affiliations (2007-2011)      
State     ACN ANPP APGA LP PDP PPA Total 

Seats 

% of 

Total 

  

Abia _ _ _ _ 5 3 8 2.2   

Adamawa 2 _ _ _ 6 _ 8 2.2   

Akwa Ibom 1 _ _ _ 9 _ 10 2.8   

Anambra _ _ 1 1 9 _ 11 3.1   

Bauchi _ 9 _ _ 3 _ 12 3.3   

Bayelsa _ _ _ _ 5 _ 5 1.4   

Benue _ 1 _ _ 10 _ 11 3.1   

Borno _ 10 _ _ _ _ 10 2.8   

Cross River _ _ _ _ 8 _ 8 2.2   

Delta _ _ _ _ 10 _ 10 2.8   

Ebonyi _ _ _ _ 6 _ 6 1.7   

Edo _ _ _ _ 9 _ 9 2.5   

Ekiti _ _ _ _ 6 _ 6 1.7   

Enugu _ _ _ _ 8 _ 8 2.2   

FCT _ 1 _ _ 1 _ 2 0.6   

Gombe _ _ _ _ 6 _ 6 1.7   

Imo _ _ 1 _ 9 _ 10 2.8   

Jigawa _ _ _ _ 11 _ 11 3.1   

Kaduna 1 2 _ _ 13 _ 16 4.4   

Kano _ 21 _ _ 3 _ 24 6.7   

Katsina _ _ _ _ 15 _ 15 4.2   

Kebbi _ _ _ _ 8 _ 8 2.2   

Kogi 2 _ _ _ 7 _ 9 2.5   

Kwara _ _ _ _ 6 _ 6 1.7   

Lagos 24 _ _ _ _ _ 24 6.7   

Nasarawa _ 1 _ _ 4 _ 5 1.4   

Niger _ 3 _ _ 7 _ 10 2.8   

Ogun _ _ _ _ 9 _ 9 2.5   

Ondo _ _ _ _ 9 _ 9 2.5   

Osun _ _ _ _ 9 _ 9 2.5   

Oyo 1 _ _ _ 13 _ 14 3.9   

Plateau 1 1 _ _ 6 _ 8 2.2   

Rivers _ _ _ _ 13 _ 13 3.6   

Sokoto _ _ _ _ 11 _ 11 3.1   

Taraba _ _ _ _ 6 _ 6 1.7   

Yobe _ 5 _ _ 1 _ 6 1.7   

Zamfara _ 7 _ _ _ _ 7 1.9   

Total Seats 32 61 2 1 261 3 360 100.0   

Average Seats 0.86 1.65 0.05 0.03 7.05 0.08 9.73 2.70   

% of Total 8.9 16.9 0.6 0.3 72.5 0.8 100.0     

Sources: Anyanwu, Chris.N.D.2007.The Lawmakers: Sixth Assembly, Federal Republic of Nigeria.  

Abuja: Startcraft International Limited. Independent National Electoral Commission, (INEC), Abuja. 

Inter-Parliamentary Union, IPU PARLINE Database: Nigeria (House of Representatives), Election Archives 

www.ipu.org/parline/reports/2363_arc.htm 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.ipu.org/parline/reports/2363_arc.htm
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5.3   The Ethnic Question in Politics: Empirical Perspectives 

             Building on the literature, it becomes apparent that Nigeria’s political problems can be 

framed around its multi-ethnic structure. The work of Blench and Dendo (2003) lends support 

to this position. According to Blench and Dendo (2003:11), “ethnicity is a major driver of 

political choice in Nigeria and much of Nigerian political science is devoted to analyzing this 

phenomenon.” The authors present a hierarchical classification of electoral success depending 

on the level of political competition and the size of ethnic group supporting the candidate 

(figure 5.1). For these authors, “there is a strong correlation between the size of ethnic groups 

and the level of government” (Blench and Dendo, 2003:11). At the national level elections, 

“candidates who can bring in support from a major ethnic bloc have a much greater chance of 

success” (Blench and Dendo, 2003:11). 

Figure 5.1: A Model of Ethnic Influence in Nigerian Politics 

 

 
Source: Blench, Roger and Mallam Dendo (2003)  

 

Local elections are however the preserve of candidates supported by the minority ethnic 

groups.  The general view for Blench and Dendo (2003) is that political parties in Nigeria are 

the champions of ethnic interests. 

           The relevance of the ethnicity discourse in Nigeria’s contemporary politics is further 

anchored on the work of Horowitz (1985). In the view of Horowitz, ethnic parties and ethnic 

party systems are the hallmarks of postcolonial African politics. The author finds strong 
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linkages between ethnicity and partisan support. Aborisade and Mundt (2002:169-170), 

corroborate this notion reporting that Nigerian multipartyism in the immediate post-

independence era in the early 1960s followed ethnic cleavages. The inability of the single party 

system to flourish in Nigeria at the national level contrary to the norm in other African 

countries, in the view of these authors was due to in part to the dominance of single parties in 

the respective ethnic and regional enclaves of the country. Aborisade and Mundt further 

explain that: 

Ethnicity drives much of the political organizing in the country; political leaders have 

succeeded in subverting the goal of truly national parties through their calls to ethnic 

identity. A political career is started in a local community on an ethnic basis; a cross-

ethnic party is in that situation nothing more than a coalition of ethnic interests 

(Aborisade and Mundt, 2002:170). 

 

In contrast, Erdmann (2004) departs from this notion of the overwhelming ethnic 

influence in African politics. According to him, the proliferation of dominant parties in African 

politics despite the fact that many of the countries are highly ethnically heterogeneous, detracts 

from the notion advanced by many researchers that party systems in the continent are nothing 

but mirror images of the ethnic demography. He further argues that for these dominant parties 

to win elections, they must garner support from the voters encompassing an amalgam of 

different ethnic nationalities. In the contemporary Nigerian Fourth Republic politics for 

example, the emergence of the People’s Democratic Party (PDP) as a mega-party of sort, 

crossing ethnic and regional boundaries may be in line with the Erdmann’s (2004) viewpoint.  

Young (2009), equally investigates the ethnic-partisan linkages in voting behavior in 

African presidential elections. He tests the prevailing notion about electoral politics in Africa 

which argues that voters simply vote for co-ethnics. Young (2009) observes that this 

assumption is faulty. His observation is that while “voters tend to support a co-ethnic president, 
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their support is not inevitable, and non-co-ethnics can be swayed in a president’s favor in 

essentially the same fashion as co-ethnics” (Young, 2009:3).  His position is that despite the 

fact that many political parties lack differentiable policy programs, party identification is what 

gives presidents their strongest support base. This means that parties do matter in the 

contemporary African politics, and not necessarily ethnic cleavages.  

Lieberman and McClendon (2012:2), reveal that “a large body of scholarship has 

demonstrated that ethnic heterogeneity is associated with bad policies and poor development 

outcomes across a range of sectors and in polities of varied scale.” These studies include 

Easterly and Levine (1997); Alesina, Baqir and Easterly (1999); Miguel (2004), Montalvo and 

Reynal-Querol (2005) and Putnam (2007). The factor attributed to these adverse ethnicity-

policy linkage by some of these authors according to Lieberman and McClendon, hinges on 

the argument that some “ethnic groups hold culturally distinctive preferences for goods and 

policies, and that such differences impede effective policy making” (Lieberman and 

McClendon, 2012:1). 

 On the other hand, another school believes that there are no observable systematic 

differences in policy preferences across ethnic groups. Among this group of scholars are Bates 

(1974), Erdmann (2004), Chandra (2004), and Posner (2005). Their explanation centers on the 

strategic nature of ethnic politics conceived as a struggle over who gets what out of the spoils 

of public policy, and as such has no relationship to any systematic ethnic prioritization of 

preferences. Under this nomenclature, “the negative consequences of ethnic politics have more 

to do with ethnic nepotism” (Lieberman and McClendon, 2012:3). To test these contradicting 

hypotheses, Lieberman and McClendon (2012), embark on aggregated analyses of 
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Afrobarometer survey data from 18 sub-Saharan African countries including Nigeria.31 Their 

results reveal variations in the policy preferences in most countries based on ethnic group 

membership which is more pronounced in places with high levels of wealth inequality. 

Lieberman and McClendon (2012), link the inability to enact development-enhancing public 

policies, provision of public goods, and slow economic growth to policy conflicts more 

observable in ethnically diverse societies.  

However, if the notion of preferential demands for public policies by different members 

of the ethnic groups holds, the puzzle for Nigeria then is, will these policy priorities translate 

into cleavage patterns along ethnic lines in legislative bill cosponsorship? Since the previous 

studies approached the analysis of ethnicity-party linkage from a micro-level perspective, 

would a national level study involving political elites (legislators), as currently being 

undertaken yield different results? Do the Nigerian legislators view and interpret political and 

policy circumstances from narrow, ethnic perspectives, and hence become champions of ethnic 

interests? These and other issues form my ethnicity hypothesis linking the bill cosponsorship 

of legislators in the Nigerian National Assembly to their ethnic bases. 

5.31 Descriptive Statistics of Ethnic Politics in Nigeria 

The 1979 Presidential Constitution of Nigeria created two legislative chambers, the 

Senate and the House of Representatives. The 109 senators are elected three from each of the 

36 states, with one senator representing the Federal Capital Territory (FCT), Abuja. The House 

of Representatives has 360 members allocated to states based on their populations. Since 

population is a vital beacon of representation and ultimately national resource allocation, 

                                                 
31 Bratton, M., E.Gyimah-Boadi, and R. Mattes.2006. “Afrobarometer Round 3: The Quality of 

Democracy and Governance in 18 African Countries, 2005–2006.” Inter-University  

Consortium for Political and Social Research. doi:10.3886/ICPSR22981.UCPSR22981-v1.Ann Arbor: 

MI.  
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Nigerian population censuses are issues of passion and conflict. According to Lalasz 

(2006:1) population census “results decide the division of federal money and the balance 

of political power in a nation split almost evenly between a largely Muslim population in 

the North (which has traditionally controlled the government) and the coastal, more-

urbanized, and largely Christian South.” This being the case, population distribution 

figures resulting from censuses are always contested because of allegations of rigging by 

different socio-political groups in the country. It is therefore my expectation that this balance 

of ethnic power will play out in no more a place than the legislative institution. 

Table 5.4: Ethnic Composition of the Senate and House [2007-2011] 

Ethnicity Senate  House   

  No. of Seats  Percent No. of Seats Percent 

Hausa-Fulani 22 19.5 76 21.1 

Ibo 15 13.3 43 12.0 

Northern Minority 39 34.5 115 31.9 

Southern Minority 18 15.9 55 15.3 

Yoruba 19 16.8 71 19.7 

Total 113* 100 360 100 

                               *Note: The total number of 113 senators above differs from the maximum 

                                chamber size of 109 senators due to changes involving four senators within 

                                the legislative session. (Please, see table 5.2 for more details) 

 

Table 5.4 and figure 5.2 present the ethnic composition of the Sixth Legislative Session 

(2007-2011) of the Senate and House of Representatives. Adopting the constructivist approach 

popularized by Scarritt and Mozaffar (1999) which lists ethnic groups in Africa based on their 

contemporary and past relevance at the national level politics, I classify the ethnic groups in 

this study under five broad groups namely: Hausa-Fulani; Ibo; Northern Minorities; Southern 

Minorities; and the Yoruba. In both chambers of the National Assembly, the Northern Minority 

ethnic groups account for the highest share occupying 34.5% and 31.9% of the seats in the 

Senate and House respectively. They are followed in that order by the Hausa-Fulani with 



 

125 

 

19.5% in the Senate and 21.1% in the House. Thus, the ethnic groups that inhabit the 

monolithic northern region of Nigeria account for 54% and 53% of the seats in both the Senate 

and House respectively. The implication of this is that as a region, the north is placed in a 

vantage position to cosponsor and pass bills if cross-ethnic linkages exist among the groups 

inhabiting this region. The Ibos are the least represented among the ethnic groups accounting 

for 13.3% and 12.0% of the Senate and House respectively (table 5.4 and figure 5.2). 

Figure 5.2: Ethnic Composition of the Senate (2007-2011) 

 

Table 5.5 reveals the distribution of the Senate membership by ethnicity and partisan lines. 

While the Action Congress of Nigeria (ACN) is dominated by the Yorubas who account for 

about 57% of the total members of the party in the Senate, the All Nigeria People’s 

Party (ANPP), is dominated by the Northern Minority ethnic groups who represent 60% of its 

total of 15 senators in the period 2007-2011. 

 From table 5.5, if cross-cutting ethnic cleavages exist, the party that manifests this is 

the People's Democratic Party (PDP) with the ethnic composition among its 88 senators spread 

out as follows: Hausa-Fulani (13.3%); Ibo (12.4%); Northern Minority (24.8%); Southern 

Minority (15.0%), and Yoruba (12.4%). 
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Table 5.5: Ethnic Composition of the Senate by Partisan Affiliations [2007-2011] 
Party Hausa-

Fulani 

% Ibo % Northern 

Minority 

% Southern 

Minority 

% Yoruba % Total % 

Accord 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.9 0 0.0 1 0.9 

Acn 1 0.9 0 0.0 2 1.8 0 0.0 4 3.5 7 6.2 

Anpp 6 5.3 0 0.0 9 8.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 15 13.3 

Pdp 15 13.3 14 12.4 28 24.8 17 15.0 14 12.4 88 77.9 

Ppa 0 0.0 1 0.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.9 

Prp 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.9 1 0.9 

Total 22 19.5 15 13.3 39 34.5 18 15.9 19 16.8 113 100.0 

 

 

5.32     Methodological Issues in Measuring Ethnic Fractionalization and Polarization in 

     Nigeria 
 

Empirical works on the influences of ethnicity on politics, economic development, 

conflicts and wars have largely concentrated on the calculation of measures of ethnic 

fractionalization and polarization. Leading the trail of the studies of ethnic fractionalization is 

the work of former Soviet social scientists at the Miklukho-Maklai Ethnological Institute 

published in the Atlas Narodov Mira (ANM, 1964). This work framed the ethnic question 

largely on linguistic differences while ignoring other ethnic markers such as race, religion, 

cultural affiliations and skin color. Searching for improvements, Alesina et al (2003:6) believe 

that the definition of ethnicity “remains a rather vague and amorphous concept.” For these 

authors, ethnicity is more than language but should include “a combination of racial and 

linguistic characteristics” (Alesina et al, 2003:6).  

  Distilling the views of scholars such as Alesina et al (2003); Fearon (2003); Scarritt 

and Mozaffar (1999); Easterly and Levine (1997), among others, the ethnic classification of 

Nigeria utilized in this dissertation abstracts from the following concepts: 

i. Social formations distinguished by the communal character of their boundaries 

delineated by such factors as language, culture, or both(Nnoli, 1980:72-3);  

ii. Common socio-cultural identity anchored on the myths of collective ancestry, 

mediated by notions of ascription earned through birth and blood---“the rule of 

descent”(Horowitz, 1985:52);  
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iii. Politically Relevant Ethnic Groups(PREG), as advocated by Posner(2004), and  

adopted by the CIA(2014);  

iv. A constructivist approach to measuring ethnic diversity  popularized by Scarritt and 

Mozaffar (1999) which lists ethnic groups in Africa based on their contemporary 

and past relevance at the national level politics, and on broad issues of national 

dichotomy such as ‘north’ and ‘south’ as exemplified by Nigeria and Sudan.  

 

These concepts therefore form the basis of my classification of the ethnic groups in this study 

under five broad groups namely: Hausa-Fulani; Ibo; Northern Minorities; Southern Minorities; 

and the Yoruba.  

Posner (2004:850-851), points out that classifying groups “as part of a larger umbrella 

category with a single population count, [produces] the grouping problem.” This is because 

“these umbrella categories sometimes subsume groups that are clearly distinct in most 

geographic and political accounts” (Posner, 2004:851). Since an alternative approach should 

have been to list groups singly, this may be a limitation of the classification approach adopted 

for Nigeria’s ethnic minorities in this study. Although the grouping problem exists, Posner 

(2004:850) still believes that since there are multiple ways to measuring and classifying ethnic 

diversity, each with its own set of rules, benefits and demerits, it is now left to the individual 

researcher to make his own decisions. For the sake of parsimony in sorting through the myriad 

of more than 250 ethnic groups in Nigeria, the decision adopted in this dissertation is to develop 

the counting rule suitable to the Nigerian context by abstracting from the broad umbrella 

categorization of ethnic groups by Scarritt and Mozaffar (1999). This approach has been used 

by these scholars elsewhere in Africa such as the Sudan which shares the same North-South, 

and Muslim-Christian divide as Nigeria. This the route taken to arrive at the Northern and 

Southern Minority classifications used in this dissertation. 
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To be able to test my proposition that the Nigerian National Assembly is a microcosm 

of the Nigerian society I first calculate the indexes of Ethnolinguistic Fractionalization and 

Polarization presented in table 5.6 and weigh these against the figures for Nigeria established 

by authorities in this area. This is against the observation of Norris (2004) who posits that such 

ascriptive features as ethnicity and language cannot be easily created by politicians since they 

are products of lasting sociological processes prevalent in those environments. The structure 

of institutions of governance such as legislatures and the behavior of the members are therefore 

part of “the superstructure arising from the broader social base” (Norris, 2004:102). My 

expectation is that if the Nigerian society is found to be fractionalized or polarized, then these 

patterns may be replicated in the legislative assembly thereby making it possible for bill 

cosponsorship in the National Assembly to exhibit cleavage features based on ethnicity.  

Two indicators become very relevant in this exercise. These are the Index of 

Ethnolinguistic Fractionalization (ELF), and the Montalvo and Reynal-Querol Polarization 

Index (RQ). According to Alesina et al(2003:7), “the ethnolinguistic fractionalization variable 

(often referred to as ELF) is computed as one minus the Herfindahl index of ethnolinguistic 

group shares, and reflects the probability that two randomly selected individuals from a 

population belonged to different groups.” The Herfindahl index, or more appropriately 

Herfindahl-Hirschman index is a concept borrowed from the fields of economics and business 

where it is used to measure market share or industry concentration. Thus the HI Index = Σ(sij)2, 

while the Ethnolinguistic fractionalization index,  ELF = 1-Σ(sij)2;  where sij is the share of 

group i (i = 1...N) in country j. N is the number of groups. Higher ELF figures therefore indicate 

higher fractionalization levels for the specific country (Alesina et al, 2003). According to these 

authors, the justification for the use of ELF is that ethnologists and anthropologists studying 
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Africa often utilize language as a major criterion for distinguishing between ethnic groups 

instead of race or physical characteristics which play greater roles in places like Latin America.  

Another measure of ethnic, religious and linguistic heterogeneity adopted by many 

scholars is the Index of Polarization. Montalvo and Reynal-Querol (2005:302-305) define the 

polarization index as: RQ = 1-Σ((0.5-sij)/(0.5)))2*(sij);  where sij is the share of group i (i = 

1...N) in country j. N is the number of groups. For Montalvo and Reynal-Querol (2005), the 

Reynal-Querol (RQ) index was originally designed to capture how far the ethnic groups are 

from each other, that is, the social distance.  

Table 5.6: Indicators of Ethnic Fractionalization and Polarization in Nigeria 

Data Source 
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ELF RQ 

Nigerian Senate 0.195 0.133 0.345 0.159 0.168 - - - - - 0.084 - 0.92 - 

((0.5-si)/(0.5)))2*(si) 0.073 0.072 0.033 0.074 0.074 - - - - - - 0.325 - 0.68 

               

Nigerian House 0.211 0.12 0.319 0.153 0.197 - - - - - 0.098 - 0.90 - 

((0.5-si)/(0.5)))2*(si) 0.070 0.069 0.042 0.074 0.072 - - - - - - 0.328 - 0.67 

               

CIA(National) 0.290 0.180 - - 0.210 0.100 0.040 0.035 0.025 0.120 0.189 - 0.82 - 

((0.5-si)/(0.5)))2*(si) 0.051 0.074 - - 0.071 0.064 0.034 0.030 0.023 0.069 - 0.416 - 0.58 

               

Montalvo,Reynal-  

Querol(2005) - - - - - - - - - - - - 0.89 0.40 

Posner(2004) - - - - - - - - - - - - 0.87 - 

Fearon(2003) - - - - - - - - - - - - 0.80 - 

Alesina et al(2003) - - - - - - - - - - - - 0.85 - 

Roeder(2001) - - - - - - - - - - - - 0.87 - 

 

According to Bossert, D’Ambrosio and Ferrara (2011:13), “RQ employs a weighted 

sum of population shares. The weights employed in RQ capture the deviation of each group 

from the maximum polarization share.” Using the population weights, the polarization index 

therefore captures the complete similarity or dissimilarity that exists between any two groups. 

One of the key differences between the ELF and RQ measures is that “polarization is typically 
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maximized when there are two groups of equal size, whereas fractionalization increases when 

there are many small groups”(Alesina et al, 2003:15). The RQ therefore is a discrete measure 

of the social distance between two individuals. When the distance is ‘0’, the individuals belong 

to the same group, and if ‘1’, they do not belong to the same group. The higher the RQ index, 

the greater the level of ethnic polarization, hence individuals are farther from each other 

socially (Alesina et al, 2003). Computations in table 5.6 therefore reveal that whatever the 

measure of ethnic diversity that is deployed, Nigerians in the National Assembly and the 

society writ large are fractionalized as well as polarized, but the National Assembly shows a 

higher level of fractionalization and polarization. The figures range from 0.80-0.92 for the ELF 

and from 0.40 to 0.68 in terms of ethnic polarization. How far these influences reflect on the 

development of bill cosponsorship linkages in the National Assembly is the subject of the next 

section dealing with empirical testing. 

5.4 Territorialism in Nigeria: Descriptive Statistics 

This section investigates the influences of territorial cleavages in the contemporary 

political processes in Nigeria especially in the legislative institution. Table 5.8 presents the 

composition of the Senate and House by geo-political zones in the period 2007 to 2011.  

    Table 5.8: Composition of the Senate and House by Geo-Political Zones (2007-2011) 
Geo-Political Zone No. of Senate   No. of House   

  Seats  Percent Seats  Percent 

North Central 20 18.0 51 14.2 

North East 19 17.0 48 13.3 

North West 22 19.0 92 25.6 

South East 15 13.0 43 11.9 

South South 17 15.0 55 15.3 

South West 20 18.0 71 19.7 

Total 113 100.0 360 100.0 

 

I argue that the likelihood of bill cosponsorship between legislators in Nigeria who 

share the same territorial origins will be significantly higher than that between legislators from 

different areas. In the view of Cox (2002), this may lead to the enactment of public policies 
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that are territorially differentiating. Figure 5.3 also shows the composition of the Senate by 

zones. Table 5.8 and figure 5.3 show that in both the Senate and House, the North West geo-

political zone dominated by the Hausa-Fulani ethnic group has the greatest percentage of seats 

accounting for 19% and 25.6% in the Senate and House respectively. The South East geo-

political zone has the least number of seats in both chambers of the legislature accounting for 

13% and 11.9% of the Senate and House seats respectively. The North-West geo-political zone 

consists of Jigawa, Kaduna, Kano, Katsina, Kebbi, Sokoto and Zamfara states representing the 

core Hausa-Fulani states. The South-West senators that account for 18% of the Senate consist 

of the Yoruba dominated states of Ekiti, Lagos, Ogun, Ondo, Osun and Oyo states. 

Figure 5.3: Senate Membership by Geo-Political Zones [2007-2011] 

  

The Ibo senators (13%), belong to the South-East zone consisting of Abia, Anambra, 

Ebonyi, Enugu and Imo states, while the Southern Minority ethnic groups(15% of the total 

membership), are found mainly in the South-South geo-political  zone made up of the states of 

Akwa Ibom, Cross River, Rivers, Bayelsa, Delta and Edo. The North-Central (18%), and the 

North-East (17%) are mainly senators representing Northern Minority ethnic groups.   

Going by this distribution of seats, and if the equality principle is to be followed for the 

geographical zones, which is enshrined in the 1979 Constitution of Nigeria,32 whereby the 

                                                 
32 Federal Republic of Nigeria. The 1979 Constitution. http://www.constitutionnet.org/files/nig_const_79.pdf 

http://www.constitutionnet.org/files/nig_const_79.pdf


 

132 

 

Senate has 109 members, with three senators elected per state, and one senator representing 

the Federal Capital Territory (FCT), Abuja, then each zone should have about 16.7% of the 

Senate seats. From these statistics it is evident that the South East and South South zones with 

13% and 15% of the Senate seats respectively are under-represented. This therefore reinforces 

the allegations of political marginalization by people from this area.  

Table 5.9 and figure 5.4 show the distribution of Senate seats by partisan affiliations. 

    Figure 5.4: Geo-Political Distribution of Senate Seats by Partisan Affiliations (2007-2011) 

 
    Table 5.9: Geo-Political Distribution of Senate Seats by Partisan Affiliations 

Party           Geo-Political Zones             

  North 

Central 

% North 

East 

% North 

West 

% South 

East 

% South 

South 

% South 

West 

% Total % 

Accord 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 5.9 0 0.0 1 0.9 

Acn 2 10.0 1 5.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 20.0 7 6.2 

Anpp 2 10.0 7 36.8 6 27.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 15 13.3 

Pdp 16 80.0 11 57.9 16 72.7 14 93.3 16 94.1 15 75.0 88 77.9 

Ppa 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 6.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.9 

Prp 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 5.0 1 0.9 

Total 20 100.0 19 100.0 22 100.0 15 100.0 17 100.0 20 100.0 113 100.0 

 

Although on average, the People’s Democratic Party (PDP) controls about 77.9% of the Senate 

seats nationally in the period 2007 to 2011, it has the greatest dominance in the South South 
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zone where it accounts for 94.1% of the elected senators. The smallest number of seat share 

for the PDP in the Senate was in the North East zone with 57.9% of the seats. The All Nigeria 

People’s Party (ANPP), has proved to be dominant opposition party in the North where it 

accounted for 36.8% and 27.3% of the senators elected from the North East and North West 

zones respectively. The Action Congress of Nigeria (ACN), is the major opposition party in 

the South West zone where it won 20% of the Senate seats.  

 Table 5.10 and figure 5.5 present the partisan shares of the House seats by geo-

political zones.  

Table 5.10: Geo-Political Distribution of House Seats by Partisan Affiliations 
             Geo-Political Zones           

Party North   

Central 

% North 

East 

% North 

West 

% South 

East 

% South 

South 

% South 

West 

% Total % 

Acn 3 5.9 2 4.2 1 1.1 0 0.0 3 5.5 21 29.6 30 8.3 

Anpp 6 11.8 30 62.5 27 29.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 63 17.5 

Apga 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 4.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.6 

Lp 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.3 

Pdp 42 82.4 16 33.3 64 69.6 37 86.0 52 94.5 50 70.4 261 72.5 

Ppa 0 0 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 7.0 0 0.0 0 0 3 0.8 

Total 51 100 48 100 92 100 43 100 55 100 71 100 360 100 

 
Figure 5.5: Geo-Political Distribution of House Seats by Partisan Affiliations (2007-2011) 
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The House still reflects the same trends observed in the Senate, with the PDP having the 

greatest share in the South South with 94.5%, compared to its smallest share in the North East 

with 33.3% of the elected Senators. The All Nigeria People’s Party (ANPP), is still the 

dominant opposition party in the North where it accounted for 62.5% and 29.6% of the House 

members elected from the North East and North West zones respectively. 

5.5 The Influences of Socio-Political Cleavages on Bill Cosponsorship  

 

 To test whether bill cosponsorship is significantly influenced by partisan, ethnic and 

territorial ties, I adopt the Exponential Random Graph Model (ERGM) as the key analytical 

technique. Scholars such as Kirkland and Gross (2014), have in the past adopted the 

Exponential Random Graph Models (ERGMs) in their studies. Aleman and Calvo (2010) 

equally adopt the ERGM in their study of the Argentine and Chilean legislatures. These authors 

observe that ERGMs are suitable in capturing the structures considered essential to social 

networks. The unit of analysis is not an individual or actor alone, but a collection of individual 

legislators belonging to the same party, ethnic group or territorial origin, and the ties among 

them—the networks. The dependent variable is the likelihood of a cosponsorship tie between 

two legislators. The key independent variables that are hypothesized to influence tie formation 

in bill cosponsorship are the comembership of a political party, the ethnic background of the 

legislator, and territorial variables such as region, representing the broad north and south 

regions of Nigeria; zone, which reflects the six geo-political zones of the legislators; as well as 

the state of a legislator. Control variables are the religious faith of the legislator and the gender. 

Given a set of g actors in N = {n1, n2…ng}, and X is a single-valued directional 

relationship on an ordered pair of actors. For this relation, the associated matrix is X. The 

affective relation between the actors (legislators) in the sociomatrix of g-rows by g-columns 



 

135 

 

(g x g), is represented by the value of the tie from ni to nj. The matrix entry therefore is given 

by the cell value xij, where i≠j. The dependent variable is the likelihood of bill cosponsorship 

as predicted by the independent variables or attributes such as political parties, ethnicity, 

religion and regional affiliations of the legislator. ERGM is used to model the evolving dyadic 

dependence. According to Wasserman and Pattison (1996), and Wasserman and Robins 

(2005), ERGM are p* models that can be approximated by logistic regression. Here, ties 

between actors are expressed as stochastic functions through which relational attributes such 

as tie density, reciprocity, expansiveness and mutuality can be estimated.  

Iacobucci (1990:115), shows that these relationships can be incorporated in a model of 

single, directional and dichotomous relationships. Estimation of these parameters can be 

achieved through a maximum likelihood model that maximizes the joint probability 

distribution of the relationships. For estimation, ERGM specification in the log linear form can 

be represented as: 

logP(Yij11 =1) = λij + 2ϴ + αi + αj +βj +βi + αβ…………….….(mutual dyad; reciprocal effect); 

 

Where; 

 

λij, is a binding constraint that ensures that all possible relationships that would emerge from 

the foregoing relationships sum up to 1; and, ϴ represents the existence or absence of a tie; 

and α, is the sending (expansive or sending parameter); β, is a popularity (receiving parameter), 

while αβ, is the mutuality effect. The actor-level parameters are the λ, ϴ, α, β, αβ, that depend 

on the sending and receiving behaviors of actor. Hunter (2006:10), expresses these 

relationships thus: 
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Where, ϴ is a vector of model parameters; s(z) is a vector of network statistics, and c(Ѳ) is a 

normalizing constant. 

 In the generation of the exponential random graph networks, convergence is achieved 

by matching the observed network and the randomly generated structures with respect to the 

number of edges, the number of mutual dyads between legislators and the number of ties both 

within the common party membership and across parties, ethnic groups and territories. The 

exponential values of the estimated coefficients represent the odds of observing a 

cosponsorship tie between one legislator and another. An exponential value of the form, 

exp(
^

0) = nij, for example, therefore means that we are n times more likely to see a tie from 

one senator i  to another senator  j sharing the same socio-political attributes than would be 

possible by a simple chance occurrence.  

5.6   The Results of the Multivariate ERGM Analysis 

 

The results of the multivariate ERGM analyses for the influences of ethnic, partisan 

and territorial cleavages are presented in tables 5.11 and 5.12 for the Senate and House of 

Representatives respectively, for the 2007-2011 legislative session. I also discuss each of the 

cleavage attributes being investigated in separate subsections. 

5.61 Ethnic Influence on Bill Cosponsorship in the Nigerian Senate 

This section seeks answers to the question: to what extent does common membership 

of ethnic groups influence bill cosponsorship?  I argue that the likelihood of bill cosponsorship 

by Nigerian legislators will be higher if they are coethnics. Table 5.11 presents the results of 

the tests for the ethnic influences on bill cosponsorship in the Nigerian Senate in the period 

2007-2011.  
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Table 5.11:Influences of Socio-political Cleavages on Bill Cosponsorship in the Senate(2007-2011) 

Cleavage Variables Estimate Std. 

Error 

Odds 

Ratio 

Prob. P-Value 

Edges                1.413 0.249 4.109 0.804 < 1e-04*** 

 

Ethnic Influences: 

      

Mix.Ethnicity:Hausa-Fulani|Hausa-Fulani -0.792 0.266 0.453 0.312 0.003**  

Mix.Ethnicity:Hausa-Fulani|Ibo -0.772 0.243 0.462 0.316 0.001**  

Mix.Ethnicity:Hausa-Fulani|Northern Minority   -1.180 0.410 0.307 0.235 0.004**  

Mix.Ethnicity:Hausa-Fulani|Southern Minority   -1.092 0.425 0.335 0.251 0.010*   

Mix.Ethnicity:Hausa-Fulani|Yoruba -1.195 0.232 0.303 0.232 < 1e-04*** 

Mix.Ethnicity:Ibo|Ibo 1.467 0.554 4.334 0.813 0.008**  

Mix.Ethnicity:Ibo|Northern Minority -1.659 0.500 0.190 0.160 0.001*** 

Mix.Ethnicity:Ibo|Southern Minority     2.980 2.814 19.69 0.952 0.968 

Mix.Ethnicity:Ibo|Yoruba    0.438 0.281 1.549 0.608 0.119 

Mix.Ethnicity:Northern Minority|Northern Minority  -1.606 0.489 0.201 0.167 0.001**  

Mix.Ethnicity:Northern Minority|Southern Minority -1.770 0.443 0.170 0.145 < 1e-04*** 

Mix.Ethnicity:Southern Minority|Southern Minority     1.413 1.236 4.108 0.804 0.253 

Mix.Ethnicity:Northern Minority|Yoruba   -1.928 0.387 0.145 0.127 < 1e-04*** 

Mix.Ethnicity:Southern Minority|Yoruba   1.304 1.048 3.683 0.786 0.214 

Mix.Ethnicity:Yoruba|Yoruba       NA NA NA NA NA 

 

Influence of Political Parties: 

      

Mix.Minor Parties:Pdp|Pdp  0.437 0.139 1.549 0.608 0.002**  

Mix.Minor Parties:Pdp|Minor_Parties  0.206 0.139 1.228 0.551 0.214 

Mix.Minor Parties:Minor Parties|Minor_Parties  NA NA NA NA NA 

 

Territorial Influences: 

      

Mix.Zone:North Central|North Central 0.638 0.471 1.893 0.654 0.175 

Mix.Zone:North Central|North East 1.209 0.456 3.351 0.770 0.008**  

Mix.Zone:North East|North East 1.307 0.477 3.696 0.787 0.006**  

Mix.Zone:North Central|North West 0.179 0.367 1.196 0.545 0.626 

Mix.Zone:North East|North West 0.581 0.360 1.788 0.641 0.106 

Mix.Zone:North West|North West NA NA NA NA NA 

Mix.Zone:North Central|South East 1.220 0.476 3.388 0.772 0.010*   

Mix.Zone:North East|South East 1.578 0.472 4.844 0.829 0.001*** 

Mix.Zone:North West|South East NA NA NA NA NA 

Mix.Zone:South East|South East NA NA NA NA NA 

Mix.Zone:North Central|South South 1.259 0.232 3.523 0.779 0.002**  

Mix.Zone:North East|South South 1.673 0.415 5.328 0.842 < 1e-04*** 

Mix.Zone:North West|South South 0.252 0.380 1.287 0.563 0.506 

Mix.Zone:South East|South South -12.935 341.814 NA NA 0.970 

Mix.Zone:South South|South South -0.963 1.248 0.382 0.276 0.441 

Mix.Zone:North Central|South West 1.040 0.342 2.830 0.739 0.002**  

Mix.Zone:North East|South West 1.217 0.335 3.376 0.772 0.0002*** 

Mix.Zone:North West|South West NA NA NA NA  NA 

Mix.Zone:South East|South West NA NA NA NA  NA 

Mix.Zone:South South|South West -1.496 1.038 0.224 0.183 0.149 

Mix.Zone:South West|South West NA NA NA NA  NA 

 

Control Variables: 

      

Mix.Gender:Female.Female         13.459 160.101 - - 0.933 

Mix.Gender:Female.Male         0.537 0.099 1.712 0.631 < 1e-04*** 

Mix.Gender:Male.Male         NA NA NA NA  NA 

Mix.Religion:Muslim.Muslim       -0.242 0.124 0.785 0.440 0.051 

Mix.Religion:Christian.Muslim -0.184 0.092 0.832 0.454 0.046*   

Signif.Codes:‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05; Null Deviance: 8772 on 6328 degrees of freedom 

Residual Deviance: 6654 on 6282 degrees of freedom; AIC: 6746    BIC: 7056    

 



 

138 

 

In the Senate, while there are observed patterns of bill cosponsorship across ethnic 

boundaries, the results indicate that on average, there is a 43% chance of a significant coethnic 

bill cosponsorship relationship developing in the chamber. The corresponding probability on 

average for significant cross-ethnic bill cosponsorship is 21%. Ethnicity therefore has a 

moderate influence as a predictor of the decision to cosponsor legislation among co-ethnics in 

the period 2007-2011 (table 5.11), and this is strongest among the Ibos. In terms of coethnic 

bill cosponsorship, relative to other groups, the Ibo legislators reveal the greatest tendency to 

form ties among themselves in the Senate for this period. With a maximum likelihood 

coefficient of 1.47, the odds of an Ibo senator cosponsoring legislation with a fellow senator 

from this ethnic group are greater by a factor of about 4.3 times, holding other variables 

constant, and this is significant at the p-value of 0.05. Expressing the results in terms of 

probabilities,33 holding other factors constant, there is an 81.3% chance that an Ibo senator will 

cosponsor a bill with another Ibo Senate member. Other significant coethnic bill cosponsorship 

probabilities are: Northern Minority|Northern Minority, 16.7%; and Hausa-Fulani|Hausa-

Fulani, 31.2%. Table 5.11 and figure 5.6 also show the existence of some significant cross-

cutting ethnic relationships in bill cosponsorship. These include: Hausa-Fulani|Ibo, 31.6%; 

Hausa-Fulani|Northern Minority, 23.5%; Hausa-Fulani|Southern-Minority, 25.1%; Northern 

Minority|Yoruba, 12.7%; Hausa-Fulani|Yoruba, 23.2%; Northern Minority|Southern Minority, 

14.5%; and Northern Minority|Yoruba, 12.7%. It should be noted that no significant cross-

ethnic bill cosponsorship relationship exists between the Ibos and Yorubas—the two dominant 

ethnic groups in the Southern part of Nigeria. 

 

                                                 
33 Probability is defined as (Odds)/(1+Odds). Sweet, Stephen A., and Karen, Grace-Martin.2010.Data Analysis  

with SPSS:A First Course in Applied Statistics, Second Edition.Boston:Pearson Higher Education.160.  
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Figure 5.6: Probability of Bill Cosponsorship in the Senate by Ethnicity 

 
 

 

5.62 Ethnic Influence on Bill Cosponsorship in the House of Representatives 

Compared to the Senate, the House of Representatives presents a slightly different set 

of dynamics with respect to the influence of common ethnic membership as a major predictor 

of bill cosponsorship choices. In table 5.12 are the results of the ethnic influence in the Nigerian 

House of Representatives in the period 2007-2011. While coethnic bill cosponsorship is 

strongest among the Ibos in the Senate, in the House it is the Southern Minority ethnic groups 

that occupy this position. With an estimated coefficient of 2.04, the odds of a Southern 

Minority House member cosponsoring legislation with a fellow coethnic in the House of 

Representatives are greater by a factor of about 7.7 times, holding other variables constant, and 

this is significant at the p-value of 0.05 (table 5.12). The figure for the other significant coethnic 

cosponsorship relationship in the House is for the Ibo House members with a factor of 3.3 

times.  

 

 

Ethnicity Variables 
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Table 5.12:Influences of Socio-political Cleavages on Bill Cosponsorship in the House of Representatives(2007-2011) 

Cleavage Variables Estimate Std. 

Error 

Odds 

Ratio 

Prob. P-Value 

Edges -0.089 0.057 0.914 0.476 0.113 

Ethnic Influences:      

Mix.Ethnicity.Hausa-Fulani|Hausa-Fulani -2.368 0.366 0.094 0.086 < 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Ethnicity.Hausa-Fulani|Ibo -0.334 0.381 0.716 0.417 0.381 

Mix.Ethnicity.Hausa-Fulani|Northern Minority -2.210 0.351 0.110 0.099 < 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Ethnicity.Hausa-Fulani|Southern Minority -0.855 0.485 0.425 0.294 0.078 

Mix.Ethnicity.Hausa-Fulani|Yoruba -0.850 0.260 0.427 0.299 0.001 ** 

Mix.Ethnicity.Ibo|Ibo 1.187 0.082 3.279 0.766 < 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Ethnicity.Ibo|Northern Minority -0.250 0.367 0.779 0.438 0.497 

Mix.Ethnicity.Ibo|Southern Minority 1.585 0.065 4.878 0.830 < 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Ethnicity.Ibo|Yoruba 0.356 0.055 1.427 0.588 < 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Ethnicity.Northern Minority|Northern Minority -2.086 0.348 0.124 0.110 <1e-04*** 

Mix.Ethnicity.Northern Minority|Southern Minority -0.729 0.474 0.483 0.325 0.124 

Mix.Ethnicity.Southern Minority|Southern Minority 2.039 0.081 7.686 0.885 < 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Ethnicity.Northern Minority|Yoruba -0.773 0.251 0.462 0.316 0.002 ** 

Mix.Ethnicity.Southern Minority|Yoruba 0.637 0.053 1.890 0.654 < 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Ethnicity.Yoruba|Yoruba  NA NA NA NA    NA 

      

Influence of Political Parties:      

Mix.Minor_Parties.Pdp|Pdp -0.625 0.040 0.535 0.349 < 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Minor_Parties.Pdp|Minor_Parties -0.351 0.039 0.704 0.413 < 1e-04 *** 

mix.minor_parties.minor_parties|minor_parties   NA NA NA NA      NA 

      

Territorial Influences:      

Mix.Zone.North Central|North Central 3.196 0.352 24.425 0.961 < 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Zone.North Central|North East 3.479 0.352 32.417 0.970 < 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Zone.North East|North East 4.184 0.358 65.635 0.985 < 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Zone.North Central|North West 3.635 0.352 37.911 0.974 < 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Zone.North East|North West 4.422 0.354 83.273 0.988 < 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Zone.North West|North West 4.560 0.363 95.584 0.990 < 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Zone.North Central|South East 1.431 0.362 4.183 0.807 < 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Zone.North East|South East 1.817 0.368 6.150 0.860 < 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Zone.North West|South East 1.898 0.376 6.675 0.870 < 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Zone.South East|South East  NA NA NA NA        NA 

Mix.Zone.North Central|South South 2.225 0.470 9.253 0.903 < 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Zone.North East|South South 2.751 0.475 15.660 0.940 < 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Zone.North West|South South 2.878 0.482 17.771 0.947 < 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Zone.South East|South South  NA NA NA NA         NA 

Mix.Zone.South South|South South  NA NA NA NA         NA 

Mix.Zone.North Central|South West 1.153 0.252 3.166 0.760 < 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Zone.North East|South West 1.266 0.256 3.547 0.780 < 1e-04 *** 
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    Signif. codes: ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05  

    Null Deviance: 87600  on 63190  degrees of freedom 

    Residual Deviance: 74289  on 63144  degrees of freedom 

    AIC: 74381    BIC: 74798   

 

Figure 5.7: Probability of Bill Cosponsorship in the House by Ethnicity 

 

Expressed in terms of probabilities, holding other factors constant, there is an 88.5% 

probability that a Southern Minority ethnic group member of the House will cosponsor a bill 

with another Southern Minority member, and this is significant at the p-value of 0.05, and 
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< 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Zone.South East|South West 
 NA NA NA NA NA 

Mix.Zone.South South|South West 
 NA NA NA NA NA 

Mix.Zone.South West|South West 
 NA NA NA NA NA 

      

Control Variables:       

Mix.Gender.Female.Female 
-0.300 0.112 0.741 0.426    0.007 ** 

Mix.Gender.Female.Male 
-0.239 0.025 0.788 0.441 < 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Gender.Male.Male 
  NA NA NA NA NA 

Mix.Religion.Muslim.Muslim 
0.157 0.037 1.170 0.539 < 1e-04 *** 

Mix.Religion.Christian.Muslim 
0.080 0.028 1.083 0.520     0.004 ** 
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76.6% for the Ibos (table 5.12 and figure 5.7). The corresponding figures for the other 

significant coethnic bill cosponsorship probabilities in the House are: Hausa-Fulani|Hausa-

Fulani (8.6%); and Northern Minority|Northern Minority (11.1%).  

In addition, on average while there is a 46.2% chance of a significant coethnic tie 

formation in the House, the corresponding figure for bill cosponsorship across ethnic 

boundaries in the House is 46.4%. For the House therefore, ethnicity has a moderate influence 

as a predictor of the decision to cosponsor legislation with almost a 50-50 chance of either the 

intra-ethnic or cross-ethnic genre occurring in the period 2007-2011.  

5.63 Metric Two Dimensional Scaling of the Cosponsorship Distances  

Figures 5.8 and 5.9 present the visual maps of the distances in the cosponsorship 

linkages among ethnic groups in the Senate and House respectively. Using coordinates derived 

from the cosponsorship probabilities from the networks, the metric multidimensional scaling 

(MDS) of distances between Nigerian legislators from different ethnic backgrounds are 

constructed. Compared to the mapping of geodesic distances that utilizes binary data where no 

strengths of ties are available (only the presence or absence of ties; 1’s or 0’s), “in metric MDS, 

if data contains information on the strength of ties between nodes, the resulting layout positions 

the points so that the points near each other are the ones that are strongly connected to each 

other” (Borgatti, Everett and Johnson, 2013:103). Explaining the concept further, Borgatti, 

Everett and Johnson (2013:89-90) state that “the purpose of multidimensional scaling (MDS), 

is to provide a visual representation of the pattern of proximities among a set of objects; by 

proximities we mean any symmetric, one-mode matrix of similarities, tie strengths, 

dissimilarities, distances, etc. among a set of objects.” The authors explain that in an MDS plot, 

points are placed in space such that the corresponding distances reflect the proximities between 
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these objects. In MDS analysis, the predetermined proximities can be set as distances or 

similarities. If set as distances, “the program tries to place objects A and B near each other 

when the input value X(A,B) is small, and far apart when the input value is large; if similarities, 

the program puts pairs of objects with the largest values near each other on the map” (Borgatti, 

Everett and Johnson, 2013:90-91).  

This dissertation study adopts the similarity concept. The values utilized here are the 

probabilities of cosponsorship ties existing between legislators from different geo-political 

zones and across ethnic groups. Thus, regions or ethnic groups with the highest cosponsorship 

probabilities are closer together in the metric MDS space. The distances between ethnic groups 

in the Senate and House are presented in figures 5.8 and 5.9 respectively.  

Figure 5.8: Metric Two Dimensional Scaling of Distances between  

Ethnic Groups in the Senate 

 
 

While the visualization presented in figure 5.8 for the Senate departs from the earlier 

positions by some observers of Nigeria’s politics with respect to the behavior of the minority 

ethnic groups and their tendency to form political coalitions outside of their local ethnic 

boundaries, the cosponsorship linkages in the House however corroborates Ojo’s (2012) 

HAUSA-FULANI

IBO

NOTHERN MINORITY

SOUTHERN MINORITY
YORUBA



 

144 

 

observation on the de facto occurrences in Nigeria whereby ethnic minorities form alliances 

with the majorities in other regions to whom the majorities in their own regions stood opposed.  

Figure 5.9: Metric Two Dimensional Scaling of Distances between 

 Ethnic Groups in the House (2007-2011) 

 
 

The legislators from the Northern Minority ethnic groups for example, are closer in the metric 

MDS to the ethnic groups inhabiting the monolithic southern part of Nigeria comprising the 

Yorubas, the Ibos and the Southern Minorities, than with the Hausa-Fulani of the north who 

have dominated the minority ethnic groups inhabiting that area for so long in the politics of 

Northern Nigeria (figure 5.9). Figure 5.9 also reveals that the locations of the ethnic groups in 

the House differ considerably from that of the Senate. In terms of ethnic linkages, the Hausa-

Fulani occupy a position with the farthest distance from any other ethnic group in the House. 

This scenario finds support in Nigeria’s political history because the Hausa-Fulani group has 

dominated the mantle of leadership in the country for so long. This gives them considerable 

political leverage in the institutions of political power. They can therefore manage to embark 

on some political activities on their own without needing much of the collaborative support of 

other groups. 
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5.64 Discussion of the Ethnicity Results 

Although the results substantiate to some degree the proposition that shared ethnic 

group membership by Nigerian legislators significantly influences their development of 

collaborative relationships in bill cosponsorship, they are strongest among the Ibos in the 

Senate and the Southern Minorities in the House respectively. The reason for the relatively 

higher tendency to cosponsor bills among themselves by the Ibo senators can be explained 

from Nigeria’s historical antecedents. The centrifugal forces pulling Nigeria in multiple 

directions since her independence in 1960 culminated in a civil war in the period 1967-1970 

with ethnicity at the epicenter. This war pitted the Ibos against the rest of Nigeria (Madiebo, 

2000; Saro-Wiwa, 1989; Nnoli, 1980; and Azikiwe, 1969). The binding together of Ibo 

senators in bill cosponsorship in the contemporary Nigerian Senate may raise some questions 

as to whether the grievances, resentments and allegations of genocide and marginalization 

leveled against the Nigerian state by the Ibo elites and masses leading to and resulting from 

this war, chronicled by scholars such as Amadi (2007), are still being nursed by the Ibo 

senators. This may therefore support their current legislative behavior in the Senate evidenced 

by the highest probability of bill cosponsorship (81.3%).  

   The non-significance of some cross-ethnic bill relationships in the Senate may not be 

surprising to close observers of Nigeria’s political scene especially as they relate to the Ibos 

and Yorubas. The reasons for this can be extracted from the country’s historical antecedents. 

Anchored on modernization theory of ethnic competition, Bates (1974) posits that the rivalry 

between Ibos and Yorubas have largely been based on the striving by these ethnic groups for 

valued goods which are scarce in comparison to the demand for them in the emerging modern 

Nigerian economic structure. Bates (1974:458) posits that having been advantaged due to their 
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location at “the primary locus of administrative and commercial development, the Yoruba 

claimed top rank in the structure of modern society in Nigeria…the envy of the Ibo and their 

attempts to catch up resulted to tensions.” Yorubas therefore perceive the Ibos as their 

traditional rivals in all spheres of socio-economic and political competition in Nigeria. The 

results of the Senate bill cosponsorship analysis support the lack of cooperation between Ibos 

and Yorubas even in the contemporary Nigerian political scene. 

The observation of Bates also finds support in Nigeria’s political history. In the first 

case, the 1959 federal election at the eve of Nigeria’s independence produced no clear majority 

winner. As revealed in table 5.1, the Hausa-Fulani-dominated Northern People’s Congress 

(NPC) captured 134 seats or 42.9% of the total 312 seats available. The National Council of 

Nigerian Citizens (NCNC), (an Ibo party), won 81 seats (26%), while the Yoruba-based Action 

Group (AG) party had 73 seats (23.4%). Following the tradition of Minimum Winning 

Coalitions (MWC) formation as popularized by Riker (1962), and Riker and Ordeshook 

(1973), the feasible pathways to arrive at the minimum winning coalition to form the First 

Republic government in Nigeria may have involved a coalition made up of the following 

groups: 1) Ibo/Yoruba; 2) Ibo/Hausa-Fulani; or, 3) a Hausa-Fulani/Yoruba coalition. The de 

facto situation indicate that rather than aligning with the Yorubas who are their fellow southern, 

compatriot ethnic group, the Ibos chose the Hausa-Fulani, thus producing Alhaji Abubakar 

Tafawa Balewa—a Hausa-Fulani from the Northern People’s Congress (NPC)—as the Prime 

Minister, and Dr. Nnamdi Azikiwe, an Ibo from the National Council of Nigerian Citizens 

(NCNC), as the President and ceremonial head of state (Dudley, 1968:278-289). 

History repeated itself in Nigeria’s Second Republic in 1979. Having won the 

presidential election with a plurality of the votes cast as well as 25% of the votes cast in two-
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third of the then 19 states of Nigeria, Alhaji Shehu Shagari of the Hausa-Fulani-dominated 

National Party of Nigeria (NPN), had it difficult passing any legislation in the Senate where 

the NPN had only 37.9% of the 95 seats, and in the House where it won only 37.4% of the 449 

seats (table 5.1). To avoid this, Osaghae (1998) reports that the NPN had to form an accord 

with the Ibo-dominated Nigerian People’s Party (NPP), led by Dr. Nnamdi Azikiwe which had 

16.8% and 17.4% of the Senate and House seats respectively. The Yoruba-dominated Unity 

Party of Nigeria (UPN), with Chief Obafemi Awolowo as the leader, with 29.5% and 24.7% 

of the seats in the Senate and House respectively, was again left out of the government as the 

opposition party. 

       Despite the rivalries between the Ibos and Yorubas as revealed in the results of the 

Senate analysis, the existence of cross-cutting ethnic relationships among other ethnic groups 

still raise hopes for the future direction in nation building in Nigeria. Tables 5.11 and 5.12, and 

figures 5.6 and 5.7 reveal the existence of cross-ethnic relationships that can be used as the 

basis of fostering national cohesion. These developments in Nigeria are supported by the 

positions of Sartori (1976) and Siavelis (2006). Sartori (1976:131) believes that in political 

systems although there may be a dualism of parties “there are no true centers other than as 

cross-cutting dualism.” Siavelis (2006:361) on the hand posits that not all cleavages reinforce 

ethnic homogeneity but some may be cross-cutting as we are observing in the bill 

cosponsorship behavior of Nigerian legislators. Such cross–cutting cleavages in the view of 

Siavelis may be as a result of the dampening of the differences held by different groups due to 

the multiple loyalties and other social characteristics shared in common by individuals. With 

the existence of cross-cutting cleavages in the Nigerian National Assembly exhibited through 

bill cosponsorship relationships, the hypotheses advancing the notion of homogenous cleavage 
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patterns in the country’s legislature along ethnic lines may therefore not hold all the time. The 

development of bill cosponsorship relationships across heterogeneous entities can therefore be 

harnessed in ushering a more cohesive democracy out of the country’s ethnic diversity. 

5.7 Influence of Political Parties on Bill Cosponsorship  

Partisan theorists have argued that political parties are very important institutions in a 

democracy. The extent to which this applies to Nigerian legislature is the objective of this 

section. To test this proposition, the likelihood of bill cosponsorship (dependent variable) as 

predicted by the independent variables or attributes such as political parties is estimated. 

Having observed the dominance of the ruling party, PDP, the political party variable in this 

analysis is partitioned into two groups—the minority (opposition) parties, and the ruling PDP. 

This approach is supported by statistics the details of which are discussed in chapter four of 

this dissertation. Minor_Party, is therefore defined in the analysis as a key independent 

variable representing the party of the legislator, and it takes the value of ‘1’, if the legislator is 

a member of an opposition party in the National Assembly, and ‘0’, if he belongs to the ruling, 

People’s Democratic Party, (PDP).  

Tables 5.11 and 5.12 present the results for the Senate and House respectively. In the 

Senate, the odds of a PDP senator cosponsoring legislation with another PDP senator are more 

likely to occur by a factor of about 1.6 times. Expressed in terms of probabilities, there is a 

61% chance of this occurring in the Senate. This is equally significant at the p-value of 0.05. 

In the Senate, no significant bill cosponsorship relationship exists between members of the 

ruling party and the senators from the minority parties (table 5.11). This is understandable in a 

situation where the PDP has an absolute dominance of the total seats, the chamber leadership 
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as well as the committee structure, thereby putting them in a powerful position for agenda 

control and an overall leverage in the legislative processes. 

The position in the House departs considerably from the Senate (table 5.12). In the 

House, the odds of a PDP House member cosponsoring legislation with another PDP member 

are more likely to occur by a factor of about 0.54 times. Expressed in terms of probabilities, 

there is a 35% chance of this occurring in the House. This is equally significant at the p-value 

of 0.05. However, a significant bill cosponsorship relationship exists between members of the 

ruling party and the House members from the minority parties. There is a 41.3% probability of 

a significant cross-partisan bill cosponsorship occurring in the House between the PDP and the 

minority party members. In both chambers, bill cosponsorship relationship is not observed 

among the minority parties because it is the base group in the analysis. 

5.71 Discussion of the Partisan Influences on Bill Cosponsorship  

These results confirm that political parties are moderately important in the development 

of significant bill cosponsorship relationships among Nigerian legislators. The level of 

collaboration is stronger among members of the ruling party in the Senate where they exhibit 

relatively greater homogeneous cleavages in bill cosponsorship behavior. The foregoing 

results are contrary to the observations by some political scholars on Nigeria who posit that 

the country’s political parties up to the current Fourth Republic (1999-present), despite their 

party manifestoes are devoid of identifiable ideologies and cohesion, and hence may not wield 

significant influences on the legislative behavior of their members.  

In the House, the weak bill cosponsorship relationship among the ruling PDP party 

members may be explained in line with the observation of Siavelis (2006). According to the 

author, heterogeneous political collaborations may develop among party members in 
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legislatures in contrast with our expectations of a homogenous cleavage model. In the Nigerian 

case, this sort of behavior may occur because the 360 members in the House of Representatives 

can have multiple allegiances to different constituency bases and some other shared political 

interests which may transcend common values and ideologies advanced by their respective 

political parties. This is further explained by the advocates of the distributive theory of 

legislative politics who posit that legislators engage in activities beneficial to their 

constituencies to guarantee their electoral success. In the legislature this involves deal-making, 

formation of legislative coalitions, vote trading and logrolling, and other collaborative 

arrangements that foster cooperation across partisan lines to achieve individual members’ goals 

rather than deferring to the leadership of their political parties. Thus, the collective, party-wide 

policy goals may suffer as is evidenced by the 35% probability in bill cosponsorship among 

the ruling party House members thus justifying the relatively higher 41.3% chance of a 

significant cross-partisan bill cosponsorship occurring in the House between the PDP and the 

minority party members. 

5.8 Territorial Influences on Bill Cosponsorship in Nigeria’s National Assembly 
 

The accommodation of centrifugal saliences of the country’s politics primary among 

which are the regional and geographical divisions has been an important challenge of 

governance in Nigeria. In this section I test the proposition that the likelihood of bill 

cosponsorship between two legislators from the same geo-political zone will be significantly 

higher than that between two legislators from different areas. The test for this notion of the 

territorial influences on bill cosponsorship in Nigeria’s National Assembly is accomplished 

through Exponential Random Graph Modeling (ERGM). The dependent variable is the 

likelihood of a cosponsorship tie developing between two legislators, represented as ‘1’ if there 
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is a cosponsorship linkage, and ‘0’ if otherwise. One of the independent variables that will 

make bill cosponsorship attractive or otherwise to a legislator is the common territorial origin.  

5.81 Territorial Influences on Bill Cosponsorship in the Senate 

Tables 5.11 and 5.12, and figures 5.10 and 5.11 present the territorial relationships in 

bill cosponsorship in the Nigerian Senate and House respectively in the period 2007 to 2011. 

The senators from the North East geo-political zone reveal the highest tendency to cosponsor 

bills among themselves for this period. With an estimated maximum likelihood coefficient of 

1.31, the odds of a senator from this zone cosponsoring legislation with  a senator of the same 

territorial origin  are  greater by  a factor of  about 3.7 times, holding other variables constant, 

and this is significant at the p-value of 0.05. Expressed in terms of cosponsorship probabilities, 

there is a 78.7% chance of two senators from the North East geo-political zone cosponsoring 

legislation (figure 5.10). The results also present a number of significant cross-territorial bill 

cosponsorship relationships. On average, there is a 78.6% chance that a significant inter-

territorial relationship will develop among senators in the Nigerian National Assembly in the 

period 2007-2011. The greatest level of inter-zonal collaboration is between the North East 

and South South—zones inhabited by the Northern and Southern Minority ethnic groups 

respectively. With an estimated maximum likelihood coefficient of 1.67, the odds of a senator 

from this zone cosponsoring legislation with  a senator from the South South territorial zone 

are  greater by a factor of  about 5.3 times, holding other variables constant, and this is 

significant at the p-value of 0.05. Expressed in terms of cosponsorship probabilities, there is 

an 84.2% chance of two senators from the North East and South South geo-political zones 

cosponsoring legislation (figure 5.10). 
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Home to Northern Minority ethnic groups, senators from the North Central and North East 

geo-political zones cosponsored most of the bills accounting for 30.9% of the Senate bills in 

the period 2007-2011(figure 4.11 and table 4.9).  

5.82 Territorial Influences on Bill Cosponsorship in the House 

Compared to the Senate, the tendency to cosponsor bills along geographical boundaries 

is evidently stronger in the House. This may be because, being closer to the people as their 

representatives, these members are microcosms of the society from where they are elected. 

Their bill cosponsorship behaviors may therefore reflect the superstructure of the societal 

cleavages prevalent in their local constituencies. This is highest among the House members 

from the North West zone. With an estimated maximum likelihood coefficient of 4.56, the 

odds of a legislator from this zone cosponsoring legislation with  another House member of 

the same territorial origin  are  greater by  a factor of  about 96 times, holding other variables 

constant, and this is significant at the p-value of 0.05. Expressed in terms of cosponsorship 

probabilities, there is a 99% chance of two House members from the North West geo-political 
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zone cosponsoring legislation (figure 5.11 and table 5.12). Home to the Hausa-Fulani, this zone 

has dominated Nigerian politics at the national level for a long time. 

 

Noticeable in the House results is the existence of a different dynamics from the Senate 

territorial bill cosponsorships. The House presents a more cohesive relationship structure. This 

may equally be explained by the institutional structure of the Nigerian House of 

Representatives. Compared to the Senate where the equality principle operates with each state 

electing three senators, House delegations from the states reflect the proportionality principle 

based on population of the various states.  On average ten members form a state delegation in 

the 360-member House (table 5.3). 

 In the House, there are also many significant cross-territorial cleavages. Holding all 

other factors constant, the odds of a member from the North East cosponsoring legislation with 

a South East member are more likely to occur by a factor of about 6.2 times, and this is equally 

significant at the p-value of 0.05. Expressed in terms of probabilities, there is an 86% chance 
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that a significant bill cosponsorship tie will form between these two zones, all other factors 

held constant. Some of the other significant cross-cutting territorial relationships in figure 5.11 

and table 5.12 in terms of bill cosponsorship probabilities in the House are: North 

West|SouthEast (87%); North Central|North West (97.4%); and North East|North West 

(98.8%).  

The apparent influence of minority ethnic groups in the National Assembly finds 

support in Nigeria’s history. According to Ojo (2012:53), the minorities are important 

bridgeheads in Nigerian politics, actively forming alliances with other ethnic groups outside 

of their territorial zones as revealed in both the Senate and House respectively. Through this 

they exhibit elements of strength in their seeming political weakness, thereby giving the 

Nigerian politics a semblance of lesser ethnic and regional orientation than the de facto 

experiences will suggest. 

5.83   Multidimensional Scaling of the Bill Cosponsorship Distances among the Geo- 

          Political Zones 

 

Figures 5.12 and 5.13 present the scaling of the distances in bill cosponsorship 

relationships among legislators from different geo-political zones for the Senate and House 

respectively. In the Senate, the legislators from the South West are located at the farthest 

distance from other groups in the chamber (figure 5.12). This is in line with Olupohunda’s 

(2014) suggestion that the Yorubas who are the primary inhabitants of this zone have turned 

out to be the champions of opposition politics in Nigeria.  

In addition, figure 5.12 presents a cleavage pattern revealing the closeness of senators 

from the North East, North Central and South South zones. These areas are also mainly 

inhabited by ethnic minorities.  
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Figure 5.12: Metric Two Dimensional Scaling of Distances between 

  Geo-Political Zones in the Senate (2007-2011)  

 
 

This contrasts with the locations of the other zones inhabited by the dominant ethnic 

groups—South West (Yoruba) dominated zone, North West (Hausa-Fulanis) and South East 

(Ibos)—that appear to stand on their own in the Senate Two-Dimensional Scaling map. The 

closeness of ethnic minorities can be explained against Ojo’s (2012) observation that Nigerian 

minority ethnic groups have a tendency to form cross-regional ties therefore serving as the de 

facto bridgeheads in Nigerian politics.  

 The structure of the territorial locations in the House (figure 5.13) presents a stronger 

inter-regional closeness. There is a more cohesive relationship structure compared to the 

Senate which can also be explained by the significant cross-territorial cleavages revealed in 

the bill cosponsorship relationships in the House. 
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Figure 5.13: Metric Two Dimensional Scaling of Distances between  

Geo-Political Zones in the House (2007-2011)      

        
 

5.84 Ethnic versus Territorial Influences on Bill Cosponsorship 

Given the politics of Nigeria where some of the major social attributes being studied 

are ascriptive—based on predetermined factors that are relatively fixed such as gender, race, 

ethnicity and territorial origin—the problem then becomes how to disentangle the specific 

contributions of the different factors in an analysis. Such a problem may occur with respect to 

ethnic and territorial influences on bill cosponsorship. If there is a one-on-one correspondence 

mapping of ethnicity unto territorial origins in Nigerian politics, then the expectation will be 

that ethnic and territorial influences will affect each other making it difficult to interpret the 

separate effects of the estimated coefficients. To test that these variables exert different effects 

on bill cosponsorship, I embark on a test of difference in means using bivariate ERGM analysis 

of the ethnic and territorial influences on bill cosponsorship respectively.  

Tables 5.13 and 5.15 present the ethnic groups and the corresponding geo-political 

zones dominated by them in the Senate and House respectively. The test statistics are the bill 

cosponsorship probabilities for the Senate and House by legislators from the respective ethnic 

groups and geo-political zones. The test is as follows: 

NORTH CENTRAL

NORTH EAST

NORTH WEST

SOUTH EAST

SOUTH SOUTH

SOUTH WEST
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The null hypothesis, Ho: µEthnic probability = µZone probability;  

Against the alternative hypothesis, Ha: µEthnic probability ≠ µZone probability.  

The decision rule is that if p-value > 0.05, then we reject Ho. 

Table 5.13: Bill Cosponsorship Probabilities in the Senate by Territory and Ethnicity  
Ethnicity Variables Ethnic_Prob Geo-Political Zones Zone_Prob 

Hausa-Fulani|Hausa-Fulani 0.3476 North West|North West 0.3101 

Ibo|Ibo  0.8376 South East|South East 0.8256 

Northern Minority|Northern Minority     0.3803 North Central|North Central 0.2791 

Southern Minority|Southern Minority       0.6050 South South|South South 0.6020 

- - North East|North East 0.4395 

Mean 0.5426 Mean 0.4913 

 
Table 5.14: T-Test Comparison of Territorial and Ethnic Bill Cosponsorship Probabilities in the Senate 

Variable Observations Mean Std.Err. Std. Dev.  

Ethnicity 4 0.5426 0.1138 0.2275  

Zone 5 0.4913 0.1011 0.2261  

Combined 9 0.5141 0.0713 0.2138  

Difference                   - 0.0514 0.1521 -  

Difference = mean(ethnic_prob) - mean(zone_prob) = 0.0514; Ho: diff = 0; Ha: diff ≠ 0 

Degrees of Freedom =7; t-statistic = 0.3337; p-value = 0.7455        
 

Table 5.15: Bill Cosponsorship Probabilities in the House by Territory and Ethnicity (2007-2011) 

Ethnicity Variables Ethnic_Prob Geo-Political Zones Zone_Prob 

Hausa-Fulani|Hausa-Fulani 0.8889 North West|North West 0.8909 

Ibo|Ibo 0.7424 South East|South East 0.7424 

Northern Minority|Northern Minority  0.8181 North East|North East 0.8886 

Southern Minority|Southern Minority    0.8712 South South|South South 0.8712 

   North Central|North Central 0.7427 

Mean 0.8302 Mean 0.8272 

 

            Table 5.16: T-Test Comparison of Territorial and Ethnic Bill Cosponsorship Probabilities in the House 

Variable Observations Mean Std.Err. Std. Dev.  

Ethnicity 4 0.8302     0.0329     0.0658  

Zone 5 0.8272 0.0347     0.0776  

Combined 9 0.8285 0.0227     0.0681  

Difference              - 0.0030 0.0488 -  

Difference = mean(ethnic_prob) - mean(zone_prob) = 0.0030;  Ho: diff = 0; Ha: diff ≠ 0 

          Degrees of Freedom =7; t-statistic = 0.0627; p-value = 0.9529 
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The results presented in tables 5.14 and 5.16 indicate that in both the Senate and House 

respectively, the proposition that ethnic and territorial influences are indistinguishable from 

each other in these two chambers does not hold. Ethnicity and territorial affiliations exert 

significantly different effects in the Nigerian National Assembly in the period 2007 to 2011. 

To explain the results of these tests, I find support in Osaghae and Suberu’s (2005) analytical 

insights based on Nigeria’s ethno-regional politics. One key feature that emerges from their 

work is the issue of ethnic dispersal and reconstructed identity due to states and local 

government creation in Nigeria. According to these authors, historically, ethnic identities in 

Nigeria have been framed around ethno-regional concepts that revolve around the large groups. 

Thus, while the Hausa-Fulani assume a hegemonic status in the monolithic North, Igbos 

dominate the East, and Yorubas are synonymous with the West. However, in the view of 

Osaghae and Suberu (2005:8-9), “the creation and multiplication of states and local 

government areas…have replaced these broader regions and led to the emergence of new 

majorities and minorities.” The authors explain this with the concept of ‘dispersed minorities’ 

in Nigeria. While the Hausa-Fulani in the present dispensation, for example, have a majority 

status only in the states that comprise the North West zone, however, in the North East and 

North Central zones, they may be reclassified and/or reconstructed as a dispersed minority. 

The same goes for Ibos of Rivers State (Ikwerres), and the Ibos of Delta State (Ikas), who are 

classified as Southern Minorities of the South South zone despite their ethnic Ibo origin. For 

the Yorubas, their presence in Kwara and Kogi States in the North Central geo-political zone 

also fits the classification of a dispersed minority, as they now bear the appellation of a 

Northern Minority ethnic group.  
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The concept of dispersed minorities and its effects on citizenship status in Nigeria 

become subjects of contestation in the country. In the territories where the major ethnic group 

members turn out to be dispersed minorities, together with the other non-indigenous migrant 

populations, they earn the appellations of “non-indigenes, migrants, and settlers…shunted out 

or denied equal access to the resources, rights and privileges of a local community, town or 

state, to which ‘sons and daughters of the soil’ have first or exclusionary access” (Osaghae and 

Suberu, 2005:8).34 Thus, in the view of Osaghae and Suberu (2005:9), the creation of states in 

Nigeria has reinforced “the fact that ethnic identities and boundaries, including myths of 

common origin, are fluid and subject to continuous construction and reconstruction.” Clear 

cases of this exist for example, with the identity of the Ikwerre in Rivers State. According to 

Osaghae and Suberu (2005:9), Ikwerres “were Igbo before the civil war, but have since re-

defined themselves to be a separate group.” And in the case of the Hausa-Fulani in the North 

East and North Central zones especially in places like Plateau state, Musa (2014:2), reports 

that: 

The Nigerian State, nay the Nigerian Constitution, does not exist in the minds of the 

citizens. You believe that you are a Nigerian in an area where your tribe is not in the 

majority to your own peril. So whether there are ten million Hausa-Fulani in Jos North 

local government of Plateau State is not the issue. The main issue is: who are more in 

number in all the surrounding areas of the State? And it is those in the outlying area 

who will be fueled by the zeal of ethnic identity to try to cleanse their state of those 

migrants (italics added). 

 

With the ethno-regional dispersion theory therefore, the idea of a one-on-one 

correspondence between ethnicity and territorial origins have since shifted beyond the concept 

                                                 
34 The de facto application of the concept of dispersed minorities is equally discussed by Musa, Abdulla.2014.  

“Nigeria: Hausa-Fulani’s Burden of Leadership.” http://www.gamji.com/article8000/NEWS8404.htm. 

See also Dudley, B.J.1968. Parties and Politics in Northern Nigeria. London: Frank Cass and 

Company Limited.57-65. 

 

http://www.gamji.com/article8000/NEWS8404.htm
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of the hegemonic ethnic-regional boundaries and influences. The dispersed minorities in the 

various locales in the present day Nigeria therefore may neither share the same territorial and 

ethnic aspirations as their core ethnic groups, nor even identify with the aspirations of the 

majority groups in their current locations of abode.  

The viewpoint above reverberates in the case of the Ibos, the ethnic majority of the 

South East zone. Since after the civil war that saw the Ibos pitted against the rest of Nigeria, 

the reasons for the dissociation and rebranding of the ethnic identity of the Ibos in Delta and 

Rivers States in the South South geo-political zone as a Southern Minority ethnic group can be 

explained through modernization theory as well as the political economy of oil. The proponents 

of the modernization theory posit that modernization is accomplished through the changes in 

the modes of economic production that occur in the society as the subsistence agriculture-based 

production shifts to manufacturing and general industrialization. In the Nigerian context, Bates 

(1974) views ethnic competition as the struggle by these groups for valued goods which are 

scarce in comparison to the demand for them in the emerging industrial societies.  The advent 

of oil marked another shift from agriculture. 

The U.S. Energy Information Administration, EIA (2012), reports that the majority of 

the oil and gas reserves on which the Nigerian economy is heavily dependent on, accounting 

for over 95 percent of export earnings and about 40 percent of government revenues are found 

along the country's Niger Delta territory, and offshore in the Bight of Benin, the Gulf of 

Guinea, and the Bight of Bonny (figure 2.5). The concentration of the valuable hydrocarbon 

resources in the South South territory then makes regional issues and the question of resource 

control and allocation one of the potential drivers in the legislative public policy formulation 

and fiscal federalism in Nigeria.  
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Given the discovery of oil in commercial quantities in the lands inhabited by the 

Southern Minority ethnic groups, and the hydrocarbons equally became a precious commodity 

of international trade, a special allocation of oil revenues to the states in the South South geo-

political zone is instituted by the Nigerian government as a form of appeasement. This being 

the case, the association of these minority Ibos with their mainland kith and kin will subsume 

them into a situation that is not fiscally favorable.  Collier (2007) and Klieman (2012) associate 

the problems of budgetary allocation of revenue and the location of public sector projects and 

the attendant patronage politics that is part of it as one the vestiges of Nigeria’s “natural 

resource trap.” For Collier (2007:38), “the abundance of resource rents alters how electoral 

competition is conducted; essentially, it lets in the politics of patronage”; while Klieman 

(2012:156) argues that the “natural resource curse” in Nigerian politics take root from the 

period of civil war in Nigeria (1967–1970) although this era is often times not given the full 

attention it deserves in the analyses of Nigerian oil politics. For her, “during that time the 

structures, policies, and political relations that created Nigeria’s unique version of the oil curse 

were established.” 

The foregoing observations reinforce the linkages between Bates’ (1974) 

modernization theories, patronage politics, territorialism and the natural resource question in 

Nigeria. It is my expectation that the bill cosponsorship behavior of Nigerian legislators will 

therefore reflect their current political realities, thus separating the core ethnic influences from 

territorial affiliations as established in tables 5.14 and 5.16. 

5.85 Discussion of the Territorial Relationships in Bill Cosponsorship 

The proposition is that zones or ethnic groups with the greatest likelihood of bill 

cosponsorship between their legislators should lie closer together on the metric multi-
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dimensional scaling map. This is line with the similarity concept advanced by Borgatti, Everett 

and Johnson (2013:90-91). Figures 5.12 and 5.13 corroborate this notion in both the Senate 

and House. However, the senators from the North East and North Central zones (the Northern 

Minorities), for example, are closer in the metric MDS presented in figure 5.11 to the 

monolithic south comprising the South East, South South and South West; than to the Hausa-

Fulani of the North West that have dominated the Northern Minorities for so long in the politics 

of Northern Nigeria. 

In addition, in terms of both the geo-political and ethnic linkages, the South West zone 

dominated by the Yoruba are located at the farthest distances from any group. This scenario 

finds support in Nigeria’s political history. The Yorubas of the South West have consistently 

claimed the position of the political opposition group in Nigerian politics. As reported by 

Olupohunda (2014:2): 

  

Prior to independence, Awolowo was persuaded by prominent members of the Action 

Group to lead the party as the Leader of the Opposition. Excluded from national 

government, the position of Awolowo and his party became increasingly precarious. 

In spite of the travails of the time, he remained in the opposition, sticking to the 

progressive philosophy of his party. There seems to be a sense of déjà vu that the 

events which shaped the politics of the South-West from 1959 to 1963 have played 

out in the last 12 years.     

 

Thus, in conformity with Olupohunda’s (2014) depiction of Yoruba opposition politics; 

while the South South, North West and North East reveal marked shrinking of geo-political 

distances in the House in recent years as revealed in figures 5.12 and 5.13, the Yorubas of the 

South West, on a national level have continued to be left out of the emerging collaborative 

politics of Nigeria’s Fourth Republic. 
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Chapter 6: Policy Preferences and Bill Cosponsorship in Nigeria 

 

It is likely that Nigeria despite avowed claims and constitutional pretensions 

to federalism operates a unitary fiscal policy which negates the ethos of 

federalism/democracy and breeds discontent among the regions in the 

federation. 

 

—Edlyne E. Anugwom35 

6.1 Introduction 

This chapter tests the argument that Nigerian legislators will show preferences in 

cosponsoring bills promoting centrifugal policies—that benefit their territorial origins (regions 

and states); rather than public policies that will support national cohesion—centripetal policies. 

The politics of fiscal decentralization or ‘revenue allocation’ as it is popularly referred to in 

Nigeria has assumed the level of a wedge issue in the country. The choice of the Nigerian 

National Assembly in this dissertation is therefore based in part on the importance of the 

legislature in the enactment of the country’s fiscal policies. Having been given the power to 

make laws by virtue of section 58(1) of the 1999 Constitution of the Federal Republic of 

Nigeria, the policy implications of the bills are that if passed into law, they can amend or repeal 

existing laws, allocate money, and can be readily deployed as measures for the distribution and 

redistribution of public goods and services. Scholars of Nigeria’s federalism such as Anugwom 

(2001), Adesina (1998), Ade-Ajayi (1983), Awa (1976), and Phillips (1971), all point to the 

issue of fiscal policy or revenue allocation as one of the greatest problems faced by Nigeria 

since after independence. This problem in the view of Anugwom (2001:7), “has been naturally 

heightened by the discovery of oil largely in the East and the unwillingness of its leaders to 

                                                 
35 Anugwom, Edlyne E. 2001. “Federalism, Fiscal Centralism and the Realities of Democratization in Nigeria: 

The Case of the Niger Delta.” Africa at Crossroads: Complex Political Emergencies in the 21st Century, 

UNESCO / ENA, 2001. http://www.unesco.org/most/crossroadsedl.htm.7-12. 

 
 

http://www.unesco.org/most/crossroadsedl.htm
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accept a subordinate political position.” Anugwom (2001:7) still believes that “the problem 

probably goes beyond the simplistic notion of the non-acceptance of subordinate political 

position but involves a re-interrogation of the principle of revenue sharing that willy-nilly 

makes the South-South and South-East the least developed Nigerian regions.” The questions 

at this juncture are: do Nigerian legislators have policy preferences specific to their regions of 

origin; and do policy networks exist in the bill cosponsorship relationships in the Nigerian 

National Assembly, and if so, along what cleavage patterns do they occur? The expectation is 

that bill cosponsorship ties among Nigerian legislators will be significantly higher among 

members who share the same public policy preferences relative to other members with 

different policy interests in line with the theory of homophily. 

6.2 Public Policy and Legislative Politics 

In the exercise of its constitutional powers, the National Assembly and legislative 

processes in Nigeria are intricately weaved with the country’s political history writ large. 

Against a background of an oil-dependent mono-commodity economy, the socio-political 

diversity of Nigeria has accentuated the competition for public sector projects thereby making 

ethno-territorial divisions and geo-political balancing the perennial problems of public policy 

in the country. Thus, policies of distribution assume high salience in the political discourses in 

Nigeria. In legislative theory, the works of many scholars have illuminated the distributive 

perspectives of public policy.  Some of the extant literature draw from rational choice theory 

in their explanation of distributive aspects of legislative behavior. These include the works of 

Fenno (1973), Mayhew (1974), and Shepsle and Weingast (1994), among others. According 

to Fenno (1973:1), there are three basic goals that motivate members of the House. These are 

“re-election, influence within the House, and good public policy.” Mayhew (1974:13), on the 
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other hand hinges his argument on what he terms the ‘electoral connection’. According to the 

author, the major goal of members is to be reelected which is achieved through claiming credit 

for good policy enactments, and engaging in constituency case works to improve their visibility 

as well as electability. If the legislations they sponsor for example, are in sync with the policy 

aspirations of their electoral bases, then the rational anticipation will then be better reelection 

chances. 

Elaborating on the above further, Shepsle and Weingast (1994) believe that the 

preferences of legislators whether of the Mayhewian reelection goal or in line with Fenno’s 

triad of legislators’ objectives, all involve strategic calculations by lawmakers trying to achieve 

their individual rational objectives. According to these authors, “such objectives were assumed 

to be systematically related to members securing for themselves a favorable distribution of 

pork barrel projects, committee assignments, expenditures targeted to their districts, and policy 

outcomes desired by favored constituents”(Shepsle and Weingast, 1994:151-152). However, 

since in a legislative setting many members compete for favorable distribution of these scarce 

resources, the legislators “need to make deals, form alliances, and engage in vote trading and 

logrolling in order to succeed; in short, members need to cooperate”(Shepsle and Weingast, 

1994:152). Based on the need for cooperation, then bill cosponsorship can evolve in this 

manner. This therefore becomes a cogent explanation for the behavior of legislators since 

cosponsors can gain from cooperation in exchange for help in bills in which they are interested. 

In this line of reasoning there may be a tendency for legislators to break ranks with their party 

positions if found to be against their individual policy goals. Drawing from this individual 

pursuit of distributive benefits, then the proposition that political parties are important in a 

legislative setting may be weakened in this regard. 
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Building on the foregoing discourse, if the tenets of the distributive theory hold, the 

implication might be that in diverse, multi-ethnic societies such as Nigeria, the legislators in 

the process of allocation of public resources albeit in a federal system where institutional 

structures of power are highly centralized, may want to secure favorable policy outcomes for 

their constituencies or electoral districts. The underlying premise is that to be electorally 

successful, and in line with the Mayhewian argument, their behavior may therefore be mirror 

images of the societies from where they are elected. Along this line of reasoning, 

cosponsorship may then be justified for legislators who share public policy interests.  

In addition, since the Nigerian legislators cannot achieve all their political objectives 

by themselves, they therefore need to extend their hands of fellowship across their cleavage 

bases and cooperate with other legislators thus reinforcing the position of Siavelis (2006:361), 

on the formation of cross-cutting cleavages.  

The roles that public policy preferences play in the legislative arena have also been 

issues of scholarly contestation with two groups pitted against one another. These are the intra-

legislative signaling school advanced by scholars such as Gilligan and Krehbiel (1994); 

Kessler and Krehbiel (1996); Wilson and Young (1997); Burkett and Skvoretz (2001); and 

Wawro (2000). The other group is the external-oriented, elections and voter-driven school 

proposed by scholars such as Mayhew (1974); Campbell (1982); Balla and Nemacheck (2000); 

and Koger (2003). Despite the coloration of lawmaking motivations, the linkage between 

legislators still remains their shared public policy interests. As noted by Aleman and Calvo 

(2013:358), “legislators who are motivated by common public policy, seek to build ties with 

fellow members to facilitate the passage of bills.” Following this line of argument, policy 

networks may therefore exist in the legislative arena. Policy pronouncements in the legislative 
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institution can be made evident through “bill initiation data, like voting or plenary floor 

speeches, [which] carry information about the policy stances of legislators” (Aleman and 

Calvo, 2013:357).  

In Nigeria, it is expected that the legislators in the process of allocation of public 

sector resources will seek out other like-minds. This may therefore be the ground for the 

emergence of policy networks. This study identifies three principal categories of bill 

cosponsorship networks and the legislators who support them based on shared public policy 

interests namely: 1) National Policy Network—involving bills with national policy impact. 

These include issues of general national importance such as deployment of Nigerian troops to 

peace-keeping operations.  2) Regional Policy Network—revealing tie formations involving 

those bills that benefit a targeted region of the country as in the case of fiscal allocations of 

revenues to the oil-producing Niger Delta area, and; 3) State Impact Policy Network—

involving bills cosponsored by state delegations for public goods redistribution purposes 

incorporating policies beneficial to any of the states in the Nigerian federation. This may 

include location of an industry such as a petro-chemical plant to a state, or environmental 

policies such as erosion control allocation to a specific state or the mitigation of the effects of 

a localized oil spillage in a given state. 

The dependent variable in the analysis is the likelihood of a cosponsorship tie 

developing among legislators who share same public policy interest. The key independent 

variables are national which is a variable which takes the value of ‘1’ if the legislator 

cosponsors a bill with national impact, and ‘0’ if otherwise; regional is a variable which takes 

the value of ‘1’ if the legislator cosponsors a bill with regional impact, and ‘0’ if otherwise; 

and stateimpact is a variable which takes the value of ‘1’ if the legislator cosponsors a bill 
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which has impact on a specific state, and ‘0’ if otherwise. Minor_Parties controls for the 

influence of political parties in bill cosponsorship. It takes the value of ‘1’ if the legislator 

cosponsoring a bill belongs to a minority party, and ‘0’ if he belongs to the ruling party, the 

PDP. The inclusion of this variable is to explore the positions of partisan theorists and public 

policy proponents as to which of these variables drives legislative collaboration in the Nigerian 

context. If there is an observed tendency for legislators to break ranks with their party positions, 

then the proposition that political parties are important in a legislative setting may be weakened 

in this regard. The choice of Social Network Analysis is based on the various affiliations of 

the legislators in the formation of policy networks which typify relational data. These data can 

be modeled in the form of mathematical graphs such as the Exponential Random Graph Model 

(ERGM). 

6.3: The Results 

Table 6.1: The Influences of Policy Cleavages on Bill Cosponsorship in the Senate 
Cleavage Variables: Senate                     Estimate Std. 

Error 

Odds 

Ratio 

Prob. P-Value 

Edges                               1.045 0.161 2.844 0.740 <1e-04 *** 

        

Influence of Political Parties:       

Mix.Minor Parties.Pdp|Pdp                      0.687 0.168 1.988 0.665 <1e-04 *** 

Mix.Minor Parties.Pdp|Minor Party                      0.259 0.171 1.296 0.564 0.130 

Mix.Minor Parties.Minor Party|Minor Party      NA NA  NA  NA NA  

        

Influence of National Policies:       

Mix.National.Not Cosponsor|Not Cosponsor           0.707 0.810 2.029 0.670 0.383 

Mix.National.Not Cosponsor|Cosponsor        0.328 0.126 1.388 0.581 0.010 *   

Mix.National.Cosponsor|Cosponsor        NA NA NA NA NA 

        

Regional Impact Policies:       

Mix.Regional.Not Cosponsor|Not Cosponsor        -0.659 0.364 0.517 0.341 0.070 

Mix.Regional.Not Cosponsor|Cosponsor        -0.474 0.092 0.622 0.384 <1e-04 *** 

Mix.Regional.Cosponsor|Cosponsor        NA NA NA NA NA 

        

State Impact Policies:       

Mix.State Impact.Not Cosponsor|Not Cosponsor        -1.864 0.260 0.155 0.134 <1e-04 *** 

Mix.State Impact.Not Cosponsor|Cosponsor        -0.997 0.083 0.369 0.270 <1e-04 *** 

Mix.State Impact.Cosponsor|Cosponsor        NA NA NA  NA NA 

Signif.Codes:‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05  

Null Deviance: 5931 on 4278 degrees of freedom 

Residual Deviance: 4429 on 4265 degrees of freedom 

AIC: 4455    BIC: 4538  
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Tables 6.1 and 6.2 present the influences of shared public policy interests on bill cosponsorship 

in the Senate and House in the period 2007-2011. 

Table 6.2: The Influences of Policy Cleavages on Bill Cosponsorship in the House 
Cleavage Variables: House Estimate Std. Error Odds 

Ratio 

Prob. P-Value 

Edges 1.922 0.057 6.833 0.872 <1e-04 *** 

Influence of Political Parties:       

Mix.Minor Parties.Pdp|Pdp -0.583 0.040 0.558 0.358 <1e-04 *** 

Mix.Minor Parties.Pdp|Minor Party -0.352 0.0410 0.703 0.413 <1e-04 *** 

Mix.Minor Parties.Minor Party|Minor Party NA  NA  NA  NA  NA  

       

Influence of National Policies:       

Mix.National.Not Cosponsor|Not Cosponsor        -2.064 0.238 0.127 0.113 <1e-04 *** 

Mix.National.Not Cosponsor|Cosponsor        -1.302 0.032 0.272 0.214 <1e-04 *** 

Mix.National.Cosponsor|Cosponsor        NA NA NA NA NA 

        

Regional Impact Policies:       

Mix.Regional.Not Cosponsor|Not Cosponsor        -0.028 0.026 0.972 0.493 0.289 

Mix.Regional.Not Cosponsor|Cosponsor        -0.025 0.024 0.975 0.494 0.309 

Mix.Regional.Cosponsor|Cosponsor        NA NA NA NA NA 

        

State Impact Policies:       

Mix.State Impact.Not Cosponsor|Not Cosponsor        -0.754 0.041 0.471 0.320 <1e-04 *** 

Mix.State Impact.Not Cosponsor|Cosponsor        -0.426 0.042 0.653 0.395 <1e-04 *** 

Mix.State Impact.Cosponsor|Cosponsor        NA NA NA NA NA 

Signif. Codes: ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05  

Null Deviance: 83702 on 60378 degrees of freedom 

Residual Deviance: 73566 on 60365 degrees of freedom 

AIC: 73592    BIC: 73710     

   

Table 6.1 shows that the preference for homogenous territorial policies is not supported 

by the data analyzed. In the Senate, holding other variables constant, with an estimated 

maximum likelihood coefficient of 0.33, the odds of a senator who actively cosponsors 

legislation  in support of national policies having a policy tie with another senator not 

supporting national policies is favored by a factor of  about 1.4 times, and this is significant at 

the p-value of 0.05. Expressed in terms of probabilities, holding other factors constant, there 

is a 58% probability that this will occur. No other policy relationships in the Senate achieves a 

significant bill cosponsorship probability of up to 50%  thus suggesting that policy preferences 

per se, whether at the national, regional or state levels in the Senate are not supported by the 
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results. The revealed line of collaboration in table 6.1 is stronger along comembership of the 

ruling party, the PDP, where there is a 66.5% probability of cosponsorship tie formation. This 

result is close to the influence of party membership presented in chapter five (table 5.11) where 

being a member of the ruling party is significantly associated with a 61% probability of bill 

cosponsorship in the Senate.  

Table 6.2 presents the influences of policy cleavages on bill cosponsorship in the 

House. The weak policy influences in bill cosponsorship in the Senate are also observed in the 

House where no cosponsorship relationship has up to 50% probability of occurrence. The 

underlying factors in bill cosponsorship in the House are dictated more by cross-ethnic and 

inter-territorial relationships and not mediated by public policy preferences. 

6.4: Discussion of Results of the Policy Relationships  

The weak policy network structures presented in this chapter can be explained against 

a background of contemporary African politics as it pertains to the dichotomy between formal 

versus informal political institutions. Almond and Powell (1984:102) advance a functional 

viewpoint of political institutions which assumes that “in the process of socio-economic 

modernization the function of interest aggregation and interest articulation would be channeled 

increasingly by formal procedures and structures.” Explaining this notion further, Erdmann 

(2004:48-49) visualizes a formal political system as one that is infused with constitutional or 

legally defined institutions, codified structures and rules of political governance and decision-

making processes. This in the view of Erdmann is the de jure version of politics stipulating 

how things are supposed to be done. Contrary to the formal version, prevalent in the African 

political scene is informal politics. In the view of Erdmann (2004:49), “informal politics 

concerns those political relationships, behavior and expectations of individuals and groups that 
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are not structured by fixed written (formal) rules within the same political system.”  According 

to the author, the vestiges of this are observable in the African, Asian and Latin American 

politics in the form of “informal actions, relationships and networks such as clientelism, 

patronage, neopatrimonialism, personalism, factionalism” (Erdmann, 2004:49). Bayart 

(2009:228-259) refers to this as “the politics of the belly”, and for Chandra (2004:6) it is 

“patronage democracy.” 

The foregoing may therefore account for lack of principled policy stands in the 

Nigerian National Assembly in the form of policy platforms as presented in tables 6.1 and 6.2.  

Rather, the occurrence of cross-cutting relationships in the view of Siavelis (2006), are due to 

multiple loyalties and some other social characteristics that individuals share that may 

transcend shared political values and ideologies. This may therefore lead to the development 

of more heterogeneous political collaboration. 
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                           Chapter 7: Concluding Remarks 

“Although reshaping political culture and breaking the stranglehold of 

patronage networks is hard, Nigerian state failure is not predestined;…the 

strengthening of democratic institutions could go far toward bridging the gap 

between the Nigerian people and those that rule them and thereby open the 

door to redressing the consequences of generations of bad government and 

lack of development;…the growing independence of the National Assembly 

and of the judiciary is helping to create a democratic culture;…these are all  

hopeful signs of an alternative to a doomsday scenario.” 

 

-Ambassador John Campbell, Former United States Ambassador to  

  Nigeria (2004-2007)36 

 

7.1 Statement of Purpose and Summary of Theory  

The purpose of this dissertation is to investigate bill cosponsorship relationships and 

ascertain whether there are cleavage structures in the legislative institution that will capture the 

country’s ethnic, partisan, and territorial diversity writ large. The empirical analysis and 

understanding of the structural relationships can be useful in public policy formulation geared 

towards attenuating the incessant conflicts in Nigeria. This will contribute towards building a 

more cohesive nation-state across the societal divides, and thus pave the way for political 

stability.  

In this dissertation, I have argued that ethnic and territorial cleavages and destructive 

partisan competition and alignments, as well as divisive public policy preferences are the key 

factors shaping the political divisions inside the Nigerian National Assembly. Adopting 

Rokkan and Urwin’s (1983) models of a territorial state, I have also modeled Nigeria as a 

mechanical federation, whereby the country is subdivided into different federating units 

following a top-bottom manner. This is in line with Stepan’s (1999) notion of ‘putting 

together’, a nation-state depicting a coercive overlord constructing a mechanical federation out 

                                                 
36 Campbell, John.2011.Nigeria: Dancing on the Brink. Lanham: Rowman & Little Field Publishers, Inc., 

 .142. 
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of diverse ethnic nationalities as is evident in Nigeria’s colonial and military dictatorship 

experiences. 

 In this study, it is expected that the root of Nigeria’s political problems have some 

connections to the country’s origin as a product of a construction based on cleavage structures. 

However, Siavelis (2006:361) posits that not all cleavages are reinforcing but some may be 

cross-cutting. For the author, “in general, cross-cutting cleavages were said to tend towards the 

formation of parties with more heterogeneous bases, because differences among groups are 

dampened by multiple loyalties and other social characteristics that individuals share.” If such 

tendencies are observed in the Nigerian National Assembly, then one will expect the 

occurrence of more bill cosponsorship ties across partisan, ethnic and territorial boundaries. 

One of the underlying principles in the study of bill cosponsorship in legislatures that 

this dissertation research also borrows from is the theory of homophily. Homophily is based 

on the assumption that people who share common socio-political attributes will associate more 

closely with one another (McPherson, Smith-Lovin and Cook, 2001). Thus, homophily in the 

view of McPherson, Smith-Lovin and Cook, is strongest along racial and ethnic markers, but 

also observable in other network structures of ties in the areas of marriage, friendship, work, 

advice, support, information transfer, exchange, and comembership, among others, that can be 

modeled empirically through social network analysis techniques that highlight assortative 

mixing.  

The socio-political cleavages in Nigeria played out very early in the country’s political 

history. The amalgamation of the North and South territories by the British, two areas with 

largely different cultures into one polity in 1914, is identified as a significant precursor of the 

institutional and governance problems in Nigeria (Sagay, 2002). In addition, according to 
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Osaghae (1998:7), “regionalism began with the administrative restructuring of the country 

based on what the governor at that time, Arthur Richards, regarded as the ‘natural divisions’ 

of the country. The process started in 1939 with the division of the Southern protectorate into 

the Eastern and Western groups of provinces.” In this dissertation, I have framed these ‘natural 

divisions’ around political party affiliations, ethnicity and territory which are amenable to 

social network analysis. 

In the study of political support networks, Burkett and Skvoretz (2001) identify three 

possible levels of analyses. These include the individual, dyadic and group levels. While at the 

individual level, the positions of legislators that may attract others to cosponsor measures with 

them are the focal points, dyadic studies involve reciprocity of support that occurs when 

legislators cosponsor bills with one another. At the group level, in the view of Burkett and 

Skvoretz (2001), evaluation of network ties in a legislative chamber can be undertaken. The 

foregoing assertions have practical relevance in the current study of the Nigerian National 

Assembly as it relates to dyadic linkages as well as the resulting group network structures 

observed in bill cosponsorship relationships.  

 In connecting legislative behavior of politicians to the real world, the general 

consensus by scholars has been to adopt two contrasting paradigms. According to Aleman and 

Calvo (2013), while the general consensus is that legislators who cosponsor bills seek credit 

claiming, the audience to which this claim is directed is an unsettled issue. Two competing 

paradigms explain the motivations. One school of thought posits that legislators who cosponsor 

bills do so for electoral motivations through signaling their policy preferences to voters. 

Mayhew (1974:13) refers to this as the “electoral connection.”  Thus, structured in this way, 

the legislature in the view of Mayhew serves to promote the reelection objectives of members. 
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Another school of thought identifies bill cosponsorship as a signaling mechanism with fellow 

legislators as the target audience. As a departure from the electoral connection school, the 

adherents of the signaling concept targeted at co-legislators believe that “legislators are 

motivated by policy, and seek to build ties with fellow members to facilitate the passage of 

bills” (Aleman and Calvo, 2013:358). If the electoral connection perspective holds, then it is 

also expected that Nigerian legislators having the same partisan, ethnic and territorial 

backgrounds will cosponsor bills as a signal to their constituents who share the same socio-

political attributes. However, if intra-legislative signaling is the norm, the legislative bill 

cosponsorship can equally be explained by the theory of homophily—‘like associating with 

like’—to achieve shared policy objectives. 

7.2 Summary of Findings 

To test the proposition that in Nigeria, bill cosponsorship between two legislators will 

be significantly influenced by common membership of a political party, sharing the same 

ethnic identity and common geo-political origin, I adopt the Exponential Random Model 

(ERGM). My focus is on the Sixth Legislative Session of Nigeria’s Fourth Republic National 

Assembly. ERGM captures dyadic dependence which is achieved through the Maximum 

Likelihood Estimation technique approximated by logistic regression. 

Having observed the dominance of the ruling party, PDP, I partition the political parties 

in this analysis into two groups—the minority (opposition) parties, and the ruling PDP. The 

empirical results indicate that Nigerian political parties play significant roles in shaping bill 

cosponsorship behavior of legislators especially in the Senate for the period 2007 to 2011. This 

is in contrast to the view of Omotola (2009) that Nigerian political parties in Nigeria’s Fourth 

Republic (1999-present), despite their party manifestoes, are ideologically barren. In the 
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Senate, the odds of a PDP senator cosponsoring legislation with another PDP senator are more 

likely to occur by a factor of about 1.6 times. Expressed in terms of probabilities, there is a 

61% chance of this occurring in the Senate. This is equally significant at a p-value of 0.05. In 

the Senate, no significant bill cosponsorship relationship exists between members of the ruling 

party and the senators from the minority parties. This is understandable in a situation where 

the PDP has an absolute dominance of the total chamber seats, the leadership as well as the 

committee structure, thereby putting them in a powerful position for agenda control and an 

overall leverage in the legislative processes. 

The position in the House departs considerably from the Senate. In the House, the odds 

of a PDP House member cosponsoring legislation with another PDP member are more likely 

to occur by a factor of about 0.54 times. Expressed in terms of probabilities, there is a 35% 

chance of this occurring in the House. This is equally significant at the p-value of 0.05. 

However, a significant bill cosponsorship relationship exists between members of the ruling 

party and the House members from the minority parties. There is a 41.3% probability of a 

significant cross-partisan bill cosponsorship occurring in the House between the PDP and the 

minority parties. 

It is also observed that the major cleavage boundaries have continued to be drawn 

around the ethnic and territorial fault lines. The results reveal that the occurrence of bill 

cosponsorship relationships are both in line with the cleavage-based (homogenous) patterns 

predicted, as well as cross-ethnic and cross-territorial (heterogeneous) bill cosponsorship 

behaviors that can be supported by the position of Siavelis (2006).  

In the Senate, while there are observed patterns of bill cosponsorship across ethnic 

boundaries, the results indicate that on average, there is a 43% chance of a significant coethnic 
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bill cosponsorship relationship developing in the chamber. The corresponding probability on 

average for significant cross-ethnic bill cosponsorship is 21%. Ethnicity therefore has a 

moderate influence as a predictor of the decision to cosponsor legislation among co-ethnics in 

the period 2007-2011(table 5.11), and this is strongest among the Ibos. In terms of coethnic 

bill cosponsorship, relative to other groups, the Ibo legislators reveal the greatest tendency to 

form ties among themselves in the Senate in this period. With a maximum likelihood 

coefficient of 1.47, the odds of an Ibo senator cosponsoring legislation with a fellow senator 

from this ethnic group are greater by a factor of about 4.3 times, holding other variables 

constant, and this is significant at the p-value of 0.05. Expressing the results in terms of 

probabilities, holding other factors constant, there is an 81.3% chance that an Ibo senator will 

cosponsor a bill with another Ibo Senate member. 

 In the Nigerian House of Representatives, the results of the tests indicate that coethnic 

bill cosponsorship is highest among the Southern Minority House members in this period. With 

a coefficient of 2.04, the odds of a Southern Minority House member cosponsoring legislation 

with a fellow coethnic in the House of Representatives are greater by a factor of about 7.7 

times, holding other variables constant, and this is significant at the p-value of 0.05 (table 5.12). 

The corresponding figure for the other significant coethnic cosponsorship relationship in the 

House is Ibo|Ibo (3.3 times). Expressed in terms of probabilities, holding other factors constant, 

there is an 88.5% probability that a Southern Minority member of the House will cosponsor a 

bill with another Southern Minority member, and this is significant at the p-value of 0.05. 

 The results also point out that compared to the Senate, the House leads the way in 

terms of cross-ethnic bill cosponsorship relationships. Holding all other factors constant, the 

odds of an Ibo House member cosponsoring legislation with a Southern Minority member for 
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example, are more likely by a factor of about 4.9 times, and this is equally significant at the p-

value of 0.05 level. In addition, on average while there is a 46.2% chance of a significant 

coethnic tie formation in the House, the corresponding figure for bill cosponsorship across  

ethnic boundaries in the House is 46.4%. For the House therefore, ethnicity has a moderate 

influence as a predictor of the decision to cosponsor legislation with almost a 50-50 chance of 

either the intra-ethnic or cross-ethnic genre occurring in the period 2007-2011.  

Although the results support the proposition that common membership of ethnic groups 

by Nigerian legislators significantly influences their development of collaborative 

relationships in bill cosponsorship, they are strongest among the Ibos in the Senate and the 

Southern Minorities in the House. The reason for the high collaboration intensity among the 

Ibo senators may be found in Nigeria’s historical antecedents. The centrifugal forces pulling 

Nigeria in multiple directions since her independence in 1960 culminated in a civil war in the 

period 1967-1970 with ethnicity at the epicenter. This war pitted the Ibos against the rest of 

Nigeria (Madiebo, 2000; Saro-Wiwa, 1989; Nnoli, 1980; and Azikiwe, 1969). The binding 

together of Ibo senators in bill cosponsorship in the Senate may therefore raise some questions 

as to whether the grievances, resentments and allegations of genocide and marginalization 

leveled against the Nigerian state by the Ibo elites leading to and resulting from this war, 

chronicled by scholars such as Amadi (2007), are still being nursed by the Ibo senators, thus 

supporting their current legislative behavior in the Senate. Furthering my discussion, it is also 

established from the Senate analysis that no significant bill cosponsorship relationship exists 

between the Ibos and Yorubas in the Senate, rather the pattern of cross-cutting cleavage has 

been between the Ibos and the Hausa-Fulani.  
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The above cross-ethnic bill relationships in the Senate  may not be surprising to close 

observers of Nigeria’s political scene especially as they relate to Ibos and Yorubas in Nigerian 

politics. The reasons for this can be extracted from the country’s historical antecedents. 

Anchored on modernization theory of ethnic competition, Bates (1974) posits that the rivalry 

between Ibos and Yorubas have largely been based on the striving by these ethnic groups for 

valued goods which are scarce in comparison to the demand for them in the emerging modern 

Nigerian economic structure. Bates (1974) posits that having been advantaged due to their 

location at “the primary locus of administrative and commercial development, the Yoruba 

claimed top rank in the structure of modern society in Nigeria…the envy of the Ibo and their 

attempts to catch up resulted to tensions.” Yorubas therefore perceive the Ibos as their 

traditional rivals in all spheres of socio-economic and political competition in Nigeria. The 

figures from this study therefore confirm the low level cooperation between these two groups 

in the Nigerian political scene. 

In terms of territorial bill cosponsorship relationships, the senators from the North East 

geo-political zone reveal the highest tendency to cosponsor bills among themselves for this 

period. With an estimated maximum likelihood coefficient of 1.31, the odds of a senator from 

this zone cosponsoring legislation with  a senator of the same territorial origin  are  greater by  

a factor of  about 3.7 times, holding other variables constant, and this is significant at the p-

value of 0.05. Expressed in terms of cosponsorship probabilities, there is a 78.7% chance of 

two senators from the North East geo-political zone cosponsoring legislation. The results also 

present a number of significant cross-territorial bill cosponsorship relationships. On average, 

there is a 78.6% chance that a significant inter-territorial relationship will develop among 

senators in the Nigerian National Assembly in the period 2007-2011. The greatest level of 
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inter-zonal collaboration is between the North East and South South—zones inhabited by the 

Northern and Southern Minority ethnic groups respectively. With an estimated maximum 

likelihood coefficient of 1.67, the odds of a senator from this zone cosponsoring legislation 

with  a senator from the South South territorial zone are  greater by a factor of  about 5.3 times, 

holding other variables constant, and this is significant at the p-value of 0.05. 

In addition, the results of the tests for the proposition that bill cosponsorship in the 

Nigerian House of Representatives in the period 2007-2011 follows territorial boundaries 

reveal that compared to the Senate, the tendency to cosponsor bills along geographical 

boundaries is evidently stronger in the House. This may be because, being closer to the people 

as their representatives, these members are microcosms of the society from where they elected. 

Their bill cosponsorship behaviors therefore reflect these societal cleavages. This is highest 

among the House members from the North West zone. With an estimated coefficient of  4.56, 

the odds of a House member from the North West zone cosponsoring legislation with a fellow 

House member from this zone  are  greater by  a factor of  about 95.6 times, holding other 

variables constant, and this is significant at the p-value of 0.05 level.  

Tables 6.1 and 6.2 present the influences of policy cleavages on bill cosponsorship in 

the Senate and House respectively. The weak policy influences in bill cosponsorship in the 

Senate are also observed in the House. In both chambers, no cosponsorship relationship has up 

to 50% probability of occurrence. The underlying factors in bill cosponsorship in the House 

are dictated more by cross-ethnic and inter-territorial relationships and not mediated by public 

policy preferences. 

In the investigation of the influences of shared public policy preferences on bill 

cosponsorship decisions of legislators, the approach adopted is an operationalization based on 
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whether a bill has a national, regional, or local impact. The choice of this proxy measure is 

driven largely by the lack of data on individual legislators’ ideology positions and specific 

policy preferences. The near similarity of this approach to the territorial attributes of legislators 

may therefore raise some concerns as to whether the findings on the three “policy network” 

variables (i.e. national policies, regional policies, and state policies) may be confounded by the 

influence of territorial ties. Perhaps, this is why there are not much findings in tables 6.1 and 

6.2. At the minimum, this is recognized as a limitation of this dissertation project, and merits 

some further empirical investigation by future researchers.    

7.3 The Policy Implications and Directions for Future Research 

 

As observed by Campbell (2011), Nigeria is not predestined to fail. Rather what the 

country requires at this moment is the strengthening of the institutions of democratic 

governance. The bill cosponsorship behavior of elites that reveals cross-ethnic and cross-

territorial tendencies in the National Assembly are strong indicators on the way forward and 

in the words of Campbell, (2011:142), “hopeful signs of an alternative to a doomsday 

scenario.” According to Mustapha (2007), the emphasis on geographical devolution of power 

and power-sharing was given constitutional backing in 1996 through the establishment of the 

Federal Character Commission (FCC) by Decree No. 34 of 1996.  The key principles are “to 

ensure that there was no predominance of persons from a few states or from a few ethnic or 

other sectional groups in the composition of the government and its agencies” (Mustapha, 

2007:8). The Federal Character Commission (FCC), in the view of Mustapha (2007:9), “is the 

final outcome in the introduction of a quota system and the subsequent constitutional 

entrenchment of affirmative action.” The concern that this dissertation study points out is that 

care has to be taken not to sacrifice meritocracy on the altar of incompetence. The unbridled 
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promotion and application of federal character principle especially in highly technical 

governance positions should be examined more closely if the country is to be placed on a strong 

footing for development.  

In addition, the issues of territorial cleavage and geo-politics become more relevant 

against the back-ground of Nigeria’s mono-commodity oil-based economy, which structures 

the country’s fiscal federalism. As Adamolekun (2005) points out, “to keep Nigeria one, 

federalism is a necessity not a choice.” The way forward for the country is to either “devolve 

or die.” The challenge as he observes is how to accomplish this devolution by accommodating 

the different centrifugal saliences of the country drawn along regional and geographical 

divisions as well as ethnic, linguistic, religious and cultural cleavages without pushing the 

country down the precipice. The clamor for some geographical space and territorial autonomy 

has seen the continuous balkanization of the country into different shapes and sizes. The 

continued atomization of the country into smaller geographical boundaries through creation of 

more states may produce entities that are fiscally weak as well as generate more demands for 

states. Finding out the tipping point at which to stop further territorial restructuring therefore 

is an issue for future investigation. This is because, the issues of national unity or cohesion 

may be sacrificed on the altar of territorialism if the legislators develop policy ties among 

themselves based strictly on common territorial cleavages rather than on policies that will 

foster national cohesion. 

In continuation, Horowitz (1985:596) offers explanations on how to resolve ethnic 

conflicts in territorially-diverse polities. According to the author, the approaches to resolving 

the problems of governance in multi-ethnic societies fall into two broad categories: distributive 

and structural. While the “distributive policies aim to change the ethnic balance of economic 
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opportunities and rewards, structural techniques aim to change the political framework.” 

Distributive policies in the view of Horowitz may take the form of concentrations of 

investments in public goods and services disproportionately in certain geographic locations as 

a form of appeasement. This is achieved through fiscal federalism arrangements in the form of 

vertical and horizontal transfers. Nigeria has applied some of these principles in the special 

revenue allocations to the Niger Delta area to assuage the demands for greater share of their 

natural resources by militants in the oil-bearing communities. Efforts at reforms in revenue 

sharing and fiscal decentralization should be continued as ways to defuse some of the political 

tensions arising from the current fiscal arrangements. 

Structural techniques on the other hand, take the form of territorial or electoral 

arrangements that give some level of autonomy to sub-divisions of the country. The key 

rationale for the structural approach in the view of Horowitz (1985:598) is the belief that 

“interethnic conflict may be reduced by dispersing it, by proliferating the points of power so 

as to take the heat off of a single focal point.” In a bid to ‘hold together’ Nigeria’s fledgling 

democracy from 1960 till the present date,  both the distributive and restructuring  approaches 

have been widely adopted in the country through the creation of states and measures of 

resource or fiscal decentralization detailed in the works of Aleman and Treisman(2005:198-

208). It is recommended that more avenues should be explored to strengthen the lawmaking 

processes in Nigeria given the onerous task of the National Assembly in ‘holding together’ the 

country’s fledgling democracy. 
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