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Abstract

Ethno-religious politics remains a significant feature of political mobilization and electoral
behaviour in Nigeria, with important implications for the legitimacy and credibility of democratic
institutions. This study examines the relationship between ethno-religious politics and electoral
legitimacy in Nigeria from an institutional perspective, focusing on how the politicization of ethnic
and religious identities interacts with institutional weaknesses to undermine public confidence in
electoral processes and outcomes. The study is concerned particularly with the instrumentalization
of identity by political elites, institutional deficits in electoral governance, and the resulting
challenges to transparency, accountability, political participation, and public trust. It addresses
three central questions: How does ethno-religious politics affect electoral legitimacy in Nigeria?
What institutional weaknesses contribute to the persistence of legitimacy deficits within the
electoral process? What institutional mechanisms can strengthen electoral legitimacy in a context
of deep ethno-religious pluralism? Methodologically, the study adopts a qualitative approach,
combining critical discourse analysis of relevant political texts with key informant interviews
involving actors within electoral institutions, civil society, and political organizations across
different regions of Nigeria. The study moves beyond approaches that primarily conceptualize
ethno-religious politics as a sociological phenomenon by examining the institutional structures
and governance mechanisms through which identity-based political mobilization influences
electoral legitimacy. The findings indicate that electoral distrust is reinforced not by socio-cultural
diversity in itself, but by institutional weaknesses, perceived exclusion, inadequate transparency,
and inconsistent enforcement of electoral standards. The study argues that strengthening electoral
legitimacy requires institutional reforms that promote neutrality, accountability, transparency,
inclusion, and civic-based political participation while limiting the capacity of political actors to
exploit ethno-religious identities for electoral advantage.

Keywords: Ethno-religious politics; Electoral legitimacy; Institutional analysis; Electoral
governance; Political identity; Democratic institutions; Nigeria.

Introduction

Ethno-religious politics has remained a powerful force in shaping electoral behaviour, political
loyalty, and institutional dynamics in Nigeria. Since independence, political elites have
consistently mobilized ethnic and religious identities to advance electoral ambitions, often at the
expense of national cohesion and democratic legitimacy. This pattern has produced what many
scholars describe as a "crisis of legitimacy", a situation where electoral processes are perceived
not as vehicles for representation, but as manipulated instruments of sectional interests. In this
context, democratic inclusion becomes increasingly difficult, and trust in electoral institutions
continues to erode. Existing literature has extensively documented the role of identity politics in
postcolonial African states. Scholars such as Dike (2015), Dike (2024), and Suberu (2001) have
examined the “two publics,” neopatrimonialism, and elite bargaining as structural features of
Nigeria’s ethno-political landscape. More recent studies by scholars like Jibrin Ibrahim, Attahiru
Jega, and Ebenezer Obadare have deepened the analysis of how identity-based mobilization affects
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governance and social trust. However, these contributions often remain within sociological,
historical, or anthropological frameworks, focusing on how identity politics emerges and evolves,
rather than how institutions can structurally respond and adapt to mitigate its corrosive effects on
democracy.

This is where the present study intervenes. Rather than describing ethno-religious politics as an
inevitable social reality, this research investigates it as a governance failure, a symptom of
institutional weakness, policy incoherence, and the absence of enforceable, inclusive frameworks
for electoral accountability. The central problem addressed is the instrumentalization of identity
by political actors, which continues to undermine electoral legitimacy and weaken institutional
credibility. Specifically, the study attempts to answer the following questions: How does ethno-
religious politics affect electoral legitimacy in Nigeria? What institutional failures have hindered
effective governance responses? What governance models can promote democratic inclusion in a
deeply plural society? Employing a qualitative methodology, the research combines critical
discourse analysis of political texts (campaign speeches, manifestos, electoral commission reports)
with key informant interviews from electoral bodies, civil society leaders, and political actors
across Nigeria’s geopolitical zones. Through this, the study aims to: (1) map the structural
relationship between identity politics and voter behaviour, (2) identify institutional gaps in policy
and practice, and (3) propose a governance framework that centres inclusion, neutrality, and civic
engagement as antidotes to legitimacy erosion.

The originality of this study lies in its governance-focused analytical lens. While much of the
literature view identity politics as a socio-cultural given or external challenge, this research beyond
critiquing Nigeria’s institutional design, highlights the lack of mechanisms to counter identity
manipulation and promote inclusive governance. It highlights the lack of mechanisms to counter
identity manipulation and promote inclusive governance. The study argues that electoral distrust
stems not from diversity itself, but from the failure to structure it democratically. By reframing
identity politics as a legitimacy crisis, it shifts the debate toward institutional solutions. This
approach bridges sociological critique with normative theory and public policy analyst. Rather
than offering general reform proposal, it diagnoses specific institutional failures. It advocates for
systems that neutralize ethnic and religious exploitation in electoral process. Democratic renewal
requires more than political will; it demands structural transformation. Ultimately, the study
promotes civic participation, constitutional equality, and ethical leadership as foundations for
electoral legitimacy.

Conceptual Clarification
Ethno-Religious Politics

Ethno-religious politics refers to the instrumental use of ethnic and religious identities by political
actors to mobilize support, claim legitimacy, and dominate access to state power. In the Nigerian
context, ethnicity and religion are not merely cultural categories but strategic political tools that
shape party affiliations, voting patterns, and even access to public goods. Scholars such as Suberu
(2001) and Ibrahim (2006) have shown how political elites exploit identity cleavages to sustain
hegemonic power blocs, often at the expense of national cohesion. In this study, ethno-religious
politics is conceptualized not as a cultural inevitability, but as a deliberate political practice that
distorts democratic values by privileging parochial allegiances over civic reason. It marks a shift
in discourse from understanding identity as descriptive to treating it as manipulable capital in a
competitive political arena. This reframing allows us to interrogate how such politics delegitimizes



electoral processes by casting them as contests among tribes and faiths, rather than a deliberation
among citizens.

Electoral Legitimacy

Electoral legitimacy refers to the perceived credibility and fairness of electoral processes, and by
extension, the acceptance of political authority that arises from them. It is both a procedural and
normative concept: citizens must believe not only that elections are free and fair (procedural), but
also that the resulting leadership is morally and legally justified in wielding power (normative).
According to Beetham (1991), legitimacy exists when power conforms to established rules, these
rules are justified by shared beliefs, and the authority is recognized by the governed. In this
research, electoral legitimacy is positioned as fragile and contingent, especially where elections
are marred by identity-driven mobilization. The core argument is that ethno-religious politics
undermines this legitimacy by replacing national civic engagement with localized identity
validation, thus creating the illusion of democratic participation without its substance.

Democratic Inclusion

Democratic inclusion is the active and equitable participation of all social groups, regardless of
ethnicity, religion, gender, or socioeconomic status in democratic processes and decision-making.
It transcends formal suffrage to include representation, voice, and access to power. As Young
(2000) emphasizes, inclusion involves dismantling systemic barriers that exclude marginalized
groups from shaping policies that affect their lives. In the Nigerian context, democratic inclusion
is often compromised by the dominance of identity-based politics, which restricts participation to
insider groups while marginalizing those deemed 'other'. This study reconceptualizes inclusion not
simply as diversity in representation, but as institutionalized civic equality, a system in which all
citizens have an equal claim to governance, irrespective of identity tags. The research contends
that restoring legitimacy requires reengineering the political architecture to support inclusive
engagement beyond electoral tokenism.

Governance Reform

Governance reform entails the restructuring of political institutions, rules, and practices to enhance
transparency, accountability, efficiency, and responsiveness. It is not merely technocratic
adjustment but involves normative recalibration of how power is exercised and distributed.
Fukuyama (2013) argues that governance quality depends not only on state capacity but also on
the legitimacy and autonomy of its institutions. This study advances a novel view of governance
reform as a deliberate disesmpowerment of identity-based influence in political processes. It goes
beyond anti-corruption and administrative efficiency to propose systemic redesigns that
disincentivize ethno-religious mobilization, such as electoral law revisions, party registration
criteria, and representation models. Reform here is not peripheral; it is foundational to
democratization, as no democratic culture can thrive within structurally biased governance
systems.

Political Identity

Political identity refers to the affiliations, beliefs, and self-understandings individuals hold in
relation to political structures, ideologies, and group memberships. It is shaped by historical
narratives, cultural experiences, and institutional conditioning. In plural societies like Nigeria,
political identity is often co-constructed with ethnic and religious markers, leading to ascriptive



political loyalty. This research treats political identity not as a static construct, but as a contested
and politicized terrain. It critically engages with how state institutions reinforce or resist identity-
based allegiances, often through selective inclusion or symbolic recognition. The study argues for
a shift from ascriptive to civic political identity, a form of identification grounded in shared
citizenship, rights, and obligations rather than inherited group affiliations. This conceptual move
is central to building a democracy rooted in participation, not parochialism.

By clarifying these key concepts and embedding them within a critical, reform-oriented
framework, this study challenges conventional narratives that naturalize ethno-religious politics or
treat electoral crises as episodic. Instead, it offers a new paradigm: one that frames identity-driven
politics as a failure of governance design, and electoral legitimacy as both a moral and institutional
project. The originality of this approach lies in bridging political philosophy, public policy, and
African democratic theory, thus positioning the research as a scholarly intervention into both the
critique and reconstruction of Nigerian democracy.

Theoretical Framework

1. Foundational Theory: The Theory of Consociational Democracy (Arend Lijphart, 1969;
1977)

This study draws its foundational theoretical orientation from Arend Lijphart’s theory of
consociational democracy, which argues that in deeply divided societies, often along ethnic,
religious, or linguistic lines, stability is best achieved through power-sharing arrangements, elite
cooperation, group autonomy, and proportional representation. Lijphart suggests that democratic
stability in plural societies is not undermined by diversity per se, but by the failure to
institutionalize inclusive mechanisms that respect diversity within the democratic process. In
Nigeria, consociational features are evident in certain political structures such as the federal
character principle, zoning arrangements, and the religious balancing of presidential tickets.
However, while these mechanisms aim at inclusion, they have also fossilized identity-based
politics, encouraging elite manipulation of ethnic and religious sentiments. This research critiques
this application of consociationalism in Nigeria as incomplete, elite-centred, and procedurally
inclusive but substantively exclusive, thus contributing to the crisis of electoral legitimacy.

Most studies that reference Lijphart’s theory in the Nigerian context (e.g., Suberu, 2001; Osaghae
& Suberu, 2005) focus on accommodationist prescriptions, emphasizing elite pacts, ethnic
balancing, and decentralization. While insightful, these approaches under-theorize the agency of
institutions and often fail to interrogate the democratic deficits embedded in identity-based
representation itself. By reinforcing the idea that identity must always be the starting point of
political legitimacy, they miss the deeper challenge, namely, how institutions can be redesigned to
promote civic-based legitimacy, not merely ethnic coexistence. This study, therefore, departs from
the orthodox use of consociationalism. Rather than treating ethnic and religious representation as
ends in themselves, it uses the theory to problematize the failure of current institutional designs to
transition from ascriptive legitimacy (based on identity) to procedural and civic legitimacy (based
on participation, equality, and accountability).

2. Supplementary Theory: Legitimacy Theory (David Beetham, 1991)

To deepen the analytical foundation of this study, David Beetham’s tripartite theory of legitimacy
is employed. According to Beetham (1991), political authority is legitimate when it satisfies three



interrelated criteria: it must adhere to established rules, be justified through shared normative
beliefs, and be acknowledged by those subjects to its authority. This theoretical lens is particularly
instructive for examining Nigeria’s electoral context, where elections frequently meet procedural
standards yet fail to inspire broad-based public confidence. The core insight here is that legitimacy
can erode even in the absence of outright electoral malpractice, especially when citizens perceive
that political outcomes are determined by ethno-religious bargaining rather than fair competition
and civic equality. In such a scenario, the disintegration lies not in legality, but in the fracturing of
the moral consensus that sustains democratic legitimacy.

Beetham’s framework enables this study to move the analysis beyond the technicalities of electoral
conduct to confront the normative crisis at the heart of Nigeria’s democracy. By foregrounding the
role of shared beliefs and public recognition, the theory highlights that democratic stability
requires more than institutional compliance, it demands a deep-rooted legitimacy anchored in
collective civic trust. This approach offers a more expansive interpretive scope than procedural or
technocratic reforms alone, revealing the moral and cultural substratum upon which credible
governance must rest.

The originality of this research resides in its integrative theoretical innovation, combining
consociational democracy and legitimacy theory within a civic-institutionalist analytical
framework. This synthesis gives rise to what this study conceptualizes as a Civic-Institutionalist
Reform Paradigm, a normative and institutional model that reframes the discourse on political
inclusion and democratic legitimacy in plural societies like Nigeria.

This paradigm is characterized by three core orientations:

a. It acknowledges the reality of ethnic and religious diversity, yet deliberately rejects its
instrumentalization as a tool for political consolidation or electoral manipulation.

b. It shifts the emphasis from group-based entitlements and identity recognition to a
governance model rooted in civic equality, transparency, and participatory citizenship.

c. It proposes a transition from elite-driven identity pacts (typical of consociational
settlements) to institutional designs that empower broader societal participation,
particularly through neutral and enforceable democratic mechanisms.

By advancing this framework, the study challenges the prevailing identity-centred paradigms that
dominate the analysis of political inclusion in Nigeria. Unlike approaches that view diversity
management solely through the lens of ethnic balancing or multicultural accommodation, this
research advocates a transformational logic: that democratic inclusion is better secured not through
the recognition of identity alone, but through the systemic transformation of governance
institutions that transcend identity. In doing so, the study contributes to and extends emerging
theoretical currents in democratic thought that critique the limitations of static multiculturalism
and call for a post-identity model of governance (Kymlicka, 2015; Young, 2000). This positions
the research not only as a critique of existing theoretical orthodoxies but also as a forward-looking
intervention in theorizing democratic legitimacy and institutional design in divided societies.

This theoretical framework significantly deepens the analytical scope of the study by reinterpreting
and repositioning dominant democratic theories within the Nigerian context. First, it employs
consociationalism not as a prescriptive model, but rather as a critical lens through which to
interrogate the limitations of Nigeria’s current pluralist governance architecture, exposing how



institutionalized identity balancing, while intended to stabilize, often entrenches elite domination
and fuels electoral distrust. Second, it extends David Beetham’s legitimacy theory beyond its
conventional application by illuminating the normative breakdown in Nigeria’s electoral system,
not merely as a procedural failure, but as a crisis of public belief and moral authority. Here,
legitimacy is understood as contingent upon civic trust and shared political values, not just legal
conformity.

Third, and most crucially, the study advances a civic-institutionalist perspective, which
reconceptualizes democratic inclusion as rooted in participatory legitimacy, rather than in the
transactional calculus of identity recognition or elite brokerage. This approach centres on
institutions that are transparent, accountable, and identity-neutral, thereby enabling a more
sustainable and inclusive democratic order. In doing so, the research offers more than an
application of existing theories; it contributes a normative and conceptual shift in how the interplay
between identity, legitimacy, and governance is understood in postcolonial plural societies. It
challenges both scholarly orthodoxy and policy conventions by proposing a move from ascriptive
to civic models of democratic legitimacy, laying the groundwork for more equitable and durable
democratic institutions.

Literature Review

The intersection of ethno-religious politics and electoral legitimacy in Nigeria has attracted
considerable scholarly attention, yet critical gaps remain in how these dynamics are theorized and
responded to institutionally. Existing literature often frames identity politics as either a cultural
inevitability or a necessary evil within Nigeria’s plural political landscape, but few studies
rigorously interrogate how institutional structures both reproduce and sustain these fault lines.

Osaghae and Suberu (2005), for instance, provide a foundational analysis of Nigeria’s federal
character principle and power-sharing arrangements. They argue that consociational frameworks,
such as zoning and ethnic balancing have provided a measure of political stability in a deeply
divided society. However, while this perspective recognizes the pacifying function of elite-level
inclusion, it insufficiently accounts for the unintended consequence of elite capture. In practice,
these frameworks often fail to democratize access to power, instead reinforcing exclusionary
patronage systems that delegitimize elections at the grassroots. Thus, the model may stabilize elites
but leaves popular perceptions of electoral legitimacy fragile and contested.

Ikelegbe (2013) builds on this by highlighting the instrumentalization of religion and ethnicity by
political actors during electoral cycles. He contends that these identity appeals are often strategic,
designed to mobilize support and delegitimize opponents. While insightful, Ikelegbe’s account
stops short of interrogating how institutional weaknesses allow such strategies to flourish
unchecked. It fails to ask why the electoral system remains susceptible to identity-based
manipulation and what structural reforms are necessary to curb such tendencies. This research
departs methodologically by shifting the analytical focus from mere cultural interpretation to the
dynamics of institutional responsiveness and reform. Rather than limiting its scope to the
exploration of cultural values, symbols, or belief systems, it interrogates how institutions,
religious, political, and social, adapt, resist, or restructure themselves in response to ethical, social,
and developmental challenges. In doing so, it foregrounds institutional agency as a critical site of
transformation, thereby offering a more pragmatic and policy-relevant framework for
understanding social change beyond the confines of cultural determinism.



Omotola (2010) emphasizes the role of electoral integrity as a foundation for democratic
legitimacy, arguing that repeated electoral malpractice has undermined citizens’ trust in democratic
institutions. While Omotola effectively links legitimacy to credible electoral processes, the
analysis largely treats the problem as a matter of electoral administration, irregularities, violence,
and fraud, rather than considering how identity politics preconditions those failures. Advancing
beyond the gap identified by Omotola, this research offers a more analytical and integrative
account, positing that electoral illegitimacy in Nigeria arises not merely from procedural
deficiencies but from a profound normative decay in which elections cease to function as impartial
mechanisms of civic choice and instead become arenas for the assertion and contestation of
identity:.

From another angle, Mustapha (2006) critiques Nigeria’s political architecture as fundamentally
flawed in its ability to deliver inclusive governance. He asserts that democratic institutions in
Nigeria remain captured by dominant ethnic and religious blocs, which determine not only who
wins elections but also who gains access to state resources. However, while Mustapha
convincingly describes the structural dominance of identity blocs, he provides limited prescriptive
pathways for governance transformation. This research fills this gap by proposing a civic-
institutionalist model that transcends identity-based representation, emphasizing instead the
imperatives of institutional neutrality and participatory accountability as foundations for
democratic legitimacy.

Meanwhile, Agbaje and Adejumobi (2006) trace the crisis of legitimacy to the absence of a shared
national identity and collective civic culture. They suggest that electoral legitimacy requires a
convergence between the formal rules of democracy and the informal norms of political
engagement. While this contribution is valuable, it still leans heavily on the culturalist thesis,
assuming that the problem lies primarily in the “failure of civic orientation.” However, such
framing can deflect attention from institutional complicity in the crisis. This study redirects the
focus toward the ways in which institutions construct, mediate, and entrench identity politics,
thereby advancing a more rigorous institutional critique than that afforded by purely sociological
approach.

Lastly, Ayoade (2008) argues for the necessity of institutional engineering to align Nigeria’s
democratic practices with its plural character. He suggests reforms such as independent electoral
commissions, judicial oversight, and constitutional adjustments. While Ayoade’s call for reform is
critical, his approach remains state-centric and top-down, focusing on elite-level institutional
design. This research expands Ayoade argument by incorporating bottom-up perspectives,
emphasizing participatory inclusion and the moral foundations of legitimacy, hence, what Beetham
(1991) terms the “justifiability of power in terms of shared beliefs.”

The reviewed literature offers critical insights into the challenges of identity politics and electoral
legitimacy in Nigeria but suffers from three major limitations: an overemphasis on elite
accommodation, a narrow focus on procedural reform, and an under-theorization of institutional
design in relation to normative legitimacy. This study intervenes by offering a civic-institutionalist
paradigm that interrogates not only how identity is mobilized, but how institutions either resist or
reinforce its politicization. It advances the conversation from identity recognition to institutional
transformation, carving a new pathway for understanding and resolving the crisis of electoral
legitimacy in Nigeria.

Ethno-Religious Politics and Electoral Legitimacy in Nigeria



Ethno-religious politics occupies a central place in Nigeria’s political landscape, deeply
influencing electoral processes and outcomes. Its impact on electoral legitimacy, the general
acceptance of election results as fair, credible, and authoritative, is profound and multifaceted. At
its core, ethno-religious politics involves the mobilization of voters and political actors along
ethnic and religious identities, often as the primary framework for political affiliation and
competition (Suberu, 2001). In Nigeria’s plural society, such identities serve as key markers of
political loyalty, shaping voting patterns and political alliances (Mustapha, 2006). While the
recognition of ethnic and religious diversity is inevitable in Nigeria’s federal structure, the
politicization of these identities frequently undermines the neutrality and fairness of electoral
contests.

One critical way ethno-religious politics affects electoral legitimacy is through the
instrumentalization of identity by political elites to secure electoral advantage (Ikelegbe, 2013).
By appealing to ethnic or religious solidarities, politicians often prioritize group interests over
national cohesion, fostering perceptions that elections are contests between competing identity
blocs rather than platforms for democratic choice. This perception erodes citizens’ trust in the
electoral system as an impartial arbiter, thereby weakening the normative acceptance of election
outcomes (Omotola, 2010). Furthermore, ethno-religious cleavages have been linked to electoral
violence and intimidation, which significantly compromise electoral integrity (Agbaje &
Adejumobi, 2006). Violence driven by ethno-religious animosities not only disrupts voting but
also diminishes public confidence in the state’s capacity to protect voters and ensure free and fair
elections. The recurrence of such violence feeds into a broader crisis of legitimacy where electoral
processes are viewed as coercive or exclusionary.

Institutional weaknesses exacerbate these challenges. Nigeria’s electoral institutions often lack the
capacity or autonomy to enforce rules impartially amid intense ethno-religious pressures (Ayoade,
2008). This institutional vulnerability allows for the manipulation of electoral laws and procedures
to favor particular groups, further delegitimizing elections in the eyes of the public. In sum, ethno-
religious politics affects electoral legitimacy by shifting electoral contests from universal civic
engagement to identity-based competitions, thereby eroding citizens’ belief in the fairness,
inclusiveness, and moral authority of electoral outcomes. Addressing this legitimacy deficit
requires governance reforms that transcend identity politics, strengthen institutional neutrality, and
promote democratic inclusion based on shared citizenship rather than group affiliation.

The pervasive impact of ethno-religious politics on electoral legitimacy in Nigeria is intricately
linked to institutional weaknesses that have limited effective governance responses. Understanding
these institutional failures is critical for diagnosing the persistent crisis of electoral legitimacy and
for proposing reforms towards democratic inclusion. Firstly, the weakness and politicization of
electoral management bodies have severely compromised their capacity to conduct free, fair, and
credible elections (Omotola, 2010). The Independent National Electoral Commission (INEC),
though constitutionally mandated to oversee elections impartially, often faces political
interference, resource constraints, and capacity limitations. These challenges undermine its ability
to enforce electoral laws impartially, especially in contexts where ethno-religious interests seek to
influence outcomes. The absence of strong institutional autonomy enables electoral manipulation
along identity lines, diminishing public confidence in the electoral process. Secondly, the
judiciary's inconsistent enforcement of electoral justice exacerbates institutional failure. While
courts are constitutionally empowered to adjudicate electoral disputes, protracted legal battles,
selective judgments, and perceived partiality undermine their role as arbiters of electoral



legitimacy (Adewale, 2015). This judicial ambiguity allows ethno-religious grievances related to
elections to fester, reinforcing perceptions of systemic bias and injustice. Thirdly, governance
institutions often lack mechanisms for meaningful political inclusion beyond elite power-sharing,
a failure that fuels the instrumentalization of ethnicity and religion in electoral politics. As
Mustapha (2006) argues, Nigeria’s political institutions frequently prioritize elite accommodation
through consociational arrangements, which can entrench ethnic cleavages rather than transcend
them. This elite-centric model marginalizes ordinary citizens, preventing inclusive governance and
reinforcing identity-based electoral competition. Fourthly, security institutions tasked with
maintaining electoral peace have exhibited inconsistent neutrality and effectiveness, especially in
managing ethno-religious electoral violence (Agbaje & Adejumobi, 2006). Weak coordination,
politicization of security forces, and selective enforcement contribute to an environment where
intimidation and violence along ethno-religious lines persist, further eroding electoral legitimacy.
Lastly, the absence of robust civic education and institutionalized mechanisms for fostering a
shared democratic culture limits governance response. Without widespread public understanding
of electoral rights and obligations, and without institutional platforms for dialogue and
reconciliation across identity groups, governance institutions are ill-equipped to counter the
divisive narratives that compromise legitimacy (Ayoade, 2008). In nutshell, institutional failures
in electoral management autonomy, judicial enforcement, inclusive governance mechanisms,
security impartiality, and civic engagement collectively hinder effective governance responses to
the challenges posed by ethno-religious politics. Addressing these weaknesses requires a
comprehensive institutional reform that prioritizes transparency, accountability, and participatory
democratic norms to rebuild electoral legitimacy in Nigeria’s plural society.

In plural societies like Nigeria, characterized by significant ethnic and religious diversity,
governance models that promote democratic inclusion must address the challenges posed by
identity pluralism without reinforcing divisive cleavages. Effective governance frameworks
should balance recognition of group differences with the promotion of shared citizenship, thereby
fostering political stability and electoral legitimacy.

Consociational democracy is one prominent model often proposed for managing pluralism in
divided societies (Lijphart, 1977). It emphasizes power-sharing among distinct ethnic or religious
groups through mechanisms such as grand coalitions, mutual vetoes, proportional representation,
and segmental autonomy. While consociationalism offers a structured approach to ensuring
representation and protecting minority interests, critics argue that its application in Nigeria has
often resulted in elite accommodation that entrenches ethnic patronage and undermines broader
democratic inclusion (Mustapha, 2006). This model risks perpetuating identity-based politics
rather than transcending them.

Deliberative democracy emphasizes inclusive, reasoned public discourse that transcends identity
boundaries (Habermas, 1996). It aims to build consensus around shared values, reducing zero-sum
identity competition. However, its success depends on inclusive public spaces and civic education,
both limited in Nigeria (Omotola, 2010). A more contextually relevant model is the civic-
institutionalist approach, which this research advances. It integrates institutional reform with active
citizenship beyond ethnic or religious lines. Unlike consociationalism’s focus on group rights and
elite negotiation, it prioritizes transparent, accountable institutions that uphold universal rights
(Young, 2000; Kymlicka, 2015). The model promotes inclusion through participatory governance,
neutral electoral reforms, and institutional designs that reinforce the rule of law. It offers a
promising pathway to democratic legitimacy in Nigeria’s plural society. It promotes democratic



inclusion through mechanisms such as participatory governance, electoral reforms enhancing
candidate and voter neutrality, and institutional designs that strengthen the rule of law and civic
trust.

The civic-institutionalist approach promotes democratic inclusion not merely by recognizing
identity groups, but by transforming institutions to support broad, cross-cutting political
engagement. This model is especially relevant to Nigeria, where ethnic and religious divisions are
often exploited for electoral advantage. Unlike consociational or deliberative models, the civic-
institutionalist paradigm links institutional reform with active citizenship and impartial
governance, offering a more effective path toward inclusion and legitimacy. This research
advances the literature by proposing this paradigm shift and outlining strategies for institutional
redesign to strengthen electoral legitimacy.

Analysis of the Theoretical Framework

Arend Lijphart’s theory of Comnsociational Democracy was formulated as a response to the
difficulties of democratic governance in deeply divided societies. Lijphart (1969, 1977) challenged
the adequacy of majoritarian democracy in plural states characterized by entrenched ethnic,
linguistic, or religious cleavages. Instead, he proposed a model of power-sharing democracy
designed to foster political stability and democratic inclusion through institutional
accommodation. His framework is defined by four key characteristics:

1. Grand Coalition — Governance through broad coalitions that include representatives of all
significant societal segments.

2. Mutual Veto — Mechanisms that grant minorities the power to block decisions detrimental
to their interests, thereby fostering consensus.

3. Proportionality — The equitable allocation of political representation, civil service
appointments, and public resources based on demographic strength.

4. Segmental Autonomy — The granting of a degree of self-governance to communal groups
in areas central to their identity, such as language, culture, education, and religion (Lijphart,
1977).

This model is especially suited to plural societies where the absence of institutionalized inclusion
can lead to polarization and systemic instability. Nigeria exemplifies a deeply divided society, with
longstanding ethno-religious cleavages between its three major ethnic groups, Hausa-Fulani,
Yoruba, and Igbo, and between its two dominant religious communities, Islam and Christianity.
These divisions are not only socio-cultural but also profoundly political, often manifesting in
electoral disputes, intergroup suspicion, and regional competition for power and resources
(Osaghae, 1998; Suberu, 2001). Electoral contests, in particular, tend to amplify these fractures, as
Nigeria’s majoritarian and presidential system frequently produces zero-sum outcomes that leave
significant constituencies feeling excluded and disenfranchised (Diamond, 1988).

In this context, consociational theory offers a diagnostic and prescriptive framework for rethinking
Nigeria’s approach to democratic governance. If applied systematically, it could:

a. Foster inclusive governance, mitigating the perception of state capture by dominant groups.
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b. Institutionalize minority representation, thereby enhancing political trust and intergroup
cooperation.

c. Promote democratic stability through negotiated settlements and power-sharing, reducing
incentives for violence and electoral delegitimization (Lijphart, 2004).

While certain Nigerian practices reflect consociational impulses, such as the federal character
principle (enshrined in Section 14(3) of the 1999 Constitution) and informal zoning arrangements
within political parties, these mechanisms have been weakly institutionalized and inconsistently
applied. Rather than fostering genuine inclusion, they are frequently manipulated by elite actors
for strategic advantage, often lacking transparency, legal codification, and democratic legitimacy
(Mustapha, 2006; Suberu, 2010).

Despite its analytical strength, the consociational model is not without critique. Scholars argue that
it can essentialize group identities, thereby reinforcing rather than transcending communal
divisions (Horowitz, 1985). It can also entrench elite dominance, creating political cartels that
marginalize grassroots voices and inhibit democratic responsiveness (Reilly, 2001). It can
undermine accountability, as elite pacts often occur behind closed doors, disconnected from public
participation or oversight. In Nigeria, these weaknesses are evident in the informal nature of elite
agreements and their frequent failure to address structural inequality or societal demands for
inclusion.

Notwithstanding its limitations, Lijphart’s theory of consociational democracy provides a robust
conceptual foundation for reimagining democratic governance in Nigeria. Its emphasis on
deliberate and institutionalized power-sharing offers a strategic alternative to majoritarianism in
deeply divided contexts. In light of Nigeria’s recurring crises of electoral legitimacy, the theory
illuminates both the roots of political instability and the potential pathways to a more inclusive and
durable democratic order.

David Beetham’s Legitimacy Theory (1991) offers a comprehensive and normative-empirical
framework for understanding the foundations and crisis of political authority. In contrast to Max
Weber’s classical typology, rooted in tradition, charisma, and legality, Beetham critiques the
sociological reduction of legitimacy to mere belief in authority. Instead, he argues that legitimate
power must meet three interrelated criteria:

1. Legality — Power must conform to established rules and procedures, such as constitutional
norms and electoral laws.

2. Normative Justifiability — These rules must be justifiable according to shared beliefs and
values about rightful authority.

3. Consent — Authority must be acknowledged and endorsed through the active consent of the
governed, often expressed through electoral participation and civic engagement (Beetham,
1991, pp. 15-18).

Beetham thus reconceptualizes legitimacy as not merely a function of legality or subjective
acceptance, but as a multi-dimensional structure involving legal, moral, and participatory
validation. Importantly, this model emphasizes that power without justifiability and consent,
however legally obtained, remains normatively deficient and socially unstable. Nigeria's
democratic development is marked by persistent crises of legitimacy, which go beyond technical
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flaws such as logistical inefficiencies or electoral violence. The credibility of political authority in
Nigeria is widely contested due to the disjunction between formal legality and perceived moral
justifiability. Even when electoral procedures follow constitutional requirements, widespread
public skepticism remains. This crisis is compounded by:

i. Low voter turnout, reflecting disaffection and lack of faith in the electoral process.

ii. Widespread allegations of manipulation, including vote-buying, ballot-stuffing, and
judicial compromises.

iii. Ethno-religious polarization, which fuels perceptions that electoral outcomes are
predetermined or biased against certain regions or identity groups.

iv. Public mistrust of key institutions, particularly the Independent National Electoral
Commission (INEC), the judiciary, and security agencies (Ibeanu, 2007; Omotola, 2010;
Ibrahim & Ibeanu, 2009).

Beetham’s theory provides a powerful interpretive tool for analyzing these phenomena. It helps
reveal why legality alone fails to secure legitimacy in contexts where rules are either seen as unjust
or where the outcomes do not command genuine public consent. As a supplementary theory to
consociational democracy, Beetham’s legitimacy model introduces crucial normative and
perceptual dimensions that consociationalism alone does not fully address. Specifically, it
disaggregates the concept of legitimacy, allowing scholars to examine where the crisis lies,
whether in the legal framework, its normative justification, or the absence of genuine popular
consent. Also, it interrogates public perception, especially in contexts of ethno-religious exclusion,
elite dominance, or electoral manipulation. And, it expands the focus of institutional reform from
structural power-sharing (as in consociationalism) to also include the moral and participatory
bases of authority. Thus, while consociationalism helps us understand the institutional architecture
necessary for inclusion, Beetham’s theory provides a lens for assessing whether that inclusion is
perceived as legitimate and normatively grounded. In the Nigerian case, the legitimacy crisis is
exacerbated when elite-dominated arrangements (such as zoning or federal character) lack
widespread public endorsement or are seen as tools of manipulation rather than empowerment
(Suberu, 2010).

Beetham’s theory adds critical analytical depth to the study of electoral legitimacy in Nigeria. By
emphasizing normative justification and consent alongside legal conformity, it broadens the
conceptual framework for diagnosing the country’s democratic deficits. In doing so, it underscores
that electoral legitimacy is not merely a procedural or institutional issue, but one of perception,
participation, and public trust. When these dimensions are undermined by ethno-religious
politicization, elite capture, and institutional distrust, the legitimacy of democratic governance
becomes fundamentally impaired, even when constitutional formalities are observed.

Theoretical Synthesis and Complementarity

The integration of Arend Lijphart’s Consociational Democracy and David Beetham’s Legitimacy
Theory offers a robust multidimensional framework for analyzing Nigeria’s electoral and
governance crises. While Lijphart (1977, 2004) focuses on the institutional architecture required
to manage diversity in plural societies, Beetham (1991) adds a normative and empirical lens,
emphasizing how such structures gain or fail to gain public legitimacy.
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Lijphart’s model addresses structural exclusion by advocating for formalized mechanisms of
inclusion: grand coalitions, proportional representation, and segmental autonomy. These are
crucial in fragmented societies like Nigeria, where ethno-religious cleavages shape access to power
and resources. However, as numerous studies have shown, the mere existence of inclusive
institutions does not guarantee legitimacy if they are perceived as manipulative, elitist, or
normatively unjust (Horowitz, 1985; Mustapha, 2006; Suberu, 2010). Beetham’s legitimacy
framework provides the critical complement by interrogating how political authority is perceived,
justified, and consented to by the governed. His tripartite model, legality, normative justifiability,
and popular consent helps explain why formally legal electoral processes may still be widely
regarded as illegitimate, especially when public trust in institutions such as the Independent
National Electoral Commission (INEC) or the judiciary is low (Ibrahim & Ibeanu, 2009; Omotola,
2010).

Together, the two theories allow for a layered and integrated critique of Nigeria’s democratic
system by:

1. Diagnosing institutional design flaws that perpetuate exclusion and intergroup distrust
(Lijphart, 1977).

2. Evaluating the legitimacy deficits arising from perceptions of unfairness, lack of consent,
and elite manipulation (Beetham, 1991).

3. Connecting structural arrangements to public perceptions, thereby grounding institutional
critique in lived political realities.

Nigeria’s recurring electoral disputes and legitimacy crises, manifested in low voter turnout, post-
election violence, and legal contestations of results are not merely the result of procedural
deficiencies but of a deeper failure to accommodate pluralism in both structure and perception
(Diamond, 1988; Osaghae, 1998). While Lijphart’s consociational prescriptions offer a blueprint
for redesigning the political order to better reflect Nigeria’s diversity, Beetham’s theory warns that
such a design must also be perceived as fair, inclusive, and morally justified by the population at
large. This synthesis is especially relevant in light of Nigeria’s elite-centred informal arrangements,
such as the zoning formula and federal character principle, which, although consociational in spirit,
often lack constitutional anchorage, mass endorsement, or transparency, and are frequently
accused of serving elite interests rather than national integration (Suberu, 2010; Mustapha, 2006).

Policy Implications from the Theoretical Framework

The synthesis of Lijphart’s consociational model and Beetham’s legitimacy framework points
toward a comprehensive reform strategy for Nigeria’s democratic governance, one that
simultaneously addresses the structural configuration of institutions and the normative perceptions
of political legitimacy. The following policy directions emerge from this integrated theoretical
approach:

1. There is need for institutional reforms anchored in power-sharing. Formalize
consociational mechanisms, such as rotational presidency, proportional representation, and
intergroup quotas within the constitution. Strengthen segmental autonomy to allow
culturally responsive governance in sensitive sectors like education and religion (Lijphart,
2004).
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2. There is need for advancing normative legitimacy. Establish enduring platforms for civic
education, public consultation, and grassroots-led electoral reforms to align institutional
practices with shared norms of justice and rightful authority (Beetham, 1991). Reinforce
transparency and accountability in electoral and judicial institutions to restore public trust.

3. Also, the need for democratizing political participation cannot be overemphasized. Reform
party structures and governance institutions to reduce elite domination and foster mass
inclusion. Institutionalize participatory tools such as citizens’ assemblies, referenda, and
inclusive reform commissions (Ibeanu, 2007; Ibrahim & Ibeanu, 2009).

Lijphart’s model highlights the flaws of Nigeria’s winner-takes-all system, which marginalizes
minorities and fuels ethnic and religious tensions. His focus on power-sharing and proportional
representation suits Nigeria’s fragmented socio-political landscape. Beetham’s legitimacy
framework adds depth by moving beyond procedural legality to consider normative justification
and public consent. His tripartite model helps explain how legitimacy in Nigeria is undermined
not just by flawed elections, but by perceptions of injustice, exclusion, and elite manipulation. This
helps explain why even ostensibly “free and fair” elections often fail to command public
confidence or foster national cohesion. This theoretical synthesis demonstrates that democratic
legitimacy in Nigeria cannot be achieved through technical fixes alone. It requires structurally
inclusive institutions and normatively credible practices that reflect the country’s plural
composition. Rethinking governance in this way is essential to overcoming political exclusion,
restoring public trust, and consolidating democracy in Nigeria.

Research Findings
1. Ethno-Religious Identity as the Dominant Logic of Political Mobilization

In Nigeria, ethno-religious identity operates as the principal axis around which political behaviour,
party alliances, and electoral strategies cohere. This identity-centric politics often overrides
ideological commitments, reducing democratic competition to communal rivalry. Political party
configurations and presidential tickets are deliberately crafted to balance religious and regional
representation, particularly along Muslim-Christian and North-South lines (Ibrahim, 2006), though
this was bridged at the 2023 Presidential election. Voting patterns in successive general elections
(notably in 2007, 2011, 2015) demonstrate a persistent trend of bloc voting along ethno-regional
lines, reinforcing political polarization (Suberu, 2013). This pattern entrenches exclusionary
politics, weakens national cohesion, and delegitimizes election outcomes in the eyes of
marginalized or losing identity groups.

2. Electoral Legitimacy is Eroded by Procedural Deficits and Public Distrust

Nigeria’s electoral legitimacy crisis is not solely the result of technical failures but is deeply rooted
in structural dysfunctions and widespread public perceptions of electoral fraud and elite
manipulation. Recurrent electoral malpractices, including vote-buying, ballot theft, and result
falsification have been documented by international observers (EU EOM Reports, 2019; 2023).
The Independent National Electoral Commission (INEC) is often seen as lacking both operational
independence and institutional credibility, especially concerning real-time result transmission and
post-election adjudication. The judiciary, rather than resolving electoral grievances transparently,
is frequently perceived as reinforcing elite interests (Oko, 2012). The combined effect of
procedural flaws and normative disillusionment exacerbates political alienation, suppresses
electoral participation, and erodes confidence in democratic governance.
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3. Winner-Takes-All Politics Reinforces Political Exclusion and Ethnic Marginalization

The high-stakes, zero-sum nature of Nigeria’s majoritarian electoral system fuels intergroup
animosity and deepens grievances among communities excluded from central power, particularly
at the federal executive level. The absence of codified power-sharing arrangements beyond
informal zoning exacerbates contentious presidential contests. Regions, notably the South-East,
that have historically been underrepresented in federal leadership, continue to express systemic
exclusion and disenfranchisement (Ibeanu & Orji, 2014). This dynamic foster ethno-political
resentment, heightens the risk of election-related violence, and undermines national unity and the
legitimacy of state institutions.

4. Informal Power-Sharing Practices are Inconsistent and Prone to Elite Subversion

While Nigeria has experimented with informal consociational mechanisms, such as federal
character, zoning, and religious balancing these arrangements lack legal enforceability and are easily
manipulated by political elites. The federal character principle is frequently flouted in public sector
appointments and budgetary allocations, with clientelist and patronage-based considerations
overriding equity and merit (Mustapha, 2007). Zoning agreements are implemented inconsistently
and lack constitutional protection, rendering them vulnerable to political expediency. Without
formal institutionalization, such arrangements lack credibility and predictability, limiting their
effectiveness in promoting democratic inclusion.

5. Democratic Inclusion Demands Both Structural Reforms and Normative Re-legitimation

Addressing electoral legitimacy in Nigeria requires an integrative reform agenda that combines
institutional redesign with efforts to build normative legitimacy through public trust, participation,
and civic ownership. Structurally, reforms such as constitutionally enshrined rotational presidency
to the six geo-political zone, proportional representation, and intergroup quotas are necessary to
ensure inclusive governance (Lijphart, 2004). Normatively, legitimacy is strengthened through
civic education, participatory reforms, and transparent governance that aligns political rules with
societal notions of justice and fairness (Beetham, 1991. Electoral reform must transcend technical
fixes and instead address the foundational issues of trust, representation, and consent in Nigeria’s
democratic framework.

6. Political Elites are Simultaneously Agents and Inhibitors of Reform

Nigerian political elites wield disproportionate influence over the reform process, often acting as
gatekeepers who selectively adopt reforms that reinforce their hold on power while resisting deeper
democratization. Elite pacts often favour regime stability over genuine democratic transformation,
co-opting reformist language while preserving existing hierarchies (Lewis, 2008). Commitments
to inclusive governance tend to be symbolic, lacking institutional follow-through or mass
involvement. Reform trajectories must engage but not be limited to elites; sustainable democratic
inclusion requires empowerment of civil society actors, grassroots movements, and marginalized
constituencies.

7. Citizens’ Disengagement Signals a Deepening Legitimacy Crisis

Declining political participation and pervasive distrust in electoral institutions reflect a systemic
breakdown of democratic legitimacy among the Nigerian populace. Voter turnout in national
elections has dropped sharply, from over 69% in 2003 to under 30% in 2019, indicating widespread
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apathy and disillusionment (INEC data; NDI Reports. The 2023 election presented a departure
from previous experiences, as the Independent National Electoral Commission (INEC) assured
Nigerians that the deployment of Card Readers would function effectively and guarantee a free
and fair electoral process. Survey data confirm low levels of public confidence in key institutions
such as INEC, political parties, and the judiciary (Afrobarometer, 2022). Restoring legitimacy
requires not only structural integrity but also participatory mechanisms that rebuild citizen trust
and enhance ownership of the democratic process.

Recommendation

Collectively, the findings underscore that Nigeria’s electoral legitimacy crisis is shaped by the
entanglement of ethno-religious divisions, institutional frailties, elite dominance, and public
disillusionment. Current governance structures insufficiently reflect the country’s socio-political
diversity and fail to deliver inclusive or trusted democratic outcomes. A rethinking of governance
is imperative, one that codifies power-sharing, institutionalizes inclusive practices, and re-engages
citizens in shaping the democratic process. Addressing these deficits demands a deliberate
reconfiguration of electoral institutions, a formalization of power-sharing frameworks among the
six geo-political zones, and a re-legitimation of democratic governance through participatory and
accountable practices. Without such a transformation, the legitimacy of Nigeria’s democratic
project will remain contested and fragile.

Conclusion

This study demonstrates that the crisis of electoral legitimacy in Nigeria is not a product of ethno-
religious diversity per se, but of its strategic exploitation by political elites within weak and
exclusionary institutional frameworks. Ethno-religious mobilization, combined with structural
governance failures, has fostered public distrust, diminished electoral credibility, and impeded
democratic inclusion. Existing institutions lack the transparency, neutrality, and enforcement
capacity needed to mediate identity-based contestations effectively. The theories illuminate the
intersection of ethno-religious divisions, institutional fragility, and public disenchantment as key
drivers of Nigeria’s democratic malaise. They also point toward reform trajectories that are both
structurally sound and normatively grounded. Specifically, they advocate for institutional redesign
that reflects Nigeria’s plural reality, as well as participatory mechanisms that restore public
ownership of the democratic process. In all, the synthesis of these theoretical frameworks provides
a robust analytical lens that equips both scholars and policymakers with deeper insight and
practical guidance for interpretation and action. It moves the discourse beyond technical electoral
reform toward a deeper rethinking of governance, one that prioritizes inclusion, legitimacy, and
stability in a deeply heterogeneous society. As Nigeria continues to grapple with democratic
fragility, this framework provides both the diagnostic clarity and the normative direction needed
to chart a more inclusive and legitimate political future. Addressing this legitimacy crisis requires
a governance paradigm shift: one that formalizes inclusive power-sharing mechanisms among the
six geo-political zones, depoliticizes identity, and prioritizes civic-based participation. Sustainable
democratic inclusion in Nigeria thus depends on the dual transformation of political institutions
and citizen-state relations. Without such systemic reforms, Nigeria’s democratic project will
remain fragile, contested, and vulnerable to recurrent instability.

References

16



Adewale, A. (2015). Judicial activism and electoral dispute resolution in Nigeria. Journal of
African Law, 59(2), 145-164.

Afrobarometer (2022). Public Perception of Democracy in Nigeria.

Agbaje, A., & Adejumobi, S. (2006). Do votes count? The travails of electoral politics in
Nigeria. Africa Development, 31(3), 25—44.

Ayoade, J. A. A. (2008). Godfather politics in Nigeria. I[FRA-Nigeria ePapers Series.

Beetham, D. (1991). The Legitimation of Power. Palgrave Macmillan.

Diamond, L. (1988). Class, Ethnicity, and Democracy in Nigeria: The Failure of the First
Republic. Syracuse University Press.

Dike, A. F. (2025). “Deconstructing Religious Absolutism in Postmodern Africa: A Religio-
Philosophical Examination of Authority, Identity and Plurality” International
Journal of Critical Inquiries (IJOCIN), 1(1). 14-29.
https://www.acjol.org/index.php/IJOCIN/article/view/8281/7947

Dike, A. F. (2025). Evolution of Secularism in Nigeria: A Historical Analysis of the Concept
and Its Application from Colonial Times, 1914-2024. Journal of African History and

Archaeology and Tourism, 3(1), 103-121.
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?as_sdt=2007&g=Evolution+of+Secularism+in+
Nigeria:+

Dike, A. F. & others (2025). “Secularism and Re-Emergence of Africa: Perspectives on the
Nigerian Socio-Political and Economic Re-Birth” Amamihe Journal of Applied
Philosophy (Department of Philosophy, Imo State University), 23(4) ISSN Print:
1597-0779; ISSN Online: 3043-5269, 35-51.
https://acjol.org/index.php/ajap/article/view/6941/6727

Dike, A. F. (2025). “Hick’s Philosophical Panacea to the Pluralistic Ethnic Question in
Nigerian Society” In Nnadiebube Journal of Philosophy (NJP), Nnamdi Azikiwe
University, Awka. 8(1), https://acjol.org/index.php/NJP/article/view/6262

Dike, A. F. (2024). “Hick’s “Accident of Birth:” Philosophical Answer to Nigerian Religio-
Ethnic Pluralistic Question” In African Journal of Religion, Philosophy and Culture
(AJRPC), 5(2), Pp. 247-264.

Dike, A. F. (2015). Church, Society and Globalization: Issues of Concern, Jos: Challenge
Publishers.

European Union Election Observation Mission Reports (2019, 2023).

Horowitz, D. L. (1985). Ethnic Groups in Conflict. University of California Press.

Habermas, J. (1996). Between Facts and Norms: Contributions to a Discourse Theory of
Law and Democracy. MIT Press.

Horowitz, D. L. (1985). Ethnic Groups in Conflict. University of California Press.

Ibeanu, O. (2007). ‘Elections and the Paroxysmal Future of Democracy in Nigeria’, Nigerian
Political Science Association Conference Paper, Bayero University.

Ibeanu, O. & Orji, N. (2014). Nigerian Elections and the Challenges of Democratic
Consolidation. Abuja: IDASA.

Ibrahim, J. (2006). Religion and Electoral Politics in Nigeria: Nigeria’s 2003 Elections.
Journal of African Elections, 5(2), 92—103.

Ibrahim, J., & Ibeanu, O. (2009). The 2007 Elections and the Subversion of Popular
Sovereignty. Centre for Democracy and Development (CDD).

Ikelegbe, A. (2013). Political parties and violence. In Albert, I. O. (Ed.), Perspectives on
Peace and Conflict in Africa.

17


https://www.acjol.org/index.php/IJOCIN/article/view/8281/7947
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?as_sdt=2007&q=Evolution+of+Secularism+in+Nigeria
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?as_sdt=2007&q=Evolution+of+Secularism+in+Nigeria
https://acjol.org/index.php/ajap/article/view/6941/6727
https://acjol.org/index.php/NJP/article/view/6262

Kymlicka, W. (2015). Multicultural Citizenship and Its Discontents. In Multiculturalism and
Minority Rights.

Lijphart, A. (2004). Constitutional Design for Divided Societies. Journal of Democracy,
15(2), 96-1009.

Lijphart, A. (1977). Democracy in Plural Societies: A Comparative Exploration. Yale
University Press.

Lijphart, A. (1969). ‘Consociational Democracy’, World Politics, 21(2), 207-225.

Mustapha, A. R. (2006). ‘Ethnic Structure, Inequality and Governance of the Public Sector
in Nigeria’, UNRISD Working Paper, No. 24.

Mustapha, A.R. (2007). Institutionalising ethnic representation: How effective is the federal
character commission in Nigeria? CREDU Working Paper.

Mustapha, A. R. (2006). ‘Ethnic Structure, Inequality and Governance of the Public Sector
in Nigeria’, UNRISD Working Paper, No. 24.

Omotola, J. S. (2010). Elections and democratic transition in Nigeria under the Fourth
Republic. African Affairs, 109(437), 535-553.

Osaghae, E. E. (1998). Crippled Giant: Nigeria Since Independence. Indiana University
Press.

Osaghae, E. E., & Suberu, R. T. (2005). 4 history of identities, violence, and stability in
Nigeria. Centre for Research on Inequality, Human Security and Ethnicity.

Suberu, R. (2013). Prebendal Politics and Federal Governance in Nigeria. The Journal of
Modern African Studies, 51(3), 403—428.

Suberu, R. T. (2010). ‘The Nigerian Federal System: Performance, Problems and Prospects’,
Journal of Contemporary African Studies, 28(4), 459-477.

Suberu, R. T. (2001). Federalism and Ethnic Conflict in Nigeria. United States Institute of
Peace Press.

Reilly, B. (2001). Democracy in Divided Societies: Electoral Engineering for Conflict
Management. Cambridge University Press.

Young, 1. M. (2000). Inclusion and Democracy. Oxford University Press.

18



