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A cOMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE PRA

CTICE
NIGERIAN AND AUSTR AL} GE.OF RF“;I%I(SSI\IIJSFEDERALISM IN

Ekanade Olumige P
» PhD
Department of History and Int io
ernat :
Redeemer’s University, Ogun St;::,allvgzl:;:ons

importa.ntly, an e\{olving federation like Nigeria can learn valuable lessons from the older
Australian federation. The unscrambling of these enduring principles is the corpus of this
study.

Nigeria: The Historic

Nigeria is a federal country with a constitutional distribution of powers and functions
among the central, state and local governments. Federalism was formally adopted in Nigeria
in 1954 under the Lyttelton constitution when, the country was reorganized into three quasi
self governing and administrative regions'. Before 1954, the Nigerian state was administered
by the British external colonial order largely as a unitary state. The British adopted
federalism for Nigeria as a pragmatic response to the fissiparous propensity inherent in
Nigeria’s pluralistic society® and secondly as a tool needed to handle the varied tasks which a
modern government is expected to carry out. Some of these roles are more efficiently handled
at lower levels such as states and local governments. Consequently, the successive federa!
¢stablishments have had to set up fiscal commissions at different intervals to handle multi
layered government financing and deal with the counterpart issues of inter governmental
fiscal relations so that each layer of government in the Nigerian federation would have
sufficient wherewithal to fulfill assigned functions®. Till date, Nigeria has had four ad hoc
Colonial fiscal commissions, three post colonial ad hoc commissions and one permanent
fiscal commission known as Revenue Mobilization Allocation and Fiscal Commission.

(RMAFC),

ria’s Federal Finance

A Historical Qverview of the Strains and Travails of Nige | challenge with Nigeria from

he problem istributi been a structura i
; of revenue distribution has bee ! -’ Fiscal
ception, In the colonial era even though equity was not at the epicenter of Niger

: the colonial
®eralism, the principles for the allocation of ngtlonal revexfa;eise :;’;l::(? Ct:)yh Scie T
“ommissions placed emphasis on national integration, fiscal ethic

o . it accelerated uneven
Principles ironically bred interregional disunity as mUChreaSiml;Ortantly, the colonial
development among the three regions in Nigeria. Much mo

: inner take all* affair as
Strategy of divide and rule made revenue allocation t0 challenge a ,win
%h new formyla always favored the critic.



Y the regional elites during

ol : Stal " enced in the Post colonial era and
ihe cologéi ug sharing issue an unsettled affair in financial administration of Nigeria. )
e

f“aerNigeria became a sovereign state on October 1* 1960, The Independence and

plican constitutions dictated the tone and. tenor of financial relations; however,
Repy ity pervaded all facets of financial administration in Nigeria both vertical and
inegualt;’l The authoritative allocation of funds among the federating units was hindered by
honzoﬂten; of regionalism. This engendered unhealthy ethnic competition for scarce federal
the Syxsn i resources. Given the misappropriation of federal power by the Northern Peoples
e;conoeSS (NPC) between 1960 and 1966, the party used political power in its custody to
Conghfal and reroute federal revenues, infrastructure, and federal patronage to her ethnic home
{2@ This scenari'o provoked resentment against the ruling party and its hegemonist
endency. This tension was one of the fundamental causes of the calamity that overwhelmed

ihe Nigerian state at that period, and led to political instability and eventual demise of the
first republic in 1966.

THE TWO MILITARY INTERREGNA AND THE MANAGEMENT OF NIGERIAN
FEDERAL FINANCE 1966--1978 AND 1983 —1999

With the coup of 1966 military rule was inaugurated in Nigeria in January 1966.
Consequently, there was a paradigm shift in financial administration in Nigeria. Nigeria’s
federal finance moved from fiscal federalism to fiscal centralism. Here the successive
military regimes used military decrees to centralize the collection and control of buoyant and
robust sources of National revenues. The military also created extra statutory accounts and
employed highly politicized principles of population and interstate equity to reallocate funds
at the expense of more balanced principles of derivation and internal revenue generation
effort. The implications of these are that the actions feathered the nests of the military ruling
class and in addition disproportionately shifted revenues from the oil rich minority southern
States to the less productive states of northern Nigeria, most of which coincidentally produced
th§se military rulers.” This process has legitimized the warped and iniquitous nature of
Nigerian fiscal federalism. Consequently, agitations for reform and even secession have been
endemic in the resource rich states and these now threaten the integrity and very survival of
the Nigerian federation. To this extent, the necessity for reforms is emphasized and the
Australian mode] offers a viable and credible option for Nigeria.

Ins; i B
Isights from Fiscal Federalism in Australia and Nigeria

Outcom;rhe fedcration of Australia came into existence on January 1, 1901, It was tl}e
the six ra?'fa. Series of inter-colonial negotiations and referenda that went on for 30 years in
interpa] fl ying colonies. The colonies federated in order to mutu’ally enjoy the b;neﬁtﬁs of
Wditiop :ﬁc trade, a customs union and common external ta'rl'ff aggmst' outsiders.” In
ethno-cﬁlt © amalgamation was meant to also give effect to political diversity, rather than
the peq lural diversity. The leading idea at the time was that federalism would also enable
natiOna]p © of each state to govern themselves in most matters, while having a share in a

Sovernment through which they could govern the affairs of the continent as a whole.
knoyy UStralian Central government is known as the Commonwealth and the spbup:ts are
Were Ne C states. The existing colonies that transformed into states at feierzflo? 1lr3 19031
Tasmani Outh Wales, Victoria, Queen Island, Western Australia, South Australia an

* Y were joined later by two territories known as Australian Capital Territory



and the Northern Territory.” The states and territories ar
ion and land area but the most homogenoys of an
[n Nigeria there were no inter regional negoti

n un-negotiated union. The three original regj

. eian peoples 2 R Etnal regions that evolyed uri
Nllgc;ilal era negotiated thq ngenar} independence agreement of 1960 A curiogsct:s?n%:ttm;r
) oNigerian federal experiment unlike thaF of Apstralia centres on the continual divigfon gf

:sub units time and again into smaller bits, Nigerja today has thirty-six states as sub units

¢ federation. . : ; ,

of th Australia pracnses‘coope.ratwe fe.deralnsm which denoteg harmony, mutyal assistance
and common endeavour in which all tiers of government are ef:

y : fectively integrated, The
itegration engendered by this cooperative federalism hag been an effective pglatform for

] e.extremely heterogcneous by
gﬁpum Y federation by Per-capita income. ®

ations as the British foisted on the

left states heavily dependent on financial grants fr
and territories rely on transfer payments from t
their revenue' . This imbalance is historical and
powers and responsibilities between the Common

Customs and Excise powers in Australia were relinquished to Commonwealth at
federation. The meaning “excise” was not specific in the constitution. The Judiciary was left
to interpret what was to be included under the term “excise” and hence, in effect, of
determining the distribution of tax powers. The high court thus determined the relative
strength of states on excise taxes in relation to the Commonwealth in a way that diminished
the role of states and soothed the desire of the central government. Land mark judgments that
exemplify this fact were made in the 1920s and 1930s, Specific cases were the John Fairfax
and Sons Limited versus Newsouthwales (1927), Attorney .General ,New Southwales versus
Home Bush Flour Mills Limited (1937), and Mathews versus Chicory Marketing Board
(1938). In all of these instances the court ruled in favour of the Commonwealth. The other
tax exclusively controlled by the Commonwealth is the income taxes which. the centre took
over in 19422, Through these tax regimes, the centre has effectively ceptfql{zed power over
national income. In contrast to tax powers, most expenditure responsibilities remained in
SPifit, at least, decentralized. This effectively %ave states responsibility in spending on such

'8 assignments as education, health and roads . ' :
~ For Nigeria, the judiciary has played minimal role in shagmg thc- balance 9f
lsgislative power between the Federal and state governments. Only in two instances, ‘t"
Nigeria’s fourth republic did the Supreme Court argue in favour of th; Federal government.
%S¢ were in cases between the federal government and oil producing states (Q?tre"er':;:
TRters) on one hand and with non littoral states on the other hand. However, military rul
Pefore this per i ntally favoured the Federal government in
S Period had dramatically and fundamentally Military Government
E;Venue matters. Decrees unilaterally promulgated by the Fedetr;lé ce:]:l‘e ySuch Decrees
i 1) shified legislative and fiscal powers from the states t28 through which the centre
Teluded decree g 3 of 1968 (Central Bank of Nigeria Act of 1968) | overniant over the
Sorbed state functions. This asserted the supremacy of the Federal gove o Provisiats)
Marketing bogards The other is the income tax management (Uniform D tion powers
“Cree 7 of 241, h which the centre absorbed states™ taxation p
wd | OF 24th, February 1975, throug ake laws for the peace, order and
“cree No. 1 of 1984 which gave FMG power to m

om the Federal government.' In fact, states
he centre which amounts to about 40% of
it is rooted in the constitutional division of



ce-of Nigeria or any part thereof with respect 1 any matter whatsoeyer

nan ini i
” i govfg,eovef, the control apd gdmlmstratlon of Customs and exgijse taxes have remained
luMS ” preser"el SOf the Nigerian government while she shares Personal income tay with
e :t;ctc governments -
e

o Correct Vertical Fiscal Imbalance
ors

With-the heavy c)fpenditur.c a:ssignrqepts given to stat
ent resorted to interventionist policies. The centre
from the centre to the states. These transfers are known

sfersthat states can function averagely at a reasonable standa

iven 0 al state revenue and specific purpose grants otherwise

es in Australia, the Federal
tngaged in huge financial
as special grants, They were
rd. These special grants went

cisions Of states' so that the states would help in the overa
cconomic objectives. A plausible reason why the center’s intervent;
had been so prevalent cannot be divorced from the welfarian
period. As the welfare state developed3 the Commonwealth wi

ntervene in policy areas that were constitutionally meant for states, The scope to do so by
constitutional amendment being severely restricted, recourse had to be made to conditional
grants known in Australia as special purpose grants.

These special grants of Australia were akin to Federal grants received by Nigerian
sttes but without their extensive matching conditions in the N gerian case. These funds were
pliticized in Nigeria by the ruling parties at various periods. Oil and Minerals Producing
Areas Development Commission (OMPADEC) (a body statutorily charged with managing
funds used for infrastructural development in Nigeria’s oil bearing communities) got federal
finds that were not conditional as the oil states were not really required to drop counterpart
fund. For instance, funds released by the Federal government to defunct (OMPADEC) from
192" and the funds released also to Petroleum Trust F und (PTF) to build infrastructures in
sates were meant to mitigate the effect of vertical fiscal imbalance between the centre and
Subunits in the federation, Their impact had however been minimal.

The Goods and Service Tax (G.S.T) is the other tax that the Australian central
g""eml}lent had used since 1999 to, in some way, bridge the vertical fiscal imbalance in
gﬁ;al?' It was put in place by the central government because of protests from states over
femitf he proceeds of G.S.T, wholly collected by the central goye.r{lment are also wholly

%010 the states to further carry out their expenditure responsibilities.
5y Oe functional equivalent of G.S.T in Nigeria is the Value Added Tax l(V.A-T)- ZrAt:u];
llggeg . he supply of goods and services which is borne by the fina CP“%’,“‘ e

% cach stage of the production and distribution chain. It was adopted i igortas
0n g g:o‘:jzmab]c source of revenue for the three tiers of government. }?TI;steﬁ IC;’:; agneg
R°V€nue e apd Services which is centrally collected and adx.mmster? y ST proceeds

Tvices. Unlike Australia’s central government which remitted G. ’k :15350/ oy
tloggye 4 ;o i‘:;c;,s ;Iigeria’s central government inl the periogng}der study took 357

o respectively to states and local governm - ,
ey, Which rcplacclzi sales zlax in Nigeria was meant to expand the tt)'xnancl;alicll);lsr(:1 gfcr
e"Miemg o “on for the three levels of government. It would ha;ce e:c?eneds wholly to
Vateg ang ‘;ind effective if the central government also returned the VAT pro G e
AT o2 BOVernment and also down played the equality of states princip riprment
%““terpm;g Which carried a weight of 40%." The present arrangement ocvoe ik
Uve if not made dynamic. According to Bola Tinubu, a former g



e, equity was not infused into the sharing X |
LagoSeS;‘a;nt ig not justifiable. In the whole of the Nigerio. o Cccods and the present sharing

jon 0 phe 3
detv‘;:f’]té ot the level of contribution,?
no

Horizontal Fiscal Equalization

In Australia, Federal grants for the express Purpose of equalizin
gisparities have a long history datl.ng' back to the carly tzilays of federgtion wl%enSttal::y fi::?el
given N ad-hOfJ basis aqd for a h'mlted term of years?' ‘A more rational, normative and
ermanent  basis was  pioneered in the early 1930 by the Commonwealth Grants
Commission (CGC) lezlggely under the inspiration of L.S Giblin whose proposal led to the
formation of the body. o ‘

The grants commission attempted fisca] equalization thr

: ough special grants paid to
less populous or financially weaker states? Iy, pursuit of its co

neeption of horizontal fiscal
iled set of procedures for

capacity. Also the standard used ag criteria in the Australian system is based on the
performance of the two states Judged to have the highest fiscal capacity (New South Wales
and Victoria) unlike Canada‘s System which is based on nationa] standard average of five

It is worth noting that because Australian states must make applications for the special
grants not all states with below the average fiscal capacity necessarily receive grants, The

more importantly, there is no systematic attempt to distribute the quantitatively much more
'Mportant financial assistance grants, which all six states receive : 4in accordance with
differences in révenue raising capacity and costs of providing services.” The special grant a
claimant state receives is the amount of its per-capita budget differentia_l multiplied'by its
Ppulation.* This reyeals that population (need principle) plays a pivotal role in the
allocation of Special grants. The Commonwealth Grants Commission has desngne.d the grants
Ormula in such 5 way that claimant states do not benefit from levels of cxpendxturg higher
an those justifieq by their relative needs.”® This has had the overall effect of ensuring that
Yates o not expend funds beyond their relative needs and revenue generating capacity.”™ For
'8eria, the ®qualization component in its horizontal revenue sharing portfolio has alr ea]:iy
40e null ang void the absorptive capacity element in the same arrangement, This is w Z
e states haye S0 much that the excess funds are either embezzled by politicians an
SOVernment officials or better still wasted on white elephant projects. AT A G
any o -AUStralia, there are also the specific purpose grants, substantive a'} 1R fstates -
)fequalization objective. The specific purpose grants were given to ¢ ax}rlnag_ o
t:gnce In meeting deb charges. This has been a tool in also controlling the dir
Overnments' ex enditures.?® ' S anftal
fis The CG.Cis alt))out the most egalitarian of all bodies that regulate inter- government:

C . : phehue ike “Conference system” in
4 relations i all federations. It is totally depoliticised, unlike “Co

ada ang “Finance Commission” in India.”” The C.G.C has the sole responsibility to



; vernmental fiscal relations in Australia. It investi : :
P ‘m:tragtgs whenever the need arises. It also reviews the rge;zisvinghﬁg hefs'for <
grs f o states 10 €NSUrC equitable discs‘tribution.30 e

. erian federation started out with ad-hoc commi
| alegC the tiers of government, Subsequently t?:)?vlet\tlzis ?: rleggsuéators e
relano-r;sion to regulate intergovernmental fiscal relations was se’t up. It w:s [])(ermanent
cor?ig‘[:a] Revenue Mobilization Allocation and Fiscal Commission (RMAFCr)ngvnThaZ
I;;A \FC, being a0 agency of the federal government is not an egalitarian body. It is subject to
ernment’s pol'mcal mﬂucn(fc as its dlrectprs are appointed by the government of the da
go.s contrasts with what obtains in Australia where the post of the administrative head y%
C 1G C is publicly advertised on fixed term appointment.” 0

= Another body in Aus?ralia that administers and regulates intergovernmental fiscal
relations is the Loans Council. The Council is the body that authorizes both internal and
external porrowing by the government. It is dominated by the central government which has
1o votes and a casting vote as against one vote each for the seven states in the federation.”
This means that the centre has effective control on loans taken by the states.

In Nigeria no such body as the Loan council existed during the period for this study.
In theory {he Fe_deral government is allowed to borrow from abroad but in practice states
have gone Into direct negotiations with external bodies for loans with the Federal government
acting as their guarantor. The Federal government which ought to regulate external
borrowing in this regard has been complacent with-this responsibility as far back as the first
republic. Since states obtain loans externally without Federal government’s approval—Both
Federal and states® external debts had rose steadily especially since 1980. In fact, most of the
debt incurred by states was unnecessary as they were used to finance many “uneconomic”
projects. Given the short-term nature of these loans, states had difficulties servicing them.
Accordingly, the Federal government was increasingly compelled to rescue them under an
amangement that such payments would be charged to such states™* shares of the central
revenue. However, the subsequent large deductions made by the Federal government (in
retn?vmg the loans given out) from the states” shares of the federation account have also
continued to increase vertical fiscal imbalance and weaken the financial positions of most
state governments.

Natural Resources

e statThe' Australian constitution is silent on ownership of natural resources and this gives
gMmes title to the resources within their borders and thq right tq tax them. But. tl?e Fe_deral
ik fger}t also has wide ranging revenue powers, including leasing o'ffshore drilling rights,
i Utl}ﬁ\:s on coal, levies on natural gas, crude oil, anc! company income tax. Va\éhatcver
0011ectss1f)oe gets from this off shore ventures, it shares VYlth the contiguous states. It. also
though % I‘O)falty on offshore minerals, 60% of which it passes to thq states. Ir}terestmgly

B0, sub-national governments in Australia have considerable latitude as In Canada,

Whic : :
baseh they use to levy taxes on natural resources despite geographic unevenness of this tax

The disparities in states™ revenues from natural resources arc mitigated b){ f;he
ia has the most equalizing

eralye allocation of Federal grants to the states.’® Australi ‘ g
rcvenu;st system in the world because in its equalization efforts it takes into account statlc?;
C raising capacity and differences in cost of providing comparable services uniixe

an . .. :
provﬁicwhwh only takes into account, differences in revenue raising capacity of the
S.

eXtensi



lication for Nigeria . .
pustralia has considerable taxing instruments — which she uses to levy taxes
rees. Nigeria’s central government ought to h on

ands off ownershj
[ resou B : rship of these natural
?mriources and rclmqungh It to states and use her power of taxation to levy taxes on these
oil rsrccs and redistribute its benefits.
1€50!

As a result of the glesi}gn of revenue allocation s
f the states or territories fee}s alienated. On th
one 0nd a good sense of belonging, The equitable natyr
p nabuil ding while secession by any unit is inconceivable,
natio One final unique feature of Australian fiscal federalism is it insistence on comparing
ke with like. In all states, the quality of public sernges enjoyed by remote rural dwellers is
Lelow thet enjoyed by city dvyellers. The comparability exercise is not designed to produce
equality of access and (_)f services for all citizens of Australia byt only to ensure that a rural
ctizen of Northern territory has comparable outcomes to a rur

. or al in New South Wales and an
urban citizen of Northern territory to ar urban citizen in New South Wales.*” One effect of

this is that it may lead to rural-urban migration but this will in effect be ineffectual on state
finances since it is the centre that collects income tax and redistributes same according to
established principles. For Nigeria, this unique feature can help in checking the abuse of the
equality factor in horizontal revenue distribution and ensure the efficient and judicious use of
scarce federal funds. The cost of providing public services in more urbanized states differ

remarkably from cost of same services in relatively rural states thus absorptive capacity
should be of utmost consideration in horizontal revenue sharing.

Significant Differences in Political economy and constitutional Contexts

The Australian economy is a diversified economy with multiple streams of income for
the central government. Interestingly too Australia possesses strong policy coordination
through the various grants portfolio and transparency it exhibits. This is very much unlike the
Nigerian state which is the most oil dependent of all established federations with poor policy
Coordination and weak accounting procedure. The wider implication of this is that it poses
1Ssues of political responsibility and fairness; since only four states actually produce the 0'11.
¢ monocultural nature of the economy is another source of major tension between its
Producing and non producing states. This has led to crises and an underdevelopment of
alternative revenue sources because it is easier to tax oil than citizens. This agail} hqs longt?r
term implications for the Nigerian economy as it would create problems of stability in public
ances. Much more importantly, the Nigerian economy is tied to a resource whose value
Wings widely and which would deplete over time as oil is a wasting asset,
urthermore, the Australian federation operates the parliamentary system of
tgovernrne’nt which is suited for a federal country. It ensures accquntabillty of the executives
°etl? legislature, This i more so, because legislative and executive branches of gq\éel:rr:m;rll;
legis‘l]:;dr cvv:thin federal legislature with execgtives chosen froPm‘ w::trll\l/?i fir:e?:gg:zlt, ien ?nost
ingtap S The Power structure is rather cpffused'and the Prime et adinged
: ©€s, act unilaterally, This contrasts with presidential federalism tha gh e
fcd:rty Pe of federalism accumulates rather than delegate powers. fprthermorq, tfc \u o
130N hag peyer experi d military rule. Authoritarian military rule is foreign
traditio, of xperienced military ‘beral democracy but also firmly
ov culture of libera .
®Stablisheq eadi oe- It not only has 8,505 ilitary. To this extent the Australian
f Cration htradmons of civilian control over the mll.l ?nr)ﬂw B omp e, COMBIARGH «0f
Shareg rule 45 embraced the built-in values of federalis

through a common government, the



, f constitutional law, respect and tolerance for minopis;
iing ule 0 o ; . Inorities, respe
; xrr‘,v land the need for negotiation atimes (via the court ) in order to ach‘;estefg;;gi n:!e
: ratic
0

cior giving orders to the subordinate,
the sU Zustra“a has also succeeded well in mang
, ather relatively homogeneous nature of itg Per capita incom
P ively the same amount of revenue to the central purse, Also, Australia has the most
Jarian machinery for inter governmental relations — that is the C.G.C, It is immune from
°§lmcal influences of government and othe'r state powers. To this extent it has utilized the
oqualization concept maximally to share nationa] fesources equitably between, the centre and
ihe states on one hand and among the states on the other hand. Also, intergovernmenta

nectings have been helpful for Australia, The Council of Australian Government’s (COAG)
has been an effective platform, not only in the are : ;

high levels but ‘alscg in detailed information gathering and exchange regarding
implementation. Nigeria can also re-orientate and retool i

§Ing intergovernmenta relations becayge of

€. All the states contribute

This is especially so because the sub national units have always obeyed court orders in
matters of revenue jurisdiction.

For Nigeria, inter governmental fiscal re
principles for sharing revenues are unscientific

ly politicized. Across board, all states get
d absorptive capacity. Also Nigeria has also
ional revenues. While most federations are
zation of fiscal powers, Nigeria has moved in the

particular lump sums irrespective of their need an
not been flexible with the administration of nat

moving from centralization to decentrali
opposite direction.

Conclusion

Ultimately, federalism and federal finance require pragmatic approaches and the)" also
epresent robust techniques for accommodating the circumstances and needs of the particular
S0ciety in question, The Australian federation as discussed has developed its pegqhar form of
fisca] federalism reflecting the typica! character of its society and its pollpcal culture.

OWever, lessons from thig comparative exercise also show that there are basic tenets that
WnGerpin the practice of fiscal federalism universally and which can be functional in Nigeria
lfmeFiCUI°“SIY applied. Some of these tenets include constitutionalism — the rgle of l'aw = qf

¢ Cltizenry imbibing the spirit of equality before the law. Among other things this s;};lm
ould check the intervention of the military in governance and other constitutional breac e]sn

et tenets gre accountability of the leadership to the masses (electorate), transp;xxren;:)z'wic
igx?vern'ment ®Xpenditure and revenue sharing among the fgderqtmg umtst.. gsstr(;;i ael;: i

usgerdedlent is the Cooperative principle. Cooperative federalism lnkle thaitstoan f b
i % an effective platform for engendering harmony, mutua aSIs\I e s
promour ®Specially in a multi ethnically segmented society like l%‘ve ik pamsroial
fis s as Well, the administrators of the federation could become crgi lustralia e
2 “@ tanserg, could be using the scientific equalization formulae od it A
mga“o"al i average ~ all in the atempt to ensure Bt al1l fo :cr)cial services for all
cit'u €S0urces with which to provide relatively comparable levels onpoliticized

405 of the federation. The Nigerian government should engage in n



onist olicies, of giv1{1g tS:p ecx.ﬁch_urp.o s; grants to needy states to
(Ve o challenges. Derivation in Nigeria has been based on simple
i e spec! 4 not on need. This has resulted not only in wide disparities
;croentage agut also left the genuinely' needy areas lacking, To this extent
horizoqtall)slhoul 4 be based on prggmatlc legiti'mate n;eds. For instance, oil
et nerosi°“ and desertlflcatlon are genuine environmental challenges
spillagc, tre Can assist with counterpart funding unlike land mass and
gt the C.ch is “political” innature.
rtaiD tralia’s principle of comparing like with like also has a lesson for

Nigeria this would tra'nslate. to mean and to ensure that no
ing unit’s level of expenditure is so much beyond its revenue
ating capacity- This would enforce t"xscal discipline, check wastage,
ion and above all ensure social equity. To ensure the workability of

these initiatives, Nigeria’s statutory revenue administrative body must be

§lhepen dent of government influence like the Commonwealth Grants
gommission of Australia. o, oy

On a final note every reform initiative starts and ends with leadership
Jiich is a critical factor in governance. In the Australian federation I have
examined, leadership has attained the level of statesmanship, transcending
parochial interests. Their statesmanlike approach to politics guarantees the
gning of the interest of all citizens of the federation irrespective of
ideological leaning, gender and political party affiliation. In the same vein,
the practice of fiscal federalism in Nigeria would be enriched if Nigerian
pliticians imbibe the statesmanlike approach to politics.

The ultimate challenge to Nigeria is to evolve its own federal system
o suit its own circumstances, ensure the welfare of every Nigerian and
stengthen the desire to stay together.
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