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The paper; The Responsibility oF Poliﬁical Science by Sam Oyovbaire,
defines the responsibility of political écience and presumably of political
scientists in Nigeria.1 Establishing the requpsibilityvof a whole discipline
and an academic profession is an important exerq@se, It»is especially
important when it is being done in a country whose intellectual life suffers
seriously from carecerism and sycophancy towards both internal and external
authorities, '

But establishing the responsibilities of a scientific discipline cannot
be done properly and meaningfully,unless certain elementary responsibilities
of all - not just political - scientists are fulfilledn"%ﬁis ﬁote is written
because of a concern that: in cthis éttempt to define the responsibility of
political seience (and impliéityly of political sdciology, political -economy,
political history, geépolitics, etce) the writer has not carried out the

» 5
most elementary of the responsibilities which all scicntists,vnatural, human
and social, have to fulfill to give their analysés and discourse value as
scientific inquiry and not just wishful assertions and sﬁggestions. ~The
failu:e to fulfill these elcmeﬁtary,and>basic responsibilities in this paper,

has such significant consequences to the argument and the cénclusions that
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they cannot be ignored without runhing3thé.risk of condoning conceptual
and methodological irrespensibility for some forms of political "science."

THE MOST ELEMENTARY RESPONSIBILITIES OF ALL SCIENCE

o=

The elementary responsibilities of all scientists which have not
been fulfilled in this paper include:

(i} Statin@ the basis of the fundamental assumptions on which

the analyses rests, making clear whether these assumptions
are arrived at inductively, deductive ly or whether they are
normative,

1

(IT) Consistency in the
of Categeriese.

.nition of terms. and the application

(ITI) Precise definition of the central concepts especially where
these define the very units under study.

(IV) Stating explicitly the objective CrltEle for any sv%tan
: of categorisation and classification.

(V) Making quite clear the nature and scope of thHe empirical
evidence from which the inferences are drawn and bringing
out openly, the important limitations of this evidence and
the method used in collecting its

T, 1THE Bt ES 0OF TRE FUNDAMENTAL AbSUMPTIONS

‘The argument made in the paper rests on a number of assumptions, which
are fundamental to it and on which its validity and meaning stands or falls,
These assumptions ares

(a) that political scienee ecan: have responsibilities regarding the

nature of polltlcwl systems beyond Qﬁaly51nc how these systems
come into ! Llng, operate and changej

(b) that the prlma object of study in political science is the states

ek that pOllLlCdl science can legitimise,subvert, sensitise or
socialise on it own unrclated to political practice;

(d) " that the role of political science is to sensitise and socialise;
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(e) that there is a meaningful distinction in political systems
between scholars and actors, with the former engaged in
"scholarship" and the latter engaged in "politics."

(a) Political Science and Political Systems -

Tt is elementary in all science that the basis andbeVgnvnature of all
asSpmﬁtiohs have to be clearly statéd;especially When theée_aséﬁhption are
widelyfcohteStéd, In the case of the first assumbtion; there are many
~political scientists, and others, in many other social sciences, who do not

accept that political science has a responsibility beyond the analyses of
political system,or as some would Say, political behaviour, or just peclitics,
They assert that their responsibility stops at discovgring knowledge, and

the question how this knowledge relates to others and to society is not their
concefn or responsibility., They scec it as the cencern of those who want to
épply it. Most of the behaviocuralists in UoScAa, for>example, and the
numerous others basing themselves on the techniquesrof mathematical political
_sciencg, like those Billy Dudley paraded around the Ibadan University Staff
Club and the CDC, hold this position,2 Twenty years ago,C. Wright Mills
subjected these types of social scientists, among others; to thoroughrcriticism
' categorising them és ”abstractgd empiricists", but they continue to be very

1

powerful in western bourgeois, social science and flourish as psephologistsy eXperts

. ; : - 3 : s .
in voting behaviour, for example, The assumption that political science,

has responsibility to society hag to therefore be established on the basis of
its theory and method,and how these r@late‘to social existence in general ,
and political practice in particular. The assumptiéh gagnot just be asserted,
If the assumption is normatively derived and is thus a statement of the writers

values, faith and belief,then this has to be stated.
? -



If, for reasons of space,lt isvnot possible to state thiss them a reference

«

should be made to where the basis of this assumption is established, by the
writer himself, or by somebody he agrees with. The statement on p.I that
tShince it may be inferred that those who have been pre—occupied
in this manner must be conscious of the responsibility of their
enterprise, to inguire about that rﬂSpon51L111ty may- seem like
" debating a non—lqsue“
indicates. that the writer is not even aware of this elpmentmry equircnent
of making clear what "responsibility" means for political science 1n this
} context. Of covrcc, anybody engaged in the study of any discipline, or any

activity fer that matter, has some idea of what he is engaged in,what is at

$ssuwe ds the definition of ‘this ackivity not-only as it is.done but as it

should be done. For this is what "responsibility" means, otherwise there

should be no point in writing the paper.

(b) The State as Object

Secondly the assumption that the cbject of political science is the state
has to have its basis established. The statement on p.I that:

"The O)cht of political science in Nigeria, as elsewheré, is primarily
the state - its character, structures and values... The major propcsi=-
tion of this paper is therefore that political science has the supreme
responsibility to conceptualise pkcnerly its primary cbject of study,
namely the Nigerian state.

is a mere asserticn with no scientific basis whatsoever., The emp 1r1cal

evidence from which it may have been inferred is not indicated anywhpre and

there is no indication that it exists. 5o it cannot be a descriptiong of what

., exists. The general principles from which it may have been deduced are not
mentioned,or a reference to the made in some other writing. Nor does the
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writer tell us its normative basise So it cannot be said to be an affirma—
tion of some values and beliefs. So why should a reader accept that the

object of political science is the state and not, say, interest groups,or

classes, or families? This i

n

leaving aside, presently, the serious contradice-
tions in the definition of a "state” all over the paper. This is treated
later,

(&) Theory and Practice

Thirdly, the assumption that political science can legitimise, subvert,
sensitise or socialise on its own, unrelated to political practice is so

patently invalid that better quote the actual statement in the paper, let
; :
it seems like a fabrication or distortion, The writer states on page I and

2 that:

"The essential role of political science is to sensitise and socialise;

it is not to legitimise or subvert., The latter role belongs to the

realm of practical politics « tc actors who may be politicians, regime experts
and revoluticnaries, while there is usually a supportive relationship

between scholars and actors in the form of "'committed scholarship" or of

actors and scholars taking one (sic) from each other, the distincétive

role of one must not be confused with that of the other. The responsibility

of political science in a university is not the legitimation or subversion

of a particular social system regime or set of rulers; rather its respone

sibility is two-fold: +the identification of the fundamental and enduring

Parameters of a social order and the sensitisation and socialisaticn of

its audience to the benefits and pbroblems of achieving a just social order,

In carrying its responsibility political science may unwillingly contribute

to the subversiocn or legitimaticn of an existing fegime, set of rulers or

the social order but this must be seen as incidental rather then the

mainstream of political scienca,! '

The distinction between theory and practice put forward here raises the
issue of whether the writer understands sven the bare clements #hiat constitute

politics and political activityy dn oo

f the quotations on this taken
from Aristotle, Weber and one Wolin, For, is it not obwviocus that knowledge

and information, on their cwn, constitute crucial aspects of all practical,
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- "Workindypolitical activity? Is it not obvioué that when this knowledge
involves valves percepticn,which pres mably "sensitisation" means,

o it relates directly to the core of all nractical or
"workina" politicse. Is it not obvious that if socialisation here meané getting
common network and systems of activity in society, then it is in é way the
basis of all practical politics? If these answers are in the positive, then
how can any person engaged in the recovery and dissemination of knowledge
about political system, political behaviour, political dctivity, etc., not
be an actor in a political system whatever institution he may be in. This
assumption is especially suprising when the activity of this scholarly
political scientist involvess .
(a) the identification of enduring pargmeters of a eccial order, (b)
 sensitisation and socialisation towards Just social order. How can the very
definition of what is énduring in a sociéi’sysfem»amd what is just; not be
directly related to practical,’working” politics. Is practical "working®
politics only whén somebody standa on a soapbox asking for votes, or sits
in a parliament,or shoots his way o a radio station? Is'nt writing an article
on JAME or defihing thé general paramceters within which to assess the significance
and oﬁcrations of JAMB, practical politics? According to which definition of
politics is the writer making his argument this time? Aristotle, Weber or
Wolin? Or is this definition of practical, "working® politics and the role

 from the

of the scholar derived inductivelyé”scholquy" role of Ali Mazr¥', Richard
Sklar and James O'Connell in Uganda and Nigeria; or at least what these

""'scholars" choose to define as their role? . Of course, the notions of
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competitive ethnic modernisation, the inevitability of instability, the
Leninist czar, Uhwu-warship, Sklar's very categorisation of for example,

the Action Group part only unwillingly? and incidentally relate to
i p s y o y 3

practical, "working" politics. It is not clear really how the writer can

fail to see that the very definition of what constitutes the-sccial order

in a_count;y,;isialways a live political issue, even if this is not'proclaimed
daily in the headlines, What .relates more directly to practical political
actiyity,_in‘this epoch we live in, them the conception and definition of°
“what is ?.JEEE social. order? The writer's assumptions on this may be the
result of tE%;tyranny of received paradigm. Dut surely even if the lack of

& between -
basis for this false distinctiogétheory and_practice/scholar,and actor has
_nctlbeen_shown_in a bock by Mazrui or Sklar, he must have realised this from
his ownrlifg experience. The distinction bétweén theory and practice only

relates to degrees of elaboration, elucidation, verification and abstraction,

0]

but not to»activity° All.theoretical activity in political science has
practical siggificance what varies is the immediacy of this. In most cases,

it directly favours or not, existing rulers, regimes or system. All pfaétical
kactivity.in pplitics is derived from certain assumptions and prémiSes'regarding
thg»political system which are based and reinforce or undermine certain
political values and theoretical perspectiveses It might appear convenient

1

in contemporary Nigeria to declare that "scholarly" political 'science is neutra

in practical politics, but is only concerned with stability (enduring parameters)
and justices It might reflect at a superficial level, its lack of a'direct
relationship with certain fcrms of political activity, like rotation of

military governors, permanent secretariecs, or budgets, or even electionsa.
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But this/surely not all practical politics is concerned about as the writer

)

would realise if he were to tr? aﬁd‘convihc& some @lection campaign team,
for example, that his CLHCCptlb“ of b t 1s‘ﬁngur1n”" éﬁa:“just” is neutral
in practical éolitics,and only important in "sensitising" and "socialising™
his'audiénce. He might get some unforgettable lesscns in “working" politics.
What haé been said above shduld indicate that the assumptions listed

”as‘(a) énd (c) have really no scientific basis at all. They areAclearlyrnot
1nf‘rrgd froﬁ émpiflcal evidence and the general principles from which they
may bevdeducéd ére no Qhere ﬁentioﬁed or references made to them. The most
one can see is that théée are wisﬁfﬁi éuggwbtl cns of the writer,

ITA CONSISTENCY: THE DEFINITION OF THE STATE

Nof only do th&:major assumptions propos»d as the basis‘of argumént in
this papef lack any scientific b:s s{but there is a serious lack of consistency
.ééér the meaniﬁg of some concepts and fhe appiicaﬁion of some categories of
‘analyses. Thié relatéskfo‘thc concept &f the staté and to the issue of the
relationshiﬁ betﬁeén the pafticﬁlar and universal as this touch on the notion

of "imported" ideas.

I will first deal with the glarinc inconsistencics of the writer over

per ) P
the concept of "the state', This is a conceDt crucial tu the whole argument
on the paper, om p, Tt 35 stated,

"The object of politiéél science in Nigeria, as elsewhere, is primarily
the state - its character, structure and values... the state like much
else in the Nigerian system is an underdeveloped phenomenon in terms of
its character, structure and values, The major proposition of this

paper is, therefore that political science has the supreme rcspon51hllluy
to conceptuulloL properly, its primary object of study namely the Nigerian
state, o
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And on p.2 he states what political science is concerned with:

MessppDOlitics and ite study are concerned with the management
or promotion of public co-operation and conflict with the
desirable employment of organised power in the interest of more
or less or all members of a political order,m

From this second statement. rec garding the object of political science it
would appear that the writer conceives the states as that organised power
regulating the affairs of a society as some political scientists conceive it
On p.8 he accuses the "neo-marxist/structuralists?® of makings

"essno distinction between the state as the political community,

as a regime or system of laws or as a set of rulnru or authority

patterns,"
On p.11 he makes the same accusation against “the neo-marxist/structuralists"
for not making clear distinctions over what they mean by the Nigerian state,
On Pe14 he makes the statement that:

"The ne% effect of the political economy has been the emergence

of a lopsided system of social relations between on the one hand,

a tiny elite with access to wcalth, power and status through the

manipulation of state apparatus and the majority who do not have

his access,” i
This further confirms that this writer conceives of the state as the organised
power regulating society,

But on p,17 he states:

"The importance of nation buildjn a8 a responsibility of political

science is the fulfillment of the | r?rian national object to manifest

against complex odds the will of the state as a political community

to survive and enable it +o strengthen the bonds of domestic unit ty

and of unity with problems of the Acrican continent and its people
the diaspora."

After this excursion into the diaspora, the writer returns to Nigeria and

on pe.18 and states:
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sed to the moral foundations and
ler in terms of costs as well as
the rights and duties of citizens

i state as a political community
within W“Lch to denunu L(ultddle dllocdation of rESoUrCeS.esas”

"Its audience should be sensiti

moral purpose of the socia
benefits ifiany:: For exampA

The confusion now introduced by the writer defining the state not as organised
pover with its apparatus regulating society but as a political community is

compéundéd by the completely opaque statement on P19 that:

"The Nigerian statc is a modern state in the 'sense that as of now,

it is over and ahove the pre-Lugardian social ordeérs both in scale

and intensity."
After these statem nts the question that arises is who is failing to make any
distinction between the state as a political community, as a regime, or
system of laws, or as a set of rulers or authority patterns? Is it the

Sdoi

"nec-marxist/structuralist" or the writer? Perhaps his confusion is caused

by the tyranny of the paradigm imported by these '"neo-marxist/structuralistsg"
¢ F C Y ]

ITB. CONSISTENCY s . "IHE TYR

IMPORTED IDEAS"

The writer's major LXT)l\An\,tlun of why the two "tyrannical paradigms™ do
)
from carr 1n\

Llock political science in Nigeria L ot 3ts ”espuﬂulblllty is that

one is a legacy of colonialism and the other it a result of "import-substitution®,

Startlno from 392 when he introduced the notion of "'received paradiams" what
i - o

are not us

he tries to say is that these:para oful because they are foreign

to Nigeria. This comes throughout the paper and is uuut clearly stated at the
ends All these shall be quoted and the writer'!s basic inconsistency in this

crucial area of his arqument broucht out:
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On pe3 he states

"Even crises at the level of ostensible level of the elite arc
easily transposed into the people!s crisis thus threatening the
existence of the political community. These are issues which
must be analysed and explained in the framework of the people!s
experience and not in some P“Ldyhvo*ca] construct or universal
laws of history."

P
=

This assertion of the need to use Nigerian or indegenously - derived ideas

is brought at more explicitly on p.8 where it is stated thats
"Like the neo-liberatists, the neo-marxist/structuralist paradigm
is an adaptation of marxist dissantin, and critique of European
society to the Nigerian conditions. In fact as a critique of the
neo-liberalist perspective, it is a form of cultural and intellectual
-+ imjort-substitution.'

On page 10 he refers to "the problematic of import-substitution" to explain
another shortcoming of the Yneo-marxist/structuralist.”

tyrannical paradigms as a hinderance to

The foreign nature of the
political science in Nigeria exercising its responsibility, is brought out
clearly in the concluding sentences of the paper; and instead of "import-

svbstitution” it is "decolonisation' which is proffered as the solutiond

The writer states:

T 1l science
to visualise let alone seek to unbound the legal and geographical
boundaries of the modern order.’ And modernity according to Mazrui
(1978:314) is here to stay: the task is to decolonise. The
diseliiine for this task is political science. But to be able to do
THi s, Fir%+ of all polditical

"It is not the proper responsibility of Nigerian politice

11l science must decolonise its own frame-
works - must liberate itself from the tyrannies of intellectuazl
import—sugstltutiona”

The inconsistency of the writer here is also glaring. The section

titled "The tyranny received paradigms' on p.2 open with definitions of

politics from Aristotle, Max Weber and one Woline. It is not clear how

these are not "received paradigmse.’ Their tyrannical position in the writers
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perspective is clear from the way he just repeats them parrott-like and
almost worshipfully. For examp l;, Aristotle's definition of politics is
not the oldest,he live cnly in the 4th century B.C. and centuries before his
time there had been definitions of what constitutes politics. Some of‘these
definition propounded im the Nile Valley, India and China, for example, are
still extant. One of these definttions of politicsbmade over one hundred
years before Aristotle was born, by Cinfucius, is to this day an explosive
issue in the.practical poldtics efGhina, If ‘the writer ignore§ T dt might
be because of the depth of the "tyranny" exercised on his perspective. What

is more, the definition that Aristotle is said to give:

"politics refers to the activities and behaviour of individuals
and groups as these relate to the public realm."

0
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bsychology, depending on how it is conceived., It is certainly

not very useful because of its haziness. In the advanced capitalist countries

basic relations to the public realm are very much matters of psychology and even
?éychiatrye

In any caseyhow do the definitions of Aristotle, Max Weber, Wolin or the
frameworks of Richard Sklar or the opinions of A1i Muzrui become part of the
'peoples experience" in Nigeria and not derivatives of some foreign: "meta-—
physical construct" or 'Uiniversal laws of history.'" In which way arc these
perspectives and concepts which the writer uncritically quotes and fepeats
net imported and not foreign while those of .

the writers of the heo-marxist/struc~

turalists" foreign and imported. Or is he merczly demonstrating in his attitudes

an iron law of the present phase of national seovered

lopment which I

during the debate on the constitution in 1976. The law is that
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4
“the foreigners of any notion, idea « i’ ology does not d
on whether it is foreign to the Nigerian nation but whether it is
foreign to the western capitalist system. Since the executive
presidency and the doctrine of the paration of powers is not

foreign to this system, then it is not foreign.ideology. If it
has cver been it is now indegenised and part of cur culturc and
traditions,"4

An issue which mig ht not g;‘worth raising here is that 'of the universal
and particulara For the whole arqgm&nt about import substitution and the
referénces to uni?érsél'laws begs tﬁe question of whether there are’any general
and universal characteristic of political systems besides those put forwa:d

by Aristotle, Sklar or Mazrui? If there are these universal characteristics,

could there be therefore general theory or theorics which can be usefully to

{3
n

wpplied-to the<:ircumstancgsbcﬁ:Niceria? Por the issue is that elémentary
requirenc:ts of’consisteﬁcy require the writer not to eriticise foreign ideas
and - "universal laws"rin one page and then derive his concepts entirely and
uncrititally from O'Cenn;l, Sklar and Mazrui etc. in ancther pa

age
]

IIT DEFINITIONS OF CENTRAL CONCE

Not onl es his argument has glaring inconsistencies, but some of the

central concepts are not clearly
What for example, does the writer mean by a "paradigm”? This central

concept is nowhere defined either explicitly or its ve. ning indicatéd

implicitly. Does thé writep mean by a '"paradigm" the totality of the premises

-defining the essential features of a given object whether abstract or concretce?

Cr does the writer mean by a "paradi ' not just these premises, but including
the epistemological HrlnCluleq of first order rank from which thL premises

3 B!

are derived? The notion ofYparadigit was pepularised recently in the debates



over the history and philosophy of science especially as a reaction to
positio ist and emgricist theories of science ; ; AHput dts very
meaning varies,

But in the context of this writers argument 1t isickuaial to bw clear

has
at least, about which of these two meanings the concept/in the paper. For

4if it is the latter, the totality of these premises <f all the writers
mentioned as'neo-liberal'or'neo-marxist/structuralist’have to be demonstrated,
For it is important to be clear about. the difference between the use of the

same language of discourse and sharing the same premises, Jargon and premises

are not synonymous: and the former may be used to obscure a complete lack of

clarity over the latter, as is s0 well demonstrated by this writer.
But if by "paradigm", this writer means the second definition then there
is no basis on which'neo~liberal®™ or neco-marxist/structuralists” can be said

to constitute distinct pa adigmse. The failure to provide a clear definition
of this central concept means that it is not possible to really understand

what exactly are these two categories 5 the writer is proposing and

whether they actually d anything,e

IV BASIS OF CATLGORISATION

more confu by the writers failure to state what

This position is

actually distinguishes ‘mec-liberatist® from the "neoc-marx ¢ist/structuralist,’

The stetement he makes is staggering in its admission of a theoretical emptiness

in the core of his argument. The writer says:

L e one can charge the existing
political science pa with tyranny 1
help to the resggnsiﬁlllLy e descipline -in the
These paradiﬁm which derive from the existing literature hav ;difor
convenience been groug re into two:s the neo-liberalist and

the nca—marylet/strhuLu*uLlst._ (my emphasis)




How can the major categories in an argument have no raticnalc  but convenience?

Classifying, categorising, grouping in scientific analyses, is done on the
bases of an objective criteria even in an experimental basis to test a

hypotheses. . But to group.. and categorise for convenience raises the important

question of for 'whose convénience? 1Is it then possible to change the groups
to neo-liberalist/structuralist and neo-marxist, or neo-liberalist/marxist

and neo-structuralist just for convenience? The emptiness here is staggering!

But it even extends even to the meaning the two concepts "neo-liberalist®
and '"neo-marxist/structuralist.” What is "liberalist'" or even liberal about
Coleman Post,C'Connell, etc, for example., If liberal means something to
do with free enterprise,. and the rights of the individual etc, what makes
these apologists éf colonial authoritarian states and neo-colonial dictator-
ships, liberal? Perhaps, the most recent writing of this "neo-liberalists"

referred to here is O'Connell's notorious ABU public lecture "Reflection on

the Nature of the State (1975)5 which he not onlyicelebrates Pax Brittanica

and colonial "pacification, but actually defend$ the glering corruption of
s Nigerispm neo-colonial dictatorship when it was most bankrupts #As for

"neo-marxist/structuralist” it must be just convenient jargons.

V, EMPIRICAL BASIS

Thc paper 1s supposcd tc be an analyses of -various studies of Nigerian
‘political reality, Its empirical basis therefore has to be these studies
and the Nigerian political reality they attempt to describe and explaine It
is a necessary, and elementary responsibility of the writer to be fully

acquainted with all the studies he purports to analyse and categorises -This
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is especially necessary because the writer makes great claims for this

cn what the writer regards as the comprehen—

aN
O

‘exercise., The claims are base

)

" giveness of his review of the literature. For he states in the footnote on

ps4 that:

"This is a selective commentary on the existing literature. Not
all published works are included but even those which are left:out
of the selection do not constitute or consist of any new frameworke!

(my emphases).
This is égain staggéfing, because there is no basis for‘makingvsuéh a wide—
rangiﬁd aésertion'eépecially whén the two ”fraﬁéworksé'the writer proposes
are defined oﬁ no other basisrﬁhen ccnv&ni@ncéo Iﬁ.any case“thé only scientific
indicator that this claim may be taken seridusl&iié if éﬁé wrifer has provide
a full list of all thé‘liferature on Nigerién ﬁolitiéal feality ﬁe has read
aﬁd this list appears to iﬁtlﬁde‘ﬁosf of the liﬁeréfufen But when he does
not provide this liét, or evén indicate where he hés compiled 1t, as a reterence,
~this claim verges on‘aéadémic fraud,> For if i én eleméntary responsibility
of ali sciénce to be quite explicit about one's empiriéal‘evidenécrahé'ail
its Timitations, ‘ A

This writer does not only f&' 1 to indicate the limitations of the

empirical evidence, in the form of the literature he uses, but goes on to
claim that all the literature fells in one of the two categorics he proposes,

without giving any evidence of his ever reading most of the literature. The

evidence that he has not re literature by the eighteen people
“he''lists as "neo-marxist/structuralist® and even by the thirteen he lists

ag '"neo-liberalist® comes from the categorisation itself and also from the

specific criticism he makes of thems
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For example, two of the major criticisms he makes of the "neo-marxist/
structuralist are gsce@ to be baseless when put against the writings
of most of the people he categorises as 'neo-marxist/structuralist." These
criticisms are, firstly, on p.8, he states:
"eee no distinction between the state as the political community,
as a regime or system of laws or as sets of rulers or authority
patterns. . - 3 -
And secondly, on page 9, he states:
"eesathe operatives of the neo-marxist/structuralist paradigm are a
triangle of "foreign and local businessmen and state officials"
(Turner 1976:64), The latter triangle constitutes both the ruling
and .exploiting class: it is the Nigerian state and the factionalism
within it which cause the instability and- unsteadiness of the social
system. The vast majority of the Nigerian peoples are not members
of the state or at Pest they are members only in their collective
sufferance and unsung struggles,’’ ; '
One could cite many writings but it is probably better to take those of
Dr. Eskor Toyo, one of the longeste—standing and most influcntial Nigerian
marxists, who the writer categoriges as a "neo-marxist/structuralists,”
Eskor Toyo has written a great deal on Nigerian political reality, over a
_ and
eriod of over thirty years as ¥scholar' and “"actor™, /still writes, The
least the writer should have done in order tc make the basic empirical research
necessary for his paper is to have referred to Eskor Toyo's works and not
Terisa Turner or Gavin Williams, These and many other Africanists he so much
relies on,are almost completely insignificant as far as the responsibility of

bolitical oF social science in Nigeria is concerned, Unlike G'Connell,

Mackintosh and. others, they have never controlled Nigerian academic systems

Q

and fostered proteges .t their conceptions. But Eskor Toyc has

been a consistent intellectual .and political fighter acainst imperialism
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ind capitalism in Nigeria. A reference to only two of his writings would
have shown the writer that the criticisms he make have no basis whatsoever,
In a peper he wrote for a lecture at this university on 16th January 1975,

: e : : . S 1 it : s
titled, The National Question in Nigeria.  Eskor made the distinctions the

writer accuses him, among others; of not making. He also made an analysis
of the issue of state-creation and the cthnic problem which shows the baselesse

ness of the writers criticisms onh p.9; Eskor states:
"Let us start by defining the national question a bit more closelye.
The national question is the issue of the recognition of the dignity,
unity, integrity and freedom of peoples. For any people, however,
this is defined, the naticnal question may be a question of internal
and external relations. Three categories are relevant in speaking
of the national question: nationalities or ethnic groups, nations,
that is modern nations and states which in the mocdern contoxt are
nation-states. A nationality Ivﬁbfine.simply as any people speaking
one main language though there may be local variations and sharing
other cultural characteristics. Examples are the English nationalists,
the Yoruba nationality or Tiv nationality. A nation I define as o
group of nationalities that have come to share a common economy, a
common history and clements of a common culturce and among whon there
is a sentiment of common belonging such that there arises a dominant
desire to be recognised and treated by the outside world as one
political entity. There is associated with this the desire for the
status of an independent nation-state. A nation in this scnse is a
product of the bourgeois historical epoch beginning from the Dutch
revolt in the 17th century., A state I define as a territorial political
machinery expressing the power of a dominant social class or group of
such classes over a defined territory or group of territories. aseeThe
effect of the various modes of production and the dominant process of
primitive accumulation which supcrintends their development or disinte=
gration.is to create various intercst groups whose ambitious and awareness
is vital to understanding issues in Nigerian politics in general and
the national gquestion in particulaxr.®

:"esoAs already hinted, it is the process of primitive accumulation that
dominates Nigeria economic and ; and conditions cultural

life processes among the major decision makers, big and small., Essentially
the process popularly known as “modernistion' is in this country the
process of primitive accumuletion in symbiosis with the process of
decolonisation and the process of nation formatione... Participating

in primitive accumulation are city business tycoons, traditional chiefs
under going capitalist meta psorphosis, bureacrats in government
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establishments and flrms, a-host of petty bossesisuch as ‘workshop
and trmnbpvrt OWNarSese The process of primitive accumulation
proper embraces loans from tno federal,: state and local govErnments
to Nigerian businessmen and accumula tlng fﬂrerS“ ;ward of contracts
and sub-contracts by all. state levelssi.?: ' S EE -

So much forﬁciﬁinéiiéfiéa””

The Working Class and the

Ji

shguld 3t Least have b

All'the criticiems the writer makes can;bu shown to be b:sel in tnlg Waye

\

COREE

,ntﬂry r“gUleruﬂt of ochulaLshlp

3

aipblificai’s :enti t,theﬁ it is an \lam

that the' emplrqul rese zarch is dcnw nmt ulmply “:Pzrtld.

THE QUESTION OF DEPTH -
There is a striking shallowness about thw arvum;ntb in tbls whlch should

i;alism and

be pointed cut. The most obviocus relate tw the 1ssugo of
morality and subversion dr'lcgitimation, -

Onc of the r@éﬁonsibility of peolitical science seems to be, according
to this writer, sensitising its audience to moral is sup, moral foundation,
justice B équityo This is the ﬁidealism” in the paradigm propoéed by the writer,
But theAqﬁéstiqn a:ises,what:dctually COnStitUtQS‘tthmul&llyy and the con—
ception of justice that the U071c1c 1l scientist who is not subversive or
legitimising should SQnsitise‘his quiicncevwith,

How is»this arrived at and how &c*c thls relate to Driptlcdl politics,
In a cdﬁﬁtry where ;L‘Llnq 1ocQ1 no“w“les are said‘tobhave refused to support

political pafty because it does not Lx311c1tly Say it will restore slavery

and where thé'sacrifice of human beings for the funeral of a chief i 8
major issue, how can orne assume that the issue of morality and“justicé‘is almost

given and does not relate to 1egitim€%'vn or subversion?



theories and analysis may subvert or

As for the matter of what id
legitimise an existing political otder; it is not as simplistic as the

writer puts it.. Whether a certain body of kncwledge, of ideas, undermines

or suppert an existing order does not depend on what explicit assertion

these ideas make. The iideclogy of West European terPOV1sm is stridently

directed at ‘the overthrow of the bourgeois order there, But the actions
; Italian
and statements of the '/ Red Brigade, the German Red Army Faction and

the' Spanish Anarchists have so much reinforced the support this order has

that it is widely beleved of that some of these ”revolutlvnary“ groups are

preserve
sponsored by those who want to _4 that order witheout any seriocus

what constitutes this'order' and what

challenge to it. This is lcaving asi
are the process conselidating or undermining it., If an important element of

the present '"political order" in Nigeria®is the existence of one nation-state,

bourgeocis
then the most serious threats comes from western _L political science

and ethnicity the

o}

in the form taught by James O'Connell which makes tribcs
given and determinant variables of Nid@rian political reality.

If,howeve;,the issue of subversion/legitimation is only introduced by
the writer rér an>accusatory purpose as He does on p.10:

"Metuge (1978:1436) Nnoll {1977:32) drum the battle song for social
and political scientists to "commit:class suicide" perhaps
transform the universitics or deLirtmonts of political science
where they confortably coﬁmun“ into brigades of the:revcolutionary
armed people of Nigerd fe the for the seizure
of state power by pea form their: own
dictatorship a true rule by Lju““ty” therely liguadating
liquadators (suefhlso m&c,'1975>.”

o
S
@

then he should have come out explicitly and done sce. To evcke armed subversion

in such lurid; terms and point accusing fingers at-one's colleagues may be
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part of the neéw "responsibility" of political science in Nigeria, but -scems
so much like a sycophantic reaction to the ravincs of. the Muhammed Commission

Report and the Federal Governments White Paper. It is perhaps this element

which Turi-Muhammadu, of the New Nigeria, instinctively found attractives

-

especially when Ola Oni, Bade Onimode and Oma Onogey whose dismissal he
welcomed, because he says they are "squalid nuisance™, are said by ‘this witter

- . 9 ;
te  have "disintegrated" as a group, in a footnote on p.7. Instead of making
such accusations in advance,the writer should have waited for another
Muhammed Commission tribunal to submit a memorandum blaming "Marxist-Leninists®
for misleading the students, as Femi Odekunle of the Department of Sociology
did and was profusely gquoted, A new responsibility for SCC§51 science
could be such "sensitisation” for judicial tribunals of inquiry.

But actually calling for ABU and other universities to Be turned into

detachments of a peoples army was done sometime ago. Perhaps this writer is

not aware of this due to the tyranny of received paradigms. This was done

in the presance of the of state, General Obasanjo, on ABU campus on

10 December 1977. The person who made this callyas a conclusion to a lucid

and systematically argued lecture, was discribed by General Obasanjo-as:

"an illustrious #on of Africa whose contribution to liberation struggle
against political and economic oppression in Southern Africa has marked
him out as one of the greatest African leaders of our time.!

His call was made as a condition for accepting an honorary degree of ABU
= b |

&

‘

Samora Machel said:

"This elitist conception of the university necessarily creates an
artificial division between theory and practice. Knowledge ceases

to be the joint work of men and science is removed from its

eminently collective dimension. e..We want in our. Ahmadu Bello Sl
University, that knowledge and science should be instruments of
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liberation, We are certain that this university, its le cadérs,

its teaching staff, its students and all its workers, are conscious
that the Nigerian pacnlg like all African peoples, expect that our
universities should be detachments of the great a rmy that is the
people determined to achieve their complete llbkfﬁLlOﬂ“ the UpOplQ
determined to carry the flgh against oppression humiliation and
exploitation against colonialism and imperialism to the end and to
build a new society., And this was why the people of Mozambique,
FRELIMO, and the governmcnt of Mozambique have accepted the honour
bestowed on us and our struggle by the Ahmadu Bello University,"1e

.

(my emphasis)

The lecture by Samora, Knowledge and Science Should Be For the Total Liberation

of Man in Our Ahmadu Bello University, may be cafegorised as another '"neo-

marxiét/structuralist” subversion of the Nigerian political and social order

comlng after the "neo-llbcr(llst’ sneech by the Chancellor;Chief Awolowo, and

followed by Sklarlst (idealis sm/working poiitics) speech by General OEasanjo?

The act of "neo—marxist/structuralist” subversion by Samora was ccnducted

many

while he was standing next to the head of state and flanked bzﬁmcmbers of

the Suprehe Military Coﬁncil.‘ Whaﬁ actually is legitimation and what is

sﬁbversion? Whaf is a scholar and what is an actor? Or do these "parad digms"
tAhelpcus to understand even what 1 kz ened at such a sedate ;Vent as the

convocation ovaBU?

CONCLUSION

TR e -

The paper is not completely worthless., It indicates that the writer is
reading Gavin Williamsy Terisa Turner, Colin Leys etc., and does rot just
stick to Ali Muzrﬁi, Richard Sklar, James Coleman and James ClConnell, It
is probably of product of the Ciff Cthl”S the writer is having in merging

these types of writing;especially Lhcir different jargon,which scems to be one

‘the areas he is fa cinated with,



nature, caused by the writers failure

The

ments of scientific research and inquiry,

with the issues involved in discussing

like political science in Nigeria today.
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