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SO powerful and attractive, and yet so elasticand
abused is the concept of uermr:"acvrha? it can
be used, and has been used or invoked, as an or-
ganizing principle forany critique or defence orar-
ticulation of any sociopolitical movement, political
party ot social order. Every intellectual production
Omknm( pro udsfmm,orassmncs,lln gen
eral definition of democracy - “government of the
people, by the people and for the people” - pro
poscd by Abraham Lincoln about 150 years ago. “De
mocratic”, the adjective formed from democracy,
has been used to qualify all sorts ol social mon-
strosities just as it has been used to mark off gen-
uine qualitative differentiations.

Concerning this “magic” concept, two particular
events in modern history stick to my mind. As Lin-
colnwas delining democracy in America-anew na-
tion that was built on slavery - those inspired by
Karl Mars and Friedrich Engels in Europe were es-
tablishing communist groups, cells and, later, par-
ties of the working people based on concepts of
denocracy which they argued were superior - in
terms of human freedom and liberation - to all pre-
viously existing concepts. Later, there emerg red in
Germany, in the fourth quaatemft}vm Heentury,
a party called the German Social Democratic

Labour Party. Less than half a century later, in the
same country, there emerged, Adolf Hitler's Na
tional Social Democratic Lahom Party, which wa
cominitted to physically liquidating the Lornmu-
nists and the Jews whom they regarded as the same
thing or two faces of the same thing,

This article is however notabout the historical tra-
jectory or trajectories of democracy - theory and
practice. The above ironies of history just sprang
up before me as I began the present appreciation.
There are three particular simple lessons 1 learnt
and re-learnt in the business of reviewing or ap-
preciating political tes is that no political
text igfid w?w ically m uti the second,
is that no serion eris, or
can be, ||.]L‘H§U;L The third lesson is
ewer - having rnade his or
her i wnh)\m mmm 1xnp}IC!{NOW“F(Y)U”}T}V may
call the “other side” in an ideological spectrum is

<

e
usually notmonolithic, A critic or reviewer should
therefore be careful about blanket categorization.

monsare illustrated inanew
: Thoughts and Com-

The firstand third fe:
book, Democracy in Nigeria )
mentarics authored by D Anthony Akinola, a
Nigeriancompatriot living in Oxford, United King-
dom.Tamanillustration of the second lesson. The
questionon this second lesson is not how well you
can pretend, as a reviewer or a critic, to be ideo-
logically “neatral”, but whether you will allow
yoursell to be so blinded by ideological prejudice
as not to see llashes of beauty and deep thought
when they appearon the “other side”. 1shall come
to these three illustrations in the course of this ap-
preciation of Akinola’s important book.
Democracy in Nigeriais a collection of 55 essays

written by Akinola over a period of 12 years (2000
-2012), most of them in the last few years. Almost
all the essays were published in Nigerian newspa-
pers, the vast majority in The Guardian. The 219 -
page book s divided into 10 parts: Part1: Echnicxi-
valry over leadership (7 essays); Part 2: Obasanjo
and the third term stigma (4 essays); Part 3:
Yar'’Adua and exaggerated reforms (4 essays); Part
4:Jonathan and the zoning controversy (7 Cssaysj,
Part 5: Elections, parties and qualifications (9 es-
says);1 Part 6: The mons ster of corruption (6 ess ays)
Part7: The fallacy of welfarism (2 essays ), Jart 8:Re
ligion and religiousity (4 essays): Part 9: Federal-
ismiand the Constitution (3 essays); mri Part 10:
Belwuuopuhnsm wd pessimise (9 ays ).

The author’s well crafted and carefully balanced

- page Introduction, toget her with his p ,r?a
owht to be taken ¢ ate essay, the 56 RT:
embodies the political trajectory of Nigeria from
independence, passing through the (1966 -1970)
turbul nee- henu IbPhem,Jlr‘L re and the bal
ance employed by the author. Beyond this liter
style (carefulness xd balan e, hr*wever L
troduction signs
eral democrat. The wellkn own rese:
writer on Nigerian pol
who appears to b
reer of the aut: )
taries, for quiite some tirne, wrote t‘xumwwmd to
the book. He scores both the author and his new
bookvery high. Kirk-Greene appears honest in this

problems fde

judgment.

Democracy in Nigeriais “reader-friendly” and “stu-
dentfriendly”. By this I mean that Akinola’s new
book will attract and encourage a literate person
who otherwise suffers “book-weariness” or “book-
laziness”; and will be a delight to students of Niger-
ian politics. In the first place, the book s a collection
of essays, nota single historical narrative and analy-
sis; secondly, the titles of the parts, as well those of
individual essays, show that the issues treated are
not only current but also important and urgent -
with some of them, sach as Fthnicityasa permanent
phenomenon(the 6™ essay of Part 1), promising to
be controversial. The two essays on Welfarism that
make up Part7(The fallacy of welfarism): Welfarism
inashrinking economyand The Pandora box of Wel-
farism, are bound, at first, to shock, and then invite,
readers who had confirmed Akinola as a thoughtful
liberal democrat.

In the third place, each partis preceded by what the
author calls Synopsis, setin .tahx which provides the
historical background and context to that particu-
lar group of essays. Some of the “synopses” are long
and substantive enough to be opinion write-ups by
themnselves. Finally, Aldnola’s lang'l age is beautiful,
accessible and lucid. But speaking for students, in
particular, Iwould have loved to see Index at the end
of the book. This may be considered for the second
edition. And in doing this the author may also con-
sider moving the date of publication of each essay
from the end to the beginning of the essay. This is to
§ t)lmalullu'mnvni the author’s intervension as
derbegins to read. Also to be considered in a
new edition is the need to correct some minor typo-
graphical errors like those on pages. H ;(; and 14
and othe aking CPCas C
litical Change instead of C ongl
Lharm

1ess - nmhcamdi as \veﬂaa moml *nd pohu I bold-
ness - of the writer in taking ar guing positions
thatare not* )opnhg nst the curre:
s0tosay. One ot such :
ing demand and campaign for the se ingupasov-
ereign National Conference (SNC). His opinion here
comes in the last of the seven essays that malke up
Part 1: Ethnic rivalry over feadership.

I think] should quickdy dispense with this point.
Akinola had argued strongly for the rotational
presidency and the recognition of “ethnicityasa
permanent phenomenon”. In the end he declared:
“The major feuds in the Nigerian polity since in-
dependence in 1960 have been mainly over lead-
ership. Be it the Civil War of 1967 - 1970 or the
Gideon Orkar-led attempted coup of April 1990, or
the crisis we now simply refer to as june 12, it has
been demonstrated in the course of our existence
as an independent nation that the leadership
question Is indeed the national question” (em-
phasis mine)(page 30).

It is in this context of the author's almost cate-
gorical belief - held over the past three decades -
that he declares: “honestly, agitation for another
constitutional conference - be it of ethnic nation-
alities or that of the intelligentsia - no longer ex-
cites” (page 46). He continues: “We have had too
many conferences in the short history of our na-
tion and maybe it is time we accepted that im-
proving in what we already had is the way
forward” (pages 46 -47). Of course, on both counts
-leadership question being the national question
and constitutional conference being no long “ex-
citing” -1 strongly disagree with Akinola. Butlad-
mire his boldness: he is taking the positions in
spite of his knowing that they are “unpopular”, in
spite of his being knownas aliberal democratand
aprogressive over a fairly long time. 1 do not agree
with him but his position and his argument en-
rich my own contrary position. That is one of the
strengths of the book.

For a second instance of boldness and “swim-
ming against the current”, some historical back-
;,mumh)ncu‘ss 1y, The governmentof President
un Obasanjo had, in 2005, set up a National

orm Conference to kick off, I believe, a
new process of constitution-making. When deub-
‘mns uat 10 me issue of dC'rmzmn el

; egates from the
ted “on being
pdld 25 per cent OfiEV nue from oil, a percentage
they would lile to graduate to 50 per cent over a
year period”.(page 50). Akinola fully endorses
this position.
« 1o be continued next Thiursday.
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By Edwin Madunagu

HIS is the second segment of an appreciation

of Anthony Akinola’s new book, Democracy in
Nigeria. The first segment ended last Thursday
with Akinola recalling one of the demands that
came from delegates of the Southsouth geopolit
ical zone at the 2005 National Political Reform
Conference. They had demanded, on behalf of
their zone, 25 per cent of the nation’s oil revenue
and the increase of this percentage to 50 percent
over a five-year period.

Anthony Akinold fully endorses the South
south’s position on this question, He says “Iheh
insistence on this position gives the writer (that
is, Akinola) much joy in certain respects, The first
ground of supportemanates from the belief that
if the OﬂweelM) had resided somewhere else, the
issue of how much they wanted as payment
would not have been as contentious. And if the oil
wealth had resided in the territory of one of the
so-called majority ethnic groups the so-called mi
nority groups might have been made to feel
grateful for the tiny crumbs that come in for
them.” (Page 50).

There are two brief comments 1 would like to
make here. First, } would have loved to find out
how many “progressives” from the major ethnic
groups would support Akinola’s first “ground”
unconditionaity, éwat is, without qualifying it to
the point of emptying it of every meaning, | have
often posed this type of challenge to my friends
and compatriots. Second: The author’s robust
stand on this oil revenue allocation debate gives
useful insights into his conception of democracy
- that it goes beyond “free and fair and credible”
elections. For me, also, there is in the very idea of
demnocracy, not only the principle of equality but
also the consciousness that the application of
equal measures to unequal entities or situations
does not remove the original inequality. The late
Chief Anthony Enahoro held this position and
called it equitocracy.

Running through Anthony Akinola’s Democracy
in Nigeria, in virtually all the 55 essays, are what, 1
think, the author would call “attributes of democ-
racy”. These are in lieu of technical and didactic
dt-l{ni'{ions, which, however carefully and liber-
ally crafted, are always found to be defective and
contradictory and, therefore, self-defeating. 1

67

1on

Contemporary problems of democracy(2)

have, mysell found that every attemyp
ing on Lincoln's general definition ha

tatimprov-
ended in in-

tellectual disaster. Here is a sampling of what

Akinola regards as“attributes of democracy: “Ana-
tion s ¢qualificd to be called democracy if it re-
spects agreed rules and procedures” (page 32);
“odemocracy as an idea which, among other
things, isaboutrespect for the rule of law, free and
fair clections and freedom of the individual within

the contines of the law” (page 37); “...true democ-
racy is about a people making a choice between al-
ternatives” (page 124),

Alinola admires what he calls the “British ap-
proach to democracy” and believes Nigerians have
alottolearn from it He urges: “We must learn as
amatterol urgency thatan electionis nota matter
of ‘door die’, Elections must be free and fair,and a
people represented by those they have duly cho-
sen” (page 130). Commenting specifically on the
last British general elections 92010), Akinola says:
“I'lie campaign lasted barely four weeks and nota
single related death was reported. There were no
fraudulent issues with lml]‘ut papers, or the out-
come of elections. Voters' registration cards came
through the post, as the ages and addresses of
every person resident in Britain are available in the
records. (Election day was not declared) a public
holiday; people enthusiastically exercised their
mandates during their free time” (page 130).

furthermore, Akinola’s testimony continues:
“I'here were neither police officers nor armed sol-
diers at the polling stations, neither were there
party officials to monitorvoting” (page 130). Thon-
estly share Akinola's admiration for the British
clectoral culture in comparison with what obtains
in Nigeria. lwould, however, insist that the root of
the difference between the two cultures cannotbe
found in our “hackwardness”, “poverty,” “illiter-
acy”, “corruption” “greed”, etc-which themselves
need to be explained - but more crucially in the
capitalist path of development that Nigeria's rul-
ing classes have chosen and imposed on the coun-
try, a path of development that passes through
primitive capitalist accumulation and its *do or
die” tactics.

It is not an argument to say that Britain is also a
capitalist country. To this I would simply respond
that the path of development that led Britain to be-
coming a fully developed and central capitalist
country - including global exploitation and un-
equal relations - has been closed forever. Itis no

longer open for Nigeria or any other developing
country tor that matter. This point may be put dif-
ferently: Any developing country that insists on
following the path which Britain or America fol-
Jowed to what they are now will be stunted, and
then stuck. Forget the illusion about South Korea
or Taiwan. But that is for another day.

On the foundation of Lincoln’s “general defini-
tion” and “attributes of democracy” such as those
that punctuate Akinola's book a political move-
ment may mobilize a nation to fight to erect con-
crete democratic structures. I believe that is what
the author had in mind when he said: “A nation
can decide its own structure of democracy” (page
85). Earlier Akinola had argued: “The so-called ad-
vanced democratic nations of the world have var-
ied political arrangements - the presidential
Jcongressional system in America, the Westminis-
ter parliamentary system in the United Kingdom,
the presidential/parliamentarianism in France
and the collective presidency in Switzerland. Why
must Nigeria be the copycat nation? (page 74).

Akinola also greatly admires, and has been
deeply influenced by America’s political system,
their model of democratic constitutional presi-
dentialism. This is putting the point very mildly:
Akinola loves American democracy. Although he
also admires the British, he would prefer the pres-
idential system for Nigeria - for reasons of our
country'sethnicand reﬁgious “cleavages”. Itis be-
cause of these “cleavages” that the author very
strongly advocates rotational presidency in this
bookand he has consistently done this in the past
30 years. He shows his admiration for the Ameri-
can system partly by contrasting it with some
other political systems. One of the contrasts
sketched in this book - the one between America
and the defunct Soviet Union - is deeply ideologi-
cal. This is an illustration of what I said at the be-
ginning of this series - a political writer’s
inevitable ideological inclination and a reviewer’s
inevitable ideological preferences.

In the fourth essay of the book, Presidency is the
issue, Akinola says: “Had the defunct Soviet Union
followed the path of the United States of America
by putting appropriate democ structures in
place, rather t%a n indulging in many decades of
sloganeering, it might have survived until today.
Nigeria can only learn from the history of others if
its own is not t6 be continuation in the chapter of
failed nations” (page 33). f

There are two pertinent comments I wish to
make on Akinola’s proposition. The first is that
there are several elements of America’s political
system thatare truly admirable if taken in isolation,
if freed from their capitalist/imperialistintegument-a
liberation which would happen one day, a libera-
tion that would transform America literally intoa
“paradise” on earth. The political elements that
await liberation from capitalistfimperialist in-
tegumentinclude America’s federalism, constitu-
tionalism, bicameral legislature, the role (and
power) of the Congress, and the principle of
equality of states in Senate representation. Democ-
racy in Nigeria has made the American political sys-
tem much clearer to me. But this clarity only
further convinces me how wonderful it would be
- for the masses of America, for the masses of the
world - to remove the capitalist/imperialist in-
tegument.

The second comment is that the founders of the
United States of America and the Soviet Union set
out to create different types of society; they
“dreamt” of two different worlds; and, more criti-
cally, they had different ideas and different plans
on how to move from the present to the future.In
the course of building the Soviet Union, succeed-
ing regimes committed errors - grave and tragic
errors—in addition to objective historical difficul-
ties, some of them foreseeable and foreseen, oth-
ers quite unforeseeable. My proposition is this:
The founders of the Soviet Union and the coun-
try's succeeding regimes must be judged in the
context of the type of society and the world they
said they were committed to creating and the
methods they proclaimed.

The Leftis harsh in their judgement of the Soviet
Union not because Lenin's successors committed
more atrocities than the founders and subse-
quent rulers of America, or failed to commit
lh-mwlvcs to building America-type society as
Akinola obviously believes they would have done.
The Left is harsh on post-Lenin rulers of the Soviet
Union on the grounds of what they had pro-
claimed, the ideology and vision they invoked, the
hopes they raised among the toiling and op-
pressed masses of the world, including those in
slavery, those being colonized, those being visited
with genocide by capitalist and imperialist ex-
pansionists. The Left is harsh on the grounds of
acts of heroism and martyrdom the post-Lenin
rulersinspired across the globe, inchuding Nigeria.

« 1o be continued next Thursday.
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HE following statement should, perhaps, be

miade at this point: Crucial in understanding
and appreciating Anthony Akiriola’s Democracy in
Nigeria is not forgetting that the author takes the
country’sexisting capitalist (“free market”) polit-
ical ecortomy not only as given but also as un-
changing. He takes for granted that carrying out
the reforms advocated in his book would leave
the basics of the capitalist (“free market") econ-
omy not only invanant but also unthreatened. I
felt Akincla’s silent assumption throughout the
book but more strongly in his consideration of
corruption and welfarism. I believe you will not,
especially if vou are a Leftist, be able to fully ap-
praciate this book unless you take this point into
accountand see, in spite of this, what {have calied
“flashes of beauty” and “products of deep
thought” the book embodies.

Whatlstill have to savin this appreciation canbe
streamlined and re-arranged under five themes:
The guestion of “ cleavage”: ideology, ethnicity
and religion: the“le dersgip” question: “the “zon-
ing” principle together with collective, collegial,

Stationai and singie-term presidency; “wel
farism” in a restructured economy; corruptionas
lubricant of capitalisin; and the philosophy of
hope. In continuing with the appreciation | may
have to refer to ideas which, though Akinola’s, are
not explicitly stared in this book but in his other
works that [ have also read.

in the Synonsis to Part 4, titled Jonathan and the
zoning centroversy, the author says: “The politics of
Nigeria has little or no ideologica! content; what
divides Nigerians are their ethnicity and religion”
(page 79). Three pages later, under the essay His-
tory of leadership crises, the authoer repeats the
propusition but adds a third facter: “The noises
apbout the direction of the presidency in 201
should remind us that our nation is not divided
by ideology, but by religion, region and selfish in-
terests” {page 82). This proposition is repeated in
several essays in the book. If you dig deep ints,
and analyse, Akinola’s third factor, “selfish inter-
ests”-unless it1sa stin of pen” {which anyone who
has read this beok and other works of his will al-
most swear is not)-you will sometimes come face
to face with what he seeks to deny, that is, ideology.

This point notwithstanding, 1 think I know what

Contemporary probi

the author has in mind: I think it is a matter of
emphasis; but this emphasis, which we may be
tempted to overinok carries important implica-
tions which the author then employs theoreti-
cally - namely, that the political parties that now
occupy Nigeria's democracy space can coaiesce
into a handful of large and, perhaps, naticnal,
partes

Akinola's proposition can be reformulated as
foliows: Several factors, including ethnicity, reli-
gton and ideology divide Nigerians: but in poii-
tics (or the type of poiitics we used to call
“bourgenis politics”) which the ruling classesand
their power blocs completely dominate, ideoiogy
takes a back seat, and zthnicity and rei
come dominant, though not exclusive. Ii U
thor accepts my modiiication that rests my case;
butif he rejects itIshall then take another step in
another direction and propose that the fact that
different political groups are found in the same
party does not mean that there are no iceclogical
differences - sometimes serious differe - be-
tween them. Groups with deep ideological dif-
forences may come together for a strategic
objective, such as national liberarion. Check the
Kuomintang (KMT) in China during the anti-
Japanese national resistance, the African National
Congress (ANC) in South Africa and the National
Council of Nigeria and Camercon (NCNC) in
Nigeria between 1944 and 195G

Ido notwant to be misunderstood on this ques-
tion. So let me put my proposition in context. Aki-
nola employs his own proposition - of no
ideological, orng serious ideological, differences
- to argue that the tens of political parties which
now operated in the country can coalescz into a
handful of nationa! parties - a development
which will now be strengthened if rotationai pres-
idency is adopted and inserted in the nation’s
Constitution. Seg, in particular, the essay Fusion,
not alliances (pages 113 - 115).

My counter proposition is in three parts: firs,
that rhere are ideological differences in Nigeria's
politics; second, that amaigamation of parties
can still take place even in the presence of ideo-
logical difterences; and third, that, conversely, the
fact thar this amalgamation takes place does not
mean there are no ideological ditferences. How-
ever, as in the historical examples cited above
(KMT, ANC and NCNC) the coming together of

ems of democracy (3)

parties - I rnean serious parties - with ideclogical
ditferences is usually for a strategic objective. Once
that objective is realized, or is in sight, the dit
ences, hitherto underplaved, begin to surface and
the hitherto monolithic paity begins to “iall
apart”.

The case for rotational presidency is, arguably, the
strongest and most passicnately argued proposi-
tion in Democracy in Nigeria. Reading through Aki-
nola’s argument that literally litters the book and
these works of his that are not accommodated in
the book 1 think the full title of his proposition
shouid be: Collegial, rotational and single-term pres-
idency. For the “collegial” part of the proposition,
Aldnola says in the essay Presidency is the issue: “The
ar%ument thata potential president should be in-
telligent, competent and patijotic cannot, in any
wayﬁ)e faulted. However, those with such qualities
can be found in all the geopolitical zones of the
Nigerian federation. The time wil] come, and it
may not be long, when we see conventional wis-
dom in a remodeled presidency thatis made up of
an elected leader from each of the geopolitical
zones. The position of president who combines
the functions of Head of State with that of the
Chairmanship of the Collegiate can be based on
rotation” (page 35).

If the proposition had stopped here readers of
my column in The Guardian newspaper would no-
tice that Akinola’s position (formufated above in
2006) completely coincides with the position 1
have, myself, held foralong time. But Akirola had
continued: “Because of the belief that Nigeria is
one important nation of the world whose political
leader deserves a face, the preferred model here is
one on which a zone hold on to the position of
Head of State and therefore, the titie of President
for the duration of a single term of whatever num-
ber of years the Constitution prescribes. The meim-
bers of the Collegiate will be entitled to seek
re-election. When we have done this we will have
built our nation and its democracy on a rocky
foundation” (page 36).

The whole “coliegial” arrangement, Akinola sug-
gests, is for the future. In the interim, he strands by
rotational presidency. He also argues for a singie-
rerm: tenure for the rotational presidency. In fact
he think that anyone who supports the key argu-
ments of rotational presidency will also see thata
single-term tenure will strengthen it. He argues

this last proposition cxplicitly in several ot
more recent essays inchuding For single term rotix
tionai presidency {page 99 -101).

I recall that Akinola wrote & piece, The casefor ¢
collegial executive, which was published in The
Guardian of April 26, 2002. Five days later, or,
Thursday, August 1, 2602, my column carried my
response, Collegiality or collectivity? My position ir
thi- rayponse was that while applauding Akinola’s
brilliantand rare proposition, what he actually of
tered was neither “collegiare” nor “collective’, b
just rotational. However, since I now assume that
his 2006 essay, which Thad zirezdy cited copiously
and approvingly, supersedes that of 2002 {whicr
is noteven included in the present book), my200:
argument1s no longer relevant here.

inAuagust19¢8 Ireceived, inmy capacity as Acting
Editorial Page Editor ot The Guardicn, two previ
ously published papers written by Akinolaonrs
rational presidency: Nigeric:' The quest {or a stabi
poiity: Anoifier comment and An open letter to the
Constituent Assembly 1 considered the papers ita
portant enough to make personal photocopiet
and preserve in my library. They are stili with me
The first publication was based on his book, The
search fora Nigerian political sysiem {1986). Tenyear:
later, 1n 1996, Akinola came out with Rotation
presidency (1996). All these go to show that Akinol:

has been leng on this issue; and his position has
been consistent.

In the essay Welfarisnrin a shrinking economy, Ak
rola says: “Weltarism is about the health, happi
ness and general well-being of the individual. £
nation which assurnes the responsibility of pro
/iding for the health, happiness and general well
g of its people(s) is regarded in politica
ance asa weliare state.” (page 155). The authos

i

be

parl
identifies “free education”, “iree health care’, “uii
joyment benefits”, “old age stare pension”

dised housing”, etc, as weifare programmes
and he approvingly recognises Great Britain anc
the oid Wesiern Region of Migeria (under Obafem
Awolowo) as having practised welfarism. But hic
believes rhat welfarism depends critically on the
“availability of funds”. It 2501 he said, ip relatior
to Nigeria, that. “the funds are simply not there fo;
an idea whose time deserves to come” (pagz 157}
My question is: Why are the funds not there?

« To be continued next Thursday.
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nessandg L’ﬂ“[r:l w r‘l. 12 of the individu: ]
ndeed T)Ard\ ng to see that Akinola relates el
mto dem o ,mm I ]'mm.nll 1< would
democrz vidends”. b UL, a5 we 3!50 saw in
e last segrent, Alm.uln was of the opinion that,
2Sat2001, there were no fuods to inaugurate a wel-

fare programme in Nigeria fpuw 157). Fen yc.na’

Yater, in 201, Akincla was still of the same viev.
Tc promise to mount weltarism at this time, Ali-
nolaarg gues, would be “tantamount to dan'mn“ a
carrot hefore the eyes of the hungry and plaﬂng
on the ignorance of the people” (page 1571 This i
wEry stx')ng view and it is correct - b‘n o'hy u \,
assume the inviolability of {ho fuity
political ECOROIMY —wu,d ¢ aut a;' Implici: ;'
does,asnctec in the € paragra, i u; t"le pie-
ceaing segment. Iu his sec
fhe Pancora bex of »
mioie eifective and realisable solition to the
sems iowiich weliarism is being considere
i’anﬁus SOvernme r.ts sI‘ ibe sdpp:}‘ﬁ"to's
al iagrcniture ande
:tauon with a determination o Lakmg DUT VO
n and wornen aﬂ the streets and inic the en-
meyment maiket” (pag2 159).
{ Fheauthorargues very perc ﬂrt've‘) and conving
(‘.‘ng,ix that "ouir yeung me=n angd women should nior
&1 ‘»A]S.'h for their 65 birthday o come
Isooner that it should be” -a seference to EXiti Stz
government, which announced a plan “to provide”
State penstoiz "o citizers aged 65 and sbove”. He
bolieves that the idea of state pension is av pr ecenr
anrealistic in Fkiti State, “one of the pﬂcres*st
of the Nigerian federation, a state that rotal Hy de—
pends on *handouts’ from Abaia for xt" survival”
{page 158). Again. the author is rrghut the present
poiitical economyis decreed as fived.(We raay here
sunl Wy define political economy as the swstem of
prodisction and class and sectoral disaribution of
wealthina polity).
Therefare two other comments Thave on Akinola's
views pn welfarism. As I asked at the close of the
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segment: Whyare ther o
withal” 9 mount a weltare g
Stateor, indeed, it Nigeria as a2 who!
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Contemporary problems of democracy (5)

By Edwin Madunagu

is now time to conclude this appreciation.
thony Akinola's Democracy in Nigeriais ap-
pearing at a particularly depressing period in
the history of the country:Itisa period in which
many sincere patriots are frightened and pes-
simistic about the future of their nation. And to
be frank with myself, as well as with my readers,
the current appreciation is, in a sense, a state-
ment of faith and hope, a statement of opti-
mism about the survival of Nigeria as a
corporate political entity. I try to banish all
thoughts about Somalia, Rwanda and former
Yugoslavia.

Even then, I would not have embarked on this
appreciation, let alone utilizing that opportu
nity to restate my faith, hope and optimism, if
Akinola’s book had not been an intellectual
product that exudes not only honest patriotism
and optimism, but also creativity, freshness and
boldness as well as strong and resilient convic-
tion - from the first page. Each day that breaks
witnesses literally uncountable number of pro-
ductions, in various literary forms, on the same
subject engaged by Akinola in his book-democ-
racy in our country, Nigeria. ButIwould say with
every sense of responsibility and moderation
that most of these productions - or, more strictly,
those that | see - are simply manifestoes of op-
portunism, cynicism and hypocrisy.

Although Akinola and I belong to different “ide-
ological camps” with different sets of ideas on
how (the route to take) to attain a genuinely
human and humane Nigeria, 1 can affirm, also
responsibly, that Akinola’s Democracy in Nige-
ria is not one of the mass productions on
“democracy” I have just characterized. Each of
the 55 essays in_this book presents us with
propositions or assertions for debate or reflec-
tion.

Beyond all this, however, is another attribute
of Democracy in Nigeria:there are several ideas
in the book that I can propose for inclusion in
the radical Jeft programme for a new Nigeria.
These areideas I had earlier described as “flashes
of beauty” and “deep thought;” and if I may
adapt a formulation in Andre Gorz’s Socialism
and Revolution,! would call theideas “humanist
constants.” These relate to elements that a na-

tional programme of whatever general ideolog-

ical orientation must embody to deserve con-
sideration at all. These include education,
health, empowerment of human hands towork
and create (not to be stretched in supplication
to other humans for survival), fundamental
human rights, political democracy as well as eq-
uitocracy. The last is a concept of democracy,
which goes beyond “one person, one vote™. Col-
legiality, zoning and rotation - currently being
bastardised in Nigeria-are all elements of equi-
tocracy.

WhatIwish todoin the space that is left for me
is to repeat one particular clarification, and
then pull out some key propositions in Democ-
racy in Nigeria for readers to reflect on. These |
would take away as I close the book and place it
back on the shelf. First, the clarification. Democ-
racy in Nigeria had proposed in several of its
constituent essays that there are no serious or
substantive ideological differences in contem-
porary Nigerian politics. This proposition I had
already refuted. But 1 had also proceeded to pro-
pose that two or more political groups with ide-
ological differences can combine to pursue a
specific political objective ora small number of
specific political objectives. If the objective of
the combination is general, rather than specific,
then the combination is essentially a merger
and Akinola would be right - in that particular
instance - that there were no serious ideologi-
cal differences separating the groups in the first
place.

Now, to the propositions. In the essay Beyond
mere grumblingunder The monster of corrup-
tion (Part 6), Akinola had said: “If we are gen-
uinely concerned about our plights and rights,
may be it is time we organize ourselves into a
non-partisan group, subscribed to by patriotic
Nigerians across the various divides. The trou-
ble with Nigeria is significantly that of a follow-
ership that would rather grumble than act
collectively in pursuit of desired objectives”
(emphasis mine) (page 152). - He quotes his
friend, the late Tajudeen Abdul - Raheem: “Or-
ganize, not agonise”. (page 152). This is an ex-
plicit “call toaction”, arguably the most explicit
in the book. The “various divides” mentioned
in the “call” are obviously “ethnic” and “reli-
gious” and the unstated common platform for

- action is the popular-democratic platform, or

the “humanist constants”.
In the fourth essay titled Presidency is the

issue, the author says: “The argument that a po-
tential president should be intelligent, compe-
tentand patriotic cannot, in any way, be faulted.
However, those with such qualities can be found
inall the geo-political zones of the Nigerian fed-
eration. The time will come, and it may not be
long, when we see conventional wisdominare-
modeled presidency that is made up of an
elected leader from each of the geo-political
zones. The position of President who combines
the functions of Head of State with that of the
Chairmanship of the Collegiate can be based on
rotation” (page 35). To this proposition, as I said
inan earlier segment of this appreciation, I give
ahundred percent “yes” vote. My only footnote
is to the effect that the proposal should take ef-
fect now, for tomorrow may be too late.

In the second paragraph of the 5th essay,
Democracy and structures of governance, Aki-
nola says: “l begin my comment by summariz-
ing democracy as an idea which, among other
things, is about respect for the rule of law, free
and fair elections and the freedom of the indi-
vidual within the confines of the law. A nation
may choose to put in place political structures
which accord withiits realities. What makes such
anation democratic or notis the extent towhich
the principles of democracy are upheld in the
society. Structures of political governance differ
and vary in western countries. What we lack,
and must seek to learn, is the primacy they ac-
cord to the principles of their chosen political
systems” (page 37). My vote is“yes.”

In the 6th essay, Fthnicity as a permanent phe-
nomenon, he says: “Ethnicity is one phenome-
non we are not going to be able to wish away, no
matter how much we try. Accepting ethnicityas
a reality to be confronted is the way forward to
achievinga stable, democratic nation. The mag-
nitude of the problem posed by ethnicity in our
society emanates from its centralized nature.
While it is perhaps inconceivable that a nation
like the United States of America would disinte-
grate because of its ethnic components, the
same can hardly be said about Nigeria. The eth-
nic population inAmerica is dispersed, and that
explains the major difference between that na-
tion and ours” (page 41). My vote is again “yes”
except that I would change “the major differ-
ence” to “one major difference.”

The following proposition is in the 33rd essay,
The iniquity of greed: “The Nigerian politician

wins regular lottery in corrupt practices or
shady deals. The saving grace for democracy of
today, if one must be honest, has been the dis-
trust Nigerians have for the military. The expe-
riences of governance between 1985 and 1998 do
not recommend further military involvement
in politics”(page 139). Historically true, although
it can happen again without “recommenda-
tion.”

In the synopsis to Part 8, Religion and religios-
ity,the author says: “Nigeria is one nationwhere
asupposedly well-educated person could blame
the breakdown of their vehicle on the evil
machinations of witches, believing there would
be need for prayers. The pastor or imam or
priest feeds on this type of irrationality for their
own economic advantages. However, the stabil-
ity of Nigeria is hardly troubled by eccentric or
excessive religiosity of the majority but by the
determination of a very tiny minority to impose
its values on the rest of society. Nigeria has suf-
fered from all sorts of religious extremism in the
past and is currently engaged in the battle with
an extremist group whose sophistication in un-
leashing savagery has been unprecedented”
(page 161). True, except that I would change
“Nigeria........is currently engaged in...” to “The
Nigerian state is currently engaged in.....

In the 54th essay, Still on rotational presidency,
Akinola says: “We do not do not have a “rota-
tional presidency” yet, what we do have is “zon-
ing” by individual political parties. Once there
is a rotational presidency, the rules guiding the
principlewill be elegantly stated in the national
constitution with all political parties mandated
to follow them.” (page 212). This is closely fol-
lowed by: “Rotational presidency, if included in
the constitution as contemporary realities sug-
gestitshould, it may not be a permanent feature
no matter how lofty an idea we think it is. It is
customary practice in democratic nations with
written constitutions to periodically review and
possibly amend any provision of the constitu-
tion onlywhen it may be deemed to have served
its purpose. The idea of a rotational presidency
cannot bean exemption. There isnodoubt that
afuture generation will have its sayin all of this,
ridicule us if they so desire, but the duty we owe
that future is to save the present” (page 215).

Thisisanelegant appllcatlon of dialectics, and
my vote isan-unqualified “Yes”.

« Concluded




