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By Edwin Madunagu

S) {ORTLY before my last piece, Perspectives
on political econom FAugust 16), ap-
peared, I received a book, an examination of
which immediately suggested that this
highly condensed essay had tobe expanded
and extended after my{’)reakme book, How
to change the world: Tales of Marx and Marx-
ism, 1840 - 2011, by Eric Hobsbawm, the 95
year-old world-renowned Marxist historian
and historiographer, was sent to me by a
comrade and compatriot who has taken it
upon himself to ensure that fam as current
as possible in this my chosen “line of busi-
ness”. Hobsbawm's book - which areviewer,
has hoped and é)rayed should not be his last
-was published in20m. It is 470 pages long,
divided into two parts-Marxand Engels, and
Marxism-which together cover16 chapters.
The book is enriched with copious notes,
dates and sources - an attribute that stu-
dents, academics and researchers would
particularly welcome, Hobsbawn has re-
mained a Marxist and was a member of the
British Communist Party until its self- dis-
solution about two decades ago, I think. In
spite of this, as the same reviewer has noted
-and as I myself had found out long ago -
someone could read some of Hobsbawm's
books and essays - and he has written so
many - without knowing that the author is
so committed ideologically and politi-
cally. The Guardian of London, in its review of
Hobsbawm’s latest book said that the au-
thor is “one of the leading authors of the
concgpt and language in which all of us
now discuss our situation.” I shall return to
this point: it was one of the reasons
grabbed the book with two hands. fRs
Incidentally, Ireceived Hobsbawm’s How to
change the ‘world not too long after I re-
ceived, from the same source,abook, Africa
must be modern: The modern imperative in
contemporary Africa, written by Olufemi
Taiwo and published in 2011 Taiwo, who, I
reckon, isin his mid-fifties, isaNigerian, ed-
ucated in Nigeria and North America. I also
reckon that he is still an academic in North
America. Taiwo's 225-page book, which he
called a Manifesto, suggests either that he is
no longer a Marxist, which he was as a
Loung university student in Nigeria in the
te 1970s and early 1980’s, or that he has
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simply abandoned the t/pe of Marxism
ropagated in theory and practice, by his
ormer Marxist teachers back home and
which hac influenced him theoretically
and politically. Either way, he made a major
episternological break in North Americain
mid-1980s.

A few y2ars ago, 1 obtzined a copy of
the book, The world we wich to see: Revolu-
tionary objectives in the 21st century, written
by Samir Amin and published by Monthly
Review Press, New York, in 2008. I make fre-
quent references to Amin znd his writings
in this column and not too long ago - on his
80th birthday anniversary- I wrote a com-
bined appreciation of the debt I owe him,
Biodun Jeyifo and Leon Tredsky (Time to re-
call, and honour, December 1, 2011). Amin’s
144-page, three-chapter book to which I
refer simply as Revolutionary Objectives, car-
ries two important appendixes including
The Bamako Appeal (2006). The Appeal was
issued in Bamako, capital of Mali, on Janu-
ary 19,2006, on the eve of the World Social
Forum, which took place in that city.

Signed by several Activislstnd intellectu-
als across all the continents of the world,
the Bamake Appeal “seeks to advance the
principle of the right to an/equitable exis-
tence for everyone; to affirma collective life
of peace, justice and diversity; and to pro-

_ mote the means to reach these z?'oals at the

local level and for all humanity”.

The concerns of the three books - How to
change theworld, Africa mus: be modern, and
the world we wish to see - are embedded in
their titlesand subtitles, and they are the
same: the need to change theworld, and how
to accomplish this. There is a lot to learn
and commend in each of them, but what I
intend to do here is to appreciate Hobs-
bawn’s book, shifting the appreciation of
the other two to the future. Even then,
there ‘are a number of comments on
Taiwo's book that I wish to insert here.

Olufemi Taiwo's Africa must be modem isa'|

research-based argument for modernity
where modernity can be taken in its literal

meaning and then understood historically +
as referring to “a post - traditional, post me-
dieval histerical period.” The author’s re-;"

search as he claimed, led him, on page 6, to
the following conclusion: “... asingular fail-

ing of African radicals, especially us Marx-‘_j;,r
b iy {

‘changing the world’

ists, was that we had misconstrued the im-
portof Karl Marx’s Thesis XI on Feuerbach,
which stated: Philosophers have merely inter-

reted the world in various ways; the point,

owever, is to change it. From the dearth of _

fundamental literature on diverse aspects
of African life to a near total absence of
Marxist and other radical texts on the
African world, it had by then become clear
to me that African leftists had been so con-
sumed by their eagerness to change the
world that they had forgotten to prepara-
tory first step of interpreting ir.”

For the avoidance of doubt, as they say, the
author re-stated this conclusicn: “In other
words, leftist African intellectual: and those
of us who were their students and were set

to take our place as teachers and guides of -

the future brigades of world changers were
engaged in an impossible task: we were try-
ingto change a world that we barely under-
stood”. He there and then committed
himself to interpreting the world, particu-
larly its African segment. t
My first comment on the author's “discov-
ery” and “commitment” is to point atten-
tion to the phrase “in various ways” in his
quotation from Karl Marx’s 1845 notes on
Ludwig Feuerbach's materialism. 1 would
like to simply suggest here that what Femi
Taiwo has csone in his book, or rather, what
he announced in the passage cited above
that he would do, was sim F to produce a
different interpretation o t%e world - dif-
ferent, that is, from the earlier interpreta-
tion which he, his compatriots and his
teachers had made. He had renounced his
earlier interpretation and produced a dif-
ferent one, thereby adding one more to the
“various” interpretations noted by Marx. His
new interpretation does not replace the for-
mer one in the list of interpretations, nor

does it make his former teachers “non-in-"

terpreters.” Every interpretation remains
valid until it has lost all adlierents and has
ceased to mobilise social forces. And since
we are yet to change the world, Marx's the-
sis, to the extent that it was valid in 1845, is
still valid. i

The entire intellectual and ideological at-
titude of Marx who made the observation in
the 1845 notes strongly suggests that he
would agree that his own interpretation

‘was simply one of the interpretations to

which he referred. All that lam insisting on
here is the need for the “liberal spirit” and
“scientific attitude” in this type of discus-
sion. My call does not preclude strong views
or strong formulations of convictions; it
only asks that we appreciate ths existence
of rival interpretations of the world. it s,
above all, a call for the adoption of a long
view of history that recondiles itself to the
suggestion that if humanity dces not end
up in “common ruin”, a possibility Marx
himself saw; only the change which we are
talking about will conclusively resolve the
argument as to which interpretzation corre-
sponds, or corresponds more, with reality.
My second comment on Taiwo's “concfu-
sion”isa defence of myself and the author’s
(Marxist) teacherswhom I knew and closely

worked with - first from my location in a-

community not too far from the University
of Ife (now Obafemi Awol¢wo University)
and later from Calabar. The period in ques-
tion embraces the shorter period (1976 -
1981), which I think coinci%es with the au-
thor’s undergraduate years at [fe. At the
timein question, some of these Marxist uni-
versity teachers and [ were embedded in the
peasantry. From there we efigaged in inten-
sive process of consn'emqh’on and praxis
with peasants, workers, students and mid-
dleclass strata throughout the country, but,
in particular, in areas covering large seg-
ments of the present Osun, Oye and Ondo
states; and later, in areas corresponding to
the present Southern Senatoriai District of
the present Cross River State. Those teachers
that were not “embedded” were in active
collaboration with those who were “em-
bedded”. .

- Most of the Marxist teachers had their for-
mal academic training at home and abroad
and engaged in radical and, at times, revo-
lutionary, activities abroad - mainly Europe
and North America - before returning
home. They possessed big libraries with ex-
tensive collections including Marxist books
onAfrica. These collections were continually
enlarged and enriched. Our project was not
simply to change, but simultaneously to
learn, to study, to teach, and to interpret.
The experiences - as well as achievements,
failures and lessons - were recorded for pos-
terit §
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By Edwin Madunagu
I‘?‘f week, iz the first pzrt of this series, I ro-

zced thre: books on “changins the warld™
Howto chang=the world: Zles of Mzx anc Marx-
Isr. by Eric Hzpsbawm, Affica mus be madern:
Th: modern faperative i conterrorary Afica
(A manifesto, by Olufers: Taiwo, axd The world
we wish to se=: Revoluts: obrcives o the
21szcentury; bySamir Ami [ also mde some pre-
limmary comments on e seconc 200k. What ]
intznd to doir the remaining parts = this essay is
to opreciate e three bonis, beginring wi Fric
Hoisbawm’s, m the conizat of the zirent situa-
tior-local, natonal and giobal.
Nearly even critic of e humar condiron in
2 today, rom funcuonaries o the Nagerian
stz and its various governments  the mling
classes and elres, down i the orcmary ci-zens
(“crizens without Jabels,"would suscribess the
uszcf these condemnatery terms trdescrite our
current natiozal existenc= mass poverty ard un-

empioyment armed robh
terzorism,; cormiptiona
anc oppressimn; social imequaiity
tizn and alieration; culomral bac
soceconorric underdsvejopm
anc superstizon; state hankru
quency; patrizcchy and ssxism; §
immorality; ex, etc.
“When “ say svery critic” [ me

powerful and e wealthvaswell
the

Viass into twe: the type of society ve wo e
se and live ir; and the wansitior: - it. Tt first
problem will again, produce neainaninity if
the question s properly posed. W however,
bormd to disazree on thesecond: trensition o the
“naw society” We have atways disa—eed, ard wili
corwinue to dsagree..undl the cha-ge.

Amuple of weeks ago, lundertooi brief vsits to

he sites in sasthern Cress River Szte hosing 2

»
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for all zvpes of castructior - are excavated and
crushed. Some o the produ=s from both activi-
ties arz used in Calabar an: other parts of the
state, buta greaer fraction i Tansported in large
trucks out of the state. Tharwisit was a practical
study zot only it heartless eploitation, but also
in the coexisten= of mode—ityand pre-moder-
nity; wezith anc poverty; powerand disempow-
ermerz The tecible state = the Calabar - Itu
highway, which is one of == two major roads
thatasrently linik Calabar wrh other parts of the
country lls parof the stort

From Cross Ryver State, ] —avelled to parts of
Akwa Dom anc Rivers sta= - including Eket,
fhene, kot Abas and Ogorsand. There, [ came
face to face, onczagain, witr the terrible human
disaster that hasbeen the fzz= of the peoples of
the oiproducirg areas of the Niger Delta for
decadss throughoil explorazon and production:
poltution of airand water and destruction of veg-
etation and farmlands. The =ffects of oil spillage
€0 besond watzr and farmands, to roadI;, resi-
dentizal areas, makets and prblic buildings. Fish-
ing, farming anc hunting hee been destroyed as
ons.Atzpoincon our journey [ dozed off.
o to notre that we were on a bridge over
2rer”. Trat was somewhere between Eket
I shozted and as=d the driver where
& Helaumied, buchei=rz he could answer

1

=dthat wzwere crossrza heavily polluted

wCalabar, ! ¢
buyo lzcal Gove

ide to visit parts of
nt Area that have
cated wrefugees cturnees from the
ninsuiar. “he story is familiar
rery currerr Ldid not find most
zm=2and wom:they had gone out
for ba=z survival or to confront the
nian gamdarmes - : confrontation they
amears toregain 2xir honour and hu-
maniz What I fave descrized are mere “speci-
mens’ of the condition: under which the
cverwhelming action of “:gerians live, repro-
duce their lives. say multipi= taxes and levies (in-
cluding theillegzi ones coll=ed both by robbers

and bvlaw enfoement ag=ss), and vote at elec-
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this corner of the world, at the society whose
change Hobsbawm and others are discussing.
An anthology has a particular attraction for me
-whatever form it takes: a collection of essays by
differentauthors on the same or related subjects
oracollection of essays by the same author on the
same or related subjects, or a collection of essays
by the same aurhor on different aspects of the
same subjectover a fairlylong period of time. Eric
Hobsbawm’s book, How to change the world, is

of the third t{p: Anthologies of this type show
vou the development of thought and phenom-
ena over time.

The main body of the book under appreciation
isdivided into two parts: PartI: Marxand Fngels (
8 chapters}: and Part I Marxism . (8
chapters). These are enriched and strengthened
by copious Netes, “Dates and Sources of Original
Publication”and Index, at the end of the 470-page
book. The-author’s two-page introduction de-
scribes the content and range of the book, as well
as those that might benefit %rom it.Itisan impor-
tant guide, especially, as the author says, for read-
ers “with a more specific interest in Mar,
Marxism, and the irteraction between the histor=
ical context and the development and infiuence
of ideas”. The 16 essays were written between 1956
and 2009, that is, a period of 53 years. About two-
thirds of them had either not been published at
all or had not been published in English.

Abreakdown of the contents may bz usefil. Part
I'is made up of Marx roday; Marx and Engels and
pre-Maixian Socialism; Merx, Engels and Poljtics;
On Engels’ “The Coiiditions of the Working Class
in Eng75ﬂd ":On the “Communist Manifesto™ Dis-
covering the “Grundrisse”; Marx on pre-Capitalist
Formations; and The Fortunes of Marx’ and En-
gels’ Writings. Part Il consists of Dr. Marx and the
Victorian Crisis; The Influence of Marxism 1880-
1914; In the Era of Anti-fascism, 19291945: Gram-
sci; The Reception of Gramsci, 1945-1983; Marxism
in Recession, 1883 - 2000; and Marx and Labour:
the Long Century.

Of the16 essays, those most relevant to our pres-
entdiscussion are: Marx and Engels and pre-Marx-
ian Socialism (Chapter 2); Marx, Engels and
Palitice(Chantar 2% Do the “Communists Mani-

the world 2
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festo” (Chapter 5); Marxism in Recession, 1983-

* 2000(Chapter15);and Marx today(Chapter 1),

Eric Hobsbawm was born in Egypt in 1917, the
year of the Russian Revolution. His father was a
Jew. His family moved to Austria soon after the
First World War and then moved to London when
Adolf Hitler came to power in 1933. Hobsbawm
served in the British Army during the Second
World War, obtaineda doctorate degree on Fabiar,
Society from Cambridge University after the war,
and became a lecturer ai Birkbec College in 1947,
He rose to become an Emeritus Professor of Kis-
tory in1982. '

Hobsbawm has been very prolific. Between his
first book, Primitive Rebels, which wes published
in 1959, and the one under apprediation, How o
change the world, which canie out last vear, he
must have published about 26 maior works. Hob-
sbawm says that How to change the worldis not 2
history of Marxism “in the traditional sense”. 0f
course, it is not - at least it does not possess the
structure of a history book fike his own History of
Marxism. 1 would call the book “Essays in Lhe’{
tory of Marxism” or “Aspects of history of Mary-
ism”. One reason some reviewers, inciuding
myself, would describe the bookas “aspects”isthe
insufficient attention paid to Marxist figures like
Leon Trotsky and Rosa Luxemburg and near-ne-
glect of the question of women. On these two
counts, Iwould have, two decades ago, considered
this otherwise excellent book as irredesmab
flawed. I still consider the omissions grave. Bu:
am more tolerant.

There was something that particularly struck me
when [ was reading Hobsbawn’s The Age of £x-
tremes: the short twentieth century; 19147911, This
was how the authorreeled out dates and details of
events big and small even while making wher ]
may call “historical sweeps™. A reviewer otg the cur-
rent book, and a biographer, have, in describing
this attribute, equated Hobsbawm’s brain to a
modern researchqlibmw. notsimplyon accountof
the amount of materialsit holds,%ut alsobecause
of the ease with which any of these materals can
be retrieved. Reading How to change the world
will convince you that this is not an exaggeratior,
« To be continued naxt Thursday:
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By Edwin Madunagu

FOR the purpose of this discussion, we may
restructure Eric Hobsbawm’s How to change
the world: Tales of Marx and Marxism (1840-2011)
into three overlapping parts: History, Defence,
and Critiqgue. When we do this we shall see that
although all the parts are important, what is
most relevant to our present discussion is the
Critigue. Readers will acknowledge that this is
not the time for militant self-defence, but of
principled and courageous re-evaluation. The
method of Marx provides the mechanism for
self-criticisrn. Hobsbawn's critique is a critique
of Marx and Marxism not by an anti-Marx, not
by a renegade or a revisionist, but by a com-
mitted 95 year-ocid Marxist historian who has
heen a world-renowned activist academic for
aboutseven decades. We shall continue this ap-
preciation by examining Hobsbawm's criti-
cistn of what he cails “Official Marism”.

©On Saturda}l, October2,1999, the day’s edition

of The Guardian newspaper carried the report
<arl Marx had been voted the greatest
iriker of the miilenniumi by the British Broad-
Corporation{BBC)radio listeners.1 was,
turally, delighted by the news. It was with
I responded to the paper’s in-
tion towrite snappreciation of thatreport.
by piece titked Marx as thinker of the millennium
appeared in The Guardian’s issue of Sunday, Oc-
toberic, 1999. However, Hobsbawm, in his How
ange the world, does not think that “1oo
h should be mnade” of the report. Perhaps
at radio listeners do not consti-
itical “electoral coliegre” to decide the
“thinker of the millennium”. [ agree.
However, Hobsbawmi says that if, today, you
type Marx's name into Geogle “he remains the
largest of the great intellectual presences, ex-
ceeded only by Darwin and Einstein, but well
ahead of Adam Smith and Freud”. This, for him,
is a stronger reason to celebrate. Again, ! agree.
Bt why this “turnaround” for the fortunes of
Marx within a decade? Hobsbawm gives two
reasons. The first, b “isthatthe end of the
official Marxisin of the Soviet Union liberated
Marx frem pubiic identification with Leninism

intheorvand the Leninist regimes in practice”.

k2

this feeling
i

)INION

that “the globalised capitalist world that
emerged in the 1990s was in crucial ways un-
cannily like the world anticipated by Marx in
the Communist Manifesto.” To examine these rea-
sons, some background is necessary.

Although the words “socialist” and “commu-
nist” were often used interchangeably in the
days of Marx, even up to the time of Lenin, fine
distinctions in the ways they were used can be
articulated. Hobsbawm says that whereas the
word “communist” always signified a pro-
gramme, the word “socialist” was “primarily an-
alytical and critical”. lLater, editors and
publishers of Marx’s works and “codifiers” of
Marxism interpreted socialismi to mean “lower
stage of communism” and l‘wrmps, commu-
nism (proper) to be the “higher phase cf com-
munism”. For me, this distinction - or rather,
this distinction, as we received it from “Official
Marxism” - needs critical re-examination.

The point for me herc is not whether Marx
used these phrases or not (he used them), but
that this theoretical structure became one of
the more embarrassing and damaging dogmas
of “Official Marxism” especially under Joseph
Stalin, who was able to use this dogrma tc de-
clare, in the 1930s, that the lower phase of com-
munism, that is, socialism, had been attained
in the Soviet Union! Even if Marx imade such dis-
tinction, it would have been, as he did in his 1875
Critique of the Gotha programme, to emphasize
that the transition to socialism/communisra, as
he envisaged it, must be a very long process.

Ishall continue to use the termis “socialist” and
“communist” interchangeably and st
fine a socialist or a comrnunistasa pe
believes in the desirability and possibility of a
classless society. Anyone can therefore be a so-
cialist or a communist. But for advocacy, I pre-
fer the term socialist. A Marxist is a person who
subscribes to, and applies the scientific “doc-
trine” founded by Marx. Such a person, by ne-
cessity, will be educated. And one of the most
precise statements of this “doctrine”, in Marx's
own words, can be found in his 1859 Preface to
Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy.

Karl Marxdid not coin the word socialism; nor
did he invent the word communism. He was

neither was he the first communist or commu-
nist ideologue. Marx’s socialism and commu-
nism-and eventually the doctrine that became
Marxism - emerged from his encounter with
earlier socialisms and communisms and, be-
fore then, his encounter with Left Hegelians,
Feuerbachians and classical political econo-
mists. Marx and Engels and their followers
called the earlier sociﬁists utopians not because
the society they advocated was not desirable, or
was unrealisable, but because it could not be
created by the means described by their pro-
moters (through anarchism or mere educa-
tion). Marx and Engels and their followers
called their socialism scientific because it was
based on the analysis of the logicand actual de-
velopment of the capitalist political economy
and the emergence of the working class (prole-
tariat).

Viadimir Hlych Lenin (1870 - 1924) was the
leader of Russia’s Socialist Revolution of 1917. He
was a socialist and a Marxist, and the Russian
Revolution was the first revolution made “ in
Marx’s name”. As the Russian revolutionaries
had noactually existing or past model to follow,
they had to create the model and in so doing,
create Marxism - Leninism, which was a partic-
ular interpretation and application of Marx-
ism. There were of course rival interpretations
-at home and abroad. But Marxism-Leninism
won the fight both in the Soviet Union and in
the Communist International, the federation of
Communist Parties founded under Lenin. Most
of these rival interpretations were literally lig-
uidated.

INow,acaveat.]lama Marxist.lamalsoa Lenin-
ist, but to the extent first that I subscribe to the
Leninist theory of revolutionary organisation
{not organisation in general) and, then, to the
extent that I believe that the Russian Revolution
could not have taken place in1917 or soon after,
let alone consolidated, without what became
known as Leninism. I have been debating this
with myself for a long time: To what extent did
Stalinist deformations of both Marxism and
Leninism organically and {ogically grew out of
certain elements of Leninism and to what
tent they were alien? All I confirm, for n

N . posbiadatthiadon
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developed into Stalinism before he died.
History itself has freed Marxism not only from

-Leninism but also from the official ideo of

the defunct Soviet Union. Marxists should wel-
come this. The link has been, for many of them,
including me, a theoretical, ideological and po-
litical burden. With this separation, Marxists
may now, without feeling thev are betraying
anybody or anything, begin to re-evaluate those
revolutionary Marxists who were not Leninists
either for all time or for scme time: Leon Trot-
sky, Rosa Luxembourg, Mac Zedury
critical moment, let Leninism, Sta
skism, Maoism, Luxemb
“isms” of the Marxist mov
stand each on its own, and
cording to their respectiv¢
development - or deforry
had coine tothi
pleased that Hobsbawrm has
onit.

Some years ago, & Nigerian co
inaone-on-cne discussion tha
posed to me in our move
thought I was not a Leni
cording to him, he ¢ ved two arti
wrote long ago - one of them on Cabe, wi
showed that he was wrong. { kept quies, for i
circurnstance of the discussion did notpermit
me to tell him thathistory itself has intecvencd
in that controversy.

The year 1998 was t
Marx’s and Engels’ ¢
ayear of “dramati
omy”, reports Hobsbawm
he says,
socia

Y O

r

this anniversary”. overing” is cor
tinuing. I still have the TIME magazine issu
February 2,200% with the Special Report: The
World Economy: What woul :

Thatwould
e

be asec

vennhin
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Endless debate over ‘changing the world’ (4)

By Edwin Madunagu

LAS'F'I‘hursday, in the third segment of this se-
ries, | implicitly introduced what Eric Hobs-
bawm, in his book How to change the world: Tales
of Marx and Marxism, calls “Official Marxism”. We
may now be more explicit: Official Marxism was
the state ideology of the defunct Soviet Union
and countries of the “Soviet Bloc”. The ideology
was constructed first, by distorting (and wrongly
interpreting) what Karl Marx (and Friedrick En-
gels, his inseparable friend and collaborator),
said, and then turning this distortion (and inter-
pretation) into a dogma by which every person,
every institution and every state under Soviet
control or Soviet sphere of influence was judged.
The list of distortions (followed by dogmatiza-
tion)is almost endless because in each distortion
are several sub-distortions and reversals of posi-
tions and policies and interpretation, without
apologies or explanations. This last phenome-
non (sudden, unexplained policy reversals) was
called “ideological somersault” by some critics.

We may partially get around this problem of
endlessness by listing areas of distortion, rather
than individual distortions. Some of these areas
of distortion (and distortions) are only of histor-
ical and academic interest. But the more relevant
areas in this historical period would include: the
content and form of the revolutionary state
(Marx's dictatorship of the proletariat), general con
ception of the state (“coercive” instrument of the
ru?ing classes); the destiny of the state (“wither.
ing away of the state”); the deterministic doc-
trine of “inevitability”; “socialism in one
country”; “revolution in permanence” or perma-
nent revolution”; “competition” between capi-
talism and socialism; Marxism and politics (‘I‘\u-
Communist Manifesto), “lower” and “upper”
phases of socialism; imperialism and the na
tional question; reform and revolution; class and
political alliances; character of the state and class
struggle in the period of transition, “lower” and
“upper” phases of socialism; democracy and dic-
tatorship; and the party system (uniparty or mul-
tiparty). -

Hobsbawm warns that the setting up of “Cor-
rect Marxism” against “Incorrect Marxism”
would be against the very method of social en-
quiry that Marx.developed and used. These are

wise words. But for me, there is no question of
“worshipping” Marx here. Marx was &mmugh!y
mortal in every sense of the word. He was fallible.
So was his friend and collaborator, Friedrick En-
gels. In fact, from time to time, Marx criticised
and tried to correct some of his own mistakes.
Engels also entered some self-criticisms and cor-
rections both for himself and Poslhum(mxlyon
behalf of Marx after the latter's death (1883). We
are concerned here only with the refutation of
distortions of what Marx actually said and did
and the setting up of these distortions as dog-
mas. This is a defence of Karl Marx and what he
left behind, not against correction but against
distortion - from the Left as well as from the
Right. Prove him wrong - if you can - but do not
distort him.

Hobsbawm did not deal with all the issues ear-
lier listed - or rather, he did not deal with all the
issues as formulated and presented here. But we
are appreciating Hobsbawm, and have toremain
close to him.

I came to Marxist and socialist consciousness to
meet the Cold War (1946 -1991), the global strug-
gle between the United States of America (1 1.S.)
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
(USSR), or the Soviet Union. Each of them was
supported by its allies, satellites and clients. The
struggle started as soon as the (wo countries
moved to actualise the “control” of territories
(spheres of influence) they allocated to them-
selves around the globe in a series of war-tinie
agreements. They had done this as leaders of Al-
lied Powers when it became clear that Nazi Ger-
many’s defeat in the Second World War (1939 -
1945) was both certain and imminent. Flash-
points of conflict initially included the Middle
Fast, defeated Germany, Korean Peninsular, but
soon spread to Southeast Asia (the so-called In-
dochina), the Caribbean, etc. The “allocation” of
Western Europe to America and Centraland East-
ern Europe to the Soviet Union were settled ques-
tions between the two emergent “super” powers.

The Cold War was fought on the ideological, po-
litical, diplomatic, economic and, at times, mili-
tary planes. It was fought mainly through
yroxies, but at times, it became or threatened to
yecome direct (between the two supers) - as in
Germany, Korea, Cuba and Iran. No region and
no country of the world was immune from it.

The picture we were %resented when we were
growing up was that this Cold War was a global
struggle or “competition” between (forces of)
Capitalism and (forces of) Socialism. As we con-
tinued to learn, to read, to listen, and to observe,
we began to see a different picture. Not that there
was no “struggle” - it was going on before our
very eyes - but that it was not exactly or entirely
between (the forces of) global Capitalism and
(the forces of) global Socialism, or between the
two “social systems”. It was largely - to put it
mildly-a struggle for global hegemony between
the two “super powers™: America and the Soviet
Union.

This struggle for global hegemony or a more
favourable balance of power between the two
super powers emerged from Second World War,
a war in which allies, satellites, proxies and
clients were involved at various levels, a war
which witnessed so many contradictions, be-
trayals, abandonment of proclaimed principles
and untold atrocities even against friends and
“comrades”. 1 had, also, in those days, believed
that there were two riva! world markets - one
capitalist, the other socialist -and that they were
in “competition”. 1 later realised that there was
indeed only one world market, that this singular
world market was, (and sill, is) a capitalist mar-
ket, and that the “socialist bloc” was participat-

-ingin it. Countries of the “socialist bloc” were, of

course, not happy participants; but they were in
it. We now know, of course, that with the current
Jevel of global integration, no rival market can be
created. This one market must be transformed.
There was a particular philosophical question I
continued to ask myselllz What type of “competi-
tion” can exist between an old and strong entity
(capitalism)and ayoungand fragile, though ris-
ing, entity (socialism)? Struggle, yes; but not
competition. If I, as an underdog, initiate a just
struggle against an old and powerful, but evi[]ad-

versary, | will neither be ashamed nor dispirited .

if 1 am defeated once, twice or even.countless

number of times -as long as I consider my cause:
inevitable, if the

just and my ultimate victo 1
struggle does not consume both of us: On the
contrary, I will be ashamed if Thad conceived the
encounter as a competition, a concept that sug-
gests a struggle between equals or between aﬁ‘
versaries that have equal chances of victory.
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Marxism and Marxian socialism were not, and
are not, in any sort of competition with capital-
ism. That would be unhistorical and undialecti-
cal. Competition for what, really? To show that
socialismn offers greater freedom and human dig-
nity than capitalism? That will be evident in the
character of the struggle itself if indeed, it is a
struggle for socialism, a mass self-liberation
struggle. Is it “Competition” to show which of the
two systems - capitalism or socialism - develops
the economy faster, as “Official Marxism” and
other “competition propagandists” framed the
question? That is nonsense. Capitalism and so-
cialism are aiming at two qualitatively different
worlds and different sets of social relations. In-
struments of production may be the same or sim-
ilar - but not their ownership, their control and
their deployment.

The question of “competing” does not therefore
arise unless; of course, you are lying. But an
Urhobo friend of mine says that, “the man whois
boiling stone and says that he is boiling yam is
only deceiving himself and no one else”. This is
how Eric Hobshawm responds to this question of
“competition” in How to change the world: “The
claim that socialism was superior to capitalism as
a way to ensure the most rapid development of
the forces of production could hardly have been
made by Marx. .. What Karl Marx claimed was not
that capitalism had reached the limits of its ca-
pacity to boost the forces of production, but that
the jagged rhythm of capitalist growth produced
periodic crisis of overproduction, which would,
sooner or later, prove incompatible with a capi-
talist way of running the economy and generate
social conflicts, which it would not survive.”

And so? Eric Hobsbawm, interpreting Marx,
thinks that if capitalism collapses, it would, “by
its nature, be‘incapable of framing the subse-
quent economy of social production”. The suc-
ceeding mode of sociall production “would

-necessarily be socialist”; Or rather, either social-
~ism or “common ruin”, as Marx himself said in

the Communist Manifesto. Running through this
analysis is an assumption - sometimes explicit,
‘sometimes implicit. And thatassumption s Class -
struggle. You may refute the analysis or the con-
clusion or both. But do not ascribe to Marx what
he did not say.

« To be continued next Thursday.
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Endless debate over ‘changing the world’

By Edwin Madunagu
IN the preceding segment of this appreciation
of Eric Hobsbawm's How to change the world:
Tales of Marx and Marxism, 1 listed 15 areas
(among others) where, in my opinion, and
largely in Hobséawm's opinion, Marx’s actual
pronounicements have suffered distortion and
dogmatization: in the hands of his “followers”.
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we were registering our arrival, [ was introduced
to the young man. The first thlng he said as he
heard my name was: “I learnt you are a Trotskyite”
- meaning an adherent of Leon Trotsky’s ten-
dency in the international movement. I replied in
kind: “I know you are a Stalinist” (Joseph Stalin
was Lenin’s successor and Trotsky’s enemy - “even
unto death”, touseareligiouslanguage). We later
became close comradesand even closer personal
friends, but he never forgot my “Trotsikyism”. i
may remark here that our mutual “doubis” and
“suspicions” split our organisation dowrl the
middle ata critical moment in our battle against
General Obasanjo's military dictators ‘up( 7
1979). The comradeis nowgé

Back to the main discussion. Marx did not pro-
duce any political treatise and no “politica! blue-
print”. He, of course wrote a lot on what we rmay
now call politics, but he did not produce an ything
that can be remotely compared to his major work
on eccnomics, or political economy: Capxtu(

which runs into four huge volumes and severzi
drafts each of which qualifies as a separable book.
Whereas Marx’s serious study of Economics did
not start until about1850, he started writin: seri-
ous politics, history and pollucal philesophy &s
early as 1242. In spite of this early start, all he left
beiind in the sphere of politics were kcamrﬂd
picces in form of polemical book reviewss, lettors,
study notes, critques of group and party pro-
grammes, IFUIII€§ conference addressesand lec-
ture notes amirpamphlels

Some of Marx's writings, such as Eleven theses on
Feuerbach, were not even intended, by Marx, for
publication: they were uslstudynormkal‘)l\‘ea
while reading,. lhxpml{mmouscdnom cleaned’
them up, gave them titles and published them.
We also know that several manuscripts - in vari-
ous stages of completion - were discovered, long
after his death. These were also edited, restr uc-
tured, titled and published. And, of cours
with all thinker: 5, Marx's brain r in faster than his
pen, and since he did not know when he would
die, many research and journalistic projects, pre-
vxouqiy announced by him, were either not com

leted or were even untouched - as far as his

iterary agents, editors and publishers knew.

Although Marx{and don'tforget Engels) left suf

ficient materials to form the foundation of what
developed into Marxism and, in particular, Marx-
ist politics, a lot of “piecing together” and recon-
struction had to be done by his successors and
followers as well as by professional researchers
and academics. In fact there is no subject under
the sun on which a Marxist position and theory
cannot be developed - or indeed, has not been
uﬁw.,orwd i have, in my own hbrary, many fat
ublications on such subjects as
darxist psychology, Marz on

1 colenialism, Marx on pre-
ormations, Marx on
criticism, Marx on sci-
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g1 from each of the Marxist conceptions
riants of conceptions is the question of
cialist revolutionary agency should do
old state after victory: Dismantle it?
t? For me, it all depends on
the form of that state, for we know what the con-
tent will be. Karl Marx actually used several de-
criptions and metaphors to describe the state.
One of his harde: st and most Uncompromising
descriptions of the state is to be found in 1848

with

Communist Manifesto, which Marx authored with
Engels. The manifesto was commissioned by the
Communist League of which both authors were
members. The revolutions, which swept Europe
in 1848 erupted barely two ‘weeks after the publi-
cation of this slim, but snonst and e)emlv
ing” book. Later, Marx
distortion, dogmatisati an and 2
hisincipient theory of the sta
The defeat of the 1848 revol
tat of Louis Bonapartt in
of power by Parisworke:
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peintoutexceptional
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change theworld, page 52 ).
This is a great al"ﬂp“h(’u ur
Marx's theory of the state. i wo
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points:first, that the revolutionary
just sxmplysexze the state and use
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an organisation of the miing
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state can sometimes repres
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and finally, that there
class” state, the prete:
populism notwithstanding.
o To be concluded next Thursday.
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By Edwin Madunagu

’IHIS is the sixth and final segment of this se-
ries. This does not, however, mean thatIam
about to conclude my appreciation of Eric Hob-
sbawm's How to change the world: Teles of Marx
and Marxism, or end my review of this “endless
debare”. Ishall return to both of them.

Somewhers earlierin this series, Isaid thatone
of the clearest statements of Marx's theory of his-
tory can be found in his Preface to the Contribu-
tion to the Critique of Politica [ Economy(1859). The
passage in question is a short one, about 500
words long. [ must have read this passage as
many times as I have read the Communist Man-
ifeste. The language is the same: authoritative,
passionate and “electrifying”; but the Preface is
“maturer”, more intellectual and more robust.
Marx himself announced that the 500-word

assage in the Preface, starting with the phrase

in the social production of their life...” and
ending with “prehistory of human society” was
amajoi discovery, which, “thereafter, served as
uiding thread for my studies”. These studies
fystid I prar natiric Al e onemi
0. D it dinT DUATia i
Bycivigfamane sng highbhe® srostic
peued (0 De one of e 1nost po-
litically and theoretically controversial (in in-
terpretation and “application”) among
Matxists and social-democrats as well as stu-
dents and scholars of various tendencies and
interests. Pardy for this reason, I shall, in pre-
senting this statement, s?lit it up into six or
seven segments. One: “In the social production
of their lite. nen (human beings) enter into def-
injte relations thatare indispensable and inde-
ent of their will, relations of production,
correspond to a definite stage of devel-
e material productive forces. The
these relations of production con-
onomic suructure of society, the
real basis, cnwhich rises 2 legal and political su-
perstructure, and towhich corresper d definite
iorms of secial consciousness”.

These apening sentences are clear enough.
The tone of fement then rises: Two: “The
mode of PM tion of material life conditions
the social, political and intellectual life process
in general. [t is not the consciousness of men
that determines their being, but, on the con-
trary, it is their sociel being that determines
their consciousness”. You may notice that this

Endless deb

second segment is merely re-stating the first,
and then advancing it a bit. Well, anyone who
disagrees with this statement-even in its “dry-
ness” - disagrees, not only with the “guiding
thread” of Marx's thoughts, but with n entire
school of philosophy (Matericlism as opposed
to Idealism). This is however, neither the piace,

nor the occasion, to argue with such c3jeciors,
Three: “Aza certain stage of their developrent,
the material productive fozces of society cime

in conflict with existing relations o
tion, or -what is

utalegal expre
same thing - with the props 5
which they have been at work hithero. Fromn
forms of development of productive forces
these relations tugn into their fetters
gins an craof socia
cial revolution” do
human beings thats
with matzrials accurs
ted” from, the past.

Four:*With the change of the econoric foun-
dation the entire ininense superstructure is
more or less rapidly transforied. In consicer:

ot happen byi
ake “social revolution” -
ulatedin, and “transmit-

sl

] vic conditions of production,

which can be deterrnined with the precision of

natural science, and the legai, political, reli-

ious, aesthetic or philosophic - in short, ideo-

ogical forms in which men (human beings)

become conscious of this conilict and fight it
out”,

Five: “Just as onr opinion of an individual is
not based on whathe thinks of himself, so can
we not judge such a period of ransformaton
by its own consciousness, on the contrary, this
conscicusness must be explained rather from
the contradictions of material life, from the ex-
isting conflict between the sacial productive
forces and the relagions of production”,

Six: “No sociai formation ever perishes before
all the productive forces foy whic i
room it it have devaloped; new
tions of production never ¢
material conditions of (heir ox

AN SN T
e mateliel condi
istorare at least

in the process of formation”. ;

This particular section of Marx’s Preface has
been a subject of emence controversy within
the family of Marxists and between Marxists,
on the one hand, and social democrats and re-
visionists who also claim to be inspired by
Marx, on the other. I shall provide two inter-
ventions: one rom Hobsbawm - whose book,
How te chenge the world: Tales of Marx and Marx-
istr, we are appreciating - and the other from
me. Hobshawm: “Actually, what Karl Marx
claimed was not that capitalism had reached
the limits of its capacity to boost the forces of
proquction, but that the jagged rhythm of cap-
italist growth produced periodic crises of over-
production, which would, sooner or later,
prove incompatible with a capitalist way of
running the economy and generate social con-
flicts, which it(capitalism)would not survive”.

To Hobsbawm's intervention, I add: I think
some Marxist tendencies have read, into what
Marx actually said, a mechanical - almost
metaphysical-correlation between social tasks
and historical agencies to carry them out. Those
VNG SRy COnCTete Tistory niviw tidl vei e
natondl Yasks diat wess perlormien by e
bourgeoisie in, say Europe, (e.g. resolution o
the “national question”) can now only be per-
formed by revolutiona pular democratic
forces in Nigeria. Marx ich?otsa rand, ! think,
could not have thought, that, d)épending on
the historical context, a revolutionary socialist
agency could not take power from a bankrupt
bourgeoisie and then start with those tas
which the bourgeoisie ought to have per-
formed, but did not perform or could not per-
form,

Seven: “In broad outlines Asiatic, ancient, feu-
dal, and modern bourgeois modes of prodic-
tion can be designate§ as progressive epochs
in the economic formation of society. The
bourgeois relations of production are the last
antagonistic form of the sc<ial process ¢f pro-
duction -antagonistic notin the sense of ind
vidual antagonism, but of one arising from the
social :,or‘.vj{-itions of life of the individuals; at
rhe same time the productive forces develop-
ing in the wombs of bourgeois society create
the meterial conditions for the solution of that
antagonism, This social formation brings,
Llnirr:lu_n'e, the prehistory of human society to
aclose

ate over ‘changing the world’

This proposition has also been a subjectof con-
troversy. I believe much of this conzoversy
would evaporateifitis appreciated that Marxis
here taking a leng and tofal - and no: a “seg-
mented” - view of human history Mar. for in-
stance, is not saying that every society has to
pass through “Asianc”, feudal, bourgeais (capi-
talist).. and in thatorder. He only says that, tak-
ing the world asa whole, that sequence s what
hehas seen and that his analysis leads himto be-
lieve that the bourgeois society is neither the
end of history nor can it be succeeded by any
other exploiative system.

I'would like to conclude this series with two
passages from Hobshawrn'sbook: On page 61 he
says: “All Maix’s political controversies in his
later vears were in defence of the triple concepr
of (a) a political class movement of the prole-
tariag; (b)arevolutionsesn nctsimply acaonce-
forall transfer of power wo be followed v some
sectarian utopia, but asa arucial moverrentini-
tiating a complex and rot readily predictable
period of transition; and (c) the conseguently

nacpesary maint2nance of a syston of palitical
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On page 14 Hobsbawm underlines three “cen-
tral features™ “And vet a aumber of cental fea-
tures of Marx's anily:._s that, in his view, “remain
valid and relevant”. The first, “is the analysis of
theirresistible globai dynamic of capitalisteco-
nomic development and its capscity to destroy
all that came before it, including ever those
parts of the heritage of the human past from
which capitalism had itseif benefited, such as
family structures”. The second “central frature”
is the analysis of “the mechanism of canitalist
growth by generating intamal ‘Contrac 7
-endless bours of tensions and temporary reso-
lutions, growth leading to crisis and change, all
producing economic concentration ir an in-
creasingly globalised econormy.”

e third "cent:

that remain vali
Hobsbawny,

ks, as economics &
2 who wash o §t into piage a gen-
of history, he wrote, ‘would use the
¢ ome modified version of
1the way of elterna-

« Concluded.



