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This paper is an exposition of Karl Marx's political economy to review the philosophical, scienti􀅭ic explanation of

historical materialism and relevance in Nigeria. The paper submitted that Nigeria's political economy history re-

􀅭lects evidence in Karl Marx, especially the periods that spanned pre-colonial, colonial, and post-colonial indepen-

dence era. The paper concludes that Nigeria is in the full-blown capitalism epoch, and state policies have thrived.

Nigeria State, therefore, reproduced capitalism and ideological repression ofwage/salaryworkers and themasses.

Notwithstanding the inevitability of capitalism and attendant consequences of poverty and socio-economic pres-

sure in Nigeria, it is recommended that public-private partnership be a continuum in providing essential services

in which consumption and demand are inelastic. State intervention is non-negotiable in essential services to miti-

gate the purchasing power ofwages and salaries in the in􀅭lationary trend, which has soared continuously inNigeria

for decades.

© 2021 The Author(s). Published by TAF Publishing

INTRODUCTION

The ideas and writings of Karl Marx resonate in the socio-

economic discourse of the global world. Marx provided

foundation of social discourse around production system

and state formation. Central to dialect discourse of Marx

was a form of production by which the state and citizens

relate. According to the dialectic construction, society is a

transition of one historical epoch to another epoch and such

transition is distinguished by production system (Ritzer &

Steprisky, 2017; Wibowo & Zamzamy, 2015). The writings

of Marx were preoccupied with the critical construction of

relations to production and the role of state. The produc-

tion system that lied at the heart of Marx was description

of structural arrangement and distribution of power own-

ers of means of production and organized labour within the

production system. In this light, material dialectic is a theo-

retical hypothesis that justi􀅭ies economic structure as de-

terminant of superstructure and survival therein (Ritzer,

2011). In the structural analysis, Marx de􀅭ined that there

are components parts classi􀅭ied and these parts operate at

the superstructure level. Here, social institutions such as le-

gal, religion, family, education and economic constitute the

social structure which de􀅭ines the superstructure (Rosen,

1998). However, economic was theorized by Marx in the

light dialectic materialism and determinant of other super-

structure. The analysis is that the structural arrangement

of society or otherwise state is hinged on the foundation of

allocation of resources that strongly determine the struc-

ture's survival. The interest of Karl Marx was therefore to

identify contradiction that bedeviled allocation of state re-

sources.

Abundantly, Marx writings preeminently identi􀅭ied histori-

cal epochs which differentiate economic structure and rela-

tions to means of production. In this case, social histories

were classi􀅭ied into slavery, communalism, feudalism, cap-

italism and socialism. Each history was a characteristic of

class formation and economic struggle. Slavery is described

as prehistory which was resemblance of Thomas Hobbes'
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state of nature (Zhaohui, 2019). Society and state forma-

tion progressed communalism, feudalism, capitalism and

socialism. Capitalismwas the critical concern forMarx. The

capitalism epoch offers class division and structural forma-

tion of owners of means of production and labour hired to

produce the means of production (Ritzer, 2011). Marx con-

tended that the growth of capitalismwas dialectic material-

ism. Owners of capital and labour that produced the capital

were drawn in perpetual con􀅭lict due to exploitation andde-

sire to maximize pro􀅭it for the capitalist and desire to max-

imize wages for the labour. Here, two polarized social class

was pressed in themind of Marx and this consisted of bour-

geoisie and proletariat. The former is the class of capital-

ists and owners of means production; the latter is the class

of labour or workers that are producers of capital, goods

and services. The emergence of capitalism was a product

of state metamorphosis, which transited in the hypotheti-

cal social contract. Practically, the formation of any epoch is

a signature of collective conscience and consent, either con-

sciously and unconsciously.

According to Thomas Hobbes, social contract is formed un-

der psychological need of man to get protection from state

of nature described as brutish, sel􀅭ish and savagery (Ake,

1982; Southwood, 2013). Government is therefore formed

to contain illicit, brutish and crude nature; and protect

properties of society. Whereas John Lock in his Treatizes

posited that such a contract was a product of expansion

in society's production size, Jacque Rousseau posited that

the normative and idealized social contract was essential

(Adewole, 2014). Capitalism is one of such contract that

existed in the society and this was prominent in the heart

of Marx. Although hypothetical theory of social contract

existed in the 16th, 17th and 18th centuries that predated

Marx in the 19th century, Marx was an exposition that was

critical of capitalism contract. It was primate in Marx's

heart to construct social theory, which ultimately whittled

down the power of capitalism contract due to contraction

that encapsulated thephenomenon. Therefore, the goalwas

to ztheorize formation of a new state or government that

promotes state ownership of capital throughwhich govern-

ment rather than individuals owns capital and redistribute

wealth nation.

Marx himself and some followers in the realm of Marxism

and Neo Marxism were passionate about growth of social-

ism as new social contract. This looks perfectly as resur-

rection of Lock's idea on the true original extent and end of

government (Hosein, 2013). Capitalism was a form of gov-

ernmentwhich toMarxwas a breach of contract and cannot

be suitable to bene􀅭it equitably. Socialism was predicted as

an offshoot and new government in the writings of Marx.

Interestingly, Marx's idea is a subject of debate in the aca-

demic world, business angle, state policies and corporate

realm.

The speci􀅭ic objective in this paper is to document some

of the writings of Karl Marx and draw inferences in rele-

vance to Nigeria development. It must be emphasized that

the ideas of Marx were adopted by many Nations and State

policies in some countries hinged to promote government

regulations in critical socio-economic sector to accommo-

date equitable distribution and redistribution of common

wealth. Nigeria is a nation within the global village espe-

cially now that neoliberal ideologyhasdominated the global

space. This paper is signi􀅭icant in drawing a line of demar-

cation between invigorating neo liberalism and the contin-

ued relevance of Marxism in state governance. The option

discretely opened to developing nations or Third World is

assimilation of capitalism ideology deeply rooted in the dic-

tates ofWesternWorld. At the same time, government in the

Third World like Nigeria is careful to erode the value of col-

lective ownership and socialism which bound government

to redistributewealth of nation as bail out for citizens. How-

ever, the literature gap is the inadequate knowledgethat

bridges Liberalism and Marxism as inseparable ideologies

in the 21st century socio-economic governance. It is a fact

that global nations are intertwined in socio-economic and

political relations and this makes it dif􀅭icult to undermine

global summit and resolutions which place nations on the

path of rapid development. It is a common academic knowl-

edge to surrender either neoliberalism or Marxism at the

realm of supremacy over the other. Literature is replete

with the foregoing conclusion (Ogbuju & Eneh, 2014; On-

odugo, Benjamin, & Nwuba, 2015; Rufus & Eyo, 2017). Yet

each of the above ideologies is relevant and can be synthe-

sized especially now that state intervention is important in

invigorating neo liberalism.

The construct in this paper relied on a secondary source of

historical books, journals andpersonal experience. Archival

materials were searched from both electronic and manual

libraries. Books and journals which related to writings of

Karl Marx, Marxism and history of Nigerian society were

consulted to build explanation. The writer extracted some

writings of previous authors and applied to construct new

explanation.

MARX'S HISTORICAL MATERIALISM

Karl Marx was keenly interested in reconstructing society

in his economic theory. Although scholars before Marx

constructed theories of materialism 'that offered explicit
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knowledge, Marx's theory was revolutionary, especially

when he lived. The philosophical disposition of Marx was

designation of society as material history which under-

standing is derived from dialectic construction (Ritzer &

Steprisky, 2017). Theorization of dialectic was major dif-

ference between Marx and theorist before him. Dialectic

materialism was central to Marx in the sense in which he

constructed a theory of society. AccordingMarx, the history

of hitherto society is the history of class struggle (Quigey,

2011). This theory's philosophy is that Marx was scien-

ti􀅭ic to derive classi􀅭ication of society into components so-

cial institutions and derivation of functions performed. In

the analysis of Marx, society is a composition of legal insti-

tution, political institution, economic institution and fam-

ily institution. While it is possible that these institutions

perform signi􀅭icant functions which hold society perpetual,

Marxwaskeen todesignate economic institution as thebase

of society which centrally determines the survival of other

institutions.

Marx derived his dialectic materialism from the function of

an economic institution (Ritzer, 2011; Rosen, 1998). Ac-

cording toMarx, all social institutions are superstructure of

society due to essential functions it performed in society's

survival. But economic structure is a sub structure within

the superstructure which acquires deterministic status and

predicts the survival of other structure (Ritzer & Steprisky,

2017; Vajda, 2015). Here, Marx argued that material struc-

turewas philosophy of existence and competition for acqui-

sition was the base of historical epoch. Marx analysis was

derivation of social history which sought to understand the

con􀅭iguration of material structure that described state for-

mation. Abundantly, competition for material acquisition

was Marx's intention to reduce his period of society to Dar-

winism, in which the 􀅭ittest dominates competitive society

(McNight, 2010).

Marx's dialectic predicts that interfaces between economic

materialism and society superstructure is a product of his-

tory. The historical epoch is derived from contradiction

in each history which inevitably birth new history. There-

fore competition between social is hitherto the history of

society. Marx reduced explanation of social history to the

class struggle (McCulloch, 2007; McNight, 2010; Ritzer &

Steprisky, 2017). This theory scienti􀅭ically proved that the

formation of class society was responsible for shift in his-

tory. Also, each history must be understood and zana-

lyzed by class formation within it. In this dialectic struc-

ture, material acquisition was the beginning of competition

and class struggle to survive individual, nuclear family and

extended family. Against this backdrop, Marx was aware

that societywas once a classless typewhere resourceswere

communally owned, shared and utilized for the bene􀅭it of

all. The progression of social interaction to material acqui-

sition was dialectic epoch, and Marx was critical of the his-

tories that diminished people's equality.

Marx's writings were response to inequality of his society,

the 19th century Europe. This was the period industrial

revolution was widespread and waxed strong material ac-

quisition of industrial capitalist (Giddens, 2015). Marx hav-

ing the intellectual capacity and roundly from middle class

parents, challenged the existence of history during his pe-

riod. It was Marx's intention to underscore contradiction

within capitalist society of the 19th century. Therefore, he

engagedhis dialectic construction to criticize justi􀅭icationof

capitalist history, which enhanced the polarization of class

division between the haves and haves. According to Marx,

the haves is the capitalist that acquiresmaterial gains in the

form of capital, wealth, factory and industrial organization.

This acquisition grants owners of capital power todominate

and exploit the labour which produced the capital. How-

ever, the haves not represent portion of labour or individu-

als that produced capital and wealth of the capitalist. The

labour suffers alienation due to con􀅭iguration of class soci-

ety. Marx's composition of alienation consciously informed

his dialectic materialism and historical epochs.

THE FIVE EPOCHAL PHASES

The interest of Marx was tomark and distinguish social his-

tories where it could be possible to locate suitability of his

theory. Remarkably, Marx was interested in constructing

that every society is a product of economic history and class

struggle within each history that produced the next epoch

(Giddens, 2015). Accordingly, Marx traced 􀅭ive epochal his-

tories to reconstruct his scienti􀅭ic theory. Here, Marx identi-

􀅭ied the communism stage, slavery stage, feudal stage, cap-

italist stage and socialism stage. Marx started his historical

theory looking at the economic forces that prevailed in his-

tory. Communism appeared to Marx as 􀅭irst history which

prevailed in human society. According to Marx, there is no

human society which did not experience the communal pe-

riod in which people lived in classless society and resource

of the society evenly distributed. Communalism was the

􀅭irst history, and society during this history was close knit

social relationship, small scale, and extended familywas the

economic base of society. Marx traced this period to prehis-

tory and prescience of the primitive age (Estelio, 2014).

It was the period of medieval and pre-philosophical age

in which reason was conditioned by supernatural power.

Communalismwas described as era of premetaphysics and
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theological stage of reason (Cohen, 2008). Marx argued that

although communalism was classless society, there was an

element of state formation and government that organized

society against anarchy. In Marx's explanation, the expan-

sion of population increased competition for survival and

there was rationality to de􀅭ine personal ownership and ac-

quisition (Comninel, 2013). This however expanded man's

knowledge and consciousness to distinguish personal own-

ership.

Slavery was the epoch of society that consciously es-

tablished era of ownership and propertied society

(Chakrabarti, 2014). Here, Marx progressed to dis-

cuss dialectic materialism which began with slavery era

(Blackledge, 2017). It was the period man differentiated

sense of acquisition and status which apparently ranked

one above the other. There was now rationality to build self

properties and fence round it having discovered the impor-

tance of power to dominate others. Marx recognized that

slavery was the transition epoch to materialism. He was

scienti􀅭ic to identify some characteristics that prevailed as

preparatory for historical transition in his dialectic con-

struction. In the slavery epoch, there was drive to acquire

power and control others. Every man's natural instinct

developed to dominate as much there could be less privi-

leged people coerced in the dragnet of control (Chakrabarti,

2014). Marx recognized that the slaves were the less priv-

ileged and properties of the few in the society. Therefore,

there was the imposition of ideology and creation which

conveniently transited society to another history. Slavery

was the beginning of materialism Marx emphasized.

The feudal epoch was conveniently achieved by having ac-

quired slaves as property composition and class imposition.

In this epoch, Marx theorized that class societywas distinct.

It was possible to identify social class which people be-

longed. According to Marx, it was the period of monarchy

in which owners of slaves' recon􀅭igured society between

rulers and the ruled. 'Slaves' owners could establish terri-

tories which were convenient to pronounced government.

This epoch consisted of the kings, lords and serfs. Marx's

dialectic materialism was critical of feudalism as much as

the stage was pre-takeoff of capitalism. Marx pointed that

feudalism already contained capitalism'smanifestation due

to prospect to acquire private properties (Callinicos, 2011).

Here, the kings owned the land and properties in the ter-

ritories that fell within the government of rulers; the land-

lords were answerable to the kings and in turn paid rent

􀅭ines to kings; and the serfs were slaves or workers in the

land properties of the lords. Charles Montesquieu in his

theory of government identi􀅭ied the three estates of his pre

society to consist of clergy, monarchy and gentry; his so-

ciety also consisted of monarchy, capitalism and working

class (Hosein, 2013; Southwood, 2013). The intention of

Montesquieu was a draft of de􀅭inition of government which

could be effectively operational in a class society. Marx

contested that three was contraction in each history which

inevitably gave rise to new epoch.

Capitalism therefore emerged consequent upon the de-

thronement of monarchical society. Marx was curious to

state that class struggle was driver of history. Potentially,

the landlords were conscious of the need for private acqui-

sition of properties. The landowners were also conscious

of the importance of power, knowing that serfs were di-

rectly subjected to whims and caprices. It is the material

acquisition that preserves the basis of the struggle. No-

tably, there was transition in status at the epoch of capi-

talism. Marx maintained that capitalism is product of two

classes which he derived to consist of bourgeoisie and pro-

letariat (Giddens, 2015; Ritzer, 2011). The two classes are

derivative of German words. The bourgeoisies were former

land owners and proletariats were serfs. This is transi-

tion in status acquisition as implied in Marx work. Here,

the former landlords acquired full control of ownership

and it was without submission to kings/government. The

serfs no longer bear the tag slave; rather, it transitioned

to working even though there was little or no change in

economic status. Marx was convinced in his scienti􀅭ic hy-

pothesis that class struggle was a continuum phenomenon.

He argued that historywill regularly regurgitate class strug-

gle, potentially adequate to defeat capitalist epoch (Ritzer

& Steprisky, 2017). The materialistic acquisition of capi-

talist resembles the previous history, which is suf􀅭icient to

produce the next history Marx called this socialism.

The socialist epoch was Marx's vision in which history

of class struggle recon􀅭igures materialism to bene􀅭it all

class equally. Socialism is the ultimate scienti􀅭ic theory of

Marx which precedes the last stage return to communal-

ism (Southwood, 2013). According toMarx, society transits

capitalism to socialism which is consequent on the same

con􀅭lict pattern that every epoch witnessed traceable to

slavery, feudalism and capitalism (Stumpf, 2001). How-

ever, Marx was cautious about stating that socialism would

consist of similar contraction as feudalism and capitalism.

Marx's vision was social theory of society through which

class formation will be socialized to the doctrine of equality

and collective ownership. It is social theory of revolution-

ary thinkingwhich organizes theproletariats in theposition

of leadership as the last history of history. Marx was con-

vinced that this epochwillmetamorphose from capitalism's
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inevitable collapse since there were histories that predated

capitalist ownership.

Indicatively, socialism was not achieved during the 19th

century period of Marx. This was the period Marx lived in

the mainstream capitalism and industrial revolution of the

19th century which began in the mid 18th century of cot-

ton revolution, steam machine and factory system. Marx's

prediction began more than a century after his death in

communist China and Eastern Europe of the later part of

20th century.

THE HISTORY AND STRUCTURE OF NIGERIA ECONOMY

According to Marx, every society is a product of an eco-

nomic history, which is ultimately the history class strug-

gle. Nigeria is classical economic history which is construc-

tively relevant. Nigerian economy is a product of pre colo-

nial, colonial and post-colonial histories. The pre colonial

epoch was a period of traditional economies which was

marked by reigns of monarchical system. The pre colo-

nial history of Nigeria was replete with indigenous con-

trol of the economies. This period signi􀅭ied delineation of

Nigeria into local geographical arrangement prior to the

designation of the name Nigeria (Uzoigwe, 2008). This

means therewere ethnic groupswhich independentlyman-

aged economies of territories under control. Nigeria was

classi􀅭ied into Yoruba, Igbo and Hausa which were domi-

nant ethnic groups. The ethnic groups were composition of

other smaller ethnics that were important and channeled

resources in domain area. Pre colonial Nigeria was a mani-

festationof class structure, and class strugglewas inevitable

in society's production. Like the case of feudalism inMarx's

history, colonial period was an accurate resemblance. The

kings and chiefs occupied domains of authority over the

subjects that were largely kins of extended families, and

slaves that served the avaricious gluttons of kings.

Abundantly, the pre colonial period was a production of

monarchs, landlords/landowners and kings' slaves. The

pre-colonial kings acquired endless authority over all land

assets in the domain. The landowners were expected to

pay rent and 􀅭ines to kings at speci􀅭ied schedules. The

slaves were properties of kings which could be used for

menial jobs or degrading activities according to whims and

caprices of kings. Marx pointed that feudalism predated his

period. However, feudalism operated in Nigeria until the

latter part of 19th centurywhichmarked expansion of colo-

nialism in Africa and Nigeria. Here, the traditional rulers

of the pre colonial were abruptly overthrown by colonial

masters that expanded capitalism to African for exploita-

tion of resources (Omoyibo, 2012). Marxism's interplay is a

connection ofMarx's historical class strugglewhichwas the

hypothetical prediction of new epoch (Ritzer, 2011; Rosen,

1998). Nigeria feudal society was extremely resisted and

recon􀅭igured to give rise to colonial capitalism.

The colonial period was the establishment of the capital-

ist epoch. This was the period of early 20th century lasted

more than 􀅭ive decades. Colonial economies were marked

with years of servitude, indigenous struggles and diplo-

matic resistance to alter the history (Okigbo, 1998; Omoy-

ibo, 2012). In the mean time, colonialismwas the expropri-

ation and annexation of Nigerian economies to grow Euro-

pean capitalist empire (Effoduh, 2015). According to Marx,

the avaricious and glutton desire of capitalist to accumu-

late surplus labour, exploitation and maximize pro􀅭it was

necessary to regroup the once conscious working class to

formunion of collective purpose, class consciousnesswhich

was inevitable to dethrone the capitalism epoch (Ritzer

& Steprisky, 2017). Abundantly, the political class of the

Northern and Southern Nigeria was aware of the urgent

need to terminate colonialism (Ikenna, 2009). Indeed, colo-

nial period did not extend a century before the history was

terminated to reproduce new epoch.

The aftermath of Nigeria colonialism was post-colonial

state ownership which culminated the period of 1960 in-

dependence and post independence era. This period was

marked by state intervention inmultinational corporations,

state commercialization of economies and state interven-

tion in health services, education, security, infrastructure

and social amenities (Effoduh, 2015). In Marx's ideal so-

ciety, Nigeria offered checklists which ful􀅭illed his vision

of state ownership of the means of production. Nigeria in

the post independence period and up to the decade which

preceded the economic depression of the early 1980s, eco-

nomic prospect was fantastic, buoyant and competed ro-

bustly with international capitalists' economies of Europe

and America (Ajayi & Oshewolo, 2013; Effoduh, 2015).

This was evident manifestation of Marxism which draws

contraction of capitalism and inevitable epoch of social-

ism. Unfortunately, this period did not last more than two

decades when globalization of the world economies recon-

􀅭igured Africa's weak societies in line with capitalist ideol-

ogy. The latter part of the 20th century was strenuous and

stringent economic dictates of Breton-Wood Commission

such as World Bank, International Monetary Organisation

and World Trade Organisation, which largely conditioned

Africa's socialist economies, and Nigeria in the global econ-

omy has little option.
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CAPITALIST EXPERIENCE IN THE TWENTY-FIRST CEN-

TURY NIGERIA

Marx felt that by looking at the actual history of real human

societies, one forms a very different viewof theworld. More

speci􀅭ically, Marx concluded that if we look honestly at the

historical record of material (economic, social and politi-

cal) events taking place from the ancient through the feudal

and ultimately to the capitalist form of political economy,

we 􀅭ind a pattern emerging. Based on this pattern, Marx felt

it was possible to predict the emergence of a new form of

social order (Marcus, 2014). We must begin by identifying

the two prevalent classes–the bourgeoisies and themasses.

Unfortunately, at independence, however, three sectors of

economic activity emerged: 􀅭irst, the public sector, which

was dominated by the activities of the government and its

agencies; second, the semi-public sector in which the gov-

ernment joined with private enterprise as partner or spon-

sor; and third, the private sector for private corporate and

individual activity. In each of these sectors, two major

classes are noticed–the bourgeoisie and the masses. The

politicians, merchants and bureaucrats occupied the upper

class also known as the bourgeoisie; the workers and the

masses occupy the bottom layer of poverty (Ajayi & Oshe-

wolo, 2013).

Suffering under the hammer of the colonialmongers, the in-

digenous people saw the need for unity. The clamour for

unity and the self-consciousness of the oppressed seem to

have brought to an end the colonial powers–unfortunately,

it did not (Uzoigwe, 2008). Little did the masses know that

the independence of the country in 1960 will not end the

long history of the very forms of exploitation, rather it ush-

ered in amore dangerous times–a periodmarked by the ex-

ploitations from indigenous capitalists. Rather than usher-

ing in a better form of economic system, it launched all into

an era of neocolonialism (Azhar, 2020;Wainwright&Mann,

2020). The leadership of the blacks over the blacks became

like that of the lion over the animal kingdom. It gave rise

to period rightly referred to as an era of post-colonialism.

Whyhas further developmentalmovement seemalmost im-

possible? Colonial policies impeded further developmental

movement. For Ogbuju and Eneh (2014), the advent of the

British colonial mongers made the people to lose sense of

fraternity, a sense of innocence and values of just and coop-

erative societies.

AsMarx pointed out, the state became nothing but theman-

agement of the common affairs of the bourgeoisie (Ritzer,

2011; Weiss, 2020). Ritzer (2011) opined that the state is

but a committee for managing the common affairs of the

whole bourgeoisie. As state institutions are parts of the su-

perstructure determined by the interests of the dominant

class, the state then becomes an instrument of the ruling

class as de􀅭ined in terms of control over the means of pro-

duction. Ojukwu (1969) observed that from the moment of

independence, all forms of corruption in public life found

a good thriving ground in Nigeria, as also different forms

of injustices, oppression, discrimination, rivalry, suspicion,

and hate. Chaos was growing. Civil strife was evident. Lives

andpropertyweredestroyed. Allwas to satisfy political am-

bitions and ful􀅭ill sectional interest and the inevitable con-

sequence was a civil war. Ojukwu discovered this late be-

cause this dark cloud started gathering even before the in-

dependence. In line with this view Omoyibo (2012) wrote

that this structure had its root from the colonial era, which

was a deliberate policy by the colonialist to debase colo-

nial states from productive capacities in order to export

and entrenched capitalism. On this, Vajda (2015) lamented

that the state is a key factor in the political economy; it de-

termines the direction of production, distribution, and re-

source allocation. The fragile production base and the re-

sultant social forces of production have not been able to

support any socio-political transformation that would en-

gineer collective mass action of an active society. And the

state has been a factor that helps preserve the private bour-

geois structures by this act and perhaps also help in modi-

fying them.

The reduction of the inequality and the class struggle be-

tween the upper and lower economic class, the decade be-

fore the Babangida regime, that is the administration of

Obasanjo, Shagari and Buhari, was an age of prohibitions

in which the economy was almost being choked to death

by controls from politicians who are indirectly working for

their masters (Ajayi & Oshewolo, 2013). On the other hand,

the Babangida era was an age of transition; it tried to dis-

mantle the controls exercised on the economyby politicians

and bureaucrats for over four decades (Okigbo, 1998). Un-

fortunately, it failed. Up till date, the disparity between the

rich and poor widens. Nigeria was one of the few African

countries to have realized that the survival of the people un-

der capitalism as a philosophy of economic growth has its

woes. And having gone far, it seems almost impossiblemov-

ing back. Although there is alternative ideology that detach-

ment from colonial policies and being guided by a proper

national policy, capitalism's positive fruits could yield a bet-

ter economic system. This ideology is faulty due to evidence

that shows otherwise poor human capital development in

the midst of rampaging capitalism and collaboration with

internal and external bourgeoisies.
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CONCLUSION

The ultimate goal of Karl Marx is the transition of history

in the realm of socialism which marks the end of epoch of

the political economy. Marx was pained by the contradic-

tion inherent in capitalism epoch which polarizes owners

of corporations including top managers employed within

it; and working class of the corporation that produce cap-

ital accumulation. The history of Nigeria like other coun-

tries is an imaginary picture of Marx's scienti􀅭ic philosophy.

Nigeria has progressed through the political economy his-

tories from the pre colonial to colonial and to post colo-

nial periods. These stages replicated the primitive commu-

nism, slavery, feudalism, capitalism and socialism. Speci􀅭i-

cally, communism, slavery and feudalism were captured in

the pre colonial; capitalism was an offshoot of colonial ex-

pansion; and socialismwas abundantly captured in the post

colonial period, though this period was conquered by the

invigorating power of capitalism. Socialism in Nigeria was

pretence of state intervention due to the fact that this epoch

was not only short lived; it was mixture of state collabora-

tion and Capitalist Corporations. Indeed, the powers of in-

ternational corporations was subversive for many African

nations like Nigeria especially the 21st century con􀅭igura-

tion sponsored by capitalist Western countries and its re-

lentless power to dominate in the post colonial era. Funda-

mentally, human capital development in Nigeria was better

during the idealized socialism of the post colonial period of

the 1960s, 1970s and early part of 1980s. Abundantly, these

periods marked manifestation of Marx's desire which lifted

masses above poverty.

Unfortunately, Nigeria economy in the 21st century is man-

ifestation of capitalism and production of internal and ex-

ternal bourgeoisies on the rampage of exploitation of the

masses, high cost of living, poor wages and salary, and

poverty dragnet. There is state collaboration in the meta-

morphosis of Nigerian capitalism. This however makes

it dif􀅭icult in the meant time to defeat the existing socio-

economic history. Nevertheless, the contradiction in the

present history can be mitigated. Against this backdrop,

some recommendations and implications are outlined in

the following section.

LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This paper is intended to justify the need for state inter-

vention in the midst of invigorating neo liberal policies

which permeate democratic governance in Nigeria. The pa-

per interlock Marxism as intervention in the global socio-

economic and political relations in which Nigeria operates.

The writer synthesized Karl Marx's dialectic materialism to

construct nexus between state intervention and neo liber-

alism, which mediate the capitalist world's contradiction,

which mediate the capitalist world's contradiction. The in-

tention of the writer was ideological model of intermedia-

tion between capitalism and socialism. It can expand the

current intellectual discourse empirically and methodically

in a large scale descriptive study.

This study outlines following recommendations:

i. Capitalism is an invigorating reality inNigeria and there is

relentless state bureaucracy built around it to 􀅭lourish in the

spate of rising poverty. This paper recommends unbroken

public-private partnership in the provision of essential ser-

vices which consumption and demand is inelastic. State in-

tervention must be unhindered in a capitalist economy like

Nigeria whose population is largely in poverty.

ii. Karl Marx was hopeful that capitalism will contract and

shrink in size which will give rise to full blown socialism.

Marx's writing was pointing to extreme polarity and un-

resolved con􀅭licts between the social class which consists

of capitalist and labour. There is manifestation in Nigeria

given evidences of industrial strikes aimed to redistribute

wealth of the nation. Unfortunately, Nigerian state is fron-

tier and image of the capitalist given unbridled economic

policies 􀅭ine tuned in the interest of capitalism. Against

this backdrop, it is recommended that the legislature should

provide intervention in state policies which hamper human

capital development. The legislature is the oldest organ of

government in Nigeria and should be seen as check and bal-

ance to executive rascality which promotes capitalist ideo-

logical repression.
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