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The Chancellor, Prof. Gabriel Ogunmola,
The Pro-Chancellor & Chairman,
Governing Council, Prof. Babajide Owoeye,
The Vice-Chancellor, Prof. Femi Onabajo,
The Registrar, Dr. (Mrs) Oyebola Ayeni,
The University Librarian, Mr. Lanre Osaniyi,
Other Principal Officers,

The Dean of the Post-Graduate School,
Deans of other Faculties,

Eminent Invited Guests,

My dear Colleagues; and other Staff,

Great LCU Students,

Our Friends from the Media,

Distinguished Ladies and Gentlemen,

L. Introduction

[ stand before you this afternoon, in all humility and with deep
gratitude to God Almighty, to deliver the 3rd Inaugural Lecture
of Lead City University. For record purposes, I wish to inform
you that while this lecture is the third in this young but great
citadel of learning, it is also the second one to come from my
Faculty of Social Sciences and Entrepreneurial Studies, and the
first to come from my Department of Politics and International
Relations. And, in the context of the entire Lead City University
system, [ have two predecessors in this noble academic tradition,
in the persons of Professors Femi Onabajo and Shadrach
Agunbiade, of the Departments of Mass Communication and
Biochemistry, respectively. I believe it is, therefore, proper for
me to doff my cap to them. However, with all humility, the record
should also show that the Chair of International Economic
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Relations, which I inaugurate today, has no precedence in this
University.

Mr Vice-Chancellor, Sir, for most of my mature academic life,
I have been concerned with, and interested in, the possibility for
a poor, underdeveloped, country to be transformed to a rich and
advanced industrialised state using its God-given endowments
of natural resources. Indeed, in the early 1950s, most mainstream
development economists had suggested that resource abundance
would help the “backward” states, which were thought to suffer
from imbalances in the factors of production, because, while most
of them had surpluses of labour, they experienced shortages of
investible capital. In other words, according to mainstream
economists, it would be easy for states with abundant natural
resources to overcome their capital short-falls by exporting
primary commodities and by attracting foreign investors.
According to this scenario, the governments of “backward” states
would also find it easier to collect revenues and hence provide
public goods.

In the field of International Relations, the ownership and control
of natural resources has, for long, also been recognised as a very
important asset of power and influence in the international system.
Personally, I had observed with keen interest the formation of the
Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC), and the
proliferation of several other Third World producers associations:
in copper, bauxite, tin, groundnuts, cocoa, coffee, etc. I witnessed
the unprecedented impact on the world economy of the 1973 Arab
oil embargo, the quadrupling of the price of oil in the international
market following the Yom Kippur war, and the increased power
and influence of oil (and some other resources) supplying countries
in the international system.




[ was fascinated by those developments, which coincided with
the general Third World struggle for the establishment of a new
international economic order, and which appeared to have
considerably shaken the very foundation of the global capitalist
system, so much so that the advanced countries, led by America,
declared an”oil crisis” and conceded that the threat from the Third
World was real.?Infact, scholars in International Relations even
began to describe the global power structure, in terms, not of “bi-
polarity” but, of “tri-polarity”, in recognition of this new Third
World trend.

Unfortunately, however, [ have also observed the gradual and
subsequent erosion of the Third World’s “resource power”, up
to the point where, today, several scholars now speak of “the
paradox of plenty”?, or the “resource course”*, which they say
has afflicted Third World countries that God had blessed with
abundant resources.

In other words, resource abundance, accompanied by high
levels of poverty and destitution in resource-supplying countries,
has led to an inverse relationship between resource availability
and economic performance. To support this line of thinking, a
World Bank study has indicated that between 1960 and 1990, the
Third World countries with few natural resources grew at up to
300 per cent faster than natural resource abundant countries, with
the exception of diamond-rich Botswana.’ But, while there seems
to be strong evidence that states with abundant resource wealth
perform less well than their resource-poor counterparts, there is
little consensus on why this is so.

My own thinking on the natural resource issue is radically
different from, and opposed to, the mainstream capital shortage,
or resource curse, thesis. I confess that my thinking has been
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influenced by several radical/ progressive scholarship on the
Third World’s raw materials issue, which exposed me to, and
shaped my understanding of, the peripheralised role of Third
World raw materials suppliers in the international capitalist
division of labour.

In that respect, I need to recall here some of the great
scholarship which influenced me, including works by Michael
Tanzer,* Norman Girvan,” Pierre Jalee®, Zukhayr Mikdashi’,
Kwame Nkrumah,® V. I. Lenin,'! Samir Amin,!? Immanuel
Wallerstern,’® Gregg Lanning and Marti Mueller, '* Walter
Rodney'®, Harry Magdoff'¢, Bade Onimode,"” Claude Ake,'® Paul
Baran,' Samuel Ochola?, Andre Gunder-Frank,?! etc. As a
graduate student in the Graduate School of International Studies,
University of Denver, the works of those scholars were part of
my daily companion. '

I must also recall the mentoring role of three of my teachers.
Firstly, my Ph.D. supervisor, Prof. Satish Raichur, a fine Marxist-
economist who, not only exposed me to the wealth of knowledge
in Karl Marx’s works? but also, taught me to always look deeply
beneath the surface of social phenomena in order to get at reality.
Unfortunately, Prof. Raichur died, at the age of 35, even before I
completed my doctoral work. Secondly, I also benefited from Prof.
James Caporaso and Prof. James Mittelmann, two brilliant

political economists, with whom I worked closely in the early

1980s on the then evolving dependency theory. Prof. Mittelmann
inherited, from Prof. Raichur, the role of my Ph. D supervisor.
Ladies and gentlemen, from Kwame Nkrumah’s work on Neo-
colonialism: The Last Stage of Imperialism, 1 have a favourite
quotation for understanding Africa’s resource endowments
problems, not as a curse, but properly, in the context of the
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organisation and functioning of the world capitalist economic
system and the specific role forcefully assigned to Africa in that
system as a supplier of raw materials.
Africa is a paradox which illustrates neo-colonialism. Her
earth is rich, yet the products that come from below and
above her soil continue to enrich, not Africans
predominantly, but groups and individuals who operate
to Africa’s impoverishment.
... If Africa’s multiple resources were used in her own
development, they would place her among the modernised
continents of the world. But the resources have been, and
are still being, used for the greater development of overseas
interests.”

At least, from Nkrumah, we know the origin of Africa’s so-called
resource curse. In other words, much of Africa’s underdevelopment
is the result of its engagement predominantly in primary resource
production, which is controlled by foreign transnational entities,
merely for export to metropolitan countries. This contrived and
structural development of underdevelopment is, therefore, largely
externally-induced.

Nevertheless, mainstream and conservative scholarship of the
neo-classical economics genre, as represented in studies put out
by the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank,
tend to leave out the role of such external factors from the
explanation of Africa’s social, economic and political problems,
and rather emphasise only factors that are internal to the
continent. In other words, the organisation and functioning of
the world capitalist economic system, and the specific role
occupied therein by Africa as supplier of raw materials is totally




ignored by IMF and World Bank studies. Their answer to the
crisis in Africa is for us to develop agriculture, but, again, with a
view to export; and for us to abandon protection of domestic
industry, to dismantle the public sector and make greater efforts
to attract foreign capital. In short, they recommend policies the
effect of which would be to aggravate the problem inherent in
the specialisation in raw materials exports and foreign control
over the economy, which are, in fact, among the major factors
causing the African crisis.**

Africa’s stagnation in the role of raw materials exporter is
regularly reinforced by the neo-classical economics principle of
comparative advantage. And within the world trade regime,
despite its mantra of trade liberalisation, every effort is made,
through Western protectionism, to discourage attempts to
process, and add value to, Africa’s raw materials export.

My intellectual orientation, beginning with my doctoral
dissertation up till my present research, has been geared against
this mainstream intellectual bias. Originally entitled “The Global
Struggle Over Surplus Profits from Mining”, my Ph.D.
dissertation was published in 1987 by Zed Press in London, under
the title Third World Minerals and Global Pricing: A New Theory.
The first part of the book’s title points to the fact that while the
minerals in question belong to the Third World, the pricing, i.e,
the sharing of the benefits, is done abroad, globally, outside the
control of the Third World. And the rider, A New Theory, is a
reflection of my adaptation of Marx’s theory of ground-rent (while
critiquing the prevailing mainstream bargaining theory) in the
relationship between the capitalist (Western transnational capital)
and the feudal landlord (Third World governments). But even
before that book, and in the process of my Ph.D. research, I had
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published my first article, entitled “World Mining Rent: An
Extension of Marx’s Theories”, in Review: A Journal of the Fernand
Braudel Center for the Study of Economics, Historical Systems and
Civilizations, the reputable journal that was edited by the eminent
scholar, Prof. Immanuel Wallerstein, the father of the World
System Analysis School. That piece was meant to reveal the origin
and structure of an important source of wealth (rent) in the
international mining industry and to underline the asymmetric
balance of power in favour of metropolitan mining firms (and
their states) in the appropriation of that wealth.

Mr. Vice-Chancellor, Sir, the central thesis of this lecture is
that what mainstream, conservative, scholarship now labels as a
resource course is really the euphemism for imperialism, cleverly
designed, as usual, to disguise the real cause of poverty, misery
and underdevelopment in Africa’s natural resource-endowed
countries. On the contrary, to reiterate, it is Africa’s forcefully
assigned role of raw materials supplier in the international
capitalist division of labour that mostly explains the cause of
misery and underdevelopment in resource-endowed countries.
This is not, of course, to discount the colluding and compradorial
role of Africa’s leadership class in this imperialist scheme.

I have structured the lecture into twelve parts. I begin with a
brief introduction to the political economy of mineral resources,
followed by a description of the critical importance of minerals
in modern civilisation. I then bring Nigeria’s own huge minerals
endowments in focus in order to next underline the several missed
opportunities to apply the critical resources for self-reliant
industrialisation and in uplifting the standard of living of the
Nigerian people. The three sections that follow deal with the external
and internal factors of minerals-related underdevelopment. The next
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section presents a catalogue of misery, poverty and
underdevelopment in Nigeria, a mineral-rich economy. Against
that background, I then unfold, in the last section, a strategic
agenda for Nigeria’s economic emancipation and self-reliant
development.

II. A Brief Introduction to the Political Economy of Mineral

Resources
Since the industrial revolution in the metropolitan countries, and
especially since the Second World War, the enormous growth of
the economies of the advanced countries and the resulting growth
in the demand for minerals has caused the rapid exhaustion of
their mineral reserves and left them with only low-grade or
difficult-to-extract deposits. As the raw materials of the
industrialised countries became more and more costly to develop,
they have increasingly resorted to controlling the minerals of
foreign countries, especially those of the Third world, in the
periphery of the world-system.

Referring to the aftermath of the industrial revolution in the
metropolis, Marx had observed that as soon as the general
conditions requisite for production by the modern industrial
system have been established, this mode of production acquires
“a capacity for sudden extension by leaps and bounds that finds
no hindrance except in the supply of raw materials”. * Hence,
according to him:

By ruining handicraft production in other countries,
machinery forcibly converts them into fields for the supply
of its raw materials. In this way East India was compelled
to produce cotton, wool, hemp, jute, and indigo for Great
Britain. By constantly making a part of the hands
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“supernumerary,” modern industry, in all countries
where it has taken root, gives a spur to emigration and to
the colonisation of foreign lands, which are thereby
converted into settlements for growing the raw materials
of the mother country; just as Australia, for example, was
converted into a country for growing wool. A new and
international division of labour, a division suited to the
requirements of the chief centers of modern industry
springs up, and converts one part of the globe into a chiefly
agricultural field of production, for supplying the other
part which remains a chiefly industrial field. This
revolution hangs together with radical changes in
agriculture.®

More recently, and by the same token, following the second
industrial revolution and the rapid exhaustion of their industrial
raw materials, the metropolitan countries have succeeded in
extending their raw materials frontiers by shaping the countries
of the periphery of the international capitalist market into
resource-colonies for safely supplying these materials.

What is new today is that, from the point of view of
metropolitan capital, the “importance” of the periphery, as
supplier of agricultural raw materials, has been superseded by
its “importance” as supplier of industrial raw materials. In the
context of the entity known as the world capitalist system, which
is composed of the center and the periphery, the result of this
shaping of the periphery to specialise as supplier of vital raw
materials to the industries of the center is known as
“monoculture”.?




Monoculture is, therefore, not a natural but a colonial
invention that is characteristic of regions falling under imperialist
domination. It entails the creation of a dependent ruling class of
landed proprietors whose interests, though theoretically
contradictory to those of capital, would still be made to satisfy
capitalist interests in the larger context of an international
capitalist system as a whole.

Mainstream scholars rarely use the term monoculture, but
when they do, it has been to blur and confuse the real meaning of
the term to imply simply a nation’s specialisation in the
production of the few products for which it has the so-called
“comparative advantage.” In progressive or radical scholarship,
on the other hand, monoculture is an important coinage that is
used analytically to adequately describe the historically assigned
Third World role as a periphery in the international capitalist
division of labour, which is that of supplier of cheap natural
resources (and cheap labour) for the increasing industrialisation
of the advanced-centre countries. In that imperialist division of
labour, the role of the centre-countries is, on the hand, to supply
monocultural areas with manufactured goods, including, in
particular, capital and technology, at high and exploitative costs.
Third World countries were originally structured, i.e.,
underdeveloped, to serve as natural resource suppliers when they
were forcefully incorporated, through colonisation, into the world
capitalist economy. In other words, an important precondition
for establishing this colonial arrangement was the
underdevelopment of productive forces in the colonised areas.”
Domestic productive forces having been underdeveloped, the
colonised areas became virtual plantations or resource enclaves,
economic activity became concentrated on the rapacious
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