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    Preliminary


    Abstract


    This book is an interrogation of African studies, its formulations and fetishes, theories and trends, possibilities and pitfalls. As a discursive formation, African studies is, of course, immersed in the contexts and configurations of the western epistemological order.


    « This is a « docu-drama » in book form. It uses both fact and fiction, and mobilizes both the computer and the muse. Paul Tiyambe Zeleza reinterprets the African condition and examines those who study it. Especially fascinating is his scrutiny of Africa’s most dangerous marabouts of the twentieth century - academic Africanists from Western and neo-western universities. Postmodernism and postcoloniality may still be in vogue, but this book inaugurates the new era of post-pessimism. »


    Prof. Ali A. Mazrui, Albert Schweitzer Professor in the Humanities, 
Binghamton University, Binghamton, New York


    « The Manufacturing African Studies and Crises is a provocative and stimulating book written by a brilliant angry mind. It is a challenge to the practice of African Studies and its political significance. The book is important for all Africanists. It will upset you, as it did me, and force you to re-evaluate our work and understand our predicament as students of African cultures and affairs. »


    Prof. V. Y. Mudimbe, William R. Kenan Jr. Professor of French, Comparative Literature & Classics, Stanford University, Stanford, California


    « To the student of Africa, this collection of essays offers irreverent insights of an informed outsider, at a time when the field is in great need of reflection. To some in the « African Studies » establishment, its words may prick like coming from the pen of an inside agitator. If the result has the feel of a bitter medicine, it will be no less therapeutic for those who dare read through it. In short, Zeleza’s book merits diverse audiences and has the potential of triggering a much-needed soul-searching in « African Studies ».


    Prof. Mahmood Mamdani, University of Cape Town, South Africa


    « One of the most comprehensive and effective rebuttals of the way in which Africa has been studied in much of North America and Europe. »


    Prof. Adebayo O. Olukoshi, Nordiska Afrikainstitutet, Uppsala, Sweden


    Illustrator


    Cover designed by Alla Kleekpo




    Preface


    In November 1995, I attended for the first time, within the United States, the Annual Meeting of the African Studies Association held in Orlando, Florida. It was the largest academic conference I had ever been to. I met a lot of old colleagues and friends that I had not seen for many years, put faces to names that I had read in print, and made acquaintance with people who have since become friends. It was an impressive gathering certainly to someone recently moved from Canada where our African studies conference earlier in the year, which I and a colleague had organized at Trent University, was a small, intimate affair of a couple of hundred people or so.


    What left an indelible impression on my mind, however, were not the seminars I attended, or the animated conversations with colleagues late into the night, let alone the fabled tourist attractions of Orlando, but one particular session on « Ghettoizing African Studies? : The Question of Representation in the Study of Africa » It was prompted by Philip D. Curtin’s (1995) piece « Ghettoizing African History », which appeared in the Chronicle of Higher Education in early March, 1995, in which he decried the growing numbers of Africans and African Americans teaching African history in American universities and the consequent « lowering » of scholarly standards.


    The piece ignited furore. I was still in Canada when it appeared, but I recall receiving frantic faxes from friends in the United States and burning the telephone wires with outraged conversations. Its notoriety soon crossed the Atlantic to Africa itself where it was reprinted in the Harare-based Southern African Political Economy Monthly and the Dakar-based Codesria Bulletin together with the vigorous rebuttal from dozens of African and African American historians (Black Historians Response, 1995). The hall where the session was held was packed to capacity. There must have been several hundred people in attendance. The place was palpable with anger, anguish, and anxiety. The speeches, interventions, and exchanges were sharp, sardonic, spiteful. The idea for this book began taking shape.


    A few years before I had published a short story, which opens this book, on the growing antagonisms and gulf between Africans and Africanists in the study of Africa. There were some uncanny similarities between the story, which had been provoked by unpleasant personal and African colleagues’ encounters with some Canadian Africanists, and what was unfolding before my eyes in that heated hall. In the days and weeks that followed the ASA conference the « Curtin debate » continued on the Internet and doubtlessly in myriad phone conversations and personal meetings. I decided to revisit and revise some of the essays I had written on the paradigms and practices in African studies, to unravel the discursive practices and political processes behind the widening chasm. Several friends, especially Thandika Mkandawire and Mamood Mamdani had been urging me to do this for some time. Over the years, first as a graduate student in England and Canada in the late 1970s and early 1980s, and later as a teacher in Jamaica, Kenya, and Canada in the 1980s and 1990s I had become struck by a number of disconcerting tendencies in Africanist scholarship.


    Much of the Africanist literature was self-referential : few paid attention to works by African scholars, at least going by their citations and analytical preoccupations which swung with every fad passing through the western academies. Many seemed anxious to play out Claude Mackay’s poetic indictment of Gertrude Stein : « eternal faddists who exist like vampires on new phenomena » (Echeruo 1996 : 175). Each generation produced its Livingstones who rediscovered Africa through the prevailing epistemological fad. Thus, Africa always appeared as nothing more than a testing site for theories manufactured in the western academies. In the 1960s, modernization was all the rage, then it was dependency theory at the turn of the 1970s, soon followed by modes of production, and since the mid-1980s Africa has been analyzed through the unrelieved gloom of « Afropessimism » or the depoliticized posturings of post-structuralism, post-modernism, post-coloniality, and other post- prisons. Except for a brief moment in the late 1960s and early 1970s when « radical » Africanists were looking for revolutions abroad following the failures of 1968 and read Fanon, Cabral and Nyerere, none of the subsequent theoretical fads were derived from an engagement with African social thought1. Indeed, from the 1980s as the Right gained ascendancy in one western capital after another, and following the end of the Cold War in the 1990s, discussions of African leaders, states, and societies were increasingly saturated with epithets, and there seemed to be a reputational lottery for those who could coin the most demeaning defamations of Africa and its peoples. This was one source of the growing rupture between Africans and Africanists in the study of Africa. Africans did not have the moral luxury of cursing their mothers, or dismissing their children’s future.


    A close reading of western writings on Africa clearly demonstrates that the regimes of representation are suffused with Africa’s implacable « otherness » and pathology. As we come to the end of the twentieth century Africa remains a deeply contested intellectual and ideological terrain; a continent that is perhaps still as misrepresented and misunderstood as it was at the beginning of the century. Ever since Africa’s tragic encounter with Europe in modern times, each generation’s social imaginary of Africa, especially in the outside world, but sometimes within Africa as well, has been dominated by powerful metaphors and images through which Africa is constructed and consumed, its histories and futures confiscated and condemned. To be sure, the stereotypes that structure discourses about Africa mutate, but each mutation carries with it past discursive genes, and the prevailing social rhetoric always sets Africa up against the current conceptions of western modernity. In the days of the slave trade, African « paganism » and « primitivity » condemned millions of Africans to slavery. Later African « backwardness » and « laziness » rationalized colonial conquest and exploitation. After independence « development » became the conduit for neo-colonial interventions. Most recently, « democratization » has been added to the ideological repertoire, with the West presenting itself as Prospero to Africa’s Caliban. Almost invariably, then, Africa is constructed or reconstructed as a representation of the West’s negative image, a discourse that, simultaneously, valorizes and affirms Western superiority and absolves it from its existential and epistemological violence against Africa2. The arrogant mobilization and deployment of this discursive power in recent years in Africanist scholarship has widened the rupture between Africans and Africanists.


    This book, then, is an interrogation of African studies, its formulations and fetishes, theories and trends, possibilities and pitfalls. As a discursive formation, African studies is, of course, immersed in the contexts and configurations of the western epistemological order. The state of flux, some would say crisis, in African Studies in North America and apparently in Britain3, reflects changing cultural politics as a result of the shifting ethnic and gender composition of classrooms, transformations in the global positions of these countries, and the crisis of liberal values, which manifests itself in the academy in the savage wars over curriculum and canon, « multi-culturalism » and « political correctness », and in the wider society in battles over the moral and fiscal boundaries of the welfare state and the politics of identity and entitlement4. This explains why Curtin’s diatribe was received with dismay and indignation by African and African American scholars : here was a renowned and senior Africanist academic joining hands, whether wittingly or unwittingly, with rightwing zealots who argued that affirmative action had gone too far, that it had turned into « reverse discrimination » and should therefore be scrapped. And he was launching his attack on their competence precisely at the moment that Murray and Hernstein’s (1994) book, The Bell Curve, was proclaiming from all the mainstream best-seller lists that Blacks were genetically inferior to the other races. On the continent itself African scholars were perturbed by the analytical and prescriptive collusion between the international financial institutions and many Africanists over structural adjustment programmes, which the Africans attacked for undermining their countries’ economies and their own intellectual production and reproduction. The parallels were too close for comfort.


    These issues must be faced squarely if the study of Africa within the continent and abroad is not to diverge further and if the cultural antagonisms are to be transformed into creative agonisms. The challenges also lie on the African side. As argued in several chapters in this book, African institutions and scholars have not always been tolerant of each other, or welcoming to other African scholars, let alone African Americans. The need for academic democratization and decency, productivity and panAfricanism is compelling, indeed. Above all, there is an imperative case for public intellectual involvement, tethering theoretical paradigms and scholarly activity to actual social forces and struggles, for engagement with the burning questions of the day. African scholars cannot afford the disengaged academic recreations of faddish theorizing others seem to be able to indulge in. Their countries and communities cry out for clear and committed analyses, not the superficial travelogues they often get from foreign fly-by-night academic tourists.


    The book consists of five sections, each a cluster of a set of the epistemological issues that have dominated African studies in the last few decades as filtered through my personal and generational encounters with the field. The analysis is conducted at two levels sometimes in the same chapter or in different chapters within each section. First, it seeks to deconstruct the discursive architecture of African studies in general, and African history, development economics, political science, and literature in particular. Second, it tries to reconstruct alternative narratives, especially of the processes and crises of development and democracy. This double analytical agenda is based on a conviction that deconstruction without reconstruction is a futile intellectual exercise, that if we aspire to be organic intellectuals we must seek not only to expose what is wrong, but also the social forces that could make it right. It also underscores the several meanings in which African studies and crises are manufactured : both are concretely constituted historical processes and socially constructed discursive regimes. And just as crisis in Africa, indeed, in the world political and cultural economies, creates discourses of crisis and crisis of discourses, the latter arouse perceptions and authorize policies that, as with structural adjustment programmes, reinforce the actual crisis. This is to suggest that Africanist discourse is in crisis and sees nothing but crisis crippling its object of study. By Africanist I mean the entire intellectual enterprise of producing knowledge based on a western epistemological order in which both educated Africans and non-Africans are engaged.


    The five chapters in Part One examine the processes and practices of knowledge production in African studies within and outside the continent, while those in Part Two focus on the development of African studies paradigms. Part Three opens up with an examination of the discourse on development, tracing its inauguration and implementation in Africa. This is followed by critiques of neo-classical analyses of the continent’s agrarian and general economic crises of the 1970s and 1980s, and attempts to reconstruct the making of these crises and the emergence of the social forces that sought to unmake them. Part Four focuses on democracy, beginning with a critical assessment of conventional Africanist perspectives, and proceeds to unravel the complex, and sometimes contradictory, visions of freedom and democracy in post-independence African social thought through a reading of African fiction. The last section, Part Five, explores the contributions of African studies to the explosion and disintegration of western « metanarratives » and « metascripts », but argues that discarding Eurocentric systemic perspectives and theories should not take us into the political netherworld of post-modernism with its glib cultural hybridities and rootless subjectivities, and celebrations of ambivalences, uncertainties, and contingencies, for the structural claws of imperialism remain real; indeed, they are more powerful than ever - grabbing and penetrating all available global spaces. Struggles against imperialism and neo-colonialism, therefore, cannot be waged by atomized individuals preoccupied with reinventing their personal identities everyday. The section, and the book, ends up stating the case for re-imagining panAfricanism for the twenty-first century, for constructing transformative panAfricanist paradigms and politics.


    Some of the chapters first appeared in journals or as book chapters. Except for the short stories and a couple of the chapters, the original essays have been extensively rewritten and I am grateful to the editors of the various journals and the publishers for allowing me the privilege to revisit and revise my thoughts. Among the unpublished essays is the current Chapter 23, which has been retained in the form it was first presented at Columbia University in April 1996 as a « commentary » on readings from my fiction. The book begins with a short-story and ends with excerpts from two short-stones, for I think that in the end all we try to do as intellectuals is to tell stories. That is what makes us human, the capacity to imagine. I believe we can imagine an Africa that is different from the one we encounter in many Africanist writings and the western mass media, an Africa that is not a disembodied caricature of dismal economic statistics and distressing political eruptions, but an organic world of human beings in all their bewildering complexity.


    I have shared the ideas and images contained in this book with many friends and colleagues over the years in different countries and under diverse circumstances. In Jamaica I thank Patrick Bryan for welcoming me to my first « real » academic appointment, Swithin Wilmot for being a friend, and the late George Beckford for being an inspiration; in Kenya I will always be grateful to my three « mentors » William Ochieng, Bethwell Ogot, and Kwesi Darkoh for their encouragement when I needed it so badly, and to Tabitha Kanogo for being a thoughtful colleague. In Canada I remember Jane Parpart’s generosity, and at Trent University I cherish the support of Doug McCalla and Joan Sangster, both caring and productive History Department chairs, and to Joan also for the privilege of writing a joint article on academic freedom in Canada in the face of rising rightwing intellectual intolerance; in Champaign to Ezekiel Kalipeni for bringing the sunshine of Malawi to the cornfields of the Mid-West; and to the network of old and new friends and intellectual companions scattered all over the panAfrican map : Ayesha Imam and Amina Mama for deepening my understanding of gender analysis and much else besides; Dickson Eyoh and Alamin Mazrui for being there for political and personal conversations; my Codesria « family » - Thandika Mkandawire, Mamood Mamdani, and Tade Aina for exemplary commitment to African intellectual liberation; Lynette Jackson and Pearl Robinson for shared devotion to panAfricanism; Jack Mapanje in admiration of his fine poetry and for sacrificing so much; Yvonne Vera for the love of literature and her evocative writing; and Tiyanjana Maluwa for nearly thirty years of friendship. And, as always, to my daughter, Natasha Thandile, whose exuberance gives me hope for tomorrow. It is to her and her friends that this book is dedicated : may they create a more humane world for themselves and the future.


    Paul Tiyambe Zeleza Champaign, Illinois.


    


    
1  I am using the terms « social thought » in the sense that Amin (1994) uses it to encompass a much broader, liberatory and humanistic system of knowledge formation than implied in the objectivist and scientific pretensions of the term « social science. »


    
2  For recent studies on western images of Africa and Africans and constructions of Africa, see Miller, (1985, 1990), Mudimbe (1988, 1994), Hawk (1992), and Pieterse (1995).


    
3  The literature on African studies is growing. For earlier comparative studies see Fyfe (1976) and Jewsiewicki and Newbury (1986). For more recent studies of African studies in Britain, see Fage (1989, 1993) and Fyfe (1994); for Canada see Ray (1991); and for the United States see Guyer (1995), Issue : A Journal of Opinion (1995), and West and Martin (forthcoming).


    
4  For a succinct summary on cultural politics and international studies in the US academy, see Lee (1995); and see Marable and Mullings (1994) on the effects of changes in the US political economy on African Americans.
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    Part one 
The perils of academic tourism


    Chapter one 
Trial of an academic tourist


    Professor Clegg was a renowned scholar. He was widely published and extensively travelled. He was revered, envied, and sometimes criticized, but never ignored, dismissed, or pilloried. At conferences he was swarmed by young, aspiring scholars with freshly minted Ph. D. s looking for his acquaintance and future recommendations for jobs and publications. His peers mobbed him, too, for a little of his intellectual glow, so that they could later tell their mesmerized students that they had personally debated Professor Clegg on his latest theory at a recent conference. He never wore a name tag, like everyone else. He was genuinely baffled if someone accidentally asked him his name.


    Professor Clegg did not attend the African studies conferences regularly. He came once every three years. It was an occasion to behold. His papers were always delivered in the plenary session, where everybody would attend, and not in the stuffy, small, and half-empty conference rooms. He would shuffle into the hall, a short, stocky man, with ruffled white hair, rumpled clothes and glasses hanging on his forehead, and pronounce in his deep baritone voice his latest thoughts on Africa, and like acolytes at some religious ritual, the participants would hang on every word he uttered, observe every gesture he made, savouring them like revelations from an oracle. His reflections would be debated in the corridors for the next few days, and in journals and books for years, until his next appearance and divination.


    Professor Clegg was a remarkable scholar, indeed. On his retirement, the Association for the Study of Africa decided to honour him. This was just one of a chain of tributes he received from his department, college, and university. Some of his former students, who were now distinguished scholars in their own right and scattered all over North America, had already presented him with a collection of essays. Over three decades Professor Clegg had also trained hundreds of African students at all levels. Some of them had become prominent scholars, university administrators, top government officials and business executives. It was one of these former students who came to haunt Professor Clegg at his farewell conference.


    It was the association’s best attended conference ever. The theme of the conference was « African Studies : The Last Thirty Years », the span of Professor Clegg’s career. When he started teaching and researching on Africa, one could count the number of Africanists in North America. It was a small band of dedicated men — for they were mostly men — excited by the implications of the emergence of new nations on global politics. Some were attracted by the thrill of cultivating an almost virgin field, others sought to test their pet theories. There were also those whose interest in African studies developed because of the growing civil rights movements, or a chance encounter with an African student, or curiosity triggered by school textbooks, films, and anecdotes by that eccentric uncle or grandfather who had been to Africa as a missionary, colonial official, or soldier, with their stories of an exotic, primitive, and faraway continent that needed salvation, modernization and development.


    Professor Clegg was among the best of his generation, a pioneer who went where others feared to tread, and created and followed academic fashions as effortlessly as he discarded them. His mind had the agility of a leopard, the vision of a giraffe, and the slipperiness of a snake, so that he hopped from one region to another, and embraced and abandoned theories with consummate ease. He got his doctorate in political science in 1960, that heady year of African independence. For the next decade his turf was West Africa, and he wrote profusely on the politics of modernization and nation-building. When the wave of military coups started he lauded the military as the only cohesive force in the fragile post-colonial states that could ensure and promote development and national unity.


    But the agony of the Nigerian Civil War disabused him of that, so that he deserted West Africa and the politics of modernization, and found a new sanctuary in East Africa and the politics of dependency, a theory he borrowed from a casual reading of Latin American history and society. Africa, now incorporated into the Third World, could not develop, he proclaimed, so long as it was integrated into the exploitative world capitalist system, which had drained the continent of its resources for centuries. Disengagement and self-reliance were the only road to salvation, to development. And so he fell in love with Tanzania. He spent a sabbatical year there, and published a big book extolling African socialism.


    But his restless mind got bored with a socialism that looked decidedly timid when compared to the resolute anger and revolutionary slogans of the guerrillas routing Portuguese fascism just across the border in Mozambique. So he packed his academic baggage and descended upon the new African Marxist paradise. He vowed passionately in another fat book that at last he had found Africa’s future, one that worked. Every summer he took a safari to Mozambique, and occasionally to Angola, to marvel at, and help build, scientific socialism in the African bush. He read Mao and Fanon and realized that Marx was wrong to call peasants rural idiots; they were natural rebels, uncorrupted by the materialism and pretensions of the neo-colonial ruling elite. So he extolled them, celebrated their harsh lives, and dreamt about the nobility of their poverty from the comfort of his hotel room in Maputo and his study in Toronto.


    Unfortunately, civil wars, sponsored by imperialist forces and the Rhodesians and South Africans, increasingly made life in Maputo and Luanda dreary, and Professor Clegg could not make his brief pilgrimages to his beloved peasants, now cut off by land mines in the ravaged hinterlands. In 1980 he trekked across the border into newly liberated Zimbabwe, and to the delight of his palate but the consternation of his mind he found all the comforts he was used to back in Toronto. The peasants were not as enchanting, the rhetoric of the new rulers not as radical, and so a year later he published a bitter tome denouncing the betrayal of Zimbabwe’s revolution.


    Professor Clegg began despairing about Africa. Development remained as elusive as ever. He had run out of hope, countries, and theories. Only South Africa remained, but it was an artificial European transplant, destined to survive in its splendid isolation for the foreseeable future. In Central Africa there was Zaire with its banal, kleptocratic regime. North Africa was not Africa, for it sat above the sands of the Sahara, and its people were not Black. Africa was Black. It was Black Africa, the « Dark Continent », the ultimate other of Europe, White Europe, of White Western Civilization. He had never been to North Africa, or to the Middle East, as he thought of it, except one time when he stopped in transit at Cairo airport.


    Thus, two decades after receiving his doctorate Professor Clegg had mastered Africa, traversed it from West to East to South and Central, and witnessed it squander its opportunities. He had weighty books and articles and promotions to show for it, and a smattering of words from a few African languages. Not learning an African language had not been a handicap. The Africans he dealt with spoke English, his mother tongue, or Portuguese, which he had studied when he discovered Mozambique and Angola, and for his cherished peasants he had interpreters.


    He decided it was time to evaluate everything. Perhaps he had been wrong to assume that these countries could discover a new path to development. He had let guilt warp his judgement, guilt over Europe’s enslavement of Africans for four centuries and an extra century of colonization. Africans should not be patronized by being absolved of their failings. Perhaps there was something in Reaganomics and Thatcherism that state intervention stifled growth, that social welfare killed enterprise. Africa had too much of both : the hand of the state was too long, and the grip of the economy of affection was too tight. There were no shortcuts to progress, except through age-old, exploitative capitalism, upon which the affluence of the West and Japan rested.


    So it was that Professor Clegg stopped taking his academic safari trips to Africa during summer. He became immersed in administrative work, as Director of the African Studies Center, later Departmental Chair, and finally Dean. And he discovered the lucrative world of consultancy. He did consultancy work for Canadian government development agencies and NGOs, as well as the World Bank, and a host of United Nations and international business organizations. He finished paying his mortgage, bought a cosy cottage by Lake Ontario, and was able to pay for his three children through college with relative ease.


    Consultancy was more than profitable. It bestowed the power of prescription, not just the impotent titillation of analysis. And it was certainly more congenial than trudging in search of petty politicians in some nondescript African capital and peasants in inaccessible regions. All he did was sit in his office, make appropriate phone calls, and reread previous reports on the subject, for what was required was the environmentally friendly art of recycling, of confirming conclusions already made. Only very occasionally was there need to actually go to Africa. And when he did he would spend a week at most, tanning and hiding in the local Hilton or Sheraton, away from his former friends and admirers at the local university. After a decent interval he would issue his report, with all the appropriate phrases, code words, charts, and recommendations.


    But the academic in him was dissatisfied with seeing his name buried in reports that gathered dust in development aid offices. He craved for the intellectual distinction of a real book. Besides, his CV needed updating. So he published a massive volume on the need for African countries to undertake Structural Adjustment Programmes. He went beyond the normal recommendations of the mighty IMF and World Bank for currency devaluation, cuts in government expenditure, removal of protective tariffs, and privatization, and added the importance of 'good governance », a phrase once commonly used by British colonial governors to characterize their « civilizing mission » in Africa. He stumbled upon it in a history book. That was a major intellectual breakthrough, this linkage of development with « good governance », and Professor Clegg got more consultancies and was even asked to join a United Nations team of « Wise Men » to divine Africa’s future.


    Soon « good governance » became « democratization », and Professor Clegg coined that term, too. Academic minds work in wondrous ways. He discovered the new term after Gorbachev came to power in the Soviet Union, and started talking of perestroika and glasnost. Professor Clegg was intrigued by Gorbachev’s reforms. In fact, he decided to join the crowded bandwagon of Sovietologists. He felt there was nothing more one could say about Africa. His African experience had given him a special understanding of how reforms should work in multi-ethnic, corrupt and statist societies. And it was time to touch base with his roots, for his late mother was a Russian immigrant. The fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 confirmed the wisdom of switching his research interest to Eastern Europe.


    He published a book that was, by his standards, rather slim and tentative, on the Second Russian Revolution. It was ignored by the experts in the field. That came as a shock to Professor Clegg, long used to accolades in African studies. He found that his new field was dominated by recent Eastern European émigrés or intelligence experts, unlike African studies which was virtually an exclusive preserve, not of people of African descent, but of European-American and European-Canadian scholars like him. He decided to go back to the easier glories of African studies, to taste once again, that awe and reverence reserved for founders of secret societies.


    Professor Clegg’s return to African studies was prompted by the release of Nelson Mandela on 11 February, 1990. As he watched the picture of Mandela on television gingerly walking out of Victor Vester prison in Cape Town, dignified and unbowed, with his right hand raised in a fist of victory and defiance, beside a triumphantly smiling Winnie, whose hand was also raised, his love and fascination for Africa welled up inside him, and he decided right there and then to make South Africa his new area of study. He convened a conference on « The Construction of a Post-Apartheid Democratic South Africa », to which he invited his former students who had become experts on Southern Africa, current students whom he had convinced to change their dissertation topics to South Africa, the exhilarating new frontier in African studies, and renowned South African scholars themselves, none of whom was African. It was a successful conference. It resulted in an impressive collection which he edited, and was quickly published to set the new agenda for South African studies.


    Professor Clegg was a truly great scholar. He was visibly moved as he listened to the long citation from Professor Montgomery, President of the Association, and the tributes from Professor Willoughby, the President of the university, Professor McDonald, representing his former students from North America, and Mr. Davidson, his lifelong publisher. They praised him as a pioneering Africanist, one who had brought great honour to the university, an inspiring teacher who had moulded the young minds of a whole generation of North American Africanists, a tireless writer whose numerous publications were indispensable reading for an understanding of that most fascinating and turbulent of continents, Africa.


    There was only one more speaker before the presentation of the gift. The great auditorium was filled to capacity. Some in the audience had their luggage with them, for this was the last day of the conference. Some were getting a little impatient, for they had already been there for almost two hours. They hoped the new speaker would be brief. They were gratified when he began by saying he would not read the speech he had prepared.


    « My grandfather », Professor Muwonalero chuckled, « used to tell us that words on paper do not breathe, so one cannot tell whether or not they are lying, that’s why I won’t read my prepared speech. I will speak from my heart »


    The gathering laughed, amused by this infusion of African folk wisdom.


    « And there is also a saying in my language », he continued after the laughter had died down, « that it is bad to lie to a dying man, for the lie haunts you after the man is dead. Retirement is a form of death » Only a few laughed this time, many just grinned.


    Some people could be seen whispering, wondering who this man was. Professor Muwonalero was representing Professor Clegg’s former African students. He was apparently the latter’s first African Ph. D. student. He had gone on to become a distinguished political scientist, a Cabinet minister, and was now back in academe as vice-chancellor of one of Nigeria’s top universities.


    « I am also not going to read my speech because of what happened last night » There were a few audible sighs of both impatience and curiosity.


    « Some students, African students, of Professor Clegg, came to see me at my hotel » The men on the dais stirred a little uneasily. The President of the Association who was chairing scribbled something on a piece of paper and passed it on to Professor Muwonalero.


    « I am told I only have three more minutes », he smiled weakly. « So let me come to the point. Like all of you, I had not come here to criticize Professor Clegg, but to praise him. Many of us believe that only good things need to be said about a colleague and friend on retirement. I thought so, too, until the students who came to see me last night reminded me of the saying I told you earlier »


    The feeling of unease was spreading to the rest of the audience. It was at that time that the doors of the auditorium swung open and a group of African students rushed in carrying placards whose message shocked everybody. They called Professor Clegg a charlatan, an intellectual thief, or an academic tourist. Murmurs of shock shot through the audience.


    « These students told me that you have been taking their work and publishing it as if it was your own. I believe they call that plagiarism » Professor Muwonalero’s voice was firm, with a touch of sarcasm. Gasps of dismay reverberated throughout the auditorium. Professor Montgomery stood up and whispered something to him.


    « I will not be silenced! » Professor Muwonalero exclaimed, « like I was silenced twenty-five years ago and like these students were silenced. They wrote to the President of this university and the President of the Association, but they were ignored. Professor Clegg », he paused and turned in his direction. Professor Clegg’s face had become ashen white, as if blood had stopped flowing in his veins. « Twenty-five years ago you published a book on Nigerian politics. Two of the chapters in that book were shoplifted word for word from draft chapters of my dissertation. Then you asked me to change my topic a little. I was afraid of confronting you then because I needed my certificate, that piece of paper called Ph. D., and I was afraid you would close all doors to me if I protested, just as the students who came to see me are afraid », he paused. There was deafening silence.


    « Well, I am no longer afraid of you now, and these students need no longer be afraid of you. Those days are gone, long gone. We now control our own universities, and when these students apply for jobs, your recommendation will not count in Nigeria where you stopped coming after I and others threatened to expose you. Perhaps that is why you kept hopping from one African region and country to another. Now, I hear you have become an expert on South Africa. God bless them! »


    Then Professor Muwonalero turned to face the stunned audience. « I did not come here to condemn Professor Clegg, but to remember him. We have another proverb in my language, which says that, like an onion, a person has many layers. So does our esteemed Professor Clegg, and in appraising him we must not only see the outer layer of success, but also the inner layer which may have some rot. My grandfather used to tell me that it is more rewarding to tell people in power one small truth than a basketful of lies. Professor Clegg is a powerful man, indeed, otherwise none of us would have been here this afternoon praising him. He built a remarkable career, one, however, based on lies »


    The atmosphere in the auditorium became brittle with tension. Professor Muwonalero scanned the audience, mocking, taunting it. The students carrying the placards at the back chanted their approval.


    « It’s not just the lie of plagiarizing his students’ work », he resumed in a raspy voice, « or of coming to African campuses and collecting research papers that are later used without acknowledgement, but also the lie of irresponsibility, of not owning up to his advice when that advice goes wrong. You all sit here comfortably condemning African governments for all sorts of policy failures when it is you who devised many of those policies, and with the help of your governments, corporations, and agencies imposed them on those governments. Orwell’s Thought Police would be proud of your Newspeak and Doublethink. Every five years or so, you concoct new policies, and dress them up as new theories and models. Is Africa for you nothing more than a lab, and its people disposable rats? »


    The question hang over the auditorium like a heavy cloud before a storm. Some in the audience stood up, muttered to themselves, and angrily walked out. The chanting students jeered at them. Both presidents of the association and the university called for calm, and stared at Professor Muwonalero with utter disbelief. Who was this ingrate? Why hadn’t he been carefully checked out? Was this what the so-called « political correctness » movement was coming to, a vengeful crusade against innocent white males, white people?


    « I can see my tribute to Professor Clegg makes some of you uncomfortable. You are so used to describing other people that you think it is impudent of me to describe you, the way I see you, the way I and my colleagues describe you in the security of our privacy? That’s why you can come and jump across Africa without learning a single African language, conduct convoluted discourses among yourselves and in your journals and books about Africa, without the voice of Africans. That’s the arrogance of power, the power of definition, of seeing and judging others on your own terms, which Europeans have been doing since the fifteenth century. A few centuries ago you were interested in appropriating our bodies, then with colonialism you appropriated our countries, and now you are trying to appropriate our souls »


    Professor Muwonalero wiped his brow as he watched more people leave, among them Professor Clegg. Professor Montgomery tried to hold him back, pointing to the unopened gift.


    « How come thirty years later », Professor Muwonalero bawled above the din and the chants, « if you think you have done such a great job of explaining Africa, your people still display the same level of ignorance and racism against Africans? And, where are the local African-Americans and African-Canadians in your association? How many of you have a true friend or a colleague from these communities? My best wishes to Professor Clegg. Let us follow his shadow, but avoid his footsteps », he ended cryptically.


    Professor Muwonalero descended from the dais and walked out of the auditorium. There was pandemonium. Nobody could locate Professor Clegg. The older participants were reminded of a similar disturbance in 1969 in Montreal when Black activists broke into the association’s annual conference denouncing the participants as bleeding heart liberals, at best, or irredeemable racists, who thought they had a divine right to define Africa and Africans. So much had changed, so little had changed.




    Chapter two 
The lightness of being an african expatriate scholar


    Introduction


    The lack of academic freedom in Africa is often blamed on the state. Although the role of the state cannot be doubted, the institutions dominated by the intellectuals themselves are also quite authoritarian and tend to undermine the practices and pursuit of academic freedom. Thus, the intellectual communities in Africa and abroad, cannot be entirely absolved from responsibility for generating many of the restrictive practices and processes that presently characterize the social production of knowledge in, and on, Africa1. In many instances they have internalized the coercive anti-intellectualist norms of the state, be it those of the developmentalist state in the South or the imperialist state in the North, and they articulate the chauvinisms and tyrannies of civil society, whether of ethnicity, class, gender or race.


    This chapter focuses on the often forgotten phenomenon of African expatriate scholars working in African and overseas universities, of whom I have been one for many years. The experiences of these scholars throw into sharp relief the intellectual conditions, contradictions, and constraints prevalent in universities within and outside Africa today. The chapter attempts, first, to examine the factors that motivate these scholars to migrate from their respective countries to other African countries. The argument is made that intellectual considerations, such as research interest in the countries to which they migrate, tend to play an insignificant role. This has far-reaching consequences on the way these scholars are perceived and treated. Next, the restraints that these scholars face in the host countries compared to the indigenous and Western expatriate scholars are examined. Finally, the chapter contends that the environment for expatriate African scholars in many African countries has, for various reasons, deteriorated, resulting in the acceleration of the « brain drain » to the western countries. The challenges that confront the African expatriate scholars in these countries are briefly explored. The conclusion is made that from these debilitating exilic conditions vibrant panAfrican intellectual networks and traditions can, should, and indeed, have been, and are being, constructed.


    The pushes and pulls of academic labour migration


    In the last two decades or so, the African scholar has discovered labour migration, long the preserve of ordinary workers. The migration of academic workers across national boundaries has, in fact, grown, while that of the labourer has declined. The labour migration waves of the colonial and early post-independence periods have largely been replaced by the flow of refugees. General labour migration in Africa has declined in proportion to the consolidation of the exclusionary fictions of the nation-state, each jealously guarding its « sovereignty » and « national economy » This has meant that only highly trained personnel have found it relatively easy to migrate freely. But the African academic migrants are, structurally, not all that different from their less fortunate compatriots who flock to the refugee camps. For the most part, the academics are themselves refugees.


    Most African academic migrants flee from their countries for a number of political and economic reasons. At independence the universities most of which were created by the newly independent states as factories to chum out the personnel for the Africanization of state apparatuses and as emblems of cultural modernity, enjoyed cosy relations with the new nationalist rulers, many of whom were themselves intellectuals, or at least aspiring ones. But it did not take long for the honeymoon to turn sour. As liberal institutions, in inspiration and aspiration, the universities initially resisted turning into glorified party schools. They subjected the political rhetoric and dreams of nation-building and development to critical analysis. This did not enamour them to the new impatient and insecure ruling elites, who were unduly concerned by the trappings and realities of power. The drive for centralization and control that this led to pitted the universities, as vibrant mediators of civil society, against the state, which was increasingly flexing its authoritarian reflexes as the triumphs of nationalism were eclipsed by the challenges of independence. The universities came to be seen as potential saboteurs of the national mission, defined narrowly according to the shifting ideological, religious, ethnic, regional and class predilections of the incumbent regime.


    The universities and critical academics were increasingly accused of being purveyors of « foreign ideology », a charge that was as damning as it was hypocritical coming from leaders who themselves worshipped at the altars of modernization made in the capitalist West or the communist 


    East. It was damning because it reflected the contradictory mandate of the African university as a vehicle of modernization and the transmission of western cultural capital, on the one hand, and as crucibles through which national cultures could be forged out of the splendid or secessionist diversities simmering in the belly of the inherited colonial leviathan. As reservoirs of concentrated critical consciousness, despite their internal confusions and contradictions, the universities, almost by their very existence, frustrated and mocked the drive for political monopoly. And so their space was watched constantly, carefully, capriciously. Every attempt was made to tame them through concessions and closures, donations of fiscal support and detentions of fearless staff and students. In many countries once branded a « subversive », through arrest or detention, it becomes virtually impossible to make it back to the university. In short, as relations between the universities and the state deteriorated, particularly as the euphoria of independence evaporated into the thick clouds of rumbling economic recessions and authoritarian structural adjustment programmes, many academics opted for migration for reasons of personal security and intellectual integrity.


    The university is of course no ivory tower, living in splendid isolation from the rest of society, wrecked as is so often the case by political strife and social dislocation. Like the majority of refugees, the African academic migrants are usually displaced persons who vote with their feet for the uncertain safety and security of other lands. The conflicts in the wider society are condensed and reproduced in the university. Societal polarizations, combined with schisms within the university, create stubborn structures that generate and thrive on the persecution of those who do not stay within the prescribed intellectual and ideological boundaries. The university, as a haven of petty-bourgeois ambitions, aspirations and fantasies, engenders a culture of careerism and fierce competition, fertile breeding grounds for the transmission of political repression and intellectual persecution. Periods of civil conflict and social strife often reinforce the university community’s fratricidal struggles for the limited spoils of academia. Political and intellectual witch-hunts rear their ugly heads. The victors, those who support the successful forces, are rewarded with the transient privileges of promotion and corporate appointments, until they, too, slip and fall in Africa’s treacherous political quicksands. The victims, mostly those who belong to the « wrong » ethnic or religious groups, or subscribe to « subversive » political or ideological tendencies, pay with their jobs, freedoms, and, occasionally, lives. Many of them end up joining the ranks of refugees into the wilderness of intellectual exile.


    Unlike the other labour migrants, however, who are pushed by the lack of employment opportunities at home, the academic migrants belong to the privileged end of the labour market in their home countries. After independence there was an enormous expansion in university education throughout Africa. Consequently, university employment grew rapidly. But this growth was accompanied by important structural and institutional changes in the politics of control of the university labour market. Virtually all the universities established were national in character, unlike the regional universities belatedly set up in the twilight years of colonial rule. Indeed, the regional universities were mostly dismembered into their constituent national components soon after independence. The national universities were more amenable to control than the regional ones, easier to subordinate to the national will as dictated by the state. And like so many other sectors of civil society, the universities enjoyed diminishing autonomy from the state. Increased state intervention in university affairs meant that, regardless of the number of universities in a country, running foul of the authorities in one practically foreclosed employment opportunities in all. In such cases, the only realistic alternative lies in looking for a job outside the country. Thus the nationalization and politicization of the university labour market helped to generate and sustain academic labour migration.


    The economic crisis that hit many African countries from the mid-1970s further compounded the problems of intellectual production and reproduction. It led to the deeper incorporation of these countries into the world capitalist system, the decomposition of the social and economic advances they had made, and the demobilization of the ideologies and strategies of self-reliant development. As part of the social sector targeted for retrenchment by the structural adjustment programmes ostensibly adopted to rectify the crisis, the universities, and education in general, were forced to bear some of the awful costs of these programmes : overcrowded classrooms, under-equipped laboratories, empty library shelves, dwindling research grants, falling real wages, and plummeting morale. Faced with deteriorating material conditions, African academics responded in several ways. Many resorted to moonlighting, or sought to exercise their entrepreneurial skills in the nebulous world of the « informal » sector, or they tried to endear themselves to the state for lucrative appointments in parastatal boardrooms. Others found refuge in consultancy services and hawked their talents to the ubiquitous donor agencies. For the rest, they could always migrate to the relatively greener pastures overseas or in a neighbouring country. And many did.


    It would seem that these political and economic factors have played an overwhelming role in generating academic labour migration in, and from, Africa. Research considerations are of marginal importance. Not many Africans do research on other African countries. This is partly because few Africans study in other African countries. All academic roads lead to the North. And the exchange of scholars, curricula, and research findings between countries is quite limited. Academics in one country are often hardly aware of what their colleagues in the same discipline are doing in the neighbouring country. Northern universities are usually the first places of choice for sabbaticals. PanAfricanism has never been emptier of substance as it is among the academics themselves, among whom are to be found some of its most vocal proponents. The dismantling of the regional universities after independence, it can be argued, reinforced the underdevelopment of panAfricanist research practices. The earlier generation of African academics, trained in the regional universities, were far more panAfricanist in their orientations and expectations than their successors. This is one instance of nationalism, the project of nation-building, devouring its more beneficent progenitor, panAfricanism.


    The process began as the post-colonial state sought to set the spatial and epistemological boundaries of research in pursuit of developmentalism and national integration. Academics, especially in the Social Sciences and Humanities, were implored to show commitment to the problems of their country, to study and find solutions to the great challenges of development and nation-building, to design a workable future, as prescribed, of course, by the political class. In short, social science research was firmly locked into an instrumentalist, prescriptive mode. Many African academics cheerfully responded to the call, keen to play their part in the epic drama of turning the dreams of the nationalist struggle into the fruits of independence. But in so doing, they became narrowly nationalistic in their concerns, analyses and expertise, and left research on regional and continental problems and processes to European and North American based Africanists, who would eagerly collect and synthesize the local and national studies and package them appropriately in whatever theory was in fashion, thereby setting the terms of debate in African studies.


    The typical African academic migrating to another African country differs from his western counterpart, who often goes to a country of his primary research interest. This has seriously affected the nature of the relationships between the expatriate African academics and their local colleagues. It may have led to a situation whereby they are seen primarily as refugees with little to offer to the national research programme. In contrast, expatriate western scholars tend to be more readily accepted, and even respected, for their potential contributions. The few African scholars who actually have research interest in the host country are too anomalous to change these perceptions. Accordingly, their work receives little support and is often ignored.


    Days in the Life of the Migrant Academic


    The academic migrant arrives in the new country relieved and apprehensive. The label refugee is written all over him. He is often received in a manner befitting a refugee. There is little of the fanfare that accompanies the arrival of the western expatriate scholar, who is usually given a better office, housing and furnishings, and the small favours that help one to settle down. The distinction is clear. The western academic is not a refugee, but an expert, who is making a sacrifice in coming to the « Third World », so special efforts need to be made to accommodate him, make the « sacrifice » more bearable, the transition smoother. He is given a generous package that includes « inducement », leave and educational allowances, all of which turn his actual salary, nominally pegged to local levels, into an allowance. The African expatriate scholar is sometimes given the same privileges, but grudgingly, indeed, resentfully. After all, a refugee is, in popular perception, a liability not an asset, a miserable destitute who should be grateful just for being let in. Occasionally, he is denied these privileges, on the pretext that he is as good as the locals. Thus, the African expatriate scholar soon discovers that he is marginal, valued only as a source of cheap, docile labour.


    The reasons for this are not far to seek. He lacks the material and ideological assets of the western expatriate and the indigenous academics. To the latter, the western expatriate academic can be a useful link to universities in the North for sabbaticals, conferences, visits and study, and to western research foundations and consultancies. So he is carefully courted. The western expatriate academic, who is normally of European rather than African descent, is also seen as less of a threat, because he lacks the potential anonymity of the African academic migrant, who is usually indistinguishable from the local population, and whose very status as a refugee makes his stay indeterminate. For his part, the indigenous academic can manipulate various constituencies, whether ethnic, regional, political, or religious that determine and mediate the discretionary allocations of resources within the university system. The African expatriate academic has little lucrative contacts to offer his indigenous colleagues, and neither has he any of the latter’s protective mantles. The alienation of his exile deepens.


    He is confronted by authoritarian attitudes and chauvinistic contempt at every turn. He is discriminated against when it comes to promotions, research grants, and leave. The problem starts with the recruitment process itself. Often he is a recruit of last resort. Rarely is he recruited to the high ranks, even if he may have all the right qualifications. He is more likely to be slotted at the bottom of the scale, regardless of his previous position. It is all justified in the lofty name of standards. As a refugee, the academic migrant often has little choice, and the recruiters gleefully prey on that, and so he takes up the job. With that the migrant’s marginality and powerlessness are established, to be re-enacted and re-enforced each time there is a vacancy for promotion. The migrant is sometimes prevailed upon, subtly and not so subtly, not to apply for promotions and research grants. His contract, which has to be renewed every two or three years, hangs like a sword over his head, controlling him, always reminding him of his temporality and transience.


    The migrant academic is exceptionally vulnerable because of the discretionary decision-making processes of universities. Patron-client networks determine recruitment and promotion procedures, and the allocation of work loads and resources. In such a system, the migrant academic is disadvantaged because he cannot be a good or useful client. Clients have to offer their patrons some social returns for the reputational capital bestowed on them, which the migrant cannot because he has no base in the local society’s competing constituencies. Migrants are only good for scapegoating, especially in times of crisis.


    Many African universities do not have ample resources for research, partly because they have insufficient funds, for they mostly depend on governments which have other pressing needs to meet. Governments also tend to view universities primarily as teaching institutions, factories to chum out skilled personnel. In addition, the available funds are often channelled through the corrupting patron-client networks to which the migrant does not belong, or they are frittered away in conspicuous consumption by the university administrative elite, including the vice-chancellors, their deputies, the registrars, deans, and sometimes even heads of departments, who are provided with official cars and residences and expense accounts. In the meantime, teaching facilities deteriorate. The misplaced priorities of many African universities can be seen in the institutionalization of the power imbalance between the administrative and teaching staffs. The latter are often expected to execute the former’s unimaginative decisions.


    Corruption and patron-client networks reinforce each other to undermine research. Research grants are often made on a discretionary basis by whoever is in charge of the research grants committees. External sources are likely to be hoarded by heads of departments for themselves or for redistribution to favourites. The same happens to invitations for conferences, or book collections. Once again, the African expatriate academic is left out in the cold. He is rarely entrusted with positions of power within the university hierarchy to be part of any network. Efforts to carve out an independent research path are frustrated by the lack of institutional support. Indeed, being too actively involved in research often provokes animosity and may endanger one’s job. A migrant is supposed to work hard, but not too hard to threaten or show up the locals. In a situation where many people are trying to make ends meet through extra-curricular entrepreneurship, being actively involved in research is not always an asset for the migrant academic. On the contrary, that may expedite his day of departure. In any case, a good research record does not guarantee career mobility since the patron-client networks often determine such matters.


    The research of the African expatriate scholar suffers not only because of the scholar’s marginality, but also the marginality of his research interests. Funding, whether by the university itself or by external agencies, concentrates on national topics in which he is not likely to have much expertise. The chances of getting funding for a research project on his area of specialization, usually his home country, that is if he can even afford or dare to go back, are remote. So he gradually slides into intellectual inertia. Of course, he can develop a research interest on the country of his residence, a daunting task and a gamble to someone whose job security hangs by the thread of periodic contract renewals. Doing so might, in fact, raise the eyebrows of the indigenous academics, for that subverts the transience of his position upon which their tolerance of him is based.


    The African expatriate academic who actually does research on the country of his exile is an oddity. He is initially treated with bemused surprise, for he is trespassing the exclusive domain of the indigenous and the western expatriate scholars. The former base their intellectual proprietary rights on birthright, and the latter on the pitiless privileges of colonial conquest and neo-colonial domination, for which they are both resented and followed, but never ignored. A product of colonialism and neo-colonialism himself, the African academic who chooses to study countries other than his own, defies the mould, thus reinforcing his image as a « radical », a potential « troublemaker » He is particularly unwelcome because, unlike the western academic who has his own sources of research funds, he competes with the indigenous scholars for the limited funds available, especially from external agencies that may seek to exploit his « objectivity » both as a foreigner and a non-western scholar. His interventions in controversial local debates are dreaded, derided, and dismissed. The accumulated grievances against western scholars metamorphose into a crusade against him, an African, a refugee, who dared to be an expert on their country. They seek to put him in his place, and if he proves recalcitrant, there is always the contract.


    One of the most important resources for research is time. In this the African migrant scholar also receives the raw end of the stick. To begin with, as a worker on short-term contracts, he is often not entitled to sabbaticals, and should he take an unpaid leave of absence he is not assured of his job upon return. So year in, year out, he toils, while the indigenous members of staff come and go from their sabbaticals and western expatriates make their periodic academic safari trips. He is also the first to be asked to shoulder more teaching responsibilities, although the last to be rewarded. In a sense he becomes the academic housekeeper, assuming the chores of senior professors who are too busy being directors of parastatal corporations, or going to every available conference recycling the same old paper written long back when they still had a few fresh ideas. The African migrant academic shares his misfortune with the hapless junior staff. But while for the latter this is a rite of passage to the segregated spoils of academia, for him it is an endless Sisyphean ordeal. Denied time, the migrant’s services are fully exploited, but his potential is dulled, thus ensuring and reproducing his lowly status on the academic totem pole.


    He comes to discover that his survival increasingly depends on the art of self-effacement and self-censorship. He embodies most poignantly the anti-intellectualism of modern universities, in Africa and elsewhere. Everyday he lives the glaring contradiction between the myth of the university as a centre of critical intellectual enquiry and the realities of scholastic conformism in pursuit of job security. Universities of course do not pin the blame of intellectual censorship on their enlightened shoulders, but on the state and other misguided outsiders. Intolerant state policies and external political pressures, real and imagined, give the academics, individually and collectively, an alibi when they abscond, as they often do, from their intellectual calling in pursuit of mindless careerism and mutual cheering.


    The African expatriate academic is soon left in no doubt that exile is no haven, that many of the forces and pressures that pushed him out of his homeland are no less powerful in his new country of residence. Indeed, he witnesses the flight of the indigenous scholars into exile to other countries. Many, in fact, wonder why he came, a question that gnaws at him and makes him miss home, idealizing it at times, and occasionally he even wishes to return. Exile becomes an existential nightmare. The material benefits, imagined and acquired, suddenly become token, and the security of survival becomes less tangible. Despair and apathy often set in. The search begins for a new country of exile. To many the seductive lure of the West proves irresistible. The bags are packed once again. Innocence and hope are shattered one more time.


    Seasons of Migration to the North


    The decision to migrate to the North demonstrates, despite its despair, the relative privilege of the African expatriate scholar, for he is saved from the fate of millions of hapless people who trek to eke out incomplete lives in teeming refugee camps. In the « lost decade » of the 1980s the multitudes of refugees and migrants within Africa increased, while tolerance for them decreased. Labour migrants in the continent faced mass expulsions and harassment. Universities were not innocent bystanders in this sad saga. They created conditions which helped push some of their own faculty into involuntary exile, or they watched meekly as some of them were arrested and detained, and refused to rehire them upon their release, fearful of political contamination from their alleged « subversion » Some universities also dutifully employed and dismissed exiled scholars from neighbouring countries, and built and broke inter-university relations, according to the vagaries of inter-state relations and the whims of political leaders. Academics have been known to be refused permission by their universities to visit other universities for conferences or as external examiners because the presidents of the two countries are not on speaking terms! Many university authorities have not hesitated to cooperate with the security services to weaken or break students’ movements, and they have brazenly expelled student leaders following demonstrations and unrest. To students, university administrations often act and appear as coercive extensions of the state, rather than as bastions of liberty and critical thought. Once expelled, the student activists either languish in jail or « tarmac » the streets in search of jobs. The lucky few manage to go abroad to finish their studies, where they sometimes decide to stay. The expatriate academics make easy scapegoats for administrations anxious to exonerate themselves in the eyes of intolerant state authorities. And so they are usually blamed and deported in times of student unrest, thus saving both the state and the university the embarrassment of introspection and reform. The deportees rarely go back to their home countries but head to the North as well.


    In the 1980s, the brain drain spared few countries in Africa, including those that were once net recipients of academic migrants, such as Nigeria during the oil boom years of the 1970s and early 1980s. Not only did more African professionals migrate to the North, but fewer of those trained abroad returned. Predictably, African leaders condemned the migrants for their lack of patriotism. Similar charges were levelled, more honourably, in progressive African intellectual circles. In fact, many African academic migrants themselves exhibited deep ambivalences, anxieties, and anger about their displacement, notwithstanding Mazrui’s (1978 : 314-18) heroic claims about « counter-penetration » and Said’s (1993 : 326-36) fantasies of « liberatory voyages in[to] » the belly of the imperial beast where they are destined to lead the liberation of both the western and post-colonial worlds2. They were only too painfully aware that the brain drain to the North, unlike migrations within Africa, represented a net loss to the continent as a whole, that it reflected and reinforced Africa’s intellectual underdevelopment and dependence, which, in turn, further undermined academic freedom, if academic freedom is not seen solely in relation to internal institutional conditions, but also in terms of subordination to other societies’ ideological systems and intellectual traditions. Far from loosening the tentacles of repression, the brain drain provided both the authoritarian states and universities a safety valve through which the boiling steam of internal resistance could be filtered and defused. This might explain their ambivalent attitude towards the brain drain : they deplored it, but did little to stem its flow by rectifying the policies and practices that generated and reproduced it in the first place.


    The brain drain has sapped Africa of its intellectual resources and increased the continent’s dependence on western expatriates, who are far more expensive to recruit and maintain than their African counterparts. According to one source, « at any given moment, sub-Saharan Africa has at least 80, 000 expatriates working for public agencies under official aid programmes. More than half of the $7-8 billion spent yearly by donors goes to finance these people » (Timberlake 1988 : 3). Needless to say, many of these expatriates and their policy prescriptions are half-baked. The tragedy is that many African governments have been importing them while at the same time inadvertently exporting their own experts, whose understanding of African problems and commitment to their solution is far greater. But regardless of how qualified and well-meaning the western expatriates might be, they are a poor substitute for local expertise, and cannot help much in the development of vibrant local intellectual traditions.


    The African expatriate migrant in the North finds that the political and intellectual insecurities of his African exile are multiplied by new racial and cultural marginalities. If he should be so unlucky as to go to the former imperial metropole, where he is reborn as a colonial native, the chances of university employment are slim, even if he earned his impeccable degrees there. Should he cross the Atlantic and choose the « Great White North », he is recast as a « visible minority », squeezed between Canada’s warring solitudes of the so-called two founding peoples, and after paying his dues as a taxi driver, sessional lecturer, or research assistant to some aspiring Africanist, he may get a job in a department or a university as the lone « employment equity » candidate, and suffer the indignities of always being mistaken for a student, always trying to prove himself to cocky students and patronizing colleagues, always being interviewed at cocktail parties about the latest calamity, flashed on last night’s television news, to befall the « Dark Continent » And he finds his African research is as peripheral as his presence, seen as a polite concession to political correctness. And so he hardly gets funding to go back to do field research, and he begins to dabble in the solipstic cults of post-something scholarship, or the angry discourses of minority nationalisms. He watches his Africanist colleagues, who resent the potential of his authenticity in the competition for African studies students, go and come from their beloved African countries with weary tales and jokes of collapsing economies, vampire states, and incurable epidemics, which they recount in smoke-filled senior common rooms, oblivious to his frowning presence. The nightmare of his exile deepens, as he struggles for tenure and promotion, for recognition and relevance, for a sense of belonging.


    Should he move to « God’s Own Country » in the south his colour and cultural configuration are accented and affirmed in America’s much bigger African diaspora population, with its relatively large professional middle class and political presence. But his blackness also becomes an exclusionary marker in America’s eternal racial war, a slate on which the historic white pathologization of both Africa and Africa-America is scripted. He negotiates, awkwardly, unsteadily, tripping sometimes, between the intolerant demands of colour and career. Often he ends up in the under-funded historically black colleges and universities where the comforts of racial solidarity are not matched by the reputational possibilities of the large historically white research universities, whose ivy citadels remain resolutely white both in faculty and student composition. That, too, seems to be the constitution of the Africanist establishment, of the large African studies programmes, the prestigious Africanist journals and book series, the foundations and agencies that fund African research, of the voices that are called upon in the popular media to explain Africa’s peculiar genius for biblical afflictions. The sense and reality of his marginality deepens, only periodically broken by drunken conversations and exaggerated laughter with fellow African expatriate scholars at the occasional conferences.


    Conclusion : The necessity of becoming Public PanAfrican intellectuals


    The constraints and challenges facing African expatriate academics are serious and sobering. But they should not be allowed to petrify us into intellectual paralysis. To beginning with, we need to become more than academics, to become intellectuals, insurgent intellectuals, as West (1991) implores us to do. There is a difference between an academic and an intellectual. Academics tend to engage in narrow scholarly work, in analyses confined to internal disciplinary issues and debates, often writing for each other in constipated, convoluted jargon, while intellectuals transgress and transcend discursive frontiers and critically and visibly engage the large and burning public issues (hooks 1991). Academics are like technicians who tinker with the bits and pieces of broken machinery, while intellectuals are craftspeople who conceive and create and trade the machinery of ideas in the public marketplace. Becoming public intellectuals entails conscious and critical immersion in community movements and popular politics, embarking on a vocation of creative commitment to collective insurgency against oppression and exploitation, the principled pursuit of humane values and a more egalitarian and generous global social order. Such involvement provides a powerful shield against the alienating pretensions and pettiness of academic careerism, and the reactionary antihumanisms that dominate much of contemporary academic writing, with their depoliticized, defeatist, and disempowering analyses. It offers protection from the seductions of wealthy western universities and their superficial multi-cultural cravings for native ventriloquists, for complicit authentic « others »3. Specifically, for Africanist scholarship, it insures against the almost gleeful pathologization of African societies and realities, against the crippling concessions to Afropessimism.


    From the pain and pathos of our migratory experiences as African expatriate intellectuals lie the possibilities of building emancipatory panAfricanist bridges and organic intellectual traditions. In contemporary Africa one can distinguish three forms of panAfricanism : that of the presidents, of the professionals, and of the popular masses. Presidential panAfricanism, often louder in political rhetoric than in practical resolve, is periodically consummated at OAU and other regional summits; the panAfricanism of the professional classes, including scholars, finds expression in concerns for the developmental issues and over the negative images facing the continent; the panAfricanism of the popular masses is realized most concretely in the derelict camps of migrant workers and refugees. The migrant African intellectuals are as well poised as any group to promote more meaningful, broad-based, and enduring forms of panAfricanism not only through their analyses, but also by building infrastructures of intellectual discourse and dialogue. It is, indeed, revealing that some of the most dynamic independent continental and sub-regional research institutions in Africa, such as the Council for the Development of Social Science Research in Africa (CODESRIA) and the Southern African Political and Economic Series (SAPES), just to mention two, were formed, and continue to be nourished by the constant infusion of critical talents forged in the crucibles of voluntary and involuntary intellectual labour migration. These networks need to be extended to link up with those in the African diaspora, so that out of the tragedies of our various dispersals we can weave strong political and intellectual garments to protect us from the elements of racism and imperialism, and fortify us in our struggles against them. The case for creating serious and sustainable panAfrican networks of intellectual exchange is overwhelming. The basis for such a project lies in our very conditions as expatriate African intellectuals.


    


    
1  This subject is discussed in greater detail in the subsequent chapters. On academic freedom in Africa and general overviews of the development of university education in Africa see Diouf and Mamdani (1994), Ajayi et al. (1996), Ngara (1994). For a brief analysis of the issue of academic freedom in the Canadian context see Sangster and Zeleza (1994).


    
2  For a trenchant critique of Said, see Ahmad (1992, chapter 5); also see Chapter 21 below.


    
3  Term ventriloquist is borrowed from Spivak (1995 : 175).




    Chapter three 
African social scientists and the struggle for academic freedom


    Introduction


    Africa has been undergoing tumultuous political change in recent years, as struggles rage for democracy and human rights, forcing dictatorships to tumble one after the other. These struggles are multi-dimensional. This chapter examines the struggles for academic freedom. It seeks to identify the forces that have shaped and conditioned the social production of African intellectuals in general, and social scientists in particular, which include the state, civil society, institutions of higher learning in Africa and abroad, and international donor agencies and research foundations. It is shown that the relationship between African intellectuals and each of these forces has been complex and contradictory and, collectively, they have all undermined the production of critical social knowledge. The current drive for democracy appears to offer African social scientists new opportunities for engagement and intellectual production. The chapter argues that the struggle for academic freedom is a broad one, encompassing struggles against the interventions of the authoritarian state, as well as the authoritarian power relations in academic institutions, societal practices and cultural norms that inhibit research, and the Euro-centric academic structures and traditions that tend to marginalize African scholarship.


    The Pen and the Sword


    The state has played a pivotal role in the social production of intellectuals in Africa. In most African countries, universities and research institutes, which train and employ intellectuals, are owned, financed, and controlled by the state. State control of education in Africa is just one manifestation of the statism of African social formations, which is an outgrowth of the authoritarian colonial state, the underdevelopment of capitalism, and the structure of internal class relations. Fiscal control over the universities, research institutes, and other centres of higher learning has provided a cloak of legitimation for the state’s pervasive interventions in these institutions. The belief that the state has a right to control higher education is deeply ingrained among the intellectuals themselves. As Shivji (1990 : 6) notes, during the debate on the « Dar es Salaam Declaration on Academic Freedom » held in April 1990, « rather than assert the rights of civil society against the state, one heard the state being gratuitously defended. « If the state pays for education, it has the right to set its modalities », some academics argued, forgetting that it is the people who pay, not the state »


    The relationship between the institutional African intellectuals and the state has been complex and contradictory. On the one hand, these intellectuals are state functionaries in so far as they are linked to the state through its educational or media apparatuses (Farah, 1990 : 7-10). On the other, they constitute a critical social category of civil society, whose power to contest the hegemonic pretensions of the state belies their relatively small numbers. The relationship, therefore, has been characterized by both collaboration and contestation. Collaboration was particularly pronounced in the years immediately after independence when the post-colonial state enjoyed immense popular legitimacy earned from the nationalist struggles. Also, during this period the ideologies of nation-building and development held sway, which the majority of the intellectuals themselves believed in. Thus, the state was able, with the intellectuals’ acquiescence, to push an instrumentalist agenda for the universities.


    Relations between the state and the intellectuals increasingly turned sour as the problems of nation-building and development proved far more intractable than originally anticipated. Research conducted by the social scientists, intentionally or not, began to raise awkward questions about the ideologies of nation-building and development. It was hard for the latter to ignore the ethnic and regional imbalances in the distribution of the fruits of uhuru, or the appearance of corruption, incompetence, and intolerance among members of the political class. The social scientists could not ignore these realities for, besides being state functionaries, they were also the representatives and interpreters of the various constituencies of civil society which were jostling for place and privilege in the emerging post-colonial order.


    The widening rift between the social scientists and the state was also a product of growing radicalism in African studies. This was expressed in opposition to imperialism and neo-colonialism and commitment to the masses and « preference for socialist economic and political strategies » (Waterman 1977 : 1). New approaches that sought to unravel the fundamental realities of Africa were adopted. Theories of modernization gave way to dependency and Marxist approaches. No discipline in the social sciences was left untouched, from history and sociology to economics and political science (see Gutkind and Waterman 1977; Hetlne 1983; Eke 1986). The radicalization of the social sciences coincided with the crisis of developmentalism, triggered by the global recessions of the early 1970s and the early 1980s and the structural adjustment programmes adopted by African governments at the behest of the World Bank and IMF (Onimode 1988, 1989a, 1989b; Mehretu 1989; Mkandawire and Olukoshi 1995; and Chapter 3 below). All this led to massive retrenchment and divestment from education and the other social sectors. By the 1980s 'academic infrastructures », notes Ake (1990 : 6), « such as libraries, bookstores and research facilities (were) collapsing » Thus, the economic crisis and the consequent fiscal crisis of the state ravaged many of Africa’s once great universities and undermined the material security of the intellectuals (Morna 1991). As the crisis deepened so did the administrative regulation and political repression of the academic community which was increasingly « targeted as merchants of subversive ideas » (Ake 1990 : 6).


    While no group of intellectuals escaped the brunt of state repression, the social scientists were probably more vulnerable than other groups, such as lawyers, writers and journalists because they had little organized support (Codesria Bulletin 1990 : 1). They did not have the equivalent of Pen International, the Committee to Protect Journalists, Reporters Sans Frontiers, Index on Censorship, Physicians for Human Rights, and their African equivalents. State repression of social scientists and other academics took various forms, from arbitrary arrests, detention, and summary executions, and restrictions on the freedom of expression, assembly, movement and organization, to dismissal of faculty staff, expulsion of students, closure of universities, censorship of reading and teaching material, manipulation of curricula, and denial of promotions, research funds or scholarships to politically active faculty staff and students. In addition, the state exerted other subtler forms of repression and control, for example, by posting security agents in classrooms disguised as students, encouraging students and faculty to inform on each other, and coopting senior administrators into the ruling party. The catalogue of academic repression throughout the continent is a long and depressing one as amply chronicled in the reports by Africa Watch (1990), Amnesty International (1990), in the papers presented at CODESRIA’s symposium on academic freedom1, and in CODESRIA’s (1990a) compendium of press cuttings on the abuses of academic freedom in some twenty countries between 1987 and 1990.


    All these assaults on the academic community and the deteriorating material conditions severely undermined the capacities of African social scientists to produce knowledge. For many, repression and persecution bred self-censorship, which became necessary for survival. They tended to internalize repression, « to police themselves thereby ensuring further erosion of academic freedom » (UDASA 1990 : 3). The result was that some social scientists virtually gave up on serious research and writing, others became adept at doublespeak or sank into the banality of recycling the developmentalist rhetoric of the state and the so-called international donor community. In short, the state socialization, subordination and incorporation of social scientists in Africa gravely undermined academic freedom and the production of critical social knowledge. These processes also hindered the development of effective links between the social scientists and civil society.


    The strings of civil society


    Social scientists, and intellectuals in general, are linked to civil society through their socialization and identification with particular social, regional and ethnic groups whose interests they often translate and articulate. Civil society nourishes their research, giving them the linguistic and social keys to unlocking the inner workings of their groups which outsiders can only glimpse from the outside. Not surprisingly, many African social scientists opt to study their own societies, communities and social groups. These social units become the analytical treadmill through which the great national and continental questions of historical change, social transformation, economic development, and political power are examined.


    Thus, African social scientists are « organic » to various social groups. But just as the relationship between the state and intellectuals is a complex and contradictory one, so is that between intellectuals and civil society. To begin with, the relationship is mediated by the state, which, as noted earlier, controls intellectual reproduction. This weakens the strings of society on intellectual production and reproduction. The alienation between intellectuals and civil society is vividly manifested and reproduced through language. While the social scientist is often versed in the language of discourse of his social group, the latter is not versed in the language of discourse of social science. As Mamdani (1990 : 3) states : « from the outset, there was a sharp rupture between the language of the school (reflecting that of the state) and the language of the family/community, between the language of instruction and the language of day-to-day social communication » The result is that the African intellectual, Mamdani continues, « is doubly distanced from working people. Not only is there the social (class) distance that is a product of the break between mental and manual work in any class-based society, there is also the cultural distance because the language the intellectual writes and communicates in is not the language(s) in which working people interact » Notwithstanding the progressive domestication of European languages in Africa in the last few decades, communicating in these languages « continues to be a privileged discourse, a linguistic curtain, on the other side of which are to be found the vast majority of working people, shut off from the affairs of the state, of higher education and of science. This is true of most African countries, « conservative » or « radical » (Mamdani 1990 : 5).


    Social scientists, unlike creative writers, have yet to take the question of language seriously (see Wa Thiong’o 1986). The « linguistic curtain » not only undermines relations between African social scientists and civil society, but also devalues the relevance of their work. This reinforces the statist, elitist, and anti-democratic orientation of African social science research, whether conducted by supporters or opponents of the state, or whether using the paradigms of the « right » or the « left », for it is a discourse the social scientists share with the political class and not the « masses » This is not to suggest that African social scientists lack commitment to their societies, or that their level of social responsibility is low. Nothing could be further from the truth. « Even a cursory reading », to quote Mafeje (1990 : 15), « of what African intellectuals write would show that they are preoccupied with problems of development in their countries to the point of sounding hysterical in the case of the left » Rather, it is merely to point out the poor links between intellectual reproduction and the broader realities of production, power, and consciousness in Africa.


    Few would dispute that civil society in the continent is extremely complex and dynamic, although the Africanist discourse on civil society, Mamdani (1996 : 13) avers, « is more programmatic than analytical, more ideological than historical », its contemporary prismatic lens borrowed, not from a reading of African political developments, but from the uprisings of Central and Eastern Europe of the late 1980s. The dominant conceptionalizations of civil society do not adequately capture the complexities of African political cultures and social formations. For the followers of Marx the realm of civil society is the market, while in the Gramscian paradigm it resides in public opinion and culture, and for Habermas it is embodied in the associational life of the public sphere. For one thing, the publics of subordinated classes, gender, ethnic and racial groups are often excluded from these definitions. A fuller conceptualization of African civil societies would have to see them as historically constructed constellations of competing and overlapping associational ties and social spaces, rural and urban, encompassing the cultural communities of language and ethnicity, the social solidarities of class and gender, and the prophetic traditions of religion.


    It is easy to idealize civil society, to see it as in contradistinction to the heinous state, a repository of all that is benign and humane. It should be remembered that the state and civil society interpenetrate, thereby regulating and appropriating each other’s functions, despite the demarcation between them (Mersha 1990). Moreover, civil society, no less than the state, is circumscribed by the material conditions from which it springs. This is to suggest that civil society has not provided a haven for African social scientists. Not only does it lack the capacity to reproduce the intellectuals, it has not always shielded them from the long arms of the state. Indeed, the various constituencies of civil society, to which African social scientists are tied, are themselves often inimical to the production of critical social knowledge. The cultural norms of these groups have often been used by the communities concerned, as well as the state, to circumscribe research inquiries.


    The articulation of cultural norms inimical to critical social science research of course vary from country to country and have changed over time. In Egypt, for example, from the 1970s the Sadat regime sought to use the religious ideology of Islam, the dominant cultural norm in Egyptian society and long used by successive political systems as a tool of political legitimation and mobilization, « to neutralize, weaken and eliminate the Nasserite social base », and to win support for its own policies of economic reform and capitalist accumulation (Farah 1990 : 15-6). The formation of radical Islamic groups to wage war on the Nasserite and other leftist groups was encouraged. These groups later turned against many of the regime’s policies, including the signing of the peace treaty with Israel, and assassinated Sadat himself in 1981.


    By then religion was not only the dominant cultural paradigm, but also the dominant ideology. The impact on social science research was profound. « This highly ideologized context resulted in the emergence of a unique type of academic research; the so-called Islamic sciences of economics, medicine, sociology, engineering, etc. This type of research is highly rewarded by the dominant elites, not only in Egypt but in the whole Arab world, and is very attractive to the general public that condones it. Against this flood of ideologically influenced research, academic research run on more scientific bases, runs the hazards of censorship, harassment and loss of position » (Farah 1990 : 18). Under these circumstances undertaking secular and critical studies of religion itself is positively risky. And discussing gender inequalities as enshrined in the accepted interpretations of the religious texts is almost anathema.


    Restrictions on gender research in Africa are, indeed, widespread because of the historical, cultural, social, and institutional marginalization of women, rooted in the conjunction of pre-colonial and colonial patriarchal ideologies and practices, which continue to be reproduced throughout society, from the family to the university and the state. These restrictions can take various forms, such as the belittling of women researchers and of gender research by the society and the academic community itself (Iweriebor 1990; Mama and Imam 1990). In some cases even physical intimidation is applied. In the Sudan, for instance, « women academics have been particularly affected by Muslim extremists. Women are now forbidden to travel in the absence of a muharram - a close male blood relative to act as guardian. At least two senior female academics », Africa Watch (1990 : 40) reports, « have been prevented from attending international conferences on account of this ruling. Women students are being encouraged to wear the veil and subjected to intimidation and harassment if they do not »


    Civil society imposes other types of restrictions against social science research. Researchers who are not local may be met with indifference, suspicion or hostility. This reinforces the tendency towards inbreeding in African social science research, whereby researchers concentrate on their own groups because they feel, or are, more readily accepted. Under repressive regimes social science research can be suspect; the researcher may be seen as a government informer and is given little cooperation. Sometimes resentment occurs because the social scientist is seen as a member of the elite class, shamelessly prying into the poverty of ordinary people’s lives. The list could go on. But the point has been made that the state is not the only agency which obstructs social science research in Africa while civil society stands by watching from the sidelines. Nor are the social scientists themselves innocent bystanders.


    Living in glass houses


    For the most part, African social scientists are produced, and reproduce themselves, through the university. The institutional base for the social production of the African intellectual was established after independence, for while the colonial system had produced educated Africans, the latter neither controlled the educational institutions, nor could they develop « an intellectual trajectory which was peculiarly their own » (Mafeje 1990 : 4).


    With independence there was an explosion of education at all levels, including the universities. It is a remarkable testament to the social bankruptcy of colonialism that in 1960, the year of African independence, no more than 9 % of the population was literate (ILO/JASPA 1989 : 5). University education was a rare privilege. Populous Nigeria only had one university, and so did the three east African countries of Kenya, Uganda and Tanzania combined, as was the case for the three southern African countries of Malawi, Zambia and Zimbabwe. Today, Nigeria has over three dozen universities, and the east African countries each have more than one university, with Kenya alone boasting four public and a handful of private universities. According to World Bank figures covering Sub-Saharan African countries, between 1965 and 1987 the proportion of young people attending primary school, secondary school, and tertiary institutions rose from 41 % to 68 %, 4 % to 17 %, and 0 % to 2 % (World Bank 1990 : 235, 79). This is a remarkable achievement by any standard.


    But the rapidly expanding African university sector was weighed down by its own peculiar institutional constraints. In keeping with the monopolization of power by the post-colonial state, senior university administrators in most countries were state appointees. The president of the republic would appoint the vice-chancellor, usually for political reasons rather than administrative or academic abilities. The vice-chancellor, in turn, would appoint the deans of faculties or heads of departments. Thus the entire decision-making process is often discretionary and authoritarian. The authoritarian relations of power in the universities and research institutes are manifested through recruitment, screening, promotions, allocations of work loads, provision of leave and sabbaticals, scaling of staff, gate-keeping and policing campuses, surveillance, sexual harassment, and the administration of welfare facilities. Research, which is essential for the production of critical social knowledge, is enmeshed in the same contraption. Quite often research funding is employed as a weapon for punishing radicals, rewarding sycophants, and settling scores. Staff are also sometimes humiliated and harassed through the use of accounting procedures.


    Thus authoritarianism, corruption, and discrimination on ideological, intellectual, national, ethnic, religious and gender bases are quite widespread in institutions dominated by the social scientists themselves. This breeds censorship. Collective self-censorship is, in fact, deeply embedded in the consciousness of the university community. It is generated by fear of the repressive political system and of upsetting the inherited university traditions and established intellectual orthodoxies.


    Self-censorship by « radicals », younger scholars, women, and foreign scholars is often their only protection against political harassment and intellectual persecution in the university. Collective self-censorship curtails the development of original and creative thought, which is a threat to authoritarian institutions. The university’s bureaucrats and ossified intellectual elite are as threatened by probing thought and research as are the state functionaries.


    In short, the structures which the intellectuals themselves control do not always operate in a manner that is conducive to academic freedom and the production and dissemination of critical knowledge. It is important for the African academic community to address the inadequacies and contradictions of their own organizations and practices, not only in order to make their critiques of the state and civil society morally justifiable and credible, but also to create new structures and foster a more propitious environment for intellectual research and academic freedom in general.


    From its inception the African university jostled between its mission to promote modernization patented on westernization and to forge an African personality, to use Nkrumah’s phrase, from the memories of an invented national culture. In its first role it acted, to use Mazrui’s (1978) apt imagery, merely as a branch of the multi-national western university. It borrowed academic standards, curricula, and even faculty copyrighted in the west. « Oxbridge in profile and cult », says Hagan (1990 : 9) of the university in former British colonies, « it was alien and surreal » But the borrowed clothes could not withstand forever the tropical winds of independence. The Africanization of the state apparatuses soon* extended to other public spheres, including the universities. African intellectuals became more conscious of themselves and of their responsibilities. They were expected to study their societies and devise solutions for the problems of nation-building and development. In short, they found both an institutional base and a mission.


    But it was a mission articulated in a distinctly western accent. Africanization did little to remove the veil of universality from western social science. Concepts and models were eagerly imported, tested, and accepted or rejected according to prevailing academic fashions in the North. Familiarity with northern intellectual fads, and publication in western academic media continued to be the rites of passage to the secret society of academia. It bestowed the distinction of erudition and the privileges of promotion, name recognition, and self-importance. At the same time, African social scientists were reluctant to publish in their own journals or to quote each other’s work, preferring the better known Northern journals and « authorities » for greater legitimacy.


    The homage to the North in terms of publications was more than a sign of wilful indulgence, however. It was partly a reflection of material constraints in the African universities themselves, where publishing facilities were either inadequate or lacking. But publishing in journals outside Africa simply reinforced the attrition rate of existing African journals and devalued their quality because they became the publication media of last resort. African social scientists also established themselves as hostages to editorial foundations they did not, and could not, control. Their chances of publication in western research media were poor, for it should not be forgotten that scientific research « is, first and always, a social activity... infected with the same social stratification, class, racial, ethnic, and sex biases, lusting for power, and interpersonal frictions found elsewhere... in society » (Zelinsky 1975 : 133), and « what gets accepted for publication is a complex function of who wrote the paper, the attitude of the author toward the topic; and his weighing what referees say; the extent to which the paper is « too hot », « too controversial ».. and... the message’ (Syzmanski and Agnew 1981 : 33). Papers by African social scientists rarely appear in western journals, including those that specialize on Africa. Indeed, except for a token African or two, the editorial committees of almost all the major Africanist journals in western Europe and North America hardly include African scholars, even those permanently working in these countries (Zeleza and Sindiga 1985; and see next chapter)2.


    By concentrating on securing publication space in such journals, African social scientists have been undermining their own intellectual freedom, their productivity, and the opportunity to establish vigorous social science traditions and communities. The rejection slips that many of them inevitably receive, thanks in part to, as Mkandawire (1989 : 10) puts it, « our dated references, reflective of the parlous state of our libraries, (which) give the impression, often wrong, that what we say is out of date », only serve to discourage them and the younger scholars under their tutelage from publishing, and so inertia often sets in. Moreover, in the absence of local journals and awareness « of what is going on in the continent, there is an enormous amount of useless inventiveness and one does not get the sense of being engaged in a cumulative process of... intellectual interaction » (Mkandawire 1989 : 10).


    Material constraints in themselves do not entirely account for the ritual genuflections of African social scientists to western scholarship. The fact that they and their universities maintain strong links with western universities, where many of them received their postgraduate training, cannot be ignored. These relations of dependence are also a product of the intellectual division of labour between African and Africanist social scientists, in which the former concentrate on narrow empirical studies of their societies and communities that the Africanists collect and process into « macro » syntheses wrapped in currently fashionable theoretical packages. Research on regional and continental issues has largely remained a monopoly of the Africanists. This has meant that the methodological standards and theoretical paradigms have been effectively set by the latter. African social scientists have been reduced to followers, or at best critics, of each new intellectual fad emerging from the Africanist centres of the west. This division has not been of benefit to anyone, neither the Africans producing mountains of empirical data, nor the Africanists engaged in faddish theorizing and pursuing « exclusively expatriate and ephemeral « debates » that vanish as mysteriously as they emerge without due consideration of the historical specificities of the African condition » (Mkandawire 1989 : 8).


    The imported paradigms pervade all social science disciplines from economics and political science to sociology, psychology and history. Western realities, practices and values are taken as the normative standard. In development studies Africa is measured according to European stages of economic growth, whether Rostovian as in modernization theory (Rostow 1971; Meier 1976; Meier and Seers 1985), or Marxian as in the theories of modes of production (Melotti 1981; Crummey and Stewart 1981). Theories of underdevelopment share the same predilection, for they often define underdevelopment as the absence of western capitalist development (Brenner 1977; Palma 1978; Roxborough 1984; Blomstrom and Hettne 1984, Harris 1986; Kitching 1989; Escobar 1995).


    It is this universalism that leads some political scientists to assume the normalcy of the western state and see the African state as somehow abnormal and in need of a special, mostly derogatory, descriptive vocabulary. For a long time this universalism also allowed sociologists and anthropologists to place African societies at the lower rung of a unilinear evolutionary ladder on top of which was Europe. Some still portray African family and household forms as peculiar and characteristic of « backward » social formations (Guyer 1981; Netting et. al. 1984; Mafeje 1991). Psychologists eagerly import methods and concepts and use « standard profiles » constructed in the west and « calibrated to favor white middle class males » in their psychometric tests of Africans (Mama and Imam 1990 : 13-14). And many historians still place higher value on written documents and write comfortably African history only using the written records of colonial adventurers and proconsuls buried in some stuffy European archives, as Illife (1987) has done in his monumental study of the history of African poverty (see Chapter 7 below).


    Mama and Imam (1990 : 20-21) correctly point out that « the problem with this kind of universalism is that it restricts the ways in which (African) social researchers are able to think and theorize. We are forced to take on board these norms and waste time tilting at windmills to find out why we deviate from these patterns instead of finding out what our own patterns and realities are » Further, they indicate that the dominant social science paradigms are inadequate, not because « they are Western per se. They are inadequate to Africa because, having been developed in a particular context (which happened to be European/North American, colonial-imperialist, racist, sexist), their theoretical frameworks and methodologies were influenced by this. Consequently, the forms of knowledge these frameworks and methodologies produce also are imbued with them » (Mama and Imam 1990 : 12).


    Dancing to the piper’s tunes


    The domination of western social science in African intellectual discourse has also been facilitated by the growing reliance of African social scientists on western donor agencies and foundations for research funds. This reliance has grown as the fiscal crisis of the African state has deepened. Outside of the state, there are no major alternative sources of financial resources for research. The African bourgeoisie is too mired in « primitive accumulation » to adequately support the cultural and intellectual enterprises, so when it is not being maintained by the state African social science research is funded by foreign donors and research foundations.


    In many countries the « Link », as Hirji (1990 : 9-16) calls relations with foreign donors, has become indispensable not only for research funding, but also for the provision of equipment, such as computers and photocopiers, and ordinary teaching materials, including paper, pencils and rulers. And through the « Link » books are acquired for bookstores and libraries, and conferences are organized. The « Link » is ideologically neutral, for it is pursued assiduously by « both ultra conservatives and red hot radicals » (Hirji 1990 : 14). For the latter the « Link » causes some pangs of conscience, for the donors represent the very « imperialist forces » they love to denounce. But they pursue the courtship nonetheless, for its pecuniary benefits are so essential for their survival that they cannot be ignored. Moreover, their consciences can be assuaged by the social democratic outlook of the foundations that dominate research funding.


    There can be little doubt that foreign donors have rescued the scholarly enterprise in some African countries from penury. The relative freedom that these donors enjoy from domestic political constraints enables them to fund research themes that no local authority would consider. Moreover, because of their high standing and influence they sometimes shield their research grantees from harassment and persecution by the local authorities. In fact, in certain circumstances they have been able « to offer support, haven or flight to beleaguered scholars » (Court 1990 : 8). Apart from research, foreign donors have also played a major role in the training of African social scientists, organizing conferences, and funding scholarly exchange programmes.


    But a high price has been paid in terms of academic freedom and fundamental social science research. To begin with, as David Court, the Rockefeller Representative in Nairobi, candidly admits, the relationship between the donor and the recipient is inherently unequal. « One has resources, the other would like them. In order to gain access the applicant can hardly avoid adjusting the manner of his approach to accord with the known or perceived preferences of the donor in a process of self-restriction and hence reduction of freedom » (Court 1990 : 9). Needless to say, « changes in donor interests are bound to provoke a corresponding response by scholars leading them to take on topics which are of lower personal or institutional priority than those on the external agendas » (Court 1990 : 10). Donors can also « eliminate work in certain areas by merely indicating areas that they consider fundable... (and) research may be constrained by bureaucratization of evaluation procedures where « doability » narrows the areas that can be safely funded to meet certain bureaucratic schedules and goals » (CODESRIA 1990b : 13). Thus the donors often set the research agenda.


    Despite periodic shifts in emphasis, the donors’ research agenda has been towards applied social science, which is justified in the name of development. Since the 1970s when the crisis of development in Africa became more evident, utilitarian and instrumentalist views of universities have become predominant. Consequently, the importance accorded to applied social science has increased at the expense of fundamental research. The work of many African social scientists has been reduced to consultancy and short-term contract work, which « usually appears in reports that do not become part of the public domain » or open to wider intellectual discourse (Court 1990 : 10). Undoubtedly this has contributed « to the creation of fragmented and non-cumulative social science... the executive summaries and reports replace articles and books » (Mkandawire 1989 : 12). In the process the continent’s ability to define itself and the quality of African scholarship may have suffered. On the other hand, « intellectual dependency on foreign scholarship which has the benefit of a domestic resource base, a domestically valued profession and hence opportunity for fundamental work » may have increased (Court 1990 : 11).


    Thus, foreign donors have helped reinforce the utilitarian and instrumentalist views of the state on universities, which have served to delegitimize or marginalize the production of critical social science knowledge in the continent. They have succeeded in turning many of Africa’s brightest social scientists into what Petras calls, with reference to Latin American intellectuals, institutional intellectual entrepreneurs, who « live in an externally dependent world, sheltered by payments in hard currency and income derived independently of local circumstances » (Petras 1990 : 7). Unlike the earlier generation of organic intellectuals who « moved in the world of rank and file political activists and militants, with a global vision that challenged the boundaries of the bourgeois liberal market place », the institutional intellectual « writes for and works within the confines of other institutional intellectuals, their overseas patrons, their international conferences, and as political ideologues establishing the boundaries for the liberal political class » (Petras 1990 : 8).


    The intense interventions that foreign donors engage in Africa would simply not be tolerated in their home countries, where structures of respect and support for universities and intellectuals are far better developed. That they are able to do so in Africa, and other Third World regions, is a testimony to the weaknesses of such structures in these societies, and an expression of material relations of domination of Africa, and not simply a reflection of some malice. Thus it should not be surprising that despite the fact that African social scientists have become more involved in applied social science research, the field is still dominated by western Africanists. Mama and Imam (1990) quote Nkinyangi (1983) who gives the example of Kenya where more than two thirds of all researchers analyzing that country between 1979 and 1981 came from outside. The discrepancy in research funding between the Kenyans and foreigners was staggering. Evidence is cited of « a Kenyan receiving $92 to carry out research for an MA in education », While an American was allocated $91, 000 to study « the biochronology of African prehistoric monkeys », and a British anthropology professor was allocated « $1. 27 million to study the ecology of subsistence pastoralism among the Turkana » (Mama and Imam 1990 : 6). Ali (1990) relates the story of how an ILO team to the Sudan in 1987 not only produced a report on the country’s economy without full consultation with Sudanese economists, but when the latter raised questions, their Development Studies Research Centre was subsequently blacklisted by other donors, including the EEC, who had projects in the Sudan. Far from liberating African social scientists, the « consultancy syndrome » has reinforced their subordination, not only to western donors but also to western Africanists who receive the bulk of the funding for research on Africa and often get to conduct what little theoretical work there is in these projects.


    The most extreme form of intellectual intervention by external forces has come from the IMF and World Bank. The latter’s « blueprints revealed at the 1986 Conference of African Vice Chancellors in Harare, stated that Africa did not need university education » (Mama and Imam 1990 : 4). The outrage which greeted these proposals forced the Bank to retreat. But it did not give up on its goals of downgrading university education in Africa. In a detailed study, Bako (1990) shows that in return for a $120 million loan for Nigerian universities, the Bank called on the Nigerian government, firstly, to cut the number and size of the country’s universities, ostensibly to make them more efficient; retrench academic and administrative staff; and reduce student enrolment. Secondly, privatization was encouraged for the universities. Thirdly, the Bank asked for supervision over the books, journals and equipment purchased through the loan and the close monitoring of the « adjusted » universities through the Ministry of Education. Interestingly, $12 million of the $120 million loan was set aside for « topping » the salaries of expatriates. The World Bank and the IMF have had a crippling impact on education in Africa through structural adjustment programmes which they have forced on African states.


    Conclusions : struggling for academic freedom and democracy


    The challenges facing African intellectuals are immense. On the one hand, they have to contend with state tyranny and the restrictions imposed by civil society. On the other hand, their work is undermined by authoritarian power relations in their own institutions and dependence on external sources for research funding, publication, and legitimation. Thus, the struggle for academic freedom is a multi-faceted one. It entails a series of struggles. Intellectuals must engage in the democratic struggles of the wider society, in addition to fighting for the democratization of their own institutions and practices. At the intellectual level, there is need to fight against research structures that undermine 


    African scholarship, theoretical paradigms that inferiorize African experiences, academic traditions that marginalize African contributions, and development prescriptions that ignore African struggles and realities. In short, African intellectuals need to fight against the Eurocentricism that dominates academic cultures and discourses on Africa, and for the construction of domestic structures and traditions that promote, support, and respect African intellectual production.


    It is encouraging to note that these struggles are presently being waged. African intellectuals have begun to take seriously the question of academic freedom, as can be seen from the spate of declarations on the subject3. It is also reassuring to see that a number of regional and continental research organizations and networks are promoting, coordinating, and disseminating social science research in a way that has never been done before4. It is not by coincidence that it is these regional organizations, rather than the national universities, that are in the forefront of social science research.


    Equally impressive is the new mood of self-criticism and self-confidence which one detects among African intellectuals, as was evident at the conference organized by CODESRIA on academic freedom (Codesria Bulletin 1990 : 14 : 1991). African intellectuals are becoming more daring in discussing their countries’ problems, and, in the words of Mkandawire (1989 : 16), CODESRIA’s executive secretary and a keen observer of the African social science community, « increasingly aware of (their) preeminent position in African studies », thanks in part to « the paradigmatic crises of the social sciences in the metropolitan countries [which] have contributed both to the de-fetishization of African social reality and the de-mystification of metropolitan social science and opened new vistas to approaches that are more deeply rooted in African social reality » (also see Mkandawire 1996).


    The struggles for academic freedom by African intellectuals are part of a much larger battle for democracy currently taking place in Africa. As has happened so many times before, imperialism is trying to coopt and neutralize popular anti-imperialist projects, in this case democracy, by appearing as their champion. In reality, « as the ideology of pluralism triumphs, the diversity of systemic options narrows » (Mazrui 1990 : 6). In other words, while countries are being encouraged to become more pluralistic internally, globally uniformity reigns supreme. The god of capitalism, we are told, has won, history is over. The mass struggles in Africa since the 1980s constitute the second wave of revolutionary upsurge in the continent this century. The first began in the 1930s, in the throes of the world depression, which tore asunder the material base of colonial capitalism. These struggles culminated in the nationalist drive for decolonization. Decolonization did not entail the final defeat of imperialism, rather its retreat and reconstitution into neo-colonialism.


    Similarly out of the present struggles for democracy, or for the « second independence », which have been spawned by increased state authoritarianism and deepening poverty due to the economic crisis and the structural adjustment programmes, there is no guarantee that new, progressive regimes will be instituted. Indeed, democratization seems to be giving a whole new lease on life to regressive forms of development ideology. The « market » is seen as a panacea of all economic ills. Socialism is pronounced dead, and national liberation an embarrassing obsolescence. A democracy that is restricted to the political domain, as in western democratic regimes, while economic management is held captive to non-democratic principles of privatization, is an incomplete one. It does not take into account « the social transformations demanded by the anti-capitalist revolt of the periphery » (Amin 1990 : 15). It is not enough to equate democracy with multi-party politics, or to see it as an absolute value, for that is ahistorical, nor to justify it simply in terms of development, for developmentalism has always been used to justify the authoritarian post-colonial state (Nyong’o 1988; Shivji 1986 : 1-13). « The centrality of democracy in the present historical context lies precisely in the fact that it expresses or constitutes an ideology of resistance and struggle of large masses and popular classes of people » (Shivji 1989 : 13).


    Intellectuals are important for the success of the current struggles for democracy in Africa. Their contribution should begin with the democratization of their own practices and the construction of academic structures and traditions that promote, support, and respect African intellectual production. African intellectuals have to challenge vigorously the Eurocentricism that dominates Africanist discourses. Africanists in North America and Europe also need to re-examine themselves critically. Their dealings with African colleagues often smack of intellectual paternalism, condescension, and indifference. They often do not critically engage the work of their African colleagues through reviews and citations. Moreover, mountains of Africanist intellectual production have not moved a molehill of popular racist perceptions of Africa and Africans in their countries. Indeed, many Africanists sometimes seem to find it easier to identify with the struggles of people in distant Africa than with those of their fellow citizens of African origin, the African-Americans, African-Canadians, and the various groups of African-Europeans. If Curtin’s (1995) vituperous polemic against the « ghettoization of African history » reflects prevailing Africanist opinion, then the African-Africanist chasm may be as wide and dangerous as the Atlantic Middle Passage (for response see Black Historians’ Response (1995). Since their formation in the 1960s, African studies associations in western countries have behaved like colonial expatriate clubs, with very few members drawn from, and linkages to, the local African populations of North America and Europe. The struggle for academic freedom is, indeed, a many sided affair.


    


    
1  These papers are too numerous to list here. Two stand out in my mind. One is by Sherman (1990) focusing on Liberia, and the other by Awiti and Ong’wen (1990) focusing on Kenya.


    
2  The paper referred to here was sent in 1985 to the Review of African Political Economy which had just published a special issue on the « intellectual left in Africa » We sought to open a debate on the « Western Africanist left and Africa » After receiving a one line note of acknowledgement nothing was ever heard from the journal again. I have heard similar complaints from many African academics. And I had quite an interesting experience with the original paper on which this chapter is based. The then editor of the Canadian Journal of African Studies, Rhoda Howard, approached me after an earlier version of the paper had been presented at the « Canada /USSR/ Africa Symposium » organized by the Canadian Association of African Studies to submit it for possible publication in the journal. The paper was later accepted for publication. However, in the package returning the edited versions for revision the editor inadvertently enclosed a letter she had written to the associate editor, Barry Riddell, concerning the paper. The letter contemptuously dismissed the paper and suggested it be published only because of my links with CODESRIA. I decided to withdraw its publication in the journal despite embarrassed entreaties from the two editors and had it published elsewhere. Gladly, I told both of them that the letter « proved » the very point I was trying to make about the unhealthy relationship between African and Africanist scholars.


    
3  See, for example, the declarations and statements adopted by the Arab intellectuals (1990), CODESRIA (1990c), the University of Dar es Salaam Staff Assembly (UDASA, 1990), and the Zimbabwe Association of University Teachers (1990).


    
4  Among them is CODESRIA which coordinates, funds, and publishes a growing volume of social science research in Africa; OSSREA (Organization for Social Science Research in Eastern Africa); AAPS (African Association of Political Science); and SAPES (Southern African Political Economy Series).




    Chapter four 
Trends and inequalities in the production of Africanist knowledge


    Introduction


    Trying to map out the trends and shifts in the production of knowledge on Africa is not an easy task, for there are various knowledges produced in diverse languages, from many institutional sites and numerous social and ideological positions. This chapter examines the spatial and institutional locations of the leading Africanist academic productions in English and the national and gender identities of those who produce, categorise, disseminate, and safeguard this particular form of knowledge. Specifically, it looks at the publishing trends in five leading English-language Africanist journals between 1982 and 19921. The journals chosen are published in Britain, Canada, and the United States. They specialise in history, political science, literature, and African Studies generally. For each journal I tabulated the total number of articles and book reviews and the distribution of the authors in terms of those based within and outside Africa, Africans and non-Africans, or Africans and Africanists2, men and women.


    The chapter begins with an analysis of the politics of academic publishing in North America and Western Europe, the centres of Africanist research and publishing, the assumption being that Africanist journals are immersed in the academic cultures of these countries. Second, it examines the implications of producing knowledge on Africa in the European languages, of which English is one of the most important. It is argued that the dominance of these languages in academic publishing on Africa, both within and outside the continent, facilitates the hegemony of Africanist scholarship in African Studies. Third, the chapter focuses on academic publishing in Africa, and suggests that the publishing crisis of the 1980s has undermined African scholarship and increased African scholars’ dependency on Africanist publication outlets. Finally, detailed empirical data is presented on the publication practices of the five Africanist journals selected for this study3. Despite variations among them and some changes over time, the overall results show a marked under-representation of Africa-based, African, and female writers. These biases, the chapter concludes, have serious consequences on the forms and types of knowledge produced on Africa.


    The politics of publishing and perishing


    In many parts of the world research and publishing constitute the lifeblood of the academic enterprise, often overshadowing teaching as the measure of intellectual excellence and productivity, so that those who do not publish must perish. Several factors are responsible for this apparent overvaluation of publishing in academia. Focusing on the historical evolution of the American university, Skiff (1980) traces it to the struggles in the nineteenth century between a clergy that dominated the universities and an ascendant secular faculty. « Emphasizing research in general », he argues, « the clergy’s incompetence in science in particular, and by elaborating this ideology of competence, faculty were able to construct and legitimate a socially segregated subuniverse of meaning; a body of role specific knowledge which is altogether esoteric as against the common stock of knowledge. Thereby they established themselves as its objectivating subsociety » (Skiff 1980 : 179). In short, faculty gained control over universities by stressing research and publications for whose evaluations they were solely responsible.


    In time, especially from the 1960s as university education exploded, the publish-or-perish doctrine increasingly became a screening mechanism, a means of maintaining class differences in the now congested world of academia, of distinguishing the intellectual elite from the rest of the crowd. It also fitted nicely with the corporatization of universities in management and affiliation, all justified in the name of maintaining American global competitiveness. The universities were transformed from the « ivory towers » of teaching and learning into « industrial parks » of research and publication (Jacoby 1991). The researching and publishing elite were rewarded with employment and tenure in the most prestigious universities, professional recognition in' their disciplines, faster career mobility, and higher salaries. The intense pressure to publish resulted in perverse inflation of publications, in which dissertations were cannibalized and quantity mattered more than quality, and mountains of papers were churned out to be listed and indexed rather than read.


    All this sound and fury of what Barzun (1987) has called excessive specialism, the mass-production of trivial articles and unsynthesized bits and pieces of research, hardly signified major advances in knowledge.


    The fragmentation of research and scholarly writing, or « involution into narrow and specialized solitudes », as Bourne (1988 : 1423-4) so poignantly puts it, was reinforced by « the increasing commercialisation of academic journals, a trend which must be seen as part of the international restructuring of the entire publishing industry. That industry has been extensively reorganised, refinanced, and redirected, and now tends to emphasize quantity over quality, sales over content, market penetration over effective communication... and the packaging of personalities and publications, rather than the dissemination of new ideas » All these pressures contributed to the corruption of intellectual ethics, including outright fraud.


    As the number of journals proliferated, it was no longer simply enough to publish, but to publish in the « respectable » journals, and to be cited frequently. Citations, in fact, became a seemingly objective and critical measure of productivity, so that « the frequency of referencing a person’s work, appears to be an important determinant of salary differences among academics » (Hammersmesh 1982 : 481). In reality, of course, citations are nothing but a crude measure of intellectual merit, for they indicate neither the « quality » nor « impact » of academic publications. Comparing the citations of men and women certainly shows that citations are far from objective, for as a number of studies have suggested, « people tend to evaluate members of their own sex more favourably than they do those of the opposite sex », either because of strongly held prejudices, or due to the simple fact that « most researchers belong to networks within which they exchange papers, thereby becoming most familiar with the work of these particular colleagues » (Ferber 1986 : 282, 388, also see Deaux and Taynor 1973 : 261-2). Needless to say, these networks are characterised by sex segregation to a considerable degree. Thus citations constitute what has been called « an exchange act between fellow travellers in academia, « you cite me and I cite you » (Sussman 1993a : 116).


    In North America and Western Europe the same processes are at work in relation to the work of racial minorities, including those of African descent. As bell hooks (1989) has bluntly put it, there is a tendency to overvalue work by white scholars, a point that has been convincingly demonstrated by many others. For example, in a passionately argued paper, Leslie (1990 : 892) takes to task the editor and reviewers of Social Science and Medicine for publishing a paper by the notorious racist Canadian psychologist Philippe Rushton (Rushton and Bagaert 1989) who argues that Africans are the least intelligent, most aggressive and oversexed of all races, hence the assumed prevalence of AIDS in Africa and among Diaspora Africans4. Leslie asks what appealed to the editor and the scholars he asked to evaluate the manuscript « so that garbled biology and sociology appeared to be « sufficiently respectable scientifically to merit publication », and racism appeared to be « reasoned argument? ». The answers lie in the existence of deep-rooted racism in western societies and among sections of the scholarly community, which is continuously reinforced by the popular media, and more specifically, it reflects the scientific pretensions of social science and the inherent weaknesses of an essentially incestuous peer-review system. To quote him again (Leslie 1990 : 903-4) :


    Almost all of the contributors to Social Science and Medicine are positivists. We like what we call hard data, and Rushton’s article, with its maps, tables and charts, looked like the work of a positivist. Perhaps, also, its scientific vocabularly sounded persuasive... Also, on the whole we trust each other. Our conflicted community is built on trust that peer review will be even-handed, that we will not violate confidentiality, that we will study and write in an honest manner. When someone is a member of our community, it is very hard for us to think of his work as disingenuous... If Rushton had submitted a paper on « Astrological Susceptibility to Aids », [the editor] and the outside reviewers would have agreed that it was inappropriate for Social Science and Medicine... We no longer have the burden of refuting astrologers because we agree that their pretence to science is fraudulent. Clearly, the scientific tradition in which Rushton’s article is written does not yet evoke this degree of consensus...


    We can only speculate whether or not Rushton’s article would have seen the light of day if the editor or the reviewers had been African or Diaspora African intellectuals.


    It should be clear, therefore, that scientific research and academic production is fundamentally a social activity, which is deeply implicated and infused by the social hierarchies and inscriptions of class, race, ethnicity, gender, and other inequalities found elsewhere in society and the acceptance or rejection of a publication is filtered by the editors and referees through the prism of their intellectual traditions, ideologies, and networks. The fact that the rates of publication and citation tend be quite low for Diaspora African and other minority scholars, sometimes being even lower than their percentage in the field, can hardly be surprising. While often the result of editorial and criterial biases, this also reflects different rates of submission, which is itself spawned by the different expectations and choices of publication audience.


    In North America Diaspora Africans and women not only tend to be cited less frequently than Diaspora European males, but also their citation rate is often lower than their production rate. For example, an analysis of the citation rates of four anthropology journals revealed « that women produced about one-quarter of the literature of the late seventies but received about one-fifth of the citations » (Lutz 1990 : 620). Reflecting gender segregation in research interests, undervaluation of the approaches most taken by women, and the discounting of women’s work by men, the production and citation gap also arises from the fact that citation practices occur in relatively private contexts where the official and public discourse that disallows evaluation on the basis of gender can be routinely disavowed without incurring any costs5. The « old boy » network, in which a small group of researchers reinforce each other’s work, is revealed not only in the citation counts, but it also influences reviewer recommendation for manuscript publication6.


    Networking seems indispensable to the pursuit of a publishing career, certainly for unestablished scholars. In a candid tip on how to become published, one editor suggests the following strategies : « networking at professional meetings, giving presentations at conferences, volunteering for editorial assignments, getting colleagues or professional editors to criticize your work... »7. In many cases, networking involves, in the initial stages, mentoring from a seasoned and well-published researcher. As Berardo (1993 : 59), a leading figure in the sociology of the American family confesses, he « was the beneficiary of some early mentoring from an experienced researcher who took a personal interest in [his] career and has remained a friend to this day » The importance of the academic socialization of mentoring and sponsorship is emphasized by many other prominent scholars (Burr 1993; Gelles 1993; Glick 1993). Because of the historical domination of white males in university education and publishing, Diaspora African and women scholars have relatively fewer chances of rising from the crowded ranks of academic houseboys and maids through mentoring and sponsorship.


    Evidently, then, academic publishing cannot be divorced from the structures of power and the inscriptions of gender, race, and class. An academic publication, like any text, « plays an indispensable role in the administration of power, both in support and in opposition » (Lorimer 1993 : 204). Indisputably, in western countries men, whites, and the elite have enjoyed, and continue to enjoy, better access to textual communication than women, Diaspora Africans, and the lower classes. These gender, racial and class biases are of course not condoned in the official discourses of academia. Academic criterial systems pride themselves on their objectivity and fairness. They all rest on peer review, long regarded and widely accepted as the best method of evaluating scholarly work, maintaining standards, and regulating competition.


    « Myths », Sussman (1993b : 164) notes sarcastically, « are essential to the maintenance of professional cultures... The myth that peers review one’s submission of scholarly work in an objective manner has narcotic effects... [T]he traditional practice [is] that senior scholars judge junior ones, not the reverse » Thus it is not peers who induct one into the sacred academy of the well-published, but the gatekeepers, at whose head table seats the editor and his appointed team of associate editors and reviewers. In most cases, it is the editors who make the final publication decision, so that the chances of one getting published depend to a considerable degree upon whose desk the manuscript lands8. Undoubtedly many editors try to be conscientious and fair-minded, but few of them can avoid the tendency to shape their journals according to their perceptions of quality research and scholarship, or indeed the temptation, if not to build academic empires, then at least fiefdoms9.


    Critics have increasingly pointed out that the reviewing process, whether it is double-blind reviewing in which the identities of both the writer and the reviewer are kept confidential, or single-blind reviewing in which only the identity of the reviewer is kept secret, does not always guarantee fairness or quality. Discrimination against a submission based on the author’s personal characteristics or ideology is not eliminated, for there are numerous ways of identifying a writer even if his/her name is removed (Yankaner 1991; Schrank 1994; Hiatt 1994). The single-blind reviewing process lacks accountability and facilitates plagiarism and appropriation of other peoples work. Some have gone so far as to argue that peer review « hardly does better than random choice » (Handlin 1987 : 217), that « virtually no fraudulent methods or data have been detected by this process » (Ben-Yehuda 1985 : 177), and that it « strongly discourages originality » (Singer 1989 : 132-3 and 1990).


    While Singer attributes, rather simplistically, the criterial crisis to what he calls the rise of a formalised technology of assessment spawned by the proliferation of journals, itself due to the demands of the publish-or-perish syndrome, Hill (1990 : 301-2) convincingly blames it on « the continuing and coercive control of the few well-funded journals by small, elite networks who demand conformity to narrowly-defined research agendas, approved methodologies, and centripetal bibliographic rituals » It is not uncommon for editors and referees to « use their positions to vent hostility and aggression, or suppress ideas, findings, or methodologies with which they disagree. The typical anonymity of referees and the control editors exercise over the review process make it very difficult for authors to substantiate such infractions » (Berardo 1989 : 252).


    There is in fact considerable evidence that journal rejection rates have more to do with variation in consensus than space shortages. Hargens (1988) found that journals in the natural sciences in which there are high levels of consensus have lower rejection rates than those in the social sciences where the variation in consensus is wider10. In short, the chances of publication are enhanced if one’s « research falls within the paradigmatic guidelines currently accepted by the established members in a particular field » (Berardo 1993 : 62; also Berardo 1981). Some have argued that the expansion of small journals in the social sciences has reduced the power of the gatekeepers in the prestigious journals and facilitated the production of unrecognised scholars. But the corollary is that « it takes longer for the latter’s work to be appreciated and incorporated into the » mainstream (Hill 1990 : 299). Marginality from the mainstream entails fewer rewards from the limited reputational and pecuniary spoils of academia. This is to suggest that name recognition matters, for it often translates into less rigorous evaluations, and that first impressions, interpersonal skills, and social networking are important in determining the success or failure of an academic career (Paludi and Bauer 1983; Paludi and Strayer 1984; Sindermann 1982; Siow 1991).


    The academic publishing establishment has developed various techniques of depreciation and dismissal of the work of women and minorities as intellectuals and scholars, one of the most prevalent being the denial of its « originality » « The concept of « originality », Carroll (1990 : 136) writes, « though essentially empty of meaning, is used today to justify and rationalize a class system based upon claims of property in ideas » This class system of intellect, in which the word « original » is a ritual stamp of approbation and reprobation, inclusion and exclusion, is also patriarchal and racist, for the work of women and minorities tends to be disproportionately portrayed as « derivative », « imitative », and « unoriginal » as compared to the work of white males, among whom are to be found the « fathers » of fields and traditions, the « leading figures » of various « schools of thought », the eponymous « discoverers » of this and that, and the loyal sons who, as in « paternity suits », compete vigorously « over rights of inheritance to property in ideas and to whatever rewards, honours, or privileges may accrue to the successful heirs » (Carroll 1990 : 150).


    What does all this mean for Africanist scholarship and the place of African production within it? In so far as it is anchored in the social, political, and institutional contexts in which research and publication are implicated in the hierarchies of gender, race, and class, Africanist scholarship cannot provide a neutral, let alone favourable, site for intellectual production and communication by Africans. Often separated by race, and sometimes gender, ideology, and social and physical distance, African scholars are largely outside the social and academic patronage networks of the Africanist establishments in North America and Western Europe. Africanists are no less slaves to the relentless productionist imperative of publish-or-perish that drives academic life in these countries than their compatriots in other fields. For them publications and citations also constitute social practices and resources, forms of cultural and symbolic capital, which often translate into the reputational capital of status and the actual capital of jobs, tenure and higher salaries. Nor are they immune from the racial, gender, and class biases that colour so much social science work in their countries. Moreover, despite their segmentation, the various cultural markets in which Africanist work is produced share common definitions of good work rooted in western epistemologies and resonant with current intellectual fads, and always adorned in universalistic theoretical packages11.


    In his master’s voice


    The question of language is central to understanding the nature and dynamics of this inequality. A lot of the writing on Africa, both academic and literary, is done in languages initially imported from Europe largely during the colonial period. The debate on language is an old and fascinating one, which we can only discuss briefly here. It has interested creative writers and literary critics far more than social scientists (Owomoyela 1993a). There are three contending positions : the rejectionists, neo-metropolitans, and evolutionist/experimenters, as Okara (1991) calls them. The rejectionists have opted to write in their indigenous languages arguing, like Wa Thiong’o (1986) in his « farewell » to English, that true African sensibility cannot be expressed in the European languages with their baggage of imperialistic, colonialistic, and racist world views. For their part, the neo-metropolitans adopt the metropolitan language without consciously trying to adapt it to African circumstances and aesthetics, while the evolutionist/experimenters try to transform it in various ways so that it becomes a medium capable of giving full expression to African cultures12.


    The debate is often cast in terms of commitment or radicalism : who is more committed to African society — the writer in the local languages or the one in the European languages?. It can be argued that this way of problematising the debate is simplistic, for it ignores the fact that reactionary and repressive attitudes and values can also be articulated in local languages, and more importantly perhaps, that the European languages are part of Africa’s historical experience and cannot be wished away (Mazrui and Mphande forthcoming). Indeed, some have argued that these languages have become increasingly domesticated and largely indiginized, for example through pidginization and creolization (Jones 1991).


    While it is true that English is one of the languages in the former British colonies, the question of its assimilation into the social fabric and its role in intellectual discourse still remains. The increased production of academic and literary texts in the metropolitan languages in the ex-colonial world, including Africa, reflects as Ahmad (1992 : 76) has argued, the « greater elaboration and deeper penetration of the state into all spheres of civil society » and the « consolidation, expansion, increased self-confidence, increased leisure, increased sophistication of the bourgeois [and middle] classes in these countries » The centralizing imperatives of the post-colonial state and developmentalist ideology have reinforced and extended the earlier colonial claims for English as a force for cultural unification, national integration, administrative efficiency, and modernization.


    The privileging of English in the social processes as the language of national culture, bourgeois civility, and intellectual production not only reproduces, to borrow Mamdani’s (1990 : 5) phrase, « a privileged discourse » and maintains a « linguistic curtain » of class power and separation between a small elite and the working masses, it also raises fundamental questions about the constructions, relevance, believability, and legitimacy of theories, concepts, and beliefs about Africa produced through the prism of « inherited modes of understanding », as Appiah (1992 : 5) puts it. Isn’t the expression of African modalities in non-African languages, asks Mudimbe (1988 : 186), not distorting in that the continent’s peoples, societies, and histories are interpreted from the margins of African contexts, in languages and discourses limited by their exteriority, categories and conceptual systems rooted in a Western epistemological order?


    There are no easy answers. But one consequence of the privileging of the European languages in academic productions of knowledge on Africa may be the capacity it gives western scholars for intellectual accumulation, appropriation, and domination. Owomoyela (1993b : 354) notes, quite perceptively, that were Africans to write only « in African languages their works would be inaccessible to all but a handful of the non-Africans to whom they are available at the moment » It is rarely seen as problematic to study and write on an African society without knowing the language of that society, as Sklar (1993 : 100) so arrogantly confirms13 While the typical African scholar knows at least one European language, including his/her own, and sometimes other African languages, the typical Africanist scholar often has no competence in a single African language and relies on research assistants for field research. Needless to say, this is hardly tolerated in intellectual relations among the metropolitan countries themselves. An American scholar studying Germany without knowing German would not be taken too seriously by experts in the field.


    But it seems different with Africa, with the imperialized formations of the ex-colonial world, where the indigenous languages, the languages of the vast majority of the people, of their cultural and often literary texts, wilt into inconsequence before the universalistic and totalizing gaze of western discursive hegemony. It is this « power of definition », as Professor Muwonalero puts it in the opening story in Chapter 1 above, that allows many western Africanists « to jump across the continent without learning a single African language », and to engage, as Mkandawire (1989 : 8) once bemoaned, in « faddish theorising » and pursue « ephemeral debates » without the voice of Africans14.


    Africa’s book hunger


    Publishing is critical not only for the academic enterprise, but also for the cultural identities of nations, peoples, classes, and groups. It provides the material basis for producing, codifying, circulating, and consuming ideas. The record of publishing in post-independence Africa has been a complicated and rocky one. At independence multi-nationals from the former colonial powers dominated the publishing industry in most countries. Soon, however, viable indigenous publishing established itself in some of them, either as a result of state or private initiatives, or both. In some cases the foreign companies were nationalized or bought out15.


    While it is dangerous to make generalizations for the whole of Africa, the 1960s and 1970s, to quote Zell (1993 : 386), one of the leading authorities on the African publishing industry, might be described as decades « of boom and expansion », whereas, « the 1980s can only be described as a decade of crisis for the African book industries » The economic recession that hit many countries and the ill-conceived IMF- and World Bank-devised structural adjustment programmes took their toll on local publishing industries, as investments and sales plummeted, printing equipment and facilities deteriorated, production and retail costs escalated, and distribution networks and outlets atrophied, leading to what has widely been referred to as the « book famine »16. Many once renowned periodicals and journals ceased publication or were reduced in size and frequency, while many new ones often did not survive beyond « volume 1, number 1 ».


    « What is remarkable », Zell (1993 : 373) tells us, is that « despite the overall gloomy picture... new indigenous imprints continue to mushroom all over Africa, and some privately owned firms have shown a great deal of imaginative entrepreneurial skill in the midst of adversity... There are particularly dynamic indigenous publishing companies in Zimbabwe, Kenya, Nigeria, and even Ghana, which was especially hard hit by the economic recession »17. And in the Francophone countries, Nouvelles Editions Africaines continues to expand, so that it « is now a major force in all areas of publishing with a massive and impressive list, although it can be argued that their dominance and near monopoly has stifled the growth of small independent publishers » (Zell 1993 : 371).


    Thus, the recurrent recessions have forced the restructuring of the publishing industry in many African countries. Liberalization has led to the emergence of a host of new publishers in countries as diverse as Zambia (Chirwa 1994) and Senegal (Faye 1994). Perhaps the most exciting development has been the creation of publishing companies by academics themselves aimed at the regional and continental markets. For example, the Zimbabwean political scientist Ibbo Mandaza and his colleagues set up Sapes Books18, which already has an impressive list on Southern Africa. Most noticeably at the continental level was the decision by the Council for the Development of Social Science Research in Africa (CODESRIA) to undertake a systematic publishing programme of books and monographs, not just the occasional publication of select papers from its conferences as had been the case before. In addition to its flagship quarterly journal, Africa Development, Codesria also decided to assume publication of Afrika Zamani, a journal of African history, in collaboration with the Association of African Historians (Codesria 1993) and to launch two new journals in Sociology and International Relations19. Creative responses to the journal crisis have included the recently established African Journals Distribution Program, which seeks to facilitate the distribution of African journals to university and college libraries throughout the continent (Gidney 1994; Brickhill 1994; and see next chapter). On the marketing and distribution front, the most important development was the formation of the African Book Collective (ABC) in 1989 by African publishers to undertake joint promotion and distribution of African books outside the continent, especially in the critical markets of Western Europe and North America. This was followed three years later by the formation of the African Publishers 
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