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ABSTRACT
The paper examines the paradox in the practice of western liberal democracy and capitalism. The paper utilized secondary source of data collection and content analysis as its methodology. The paper argues that liberal democracy is the political correlate of liberal capitalism and vice-versa, and that both liberal democracy and capitalism the world over are to the favor of a few who remain as the economically and politically privileged groups, who are better educated, ‘more cultured’, have higher social status, more ‘successful’ professionally and politically in the society. These few privileged groups “democratically” allow for competitive elections but they determined who participates and win the election; they control the media, the security, the electoral bodies  and other agencies that oversee elections and so on. The paper concludes that the inequality and insecurity in the political, social and economic spheres of world system was as a result of the double standard inherent in the practice of western liberal democracy and capitalism the world over. The paper recommends that until all nations are allowed to practice democracy and economic system based on their norms, values and culture within the context of justice, fair play, sovereignty of the people, the rule of law, liberty and equality of individual’s injustice will flourish in the third world countries.
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INTRODUCTION



Sokoto Journal of the Social Sciences Vol. 5: No. 2, June, 2015					290

Western liberal democracy and capitalism are currently the most popular and acceptable forms of political and economic system by nations and governments world over. Both ideologies works hand in hand as a system under what is now known as Global Liberalism. The aim of which is to liberalize the global economic and political system under the New World Order. After the collapse of the USSR and the demise of Socialism, the world system of affairs became unipolar under the Euro-America’s hegemony and America serves as front under the system of Global Liberalism in which western liberal democracy controls the political sphere, while the western liberal capitalism controls the economic sphere of the global affairs within the context of the New World Order. However, it is popularized that Western democracy and capitalism under global liberalism guarantees individual and group liberties and freedom in economic and political activity including freedom of ownership as well as recognizes diversity and plurality within society and equality of citizens.
The aim of this paper is to critically assess the inherent contradictions which render the concept of western liberal democracy and capitalism within the context of their general principles and practice as utopia. The paper also tries to answer the following questions; does liberal capitalism and liberal democracy guarantees individual and group liberties and freedom in economic and political activities including freedom of ownership and equality before the law? Does liberal capitalism and liberal democracy guarantees and allowed the conduct of free and fair elections and equal ownership, distribution and control of power and resources of the country by all? The paper is structured into six sections. Section one contains the introduction. The second section deals with the historical relationships of western Liberal Capitalism and Democracy. Section three deals with the conceptual issues and theoretical framework.While section four contains the contradictions in the principles and practice of western liberal democracy and capitalism, and finally the conclusion and recommendatios. The paper will contribute immensely to knowledge for students, teachers and experts more especially in the fields of political economy. It will also help policy makers in government to make proper planning for public welfare.


HISTORICAL RELATIONSHIP OF WESTERN LIBERAL CAPITALISM AND DEMOCRACY 
Before the inception of the western liberal democracy (also known as representative democracy), Ancient Greek and the Athenians had demonstrated what is called participatory democracy, in which people are directly involved. The socio-economic conditions under which Athenian democracy thrived have since disappeared (Anifowose and Enemou, 1999:142). Later, the city-state has been replaced by the modern nation-state as a unit of political identification, hence the slave mode of production in turn, was replaced by the capitalist system (Momoh and Hundeyin, 1999:41 and Anifowose and Enemou, 1999:142). As Momoh and Hundeyin (1999:41) vividly observed thus “from the five major epochs in human history, viz, communalism, slavery, feudalism, capitalism and communism, only the first and the last were said to be characterized by non-exploitation”. This transmutation from one stage to another is not without grim struggle that took a long period. However, the prolonged and grim struggles among social classes within Feudalism and the early capitalist evolution led to the reformulation of capitalism which works through liberalism(Corporate Watch, 2014: 3).Unfortunately, the aim which the reformulated democracy was set to achieve was turn down by the practice of capitalist democrats, hence, democracy was nurtured within the context of the early capitalists hegemony of control and power to go alongside with capitalism under the web of Global Liberalism. Democracy is to liberalize the global political sphere and dimension, and capitalism is to liberalize the global economic sphere. This historical relationship is further corroborated by Omoruyi (1994:98-99), according to him, there is relationship between liberal democracy and the free market (Capitalism). But whether that relationship is casual, determinist or associational, should not be assumed a priori. It should be the outcome of specific investigation. One way to seek an answer to the free market-democracy relationship is to take empirical cases and examine their origins sequentially. Wagner (2011: 4) examined the origin and maintained thus; at first sight, there is no compelling reason to think that capitalism and democracy should necessarily co-exist. We know about numerous situations in history when capitalism flourished under non-democratic conditions and, though may be more rarely in recent times, when democracy flourished under non-capitalist conditions. And indeed, the argument has been made that we refer here to two historically separate phenomena that, even though their emergence roughly coincided in time, have different origins, different underlying principles and, thus, different historical trajectories. Wood (1999); Wood (1996) cited in Wagner (2011:4) further observed that, modern capitalism, in this view, emerges in England as the result of the Industrial Revolution (and of the related class struggle, in some interpretations), whereas modern democracy originated in France as a key item on the agenda of the French Revolution. Thus, historically, the free market preceded liberal democracy (Mcintosh, Iver, Abele and Smeltz, 1994:484). A common explanation of this, according to Omoruyi (1994:99)“is that the middle class, having won economic freedom from the feudal and neo-feudal order in Europe, and having perfected free enterprise, now required a free political system in which unmitigated capitalist production, distribution and exchange, could be actualized, hence, bourgeois democracy. It is precisely this free market order that is known as civil society, which is indispensable for the existence of liberal democracy. Thus, “liberal democracy is the political correlate of the free market (Liberal Capitalism)”.Omoruyi finally concludes that:

The linkage between the international free market economy (global capitalism) and global democratic movement is precisely one reason why it is not possible for governments committed to democratization to opt out of that process… The world’s free market is tied to the world democratic quake. Hence, the collapse of the Iron Curtain was accompanied by the liberalization of the economy and far-reaching economic changes that united those new democracies with the rest of the west. The economic survival of any nation that has joined the bandwagon of free market development strategies becomes hinged on a process of political development that promotes and protects these very economic and market strategies, and that political development is invariably in the direction of democracy (1994:102).

CONCEPTUAL ISSUES AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
Democracy does not lend itself to a single universally acceptable definition, because of its dynamic nature. As norms, values, ethics, culture and society differs so is democracy defined accordingly. Etymologically, the word democracy was derived from two Greek words, “demos” and “Kratein” which means the people and rule of or by, respectively. Therefore, literally democracy means rule by the people; it therefore consist of principles that have universal relevance and multiple sources ((Enemou, 1999:142). Abraham Lincoln defined democracy as a government of the people by the people and for the people. This definition can be said to be ambiguous since it did not identify the type of people, whether the few or the majority, the good or the bad, the liberals or the libertarians. In principle and in practice, democracy is the government of the majority, for the majority, and by the majority. But is this the practice today? Heater sees democracy as essentially a method of organizing society politically; he however suggested five elements of democracy, without which no community can call itself truly democratic. These elements are; equality, sovereignty of the people, respect for human life, the rule of law and liberty of the individuals (Cited in Anifowose and Enemou, 1999:144). Sergent also put forward the elements of democracy thus; citizen involvement in political decision making process, some degree of equality among citizens, some degree of liberty, freedom granted or retained by citizenry, a system of representation, and an electoral system of majority rule (Cited in Ojo, 2006:27).According to Diamond, democracy entails meaningful and extensive competition among individuals and organized groups either directly or indirectly for the major positions of governmental power (Cited in Anifowose and Enemou, 1999:145).To Held cited in (Anifowose and Enemou, 1999:145) Democracy is a form of government, a way of life, or an attitude of the mind, which includes a cluster of rules and institutions permitting the broader participation of the majority of citizens in the selection of representatives who alone can make political decisions. This cluster according to Held, includes elected government; free and fair elections in which every citizen irrespective of distinction of race, religion, class, sex, and so on; freedom of conscience, information and expression on all public matters broadly defined; right of all adults to oppose their government and stand for offices; and associational autonomy - the right to form independent associations including social movements, interest groups and political parties.
	The concept of capitalism just like democracy is dynamic. Capitalism as the name implies is derived from the word ‘capital’, which is “the total amount of money or property owned, used, and invested by an individual or groups (Herber et al, p. 153). Capital can be seen here as money used to finance the production of commodities for private gain. Capitalism, therefore, has been defined by Momoh and Hundeyin (1999) as an economic system where the means of production and exchange are in the hands of private individuals (or groups) aim to maximize profit. Capitalism therefore, involves the investment of capital in the production of commodities with the aim of maximizing profit. Capitalism is an economic system in which the major means of production and distribution are privately owned or held and operated for profit (motive) (Cited in Kirk and Okazawa-rey, 2000:266). Momoh and Hundeyin see “capitalism as an economic system where the means of production and exchange are in the hands of private individuals; it represents the highest level of the development of private property and the exploitation of wage labor by capital” (1999:41). Capital here, according to Haralambos and Heald (2001:41) is, privately owned by minority, the capitalist class. However, in Marx’s view, according to Haralambos and Heald (2001:41), capital is gained from the exploitation of the mass of population, the working class. In this regards, Marx argued that capital, as such, produces nothing, only labor produces wealth. The wages paid to the workers for their labor are well below the value of the goods they produce. The difference between the value of wages and commodities is known as ‘Surplus value’. The capitalists appropriate this surplus in the form of profit, since they are non-producers of wealth. Marx maintained that in all class societies, the ruling class exploits and oppresses the subject class. And this tells more of a capitalist society (Haralambos and Heald, 2001:41).This clearly indicates that capitalism is a paradox based on the claim that it is purely privately owned and controlled by private individuals rather than government. In ideal situation capitalism as an economic system cannot survive solely without the control of the commanding height by few individuals against majority vis-à-vis liberal democracy. Thus; in any liberal capitalist and democratic nation are those at the helm of affairs different from those commanding and controlling the economy? The answer cannot escape from the option, NO, because it is the same people, the elites –capitalist bourgeoisies that accumulate wealth that controls the government. These are influential and powerful groups in any democratic/capitalist society whose control of the economy and politics become the source of inequality in income. This kind of inequality in income is observed by Westergard and Restler cited in Haralambos and Heald (2001) when they stated that, “the concentration of wealth in the hands of a small minority that is possession of property and the means of production in particular – remains the crucial source of wealth, and the most potent cause of inequality in income” (Cited in Haralambos and Heald, 2001).  So also, on the question of representation, Marx is of the opinion that, masses (proletariat) in a capitalist democracy are not duly represented, because the bourgeois are just there to represent their own interest to the detriment of the majority, the masses. Marx reiterated that, one day the masses including working class would revolt to end capitalism (and its democracy which is claimed to be liberal). To be replaced by what he called the Marxist or people’s democracy. In which unlike the capitalist, the ‘peoples’ democracy seeks to extend equality of all citizens from the political to the social and economic spheres of life (Enomou 1999:143). The non-liberal or dependency school of thought such as Rodney, Frank, Marx, Amir, Aluko, Nwankwo etc., continues to oppose the views and principles of the liberal school and the practice of what the liberal scholars advocated as a paradox.Kirk and Okazawa-Rey (2000:266) argue that, in practice there is no “pure” capitalism; rather, the system is a mixture of corporate and government decisions that provide the foundation for business operation. Governments levy taxes that may be used to alleviate poor social conditions. Government and corporate elites share assumptions about what makes the economy successful. In extreme circumstances, governments may sanction the use of police or military force against workers who strike for better pay and working conditions (Kirk and Okazawa-Rey, 2000:266).
	What then is liberalism and what are its features? Hallowell cited in (Raul, 2012: 2) defines liberalism as ‘the embodiment of the demand for freedom in every sphere of life-intellectual, social, religious, political and economic’. According to Koerner cited in (Raul, 2012:2) ‘liberalism begins and ends with the ideals of individual freedom, individual human rights and individual human happiness. These remain central to the creed whatever may be the economic and political arrangements of liberal democracy society’. Goodwin (Raul, 2012:4) lists the following as ingredients of liberalism: viz man is free, rational, self-improving and autonomous; government is based on consent and contract, constitutionalism and the rule of law, freedom of choice which includes the right to choose government from among different representatives, equality of opportunity, social justice based upon merit and tolerance. John Hallowell cited in (Raul, 2012:6) has given the following characteristics of classical liberalism: a belief in the absolute value of human personality and spiritual equality of the individual; belief in the autonomy of the individual will; a belief in the essential rationality and goodness of man; a belief in certain inalienable rights of the individual, particularly, the rights of life, liberty and property; that state comes into existence by mutual consent for the purpose of protection of rights; that the relationship between the state and the individual is a contractual one; that social control can best be secured by law rather than command; individual freedom in all spheres of life-political, economic, social, intellectual and religious; the government that governs the least is the best; a belief that truth is accessible to man’s natural reason (Raul, 2012: 6).
	In his analysis on the use of the concept of liberalism, Marx cited in Haralambos and Heald (2001) maintained that “the emphasis on freedom (or liberalism) in capitalist society, illustrated by phrases such as ‘the free or liberal market’, ‘free or liberal democratic societies’ and ‘the free or liberal world, is an illusion which disguises the wage slavery of the proletariat (at the national level and underdeveloped countries at the international level). Haralambos and Heald (2001) maintained that, the ruling class ideology produces ‘false class consciousness, a false picture of the nature of relationship between social classes. Members of both classes tend to accept the status quo as normal and natural and are largely unaware of the true nature of exploitation and oppression. In this way the conflict of interest between the classes is disguised and a degree of social stability produced, but the base contradiction and conflicts of class societies remain unresolved.
	Based on the above analysis, therefore, western liberal democracy as a system works and goes hand in hand with liberal capitalism. One is used to serve as an opportunity to the other so as to achieve a specific imperial objective. In most or all liberal democracies and free market economies all over the world, it is few that holds and control the commanding height of the society to the detriment of the poverty-ridden majority. Given credence to this fact, Eneumou (1999:145) maintained that “in actual democracies, poverty often prevents the mass of the people from actualizing and enjoying their political and civic rights while the concentration of wealth in the hands of a few, gives the economically privileged minority preponderant political influence. The recognition of these paradoxes has led to calls for the broadening of the notion of democracy to incorporate social and economic upliftment of the masses”. By virtue of this privilege therefore, Omoruyi (1994:102) is of the view that “the economic survival of any nation that has joined the bandwagon of free market development strategies becomes hinged on a process of political development that promotes and protects these very economic and market strategies, and that political development is invariably in the direction of democracy”. Liberal school of thought however advocated that any nation that desire positive change and development must therefore “seek capitalist revolutions –social and (democratic) political changes that would result in the enthronement of a capitalist or free-market oriented social and political order…the adoption of western political  institution, processes, value and norms, hence, the promotion of multi-party system, liberalism, the right of the individual and a free-market economic state as the hallmarks” (Anifowose and Enemou, 1999:29-30). This call is directly to the Second and Third World Countries regarded as underdeveloped and backward by the powers that rendered them to be so. Among the three worlds, the First, Second and the Third, according to the Liberalists, it is the First World nations that have fully possessed and uphold almost all of the above qualities and undergone those stages of change and development through the capitalist’s revolution. Horowitz (1972:6) gives a clear picture of the transmutation and characteristics of the First World, when he said that the First World is “basically that cluster of nations which were naturally transformed from feudalism into some form where private ownership of instruments and means of production predominated. If these nations did not evolve out of feudalism, they at least grew out of the soil of Western Europe and started as capitalist states. Certain properties of this First World are clear: historically they had their initial “take-off” in the banking houses of sixteenth-century Italy, in the middle-sized industry of seventeenth-century France, and in the industrial mechanization of eighteenth-century England and nineteenth-century United States and Germany. Economically, they share an emphasis on industrialization and technology used for private enrichment and public welfare in uneven dosages. The First World nations have in common an integral generative power. Horowitz (1972:6) goes on to admit that changes which took place in Western European nations and the United States have usually come about as a result not of invasion or of foreign conquest but through the internal breakdown of the older landed classes, a general disintegration of agricultural societies, or through the initiative and creation of new life styles. According to Horowitz (1972:6) the basic characteristic of the First World is that economic development was a consequence of the internal machinery of each nation and not the result of international planned agreement. As a matter of fact, there was not even agreement between the nations on a nation-state system until very late in the development of capitalism-the late nineteenth century. Horowitz (1972:6) further maintained that:

The First World has two geographical parts: Europe and North America...But it is important to note that in both sectors of the First World the formation of the parliamentary state system followed the bourgeois dominance over the forms of economic production. While they were often supportive of each other, political styles and structures in the First World emerged from the class conflicts of an economic system based on laissez faire.

Drawing a line of demarcation between the First, Second and the Third World countries on who possessed and deserved to be called liberal democrats, liberal scholars such as Lord Bruce is of the view that “Democracy and free government were not suitable nor meant for, and should not be embarked upon by, what he called, “backward people” among which he classified the rest of mankind apart from Britain, Europe, North-America, Australia, New Zealand and Japan” (Cited in Nwabueze, 1920:545). In reality he is correct; because western liberal democracy just like liberal capitalism is incompatible and alien to the norms, values and cultures of the colonized countries of the world. Ibeanu (2006:43) observed this incompatibility in his comparative analysis between the capitalists’ societies and the peripheral countries and maintained that, by contrast, capitalist societies in the periphery (Third World) exhibit marked differences from the normal situation in advanced capitalist societies. To begin with, there is generally a limited degree of penetration of commodity relations. Limited commoditization, in turn, means that a market society built around formally free, separate, self-seeking and equal commodity bearers has not become the dominant reality. Instead social existence is still ruled by pre-capitalist norms such as communalism, particularism, affectivity, ascriptive orientation and patriarchy. In the face of these norms according to Ibeanu (2006:43), the requisite regime for proper regulation of market life remains immature and the forces of demand and supply are not robust; indeed, they barely operate. Consequently, peripheral capitalism is prone to primitive accumulation. This refers to the preponderance of force/violence over market ideology in regulating relations and behavior, and the automaticity of market relations is still far-fetched. Concomitantly, at the political level, especially regarding elections, peripheral capitalist countries show all the characteristics corresponding to their economic base. This is particularly visible in what I have called the primitive accumulation of votes. By this, Ibeanu (2006:43) means that winning of votes by use of both objective and structural violence, and disregard of the rule of law. For those who engage in primitive accumulation of votes, it is justified in the name of communal interests such as clans and ethnic groups, though in fact it is self-seeking. Furthermore, electoral regulatory regimes – the Constitution, electoral law, electoral commission and the judiciary – remain spine, captured by sectional and special interests. All these sustain the belief that a legitimate way of securing political office is to steal the people’s mandate (Ibeanu, 2006:43).The principle and practice of liberal capitalism and liberal democracy is statically and monolithically only in line with the policy of the First World, guided not by any internationally planned agreement between the Second and Third World.
	As a system under Global Liberalism, Western liberal democracy and liberal capitalism operates paradoxically. Various scholars of political science, economics, and political economy such as Fashina, (2002), Rodney (1972), Abba, (2006), Kalu, (1987), Birai, (2000), Nkrumah among others attested to this fact. For instance, Birai, maintained that “imperialism is the highest stage of capitalism” (2000:20). However, EskorToyor within the same context also explains that “Globalization of capitalism is the globalization of modern slavery” (Cited in Fashina, 2002:8). Marx in his analysis of the principles and practice of capitalism asserted that “the magnitude of class conflict steadily increase as capitalism developed (Cited in Held and Haralambos, 2001). This class conflict result from increase in exploitation, domination, and suppression of man by man. Thomas Hobbes cited in Dlakwa (2009:10) observed that “man in the state of nature can be solitary, nasty, selfish and brutish. Left to him man would like to monopolize all sources of pleasure and leave others in pain and deprivation: If this ‘epicurean’ appetite of man for dominance is allowed to (continue or) persist only the strong and mighty will end up enjoying the good things of life. The weak and poor, on the other hand, will suffer in misery, pain and deprivation (Cited in Dlakwa, 2009:10). It is because of the inherent paradox and contradictions in the system of western liberal democracy and capitalism that the Marxist are of the view that liberal democracy, if allowed to grow unchecked, is an orchestrated attempt by capitalist states of the West to marginalize, exploit, manipulate and impoverish the less developed countries of the world thereby maintaining the present asymmetric situation in the International system (Cited in Ojo, 2006:28). In his paper titled, “Globalization: Implication for Africa” Birai shows the effects of the present asymmetric situation in the International system under globalization thus:

A human development report (1996) paints a picture of the world that gives clear meaning to (this type of international asymmetric situation under) globalization. The report rightly indicated that as the world becomes (more polarized) the gap between the rich and the poor of the world is widening even further. Of the $23 trillion global GNP in 1993, $18 trillion is in the industrial countries – only $8 trillion is in the developing world even though they have nearly 80% of the world’s people saw their share of global income from 2.3% to 1.4% in the past 30 years (2002:20, also see Momoh and Hundeyin, 1999:49). 

However, this asymmetric situation is not only applicable to international but even within people living in the same country.  The effect of this type of international and intra-national economic relations is that of exploitation and under-development; the developed countries under-developing the developing countries and the gap between the developed and the developing countries as well as between individuals widens and continue to be widen in parallel dimension. The developed countries are getting richer, and developing countries are becoming poorer as well as between individuals, moving at a parallel line of development, and this has adverse effects on the political and social fabric of the developing countries as well as between individuals. Spero is of the view that, “the problem of this unequal system is dependence” (1977:14). 
	However, dependence is inevitable and imminent in liberal democracy and capitalism; artificial dependency of poor (the exploited) on the rich (the exploiters) in the intra-national levels as well as dependency of poor countries (the exploited) on the rich (the exploiters) respectively and this is applicable even in the developed nations like United States of America which is generally acknowledged as the arrow-head of both liberal democracy and liberal capitalism. In his paper titled, “Liberal Democracy, Global Liberalism and National Development”, Fashina (2002:2) observed this situation and maintained that the liberal democratic theory, in its dominant version, assumes that the bases of democracy are property rights, and the market; and the conception of democracy based on market, free trade, free contract, inviolability of property are assumed to be essential to other freedoms, freedom of religion, conscience, etc, but liberal democracy has not delivered in America and Europe the freedom it promised. It has failed to cope with economic exploitation. Liberal democracy does not get to the root of domination in human society; while liberal democracy espouses, in some way, political equality and freedom, it ignores the power of wealth as a form of domination. Fashina (2002:2) goes on to say that the social power of wealth and capital is a source of domination of people, their thought, and their political, cultural and moral life. Liberal democracy’s record on freedoms in the home of liberal democratic theory has been called into question: the market is unfree; the work place is a sphere of domination, the family is a sphere of domination (a domination that escaped the classics of liberalism). Liberal democratic states have not delivered the promises of equality. The markets and property-based freedoms are deep roots of inequality. Liberal democracy has no room for community. To repair this, to accept a viable conception of community as the basis of democracy, would require a super session of liberal democracy (Fashina, 2002:2).
	This viewpoint attract another question thus, are the practice of western democracy and capitalism world over geared towards liberalism and liberty to all and for all? However, responding to this question there is the need to identify which among the two concepts; libertarianism or liberalism that best suit the practice of western democracy and capitalism today? Libertarianism, according to Fashina (2002:7), in its extreme form, states that taxation is unjust, and to tax the rich in order to provide for the poor is an unjust and violation of the property rights of the rich. Libertarians justify the absolute rule of the market forces, rejection of equality as a fundamental value, and make an uncompromising defense of private property, denial of collective rights, and an uncritical acceptance of the idea that market promotes a democratic culture (Fashina, 2002:7). Unlike Libertarianism Fashina (2002:6) further observed that “the liberals advocate the taxation of the wealthy to provide education, health, (and other basic necessities of life) for the working class as the best way to preserve the liberal democratic society with its essential inequalities”. But today the principle and practice of liberal rights in the context of liberal democracy and capitalism contradicts its reality. In relation to this contradiction, Fashina (2002:3) was of the view that the economic domination of the world by liberal democratic states has given rise to a correlative domination in the sphere of theory. Political discourse now goes on, even in the language of liberal democrats. The language of domination, resistance, and class is fast disappearing form social science discourse. Our social reality is now conceptualized in the language of rights, mainly liberal rights – the right to association, to conscience etc. There has been, recently, insistence that right talks should be expanded to include economic and group rights. According to him, the problem is that rights can never be delivered beyond what their socio-economic roots permit. The right to work cannot be respected widely except in a productive economy and founded in an economic philosophy whose kernel is that the aim of production is not to make profit but to satisfy social beings. As a matter of historical-empirical political sociology, political freedoms cannot be guaranteed within an oppressive socio-economic base, etc.
	The theory adopted within the context of this paper is that of the dependency school of thought. The position of the dependency school is that the practice of western liberal democracy and capitalism is contradictory which aimed at the exploitation of the weaker nations as well as weaker section of a society rather than liberalizing them.

Contradictions in the Principles and Practice of Western Liberal Democracy and Capitalism 
Political and economic powers are never possible to separate, and this reveals the root of the contradictions in the principles and practice of both concepts. It has therefore required a long, contested and far from inevitable set of processes to apply the ideology of liberal democracy in legitimating capitalism, as the social, economic and political polarity produced by capitalism can never be wholly reconciled with the ideology of democracy. In this case, Ralph (2009:193) observed that:
Political equality, save in formal terms, is impossible in the conditions of advanced capitalism... Unequal economic power on the scale and of the kind encountered in advanced capitalist societies inherently produces political inequality, on a more or less commensurate scale, whatever the constitution may say... the state in these class societies is primarily and inevitably the guardian and protector of the economic interests which are dominant in them. Its ‘real’ purpose and mission is to ensure their continued predominance, not to prevent it (Ralph, 2009: 193). 
The same thing also applies to division and inequality through private ownership of capital. Private ownership of capital provides the key to explaining division in the practice of western liberal democracy as against its laid down principles. For instance in the structure of the ownership of property, profit and market control, it is only the few (elite) that benefits to the detriment of the majority(laborers) whose labor (physical and mental efforts) are being used by the capitalists whose capital in comparison to the labor of the workers are directly exercising the exploitation of man by man. Other contradictions of liberal democracy and capitalism are as follows:

1. Those from the economically privileged groups tend to be better educated, ‘more cultured’, to have higher social status, to be more ‘successful’ professionally and politically. This means that economic inequality is extremely important, tending to reproduce itself endlessly in a series of other inequalities.
2. Those who are economically privileged tend to be interested in preserving the existing social order; and those who are disadvantaged by the social order, particularly its distribution of wealth, have a storing interest in changing the social order, particularly its distribution of wealth. In this way the economic structure sets the general trend of political interests and political alignments.
3. In so far as there is economic inequality in a society, that society cannot have political democracy because political power will tend to polarize around economic power. Also a society where a high degree of economic inequality exists must necessarily be repressive. This repression arises from the need to curb the inevitable demand of the have-nots for redistribution. We see here economic conditions not only setting the tone of politics but also defining the role of coercion in society.
4. The morality and values of a society tend to support the preservation of the existing division of labor and distribution of wealth in that society. The autonomy of morality and social values is more apparent than real. Contemporary Western morality condemns theft. And we forget that theft as a moral value is something created and depended on a particular economic condition. Where there is no scarcity and no private property, the idea of theft would not arise (Ake, 1981:2).
5. Rulers may allow competitive elections but they determine who participates in them;
6. Rulers retain control of the media and the agencies that oversee elections
7. Rulers have no intention of transferring power to anyone outside the political elite, which includes a carefully defined and narrow membership;
8. Rulers may use the opportunity of the freedom speech as a tenet of democracy by allowing political thugs to coerce and intimidates the opposition through different means without fear of imprisonment (Ibrahim, 2006:101). 

It is as a result of these contradictions that since classical periods, the idea, concept and practice of democracy have been challenged by the scholars (Appadorai, 1976), (Slann, 1998), (Ibrahim, 2006), (Abba, 2006). Plato, in his description of imperfect form of state, he equates democracy with tyranny” (Ibrahim, 2006:102).Plato among other ancient philosophers was of the view that ignorance, injustice, and political selfishness are the great defects of democracy (Appadorai, 1974:194).Slann cited in Ibrahim (2006:100) explains that, for a long time the term democracy was synonymous with disorder and mob rule. At the congress of Vienna in 1815, the major European powers agreed to keep the world safe from democracy. More than a century later, most of these powers and the United States at the Versailles conference following World War I vowed to make the world safe for democracy (Cited in Ibrahim, 2006:100).If defense and restoration of democracy are among the cardinal principles of western liberal democracy, they would not have in several times connived and supported the over throw of an elected president under the platform of democracy against the popular will of the electorates. For instance, in1973, American Multinational, International Telephone and Telegraph (ITT), backed a military coup in Chile, during which the democratic elected president; Salvador Allende was assassinated and replaced with the military General Pinochet. The same thing had happened in Nigeria when a Military Head of state who was preparing the nation toward a transition to hand over power to an elected president was assassinated in a military coup that was said to have been supported by a multinational company because his government threatened against imperialists economic interest. Turning down against international financial interest more especially the IMF programs is a crime. Payer (1974:45) was of the view that “Brazil provides a classic illustration of the contribution of IMF programs, combined with promises of foreign aid, to the overthrow of a democratic government which was, perhaps, all too responsive to the will of the electorate. The coups in Turkey (1960), Argentina (1966), and the Philippines (1972) provide other examples”. The question is, if the practice of liberal democracy is not a paradox, why is it that those nations championing the cause of democracy in the world do not condemn the rampant cases of election rigging, in various countries, most especially in Africa which has become a norm?
	The annulment of June 12, 2003 presidential election in Nigeria which was regarded as free and fair is a good example, but nothing was done by the Euro-American “democratic” nations to restore the anomalies. On the other hand the Cote D’voire election was supported by Euro-American nations in the name of defense or restoration of democracy? In which Al-Hassan Quattara who happen to be an errand boy of the Euro-American power as a former official of International Monetary Fund (IMF) was supported by Euro- American allied forces against Laurent Bagbo, the anti-imperialist West, who was said to have lost the election, is another good example of the paradox in the principle and practice of western liberal democracy. Professor Mahdi (2008: 22) observed this paradox with special emphasis to June 12, 1993 presidential election which both the domestic and the international observers regarded as the most freest and fairest election in the history of democracy in Nigeria, thus:

The June 1993 election were the fairest in the history of Nigeria but was annulled; (M.K.O) Abiola (the acclaim winner who contested as presidential aspirant on the platform of SDP) was a Pan-Nigerian in the real sense of the world. He had been building bridges across the country for years; he was a detribalized Nigerian, very generous, sociable, simple and sincere. Unlike the crowds we now have who pass for politicians, Abiola did not call for power shift, rotational presidency and all this nonsense we hear today. One of his greatest and permanent contributions to Nigerian history is that he clearly demonstrated that a Nigerian, a good Nigerian like him, from any part of the country could win an election. He broke the stupid myth about religious (and ethnic) dichotomy in the country. He ran on Muslim – Muslim ticket. Yet he won hands down. He defeated his opponent not only in all parts of Nigeria, but even in his home state! So much breaks the lies about ethnic and religious differences among Nigerians.   

However, a nation under democracy without free and fair periodic election is not said to be democratic. For instance the election that brought George Walker Bush (Jnr) as the President of United States was surrounded by election irregularities in form of election rigging in the city of Florida. That means the June 12, 2003 presidential election in Nigeria is freest and fairest than that of other Euro-American other democracies. For instance, Slann cited in Ibrahim (2006:104-5) explains that political parties control did not change in Britain from 1979 to 1997 or in Germany after 1982. Over a period of forty-three years (from 1952 to 1992) Israel changed party control only twice. Japan was governed by one political party, the liberal Democrats, for nearly four decades…. USA – Democratic Party, with rare intervals, controlled both houses of congress for more than six decades, from 1931 to 1995… (Cited in Ibrahim, 2006:104-5).However, all these have to do with the paradox of democracy in the context of liberalism, in which liberal democracy and liberal capitalism not only in the developing countries but even in the developed countries are paradoxical ideology. The liberal’s support and practices welfare democracy for the benefit of all. Those that deny collective right and benefit for all are not liberals. The recent division among the American Senate and House Members over the issue of Health Insurance Scheme presented to the House by President Barrack Obama, is a paradox of liberal democracy. This means democracy even at the international level more especially Euro-America is a deception. Appadorai was of the view that “there is a real danger in democracy that the citizens may not be sufficiently educated to appreciate the meaning of the issue, which comes before them….They may be misled by class passion or demagogues (Cited in Ibrahim, 2006:104). Because of these contradictions, Abba (2006:86) conceptualized western liberal democracy as an imperial political system (which has) a double edge sword that does no good to both the user and the victim: To the users in (underdeveloped countries more especially) Africa and in particular Nigeria, they are agents, vehicle of exploitation of their societies (running dogs), while the victims (citizens) are nothing but slaves. In an ideal democratic setting, both the elites and the masses must have the same and equal rights from the purview of justice and fairness, but the practice today is the contrary. The political and economic system is hijacked by the minority, controlled by the minority, and for the minority, and for the benefit of the minority; giving way to the survival of the fittest. 

CONCLUSION
This paper examines the paradox of western liberal democracy and capitalism. The paper concludes that the concept and the principles of western liberal democracy and capitalism world over is utopia. With the collapse of the USSR and the demise of Socialism, the world system became unipolar under the hegemony of America that controls the system of Global Liberalism: Western liberal democracy controls the political spheres, while the western liberal capitalism controls the economic spheres of the global affairs within the context of the New World Order. However, the global inequality and insecurity in the political, social, economic and general spheres of world system was as a result of the contradictions that are inherent in the practice of western liberal democracy and capitalism world over. The paper further concludes that until all nations are allowed to practice democracy and economic system based on their norms, values and culture within the context of justice, fair play, sovereignty of the people, the rule of law, liberty and equality of individual injustice will continue to flourish in the third world countries.

RECOMMENDATION
The following are put forward as recommendations to government for implementation:

(1)	There is need for equal votes and representation of nations and countries in the international assembly of the United Nations as well as executive boards of the World Bank and IMF. Because they are created to keep the Third World countries in poverty and dependence under the pretext of liberalization or liberalism.
(2)	Every nation should be allowed to practice the ideology that suits its environment as uni-polar control results to loss of sovereignty by “independent” weak nations due to dependence through rhetoric use of “liberalism” to dominates and control the political and economic spheres of most especially developing countries.
(3)	Civil society organizations should stand against any form of injustice with respect to abuse of the principles and practice of liberalism in political and economic spheres.
(4) 	The practice of liberal capitalism and liberal democracy should be geared toward the guarantee of individual and group liberties and freedom in economic and political activities including freedom of ownership and equality before the law.
(5)	The practice of liberal capitalism and liberal democracy should be geared toward the guarantee of free and conduct of elections and equal ownership, distribution and control of power and resources of the country for all.
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