
Bankrupt Africa 
Debt peonage continues, 

courtesy of Washington, Monterrey and NEPAD 
 

by Patrick Bond 
  
Introduction: The development of African underdevelopment 
At least four components of capital accumulation and class formation--trade, 
finance, direct investment and compradorism--remain central to Africa’s combined 
and uneven development, as political economists continue to document.1 There is 
little prospect that mild-mannered global-scale reforms being promoted in these 
areas--’debt relief’, or making trade ‘fair’, or promoting slightly better access to anti-
retroviral medicines, or the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD), for 
example--will change matters. Invoking the problem of ‘global apartheid,’ as South 
African president Thabo Mbeki has done, mainly serves to distract attention from 
African elite acquiescence in the structures of power that keep Africa impoverished.2 
New strategies and tactics, summed up in the terms ‘deglobalisation’ and 
‘decommodification,’ will be necessary for Africa to break from systemic 
underdevelopment. 
 This article reviews the explicitly financial stranglehold that Northern 
governments, multilateral agencies, international banks and corporations maintain 
on Africa. The debt trap is augmented by trade, investment and capital flight trends 
that are also worth reviewing at the outset. Most importantly, we will conclude, the 
home-grown nature of neoliberalism, corresponding to the formation of a 
transnational neoliberal managerial elite and compliant African politicians, requires 
a rethink about the very nature of solidarity politics. There are many ways to 
demonstrate the two main points: that global capitalism does not offer the scope for 
Africa to develop, and hence that strategies aimed at increasing integration will be 
counterproductive. The key categories are financial accounts (including debt, 
portfolio finance, aid and capital flight), trade, investment and compradorism. By 
way of introduction, consider the main trends in each category. 

                     
     1 The great traditions of African political economy and radical politics include names such as Ake, Amin, 
Biko, Cabral, Fanon, First, Kadalie, Lumumba, Machel, Mamdani, Mkandawire, Nabudere, Nkrumah, Nyerere, 
Odinga, Onimode, Rodney, Sankara, Shivji and others. For recent analysis of international capitalism’s impact 
upon Africa, see Arrighi, G. (2002), ‘The African Crisis: World Systemic and Regional Aspects,’ New Left Review 
2, 15; and Saul, J. and C.Leys (1999), ‘Sub-Saharan Africa in Global Capitalism,’ Monthly Review, July. For critical 
analysis explicitly aimed at African elite strategies, see Adedeji, A. (2002), ‘From the Lagos Plan of Action to the 
New Partnership for Africa’s Development, and from the Final Act of Lagos to the Constitutive Act: Whither 
Africa?,’ Keynote Address prepared for the African Forum for Envisioning Africa, Nairobi, 26-29 April; 
Adesina, J. (2002), ‘Development and the Challenge of Poverty: Nepad, Post-Washington Consensus and 
Beyond’, Paper presented to the Codesria/TWN Conference on Africa and the Challenge of the 21st Century, 
Accra, 23-26 April; Nabudere, D. (2002), ‘Nepad: Historical Background and its Prospects,’ in 
P.Anyang’Nyong’o, et al (Eds), Nepad: A New Path? Nairobi, Heinrich Böll Foundation; Olukoshi, A. (2002), 
‘Governing the African Political Space for Sustainable Development: A Reflection on Nepad,’ Paper prepared 
for the African Forum for Envisioning Africa, Nairobi, 26-29 April. 
     2 Mbeki welcomed dignitaries to the World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) in August 2002: 
‘We have all converged at the Cradle of Humanity to confront the social behaviour that has pity neither for 
beautiful nature nor for living human beings. This social behaviour has produced and entrenches a global 
system of apartheid.’ His efforts to insert the phrase in the final document failed, due to US opposition. (Mbeki, 
T. (2002), ‘Address by President Mbeki at the Welcome Ceremony of the WSSD,’ Johannesburg, 25 August.) 
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 Africa’s debt crisis worsened during the era of globalisation (Figures 1 and 2). 
From 1980-2000, Sub-Saharan Africa’s total foreign debt rose from $60 billion to $206 
billion, and the ratio of debt to GDP rose from 23% to 66%. Hence, Africa now repays 
more than it receives. In 1980, loan inflows of $9.6 billion were comfortably higher 
than the debt repayment outflow of $3.2 billion, so the Ponzi scheme continued: by 
2000, only $3.2 billion flowed in, and $9.8 billion was repaid, leaving a net financial 
flows deficit of $6.2 billion.3 
 
Figure 1: Africa’s debt crisis during globalisation, 1980-2000 
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Source: World Bank 
 
Figure 2: Africa’s net debt inflows and outflows, 1980-2000 
 
US$ billion 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: World Bank 

                     
     3 World Bank (2002), Global Finance Tables, Washington. 
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 African access to portfolio capital flows has mainly taken the form of ‘hot 
money’ (speculative positions by private-sector investors) in and out of the 
Johannesburg Stock Exchange (as well as Harare, Nairobi, Gabarone and a few 
others on occasion). In 1995, for example, foreign purchases and sales were 
responsible for half the share trading in Johannesburg. But these flows have had 
devastating effects upon South Africa’s currency, with 30%+ crashes over a period of 
weeks during runs in early 1996, mid-1998 and late 2001.4 In Zimbabwe, the 
November 1997 outflow of hot money crashed the currency by 74% in just four 
hours of trading.5 
 Meanwhile, (already-corrupt) donor aid to Africa dropped 40% during the 
1990s, in the wake of the West’s Cold War victory. The World Bank itself concedes 
that ‘a typical poor country receives 90% of GDP through Aid but the poorest 
quartile of the population consume only 4% of the GDP.’ This led the then director 
of the Harare-based African Network on Debt and Development (Afrodad), Opa 
Kapijimpanga, to remark, ‘The donor creditor countries must keep all their aid and 
against it write off all the debt owed by poor African countries... The bottom line 
would be elimination of both aid and debt because they reinforce the power 
relations that are contributing to the imbalances in the world.’6 
 The other source of financial account outflows from Africa that must be 
reversed is capital flight. The two leading scholars of the phenomenon, James Boyce 
and Léonce Ndikumana, argue that a core group of SubSaharan African countries 
whose foreign debt was $178 billion had suffered a quarter century of capital flight 
by elites that totaled more than $285 billion (including imputed interest earnings): 
‘Taking capital flight as a measure of private external assets, and calculating net 
external assets as private external assets minus public external debts, sub-Saharan 
Africa thus appears to be a net creditor vis-à-vis the rest of the world.’7 
 Africa’s underdevelopment through unbalanced trade must also be factored 
in. The continent’s share of world trade declined over the past quarter century, but 
the volume of exports increased. ‘Marginalisation’ of Africa occurred, hence, not 
because of insufficient integration, but because other areas of the world--especially 
East Asia--moved to the export of manufactured goods, while Africa’s industrial 
potential declined thanks to excessive deregulation associated with structural 
adjustment. In the process, rapid trade-related integration caused social inequality, 
as even the World Bank now concedes.8 
 Foreign direct investment in Sub-Saharan Africa during the 1990s was mainly 
channelled into extractive minerals and oil, with Nigeria and Angola 
predominating. The only other substantive foreign investment flows were to South 
Africa for the partial privatisation of telecommunications and for the expansion of 
                     
     4 Bond, P. (2003), Against Global Apartheid: South Africa meets the World Bank, IMF and International Finance, 
London, Zed Press and Cape Town, University of Cape Town Press, Afterword. 
     5 Bond, P. and M.Manyanya (2003), Zimbabwe’s Plunge: Exhausted Nationalism, Neoliberalism and the Search for 
Social Justice, London, Merlin Press, Pietermaritzburg, University of Natal Press and Harare, Weaver Press. 
     6 Kapijimpanga, O. (2001), ‘An Aid/Debt Trade-Off the Best Option,’ in G.Ostravik (Ed), The Reality of Aid 
Reality Check 2001, Oslo, Norwegian Peoples Aid. 
     7 Boyce, J. and Léonce Ndikumana (2000), ‘Is Africa a Net Creditor? New Estimates of Capital Flight from 
Severely Indebted Sub-Saharan African Countries, 1970-1996’, Occasional Paper, University of 
Massachusetts/Amherst Political Economy Research Institute. 
     8 The fact that trade liberalisation correlates with inequality in most of Africa is documented in Milanovic, B. 
(2002), ‘Can we Discern the Effect of Globalisation on Income Distribution?, Evidence from Household Budget 
Surveys,’ World Bank Policy Research Working Paper 2876, April. 
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automotive-sector branch plant activity within global assembly lines. This was by 
far offset by South Africa’s own outflows of foreign direct investment, in the forms of 
relocation of the largest corporations’ financial headquarters to London, not to 
mention the repatriation of dividends/profits, payments of patent/royalty fees to 
transnational corporations. An additional serious issue in assessing the operations 
of transnational corporations in Africa is that statistics have never picked up the 
durable problem of transfer pricing, whereby foreign investors underpay taxes in 
Africa by misinvoicing inputs drawn from abroad. 
 Finally, by way of introduction, the capacity to reproduce this system relies 
in part upon African elite cooperation. A key figure, personifying compradorism, is 
Trevor Manuel, the South African finance minister, who was once a street-fighting 
radical leader of ‘coloured’ community anti-apartheid politics in Cape Town.9 Since 
early 1996, he steered through the ruling African National Congress--and past its 
trade union and SA Communist Party supporters--a set of devastating policies: the 
highest interest rates in the country’s history; the most generous corporate tax cuts 
ever; substantial budget cuts especially affecting social programmes; a neoliberal 
macroeconomic strategy; the demutualisation of the largest insurance companies; 
the lifting of the main exchange controls; and permission for the country’s half-
dozen largest firms to relocate their primary stock market listings from 
Johannesburg to London. By 2000, Manuel was so highly regarded that he was 
named chair of the board of the International Monetary Fund and World Bank, and 
he soon took the chair of the two institutions’ main policy-making committee as well 
playing a central role at the United Nations’ 2002 conference on international 
development finance. 
 It is that conference where we begin a probe into international financial and 
governance reforms by Manuel and his colleagues. The journey takes us in search of 
debt relief, the Bretton Woods Institutions’ new poverty strategies, attempts at 
greater multilateral coherence and democratisation, reregulation of finance, and 
reparations for financing odious regimes. It is a fruitless tour, unfortunately, but one 
that must be travelled so as to plan a different itinerary for future African and 
African-solidarity politics. 
 
Raised expectations at Monterrey10 
                     
     9 Manuel’s own ideology is difficult to pin down, for he is good at ‘talking left’ while ‘acting right.’ Yet even 
when somewhat critical, he is careful not to step outside the box of conventional wisdom. Thus, in September 
2003 he commented in the International Monetary Fund’s house journal, Finance and Development, 
 Macroeconomic stabilisation is critical for growth, but it is not clear that privatisation is. 

Moreover, privatisation and deregulation simply do not apply to African countries in the 
same way that they may in Latin American countries... It is not clear that rigorous pursuit of 
the Washington Consensus reforms in African countries would have delivered the outcomes 
expected from their application in Latin America. 

There are several areas in which Manuel’s double-talk reveals a status quo commitment, even setting aside the 
fact that Latin America--a macroeconomic disaster zone--was not a particularly good model for Africans to 
emulate in search of more positive outcomes from the Washington Consensus. Macroeconomic ‘stabilisation’ 
combines three central factors: fiscal austerity, the cause of many an African ‘IMF Riot’ the last two decades and 
enormous unhappiness in Manuel’s own political party; the highest real interest rates in Africa’s modern 
history; and the removal of exchange controls and other regulations on investment which in turn led to 
financial turbulence and allowed vast African capital flight (far more than its foreign debt). In South Africa, 
Manuel is proceeding with an ambitious privatisation strategy. 
     10 Background to Monterrey is provided in Focus on the Global South (2002), ‘The Road to Monterrey Passes 
through Washington,’ Focus on Trade, 75, March; Soederberg, S. (2004), ‘Recasting Neoliberal Dominance in the 
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In the Mexican city of Monterrey, the United Nations’ Financing for Development 
(FFD) Conference proceeded in March 2002 as the first major international 
opportunity to correct global capital markets since the spectacular late 1990s 
emerging markets crises. South Africa’s currency crash was the freshest evidence, 
but similar problems and power relations associated with international financial 
markets were patently obvious, having spread from Mexico (1995) through Latin 
America (1995), then to Eastern Europe and South Africa (1996), to Thailand, 
Indonesia and Malaysia (1997), then to South Korea, Russia and South Africa again 
(1998), to Brazil (1999), and then to Turkey and Argentina (2000), and then Argentina 
and South Africa (2001).11 
 Manuel and former International Monetary Fund (IMF) managing director 
Michel Camdessus12 were the two special envoys of UN secretary general Kofi 
Annan at the conference, although other high-profile figures in international circuits 
also played crucial roles. In addition to ‘speaking to heads of state and high-level 
politicians to convince them to make a commitment to a concrete outcome’ (his UN 
mandate),13 Manuel also chaired the IMF/World Bank Development Committee.14 
Mbeki, soon to host the Johannesburg World Summit on Sustainable Development, 
addressed the conference plenary, declaring, ‘We must accept the Monterrey 
Consensus.’ 
 Civil society critics argued that the FFD conference was tainted from the 
outset, given that Mexico’s ex-president Ernesto Zedillo was effectively the manager 
of the process. The Yale-trained neoliberal economist’s five-year term in Mexico City 
was notable for repression, failed economic crisis-management, and thankfully, the 
end of his notoriously corrupt party’s 85-year rule. Controversially, Zedillo 
appointed as his main advisor (and official document author) John Williamson of 
the Institute for International Finance, a Washington think-tank which is primarily 
funded by the world’s largest commercial banks. Williamson is considered to be one 

                                                              
South? A Critique of the Monterrey Consensus,’ forthcoming in Alternatives; and Soederburg, S. (2004), The 
Politics of the New International Financial Architecture: Reimposing Neoliberal Dominance in the South, London, Zed. 
     11 For more background to contemporary international financial power relations, see Armijo, L. (2001), ‘The 
Political Geography of Financial Reform: Who Wants What and Why?,’ Global Governance, 7, 4; Bello, W. 
K.Malhutra and N.Bullard (Eds)(2000), Global Finance: New Thinking on Regulating Speculative Capital Markets, 
London, Zed; Lee, S. (2002), ‘Global Monitor: The International Monetary Fund,’ New Political Economy, 7, 2; 
Gowan, P. (1999), The Global Gamble: Washington’s Faustian Bid for Global Dominance, London, Verso; Soederberg, 
S. (2001), ‘The Emperor’s New Suit: The New International Financial Architecture as a Reinvention of the 
Washington Consensus,’ Global Governance, 7, 4; and Soederberg, S. (2002), ‘The New International Financial 
Architecture: Imposed Leadership and Emerging Markets,’ in L.Panitch and C.Leys (Eds), Socialist Register 2002, 
London, Merlin Press. 
     12 In retirement, Camdessus remained an active agent of the Washington Consensus, even after his heartfelt 
denial at the Bangkok meeting of the UN Conference on Trade and Development in February 2000: ‘I never 
signed a Washington Consensus.’ In 2001 he served as an advisor to Pope John Paul II. In 2002-03 he was head 
of a World Water Forum infrastructure financing panel that was extremely controversial, as discussed below. 
In June 2003 he was chosen as the G8’s special liaison for Africa. 
     13 Business Day, 15 January 2002. 
     14 The appointment was made in November 2001 at the annual meeting of the Bank and Fund. One former 
chair of the committee--whose official name was ‘The Joint Ministerial Committee on the Transfer of Real 
Resources to Developing Countries’--was Zimbabwean finance minister Bernard Chidzero (1986-89). During 
his reign, the transfer of net financial resources from South to North soared from nothing in 1987 to in excess of 
US$50 billion in 1989. (For Chidzero’s unauthorised biography, see Bond, P. (1998), Uneven Zimbabwe: A Study 
of Finance, Development and Underdevelopment, Trenton, Africa World Press, Chapter Seven.) 
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of the establishment’s most vigorous neoliberal ideologues, and indeed takes credit 
for coining the term ‘Washington Consensus’ in 1990. 
 As crafted by Camdessus, Zedillo, Williamson and Manuel, the FFD’s two 
central premises were predictable: deeper integration of developing countries into 
the global financial system was the means of promoting economic growth and 
development; and the World Bank, IMF, WTO and donor governments should 
better combine their powers to armtwist Third World countries, aided by allies like 
Pretoria. 
 
Debt ‘relief’ 
While the Monterrey final report contained some pleasing rhetoric, it relies upon 
only the most orthodox of strategies and policies. The report correctly observed 
‘dramatic shortfalls in resources required to achieve the internationally agreed 
development goals.’15 But it endorsed the Heavily Indebted Poor Countries 
Initiative (HIPC) as ‘an opportunity to strengthen the economic prospects and 
poverty reduction efforts of its beneficiary countries.’ Likewise, NEPAD carries a 
similarly worded endorsement of HIPC (only adding that more resources are 
required and a few more countries added to those eligible for relief).16 Manuel 
himself has merely suggested that ‘the HIPC Trust Fund be fully funded, and that 
provision is made for topping-up when exogenous shocks (sic) impact on countries’ 
debt sustainability’--as if the programme itself was satisfactory.17 
 Within a year of Monterrey, the World Bank openly conceded HIPC’s failure, 
although paradoxically it blamed ‘political pressure’ to cut debt further as the key 
reason repayments were still not ‘sustainable.’ The Bank was forced to accept 
longstanding criticisms that its staff ‘had been too optimistic’ about the ability of 
countries to repay under HIPC, and that projections of export earnings were 
extremely inaccurate, leading to failure by half the HIPC countries to reach their 
completion points.18 
 Although HIPC had been endorsed by mainstream NGO campaigners such as 
Jubilee Plus, it was a mirage from the outset, as the London lobby group has 
recently admitted: ‘According to the original HIPC schedule, by this point 21 
countries should have fully passed through the HIPC initiative and received total 
debt cancellation of approximately $34.7 billion in net present value terms. In fact, 
                     
     15 The direct citations below are from United Nations, ‘Report of the International Conference on Financing 
for Development,’ paragraphs 2,4,25,39,41,49,52,54,71. 
     16 For a critique of NEPAD’s pro-HIPC financing arguments, see Bond, P. (Ed)(2002), Fanon’s Warning: A Civil 
Society Reader on the New Partnership for Africa’s Development, Trenton, Africa World Press and Cape Town, AIDC, 
pp.183-192. 
     17 The quote by Manuel demonstrated a smug analysis of HIPC and a surprisingly unambitious reform 
agenda (Manuel, T. (2002), ‘Mobilizing International Investment Flows: The New Global Outlook,’ Speech to 
the Commonwealth Business Council, 24 September). Ironically however, while in Monterrey, Manuel had 
begun to admit the obvious programme design flaws: ‘We also need to ask ourselves the question: will the 
debt relief provided by the HIPC Initiative lead to sustainable debt levels? If the answer is no we would need 
to look at ways to address the areas of concern of the HIPC framework’ (Manuel, T. (2002), ‘Remarks to the 
International Conference on Financing for Development,’ Monterrey, Mexico, 18 March). But such talk was 
cheap, for in neither the Monterrey Consensus nor NEPAD--nor any other initiative of Manuel’s--was HIPC’s 
failed framework substantively addressed. 
     18 Financial Times, 27 February 2003. This possibility--so often stated at the programme’s outset by civil 
society critics--was only hinted at in Monterrey’s main source of official information: International Monetary 
Fund and International Development Association (2001), ‘The Impact of Debt Reduction under the HIPC 
Initiative on External Debt Service and Social Expenditures,’ Washington, 16 November. 
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only eight countries have passed Completion Point, between them receiving debt 
cancellation of $11.8 billion.’19 Add a few other countries’ partial relief via the Paris 
Club ($14 billion) and it appears that the grand total of debt relief thanks to the 1996-
2003 exercise is just $26.13 billion. There is more than $2 trillion of Third World debt 
that should be cancelled, including not just HIPC countries but also Nigeria, 
Argentina, Brazil, South Africa and other major debtors not considered highly-
indebted or poor in the mainstream discourse. (The more radical Jubilee South 
network, with strong leadership from groups in Argentina, Nicaragua, the 
Philippines and South Africa, rejects Jubilee Plus’s ideas about how much debt is 
‘sustainable’ and ‘repayable’, arguing for full cancellation and indeed for Southern 
repudiation and Northern reparations.)20 
 The lack of Northern finance for HIPC reflects deep resistance to debt relief 
and, probably, the realisation that there are great merits to using debt as a means of 
maintaining control over Southern economies. An ‘enhanced HIPC’ was introduced 
to both maintain the control and magnify the appearance of concern, and this was the 
game in play, once again, at Evian in 2003. The G8 agreed with Mbeki’s plea to 
relook at the programme, but no fundamental changes or substantial new funds 
were mooted. 
 
Poverty ‘Reduction’ Strategy Papers 
One reason for Africa’s lack of progress on debt was that the underlying basis for 
Bretton Woods interventions--hard-core neoliberalism--was never really challenged. 
HIPC had begun in 1996, and in late 1999 was accompanied by a mere renaming of 
the structural adjustment philosophy: Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs). 
More than two years later, at Monterrey, Manuel told fellow finance ministers that 
the PRSPs were ‘an important tool for developing countries to reduce their debt 
burdens.’ Indeed, he continued, because ‘a thorough and useful PRSP requires time, 
resources and technical capacity,’ the Bretton Woods Institutions should increase 
their role, so as to ‘provide more technical assistance to meet those particular 
challenges.’21 
 In contrast to Manuel’s desire for PRSP expansion, civil society resistance to 
structural adjustment increased across the Third World, including Manuel’s home 
continent, sometimes in the form of ‘IMF Riots.’ The annual reports in the World 
Development Movement’s ‘States of Unrest’ series include dozens of countries and 
hundreds of IMF Riots. In Africa, anti-neoliberal protests were called by, for 
example, students, lecturers and nurses in Angola; public sector workers in Benin; 
farmers, electricity workers and teachers in Kenya; municipal workers in Morocco; 
health workers in Niger; the main trade union federation, including police and 
municipal workers, in Nigeria; community groups and organised labour in South 
Africa; and bank customers and trade unionists in Zambia. As the World 
Development Movement found, the new version of structural adjustment did not 
fool the victims: ‘PRSPs have failed to deviate from the IMF’s free market 
orthodoxy.’22 

                     
     19 Jubilee Plus (2003), ‘Real Progress Report on HIPC,’ London, September. 
     20 http://www.jubileesouth.net 
     21 Manuel, T. (2002), ‘Remarks at the Finance Minister´s Retreat,’ International Conference on Financing for 
Development, Monterrey, Mexico, 19 March. 
     22 Ellis-Jones, M. (2003), ‘States of Unrest III: Resistance to IMF and World Bank Policies in Poor Countries,’ 
London, World Development Movement, April, p.3. 
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 A May 2001 Jubilee South conference of the main African social movements in 
Kampala concluded: 
 

-- The PRSPs are not based on real people’s participation and ownership, or decision-
making. To the contrary, there is no intention of taking civil society perspectives 
seriously, but to keep participation to mere public relations legitimisation. 
-- The lack of genuine commitment to participation is further manifested in the failure to 
provide full and timeous access to all necessary information, limiting the capacity of 
civil society to make meaningful contributions. 
-- The PRSPs have been introduced according to pre-set external schedules which in 
most countries has resulted in an altogether inadequate time period for an effective 
participatory process. 
-- In addition to all the constraints placed on governments and civil society 
organisations in formulating PRSPs, the World Bank and IMF retain the right to veto 
the final programs. This reflects the ultimate mockery of the threadbare claim that the 
PRSPs are based on ‘national ownership.’ 
-- An additional serious concern is the way in which PRSPs are being used by the 
World Bank and IMF, both directly and indirectly, to co-opt NGOs to ‘monitor’ their 
own governments on behalf of these institutions.23 

 
The latter strategy had begun to fail by the time the FFD convened in Monterrey. 
Even in the World Bank’s best African case, Uganda, ‘Among CSOs there is growing 
concern that perhaps their participation in the endeavour has amounted to little 
more than a way for the World Bank and IMF to co-opt the activist community and 
civil society in Uganda into supporting the same traditional policies,’ according to 
the country’s National NGO Forum.24 Numerous NGO, funding agency and 
academic studies of PRSPs were highly critical.25 
 As one example, Afrodad studied the experiences in Burkina Faso, 
Mauritania, Mozambique, Tanzania and Uganda, which were the first African 
countries to undergo PRSPs. Afrodad noted that in each of these countries, there 
were processes with varying degrees of participation that preceded the PRSPs: ‘The 
relationship [with the Bank and IMF] is still one of “if you want what we have to 
                     
     23 Jubilee South (2001), ‘Pan-African Declaration on PRSPs,’ Kampala, 12 May. The document serves as 
Appendix Four to Bond and Manyanya, Zimbabwe’s Plunge. 
     24 Nyamugasira, W. and R.Rowden (2002), ‘New Strategies, Old Loan Conditions: Do the IMF and World 
Bank Loans support Countries’ Poverty Reduction Strategies? The Case of Uganda,’ Uganda National NGO 
Forum and RESULTS Educational Fund, Kampala, April. 
     25 Anonymous (2001), ‘Angolan Civil Society Debates Way Forward,’ World Bank Watch SA? SA Watch WB!, 
December; Bendaña, A. (2002), ‘Byebye Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers, and Hello Good Governance,’ 
Unpublished paper, Managua; Cafod, Oxfam, Christian Aid and Eurodad (2002), ‘A Joint Submission to the 
World Bank and IMF Review of HIPC and Debt Sustainability,’ London, Oxford and Brussels, August; Cheru, F. 
(2001), The Highly Indebted Poor Countries Initiative: a human rights assessment of the Poverty Reduction Strategy 
Papers, Report submitted to the United Nations Economic and Social Council, New York, January; Costello, A., 
F. Watson and D. Woodward (1994), Human Face or Human Facade? Adjustment and the Health of Mothers and 
Children, London, Centre for International Child Health; Gomes, R.P., S.Lakhani and J.Woodman (2002), 
‘Economic Policy Empowerment Programme,’ Brussels, Eurodad; Malawi Economic Justice Network (2001), 
‘Civil Society PRSP Briefing,’ Issue 8, December 21, Lilongwe; McCandless, E. and E.Pajibo (2003), ‘Can 
Participation Advance Poverty Reduction? PRSP Process and Content in Four Countries,’ Afrodad PRSP Series, 
Harare, January; Ong’wen, ‘O (2001), ‘The PRSP in Kenya,’ World Bank Watch SA? SA Watch WB!, December; 
Panos (2002), ‘Reducing Poverty: Is the World Bank’s Strategy Working?,’ London, September; Tanzanian 
Feminist Activism Coalition (2001), ‘Position Paper,’ Dar es Salaam, 6 September; Wilks, A. and F.Lefrançois 
(2002), ‘Blinding with Science or Encouraging Debate?: How World Bank Analysis Determines PRSP Policies,’ 
London, Bretton Woods Project. 
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offer, you must do things our way.” At the global level, this reflects well entrenched 
power relations rather than anything that could be called “participatory.”‘26 
Likewise, a report by a Sussex University academic found a ‘broad consensus 
among our civil society sources in Ghana, Malawi, Mozambique, Tanzania and 
Zambia that their coalitions have been totally unable to influence macro-economic 
policy or even engage governments in dialogue about it.’27 
 
Policy ‘coherence’ 
Ignoring such information, the underlying objective of the FFD leadership was to 
provide more power to the Bank, Fund and WTO. In contrast, the World Health 
Organisation, International Labour Organisation, UN Conference on Trade and 
Development and UN Research Institute for Social Development were too centrist or 
even left leaning to be integrated into Monterrey’s neoliberal framework. The FFD 
report requested nation-states to ‘encourage policy and programme coordination of 
international institutions and coherence at the operational and international levels,’ 
but obviously some institutions were more coherent than others. Coordination 
would come between the Bretton Woods Institutions and WTO first and foremost, 
and was hence a dangerous new mode of introducing cross-conditionality. Although 
opposed by many Third World negotiators at the WTO, such coherence was one of 
the only explicit Monterrey ambitions that Manuel reported back home: ‘ensuring 
that international institutions effectively consider the extent of overlapping 
agendas... [because] conflicting policies serve no one, especially not the poor.’28 
  On the contrary, it should be obvious that the world’s poor would have been 
served if, in reality, there had been conflicting policies between the institutions of the 
embryonic world-state resulting in gridlock. As critics in the main progressive 
agriculture think-tanks explained in May 2003, ‘Over the decades, loan conditions of 
the IMF/World Bank have forced developing countries to lower their trade barriers, 
cut subsidies for their domestic food producers, and eliminate government 
programmes aimed to enhance rural agriculture. However, no such conditions are 
imposed on wealthy industrial countries.’ Instead, the WTO explicitly permits the 
dumping of ‘surplus foods at prices below the cost of production, driving out rural 
production in developing countries and expanding markets for the large 
transnational exporting companies. It also prohibits developing countries from 
introducing new programmes that may help their local agriculture producers. As a 
result the agriculture sectors in developing countries--key for rural poverty 
reduction--have been devastated.’ Similar NGO complaints were made about the 
‘coherence agenda’ on water privatisation, regulation of foreign investors, and 
governance of the multilateral institutions.29 
 
Democratic ‘governance’ 
                     
     26 Afrodad (2001), ‘Civil Society Participation in the Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper Process: A Synthesis 
of Five Studies conducted in Burkina Faso, Mauritania, Mozambique, Tanzania and Uganda,’ Harare, April. 
     27 McGee, R. (2002), ‘Assessing Participation in Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers: A Desk-Based Synthesis 
of Experience in sub-Saharan Africa,’ Sussex, University of Sussex Institute for Development Studies. 
     28 Business Day, 20 March 2002. 
     29 Center of Concern, International Gender and Trade Network and Institute for Agriculture and Trade 
Policy (2003), ‘IMF-World Bank-WTO Close Ranks Around Flawed Economic Policies,’ Washington, Geneva 
and Minneapolis, http://www.coc.org/resources/articles/ display.html?ID’484. See also reports of the 13 May 
2003 meeting between the WTO and Bretton Woods Institution leaders 
(http://www.brettonwoods.project.org). 
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Manuel and his colleague, trade minister Alec Erwin (who was just as influential 
within the WTO), would no doubt reply that the problems in agricultural markets--
especially dumping and Northern subsidies--could indeed be resolved, but only if 
momentum increased to reform the institutions, so that they more democratically 
reflected the needs of Southern countries instead of Northern voting power or 
negotiating clout. Yet the Monterrey Consensus offered only mild-mannered 
suggestions for reforms of global governance, and the Bank and IMF required nearly 
a full year to come forward with a plan for essentially status quo governance. 
 The Monterrey final report merely recognised ‘the need to broaden and 
strengthen the participation of developing countries in international economic 
decision-making and norm-setting... We encourage the following actions [from the 
International Monetary Fund and World Bank: to continue to enhance participation 
of all developing countries and countries with economies in transition in their 
decision-making.’30 
 Manuel, for one, did not appear particularly serious about the issue.31 His 
Monterrey plenary speech as IMF/Bank Development Committee chair included 
only a vague and predictable statement, with no concrete demands or threats to add 
muscle: ‘Reform of international financial governance is critical to ensuring that 
developing countries benefit from globalisation through participation. The 
consensus on enhanced partnership, which would entail clearly defined 
responsibilities for all stakeholders, cannot be met by a reluctance to change the 
status quo regarding international financial governance.’32 
 The charge of ‘global apartheid’ certainly applied to the Bretton Woods 
Institutions, where nearly fifty Sub-Saharan African countries were represented by 
just two directors, while eight rich countries enjoyed a director each and the US 
maintained veto power by holding more than 15% of the votes. (There is no 
transparency as to which board members take what positions on key votes.) The 
leaders of the Bank and IMF are chosen from, respectively, the US and EU, with the 
US treasury secretary holding the power of hiring/firing.33 No doubt people of the 
same ideological orientation from the South (such as Manuel) would get seats on a 
restructured Bretton Woods board of executive directors, but reforms were needed 
merely for the sake of appearance.34 
 Nevertheless, the Financial Times reported that the 2003 Bank/Fund strategy 
emanating from Manuel’s Development Committee offered only ‘narrow 
technocratic changes,’ such as adding merely one additional representative from the 
South to the 24-member board.35 Details emerged in mid-2003 when a leaked World 

                     
     30 United Nations, ‘Report of the International Conference on Financing for Development,’ Final Resolution, 
pa62-63. 
     31 See Bond, Against Global Apartheid, Chapter Seven. 
     32 Manuel, ‘Remarks to the International Conference on Financing for Development.’ 
     33 A reformed IMF International Monetary and Financial Committee opens the door for somewhat greater 
Third World inputs, but that these have not changed power relations is self-evident. 
     34 Weak governance reform proposals can be found in Pincus, J. and J.Winters (Eds) (2002), Re-inventing the 
World Bank, Ithaca, Cornell University Press; United Nations Development Programme (2002), Deepening 
Democracy in a Fragmented World, New York, July; United Nations University World Institute for Development 
Economics Research (2002), Governing Globalisation: Issues and Institutions, Helsinki, October; Varma, S. (2002), 
‘Improving Global Economic Governance,’ Geneva, South Centre, August; Griffith-Jones, S. (2002), ‘Suggestions 
on Reforming the Governance of the World Bank,’ Sussex, University of Sussex Institute of Development 
Studies, http://www.gapresearch.org. 
     35 Financial Times, 13 February 2003. 
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Bank paper proposed options that included raising developing country voting 
power from 39% to 44% and adding one new African executive director. IMF 
governance, Bank/IMF board transparency or Bank/IMF senior management 
selection were all completely neglected from the June 2003 proposals.36 Yet for the 
US, even those milquetoast reforms were too much, and the Bush regime’s executive 
director to the Bank, Carol Brooking, opposed any structural reforms and instead 
suggested merely a new fund for extra research capacity for developing country 
directors.37 
 As a result, the frustration over African impotence in Washington 
occasionally boiled over, and Manuel sometimes publicly criticised the lack of 
democracy at the Bretton Woods Institutions. In mid-2003, for instance, he chaired a 
United Nations Economic Commission for Africa meeting in Addis Ababa, where he 
complained about an IMF proposal to split the continent in half for internal 
organisational purposes. ‘Will it be along colonial lines, or into North and South? 
We don’t know. What we do know is that Europe is not being divided, nor is 
America... We should be stressing repeatedly, nothing about us without us.’38 
 But if Manuel’s efforts are often reduced to polishing global apartheid’s 
financial chains, after several years of high-profile lobbying for governance reform 
and after insider attempts at change from positions of real influence (such as chair of 
the Development Committee at the time), he has come to accept this with a certain 
grace. As he put it at a Dubai press conference when asked why, once again, no 
progress was made on Bretton Woods democratisation, ‘I don’t think that you can 
ripen this tomato by squeezing it.’39 
 Indeed, much more than intra-organisational positioning is at stake. The Bank 
and IMF are central cogs in the wheel of US imperialism. Nothing said at Monterrey 
prevented the Bank, for example, from reinvigorating its push towards state services 
privatisation in the 2004 World Development Report. According to London School of 
Economics professor Robert Wade, 
 
 The US has steered the World Bank--through congressional conditions on the 

replenishment of the International Development Association (IDA), the soft-loan 
facility--to launch its biggest refocusing in a decade, a ‘private sector development’ 
agenda devoted to the same end of accelerating the private (and non-governmental 
organisation) provision of basic services on a commercial basis. The World Bank has 
made no evaluation of its earlier efforts to support private participation in social 
sectors. Its new private sector development thrust, especially in the social sectors, owes 
almost everything to intense US pressure.40 

 
These examples reflected the thoroughly frivolous nature of the Monterrey mandate 
for reform of the Bretton Woods Institutions. As Jubilee South Africa’s Neville 
Gabriel commented, ‘Monterrey bowed to the status quo in international power 
relations by glossing over the need for more representative global governance 
mechanisms.’ Yet, reported Gabriel, ‘Halfway through the conference, German 

                     
     36 World Bank (2003), ‘Issues Note: Enhancing the Voice of Developing and Transition Countries at the 
World Bank,’ Washington, 9 June, http://www.brettonwoodsproject.org/topic/governance/ 
WBgovissuesnote.pdf 
     37 http://www.brettonwoodsproject.org 
     38 The latter phrase is the slogan of Jubilee South. Business Day, 2 June 2003. 
     39 World Bank (2003), ‘Proceedings of Press Conference,’ Dubai, http://www.worldbank.org, 22 September. 
     40 Wade, R. (2003), ‘The Invisible Hand of the American Empire,’ Open Democracy, 13, 3. 



Bankrupt Africa Patrick Bond  
 
 12 

government representatives and IMF and World Bank officials declared a new era in 
global development thinking marked by a shift from the Washington Consensus to a 
new Monterrey Consensus.’ In reality, the underlying power bloc--which Gabriel 
accurately described as ‘a dictatorship of nameless, faceless, and unaccountable 
technocrats obsessed with private market-driven growth that sees the masses of 
impoverished people as incidental to the wealth creation project’--was 
undisturbed.41 
 
Failing to fix global finance 
A final example, perhaps the most crucial, showing how Monterrey amplified the 
self-destructive tendencies of international finance, was the conference recognition 
that ‘Measures that mitigate the impact of excessive volatility of short-term capital 
flows are important and must be considered’--at the same time the final document 
calls for the opposite: ‘liberalising capital flows in an orderly and well sequenced 
process,’ as if there can be such a process.42 
 This is not a new problem. Manuel was also very active in the G20 group of 
leading finance ministers, where since 1998, discussions were held with the alleged 
objectives of strengthening financial systems, advancing transparency and 
accountability, and preventing and managing international financial crises. 
However, it is unclear whether these led to any behavioural changes or institutional 
strengthening aside from a larger bailout function for the US Treasury and Bretton 
Woods Institutions. The underlying premise of the G20 reports was, after all, that 
the East Asian crisis was one of inaccurate market signalling due to poor 
information and crony capitalism.43 Manuel also played a role in the Financial 
Stability Forum, founded in 1999 and located at the Bank for International 
Settlements in Basle, which exchanges information and promotes central bank 
cooperation.44 
 In many such venues, Manuel himself continually pushes for more rapid--
and by implication, inevitably disorderly and poorly sequenced--financial 
liberalisation at home, e.g., via a ‘NEPAD Financial Market Integration Task Force’ 
so as ‘to fast-track financial market integration through the establishment of an 
internationally competitive legislative and regulatory framework,’ as he promised 
the Commonwealth Business Council in mid-2002.45 
 Whose agenda was this, really? Financial liberalisation, according to Wade, 
remains a crucial tool of US imperialism: ‘This is the paradox of economic 
globalisation--it looks like Apowerless@ expansion of markets but it works to 
enhance the ability of the United States to harness the rest of the world to its own 
economic rhythms and structure, to fortify its empire-like power status.’46 
 To illustrate, the Asian crisis stalled the persistent armtwisting efforts of US 
treasury secretary Larry Summers to force through an amendment to the IMF articles 
                     
     41 Gabriel, N. (2002), ‘Monterrey: Spinning the Washington Consensus All the Way to Johannesburg,’ 
Pretoria, Southern African Catholic Bishops’ Conference, p.2. 
     42 United Nations, ‘Report of the International Conference on Financing for Development,’ Final Resolution. 
     43 See, e.g., three G22 reports: (1998) Report of the Working Group on Transparency and Accountability, Report of the 
Working Group on Strengthening Financial Systems , and Report of the Working Group on International Financial Crises, 
Washington, www.imf.org/external/np/g22/index.htm.  
     44 See, e.g., Financial Stability Forum (2001) International Standards and Codes to Strengthen Financial Systems , 
Basle, www.fsforum.org/Standards/Reiscfs.html. 
     45 Manuel, ‘Mobilizing International Investment Flows.’ 
     46 Wade, ‘The Invisible Hand of the American Empire.’ 
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of agreement which would end all exchange controls everywhere. Nevertheless, 
when Ethiopian prime minister Meles Zenawi resisted in 1997, according to both 
Wade (then inside the Bank) and Joseph Stiglitz, the IMF cut off the cheaper loans it 
had earlier made available, and cross-conditionality also made Ethiopia ineligible 
for other low-interest loans and grants from the World Bank, the European 
Community, and aid from bilaterals.47 Stiglitz waged war within the Bank and 
Clinton regime, finally winning concessions, but he learned a lesson: ‘There was 
clear evidence the IMF was wrong about financial market liberalisation and 
Ethiopia’s macroeconomic position, but the IMF had to have its way.’48 
 It was not just Ethiopia that would witness the renewed attack on exchange 
controls. In the immediate wake of the Asian crisis, in 1999, then IMF managing 
director Camdessus openly argued, ‘I believe it is now time for momentum to be 
re-established... Full liberalisation of capital movement should be promoted in a 
prudent and well-sequenced fashion.’49 Such an obvious case of crisis-amnesia in the 
context of global financial apartheid should have been grounds for radical 
governance reforms. And yet, even following Manuel’s momentary June 2003 
outburst against ongoing IMF control of Africa, Zenawi was poignantly left to 
implore, ‘While we will not be at the high table of the IMF, we should be at least in 
the room where decisions are made.’50 
 Were Manuel and Zenawi genuinely reduced to serving as the international 
equivalents of South Africa’s apartheid-era bantustan leaders? Was their function 
merely begging the new global version of the hated apartheid state for a few crumbs 
and a bit more dignity, while promising to obey the rules of the game and even 
endorsing the language of financial liberalisation--so very damaging to their 
constituents--as their own homegrown policy? 
 It seemed so, for shortly after Monterrey, Manuel testified to a South African 
investigation into the crash of the local currency that, ‘The Government has chosen to 
follow a flexible exchange rate to act as a shock absorber against global 
developments’51--an obvious non sequitor, given that the March 1995 lifting of the 
financial rand exchange control made South Africa much more vulnerable to hot 
money inflows and outflows.52  
 Instead of learning some logical lessons--especially the need for exchange 
controls--Manuel parroted the Washington Consensus in his dangerous promise to 
Commonwealth business tycoons that he would ‘fast-track financial market 
integration.’53 Yet at the same time, ironically, he effectively confessed that 
Monterrey was actually a failure (though he didn’t use the word), because of ‘our 
collective unwillingness to recognise financial disequilibria... This speculation 
reaches such proportions that its bursting wreaks havoc on markets and economies 
across the globe. We do not have the multilateral financial architecture to address 
them--and that means that high levels of risk aversion and investor uncertainty will 

                     
     47 Wade, R. (2001), ‘Capital and Revenge: The IMF and Ethiopia,’ Challenge, September/October.  
     48 Stiglitz, J. (2002), Globalization and its Discontents, London, Penguin, p.35.  
     49 Cited in Wade, ‘The Invisible Hand of the American Empire.’ 
     50 Business Day, 2 June 2003. 
     51 Myburgh Commission (2002), Commission of Inquiry into the Rapid Depreciation of the Exchange Rate of the Rand 
and Related Matters, Pretoria, 30 June, Evidence of Manuel, National Treasury Bundle (1) 83-84. 
     52 Bond, Against Global Apartheid, Afterword. 
     53 Manuel, ‘Mobilizing International Investment Flows.’ 
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remain features of the global environment for some time to come.’54 The reform 
agenda, in other words, was dead. 
 
The damage of free finance 
The durable ‘collective unwillingness’ of the defenders of global financial apartheid 
also withstood a serious blow from a surprising source a few months later. In March 
2003, leading IMF researchers--including chief economist Kenneth Rogoff, whose 
juvenile mid-2002 attack on Stiglitz was posted on the IMF website--finally came 
around to recognising the damage that financial liberalisation had done over the 
years. Rogoff and his colleagues (Eswar Prasad, Shang-Jin Wei and M. Ayhan Kose) 
admitted ‘sobering’ conclusions: 
 
 A systematic examination of the evidence suggests that it is difficult to establish a 

robust causal relationship between the degree of financial integration and output 
growth performance... There is little evidence that financial integration has helped 
developing countries to better stabilise fluctuations... While there is no proof in the data 
that financial globalisation has benefitted growth, there is evidence that some countries 
may have experienced greater consumption volatility as a result... Recent crises in some 
more financially integrated countries suggest that financial integration may in fact 
have increased volatility.55 

 
In other words, a liberalised financial system--which Pretoria endorsed by removing 
the financial Rand in 1995 and permitting the offshore listing of the largest firms in 
1998-2000--does not necessarily bring the benefits that Manuel and Reserve Bank 
governor Mboweni were anticipating, and can indeed cause the destructive financial 
turbulence--including massive interest rate increases and job-shedding--of the sort 
South Africans witnessed in 1996, 1998 and 2000-01. 
 A few examples from the IMF paper are striking. With a negative 13.7% per 
capita growth from 1980-2000, according to the IMF, South Africa had one of the 
world’s slowest growing economies--and also made the list of the more financially 
integrated countries. In contrast, China--with a 392% increase in per capita growth 
over the same period--was, the IMF researchers claimed, only ‘partially integrated.’56 
Much closer to home, the IMF researchers conceded, ‘Mauritius (146% per capita 
growth) and Botswana (135% per capita growth) have managed to achieve very 
strong growth rates during the period, although they are relatively closed to 
financial flows.’57 
 Recognising the fallacy of relying upon financial globalisation for growth was 
one thing, but fixing the problem of subsequent crises was another entirely. This 
was evident in the mid-2003 demise of a (relatively pro-bank) debt arbitration 
mechanism proposed by a Bush regime appointee as deputy director of the IMF, 
Anne Krueger, who was formerly a World Bank chief economist. As The Guardian’s 
Larry Elliott explained, 
 

                     
     54 Manuel, ‘Mobilizing International Investment Flows.’ 
     55 Prasad, E., K.Rogoff, S.J.Wei and M.Ayhan Kose (2003), ‘Effects of Financial Globalization on Developing 
Countries: Some Empirical Evidence,’ Washington, International Monetary Fund, March 17, pp.6-7,37. 
     56 China’s currency is not convertible and tight controls exist on financial flows, even if it is relatively open 
to foreign direct investment. I would have put China in the relatively closed category, in relation to 
international financial markets. 
     57 Prasad et al, ‘Effects of Financial Globalization on Developing Countries,’ pp.27-28. 
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 Gordon Brown and his fellow finance ministers told the IMF to draw up a plan that 
would give bankruptcy protection to countries. The idea was to give states the same 
rights as companies if they went belly-up, avoiding the expensive bail-outs that have 
accompanied the big financial crises of the past decade. The IMF was given six months 
to come up with a blueprint, but when it reported back last month the idea was dead in 
the water. Billions of dollars from the bail-outs ended up in the coffers of the big finance 
houses of New York and George Bush was told not to meddle with welfare for Wall 
Street. The message was understood: the US used its voting power at the IMF to strangle 
the bankruptcy code at birth.58 

 
Realistic as Manuel’s retrospective defeatism was in the context of such power 
relations, it is nevertheless fair to ask whether despondency about global financial 
apartheid also reflected the South African’s decision not to cause any kind of fuss at 
Monterrey--not to publicly lobby for meaningful, systemic change? Did Manuel’s 
softly-softly approach divulge, in the words of a mid-2003 Business Day report, that 
he had been considering other ‘international posts--perhaps at the World Bank or 
IMF,’ allegedly, ‘for ages. The rationale is that he... is seeking new challenges. A few 
other reasons have been put forward, but a desire by the well-respected finance 
minister to move on to the global stage seems most plausible.’59 
 Of course it is certainly not necessary to endorse a conspiracy theory to 
explain Manuel’s spinelessness in defending South Africa’s Rand and hard currency 
reserves (much less Africa’s finances), or in fighting for a fair international financial 
system. His patriotism is not an issue; his ideology of financial liberalisation is, 
however. As for Manuel’s inertia in Monterrey, Washington and Pretoria, it is 
sufficient to merely note the coziness of a system in which, as Stiglitz explained in 
relation to former IMF acting managing director Stanley Fischer (subsequently 
vicechair of the world’s largest bank, Citibank), ‘These individuals naturally see the 
world through the eyes of the financial community.’60 
 Regardless of the reasons, Manuel was apparently quite committed to 
lubricating global financial apartheid where it mattered: whether increasing South 
Africa’s vulnerability to repeated currency volatility or in international conferences 
that secured the world elite’s ‘collective unwillingness to recognise financial 
disequilibria,’ as he himself admitted. One of the most telling sites in which the 
South African government allied with international banks and corporations against 
its own people was in New York in mid-2003, when Mbeki and justice minister 
Penuell Maduna appealed for apartheid reparations lawsuits to be thrown out of 
court. 
 
Reparations rupture 
The call for reparations harked back to the campaign for financial sanctions against 
apartheid-era South Africa, spearheaded by the ANC but promoted strongly in the 

                     
     58 Guardian , 21 May 2003. 
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US during the mid-1960s by Martin Luther King and early 1980s by Ralph Nader. In 
1966, the United Nations General Assembly passed a resolution against loans 
destined for the minority rulers of South Africa. The World Bank replied that ‘the 
Bank’s articles provide that the Bank and its officers shall not interfere in the 
political affairs of any member and that they shall not be influenced in their 
decisions by the political character of the member or members concerned.’61 The 
following apolitical activity was observed during apartheid: 
 
-- the Bank’s US$100 million in loans to the parastatal electricity company Eskom from 1951-

67 that gave only white people electric power, but for which all South 
Africans paid the bill, as well as US$100 million more for railways; 

-- IMF apartheid-supporting loans of more than $2 billion between the Soweto uprising in 
1976 and 1983, when the US Congress finally prohibited lending to Pretoria; 

-- a Bank loan for Lesotho dams which were widely acknowledged to ‘sanctions-bust’ apartheid 
South Africa in 1986, via a secret London trust fund; and 

-- IMF advice to Pretoria in 1991 to impose the regressive Value Added Tax, in opposition to 
which 3.5 million people went on a two-day stayaway.62 

 
It was only with interventions by Nader and the anti-apartheid movement that the 
US Congress prohibited the IMF and Bank from further lending in 1983. Reparations 
from apartheid’s financiers were surely in order. Activists from Jubilee South Africa 
and other church and apartheid-victims groups were frustrated by the failure of the 
September 2001 World Conference Against Racism--the single most appropriate 
international forum--to advance their agenda. The conference was so tightly 
controlled by Mbeki that a reparations endorsement was not permitted in the final 
resolution. The activists turned to the US and Swiss courts, following the model set 
against Swiss and German bankers and corporations which violated human (and 
property) rights during the Nazi era. Civil cases for billions of dollars in damages 
were filed on behalf of apartheid victims against large multinational corporations 
which profited from South African investments and loans. The fear engendered was 
so great that the Bush regime and corporate lobbies pleaded with US courts, initially 
unsuccessfully, to nullify an interpretation of the Alien Tort Claims Act that made 
the apartheid-reparations suits possible.63 
 Mbeki had first responded to the reparations campaign with ‘neither support 
nor condemnation.’ However, in April 2003, in the wake of the Truth and 
Reconciliation Commission’s final report, recommending a reparations payment by 
businesses which benefitted from apartheid, Mbeki changed tack. It was suddenly 
‘completely unacceptable that matters that are central to the future of our country 
should be adjudicated in foreign courts which bear no responsibility for the well-
being of our country and the observance of the perspective contained in our 
constitution of the promotion of national reconciliation.’ The president expressed 
‘the desire to involve all South Africans, including corporate citizens, in a 
cooperative and voluntary partnership’--not reflecting on the numerous attempts by 
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the Jubilee SA, the Apartheid Reparations Task Force and Cape Town’s Anglican 
archbishop Njongonkulu Ndungane for several years prior to filing the lawsuits.64 
 In July 2003, Mbeki and Maduna then explicitly defended international 
lenders and corporations against two major reparations proceedings in the US 
courts, arguing in a nine-page brief that by ‘permitting the litigation’, the New York 
judge would discourage ‘much-needed foreign investment and delay the 
achievement of the government’s goals. Indeed, the litigation could have a 
destabilising effect on the South African economy as investment is not only a driver 
of growth, but also of unemployment.’65 As a friend of the court on behalf of the 
claimants, Joseph Stiglitz replied that Mbeki and Maduna’s concern had ‘no basis’ 
because, ‘Those who helped support that system, and who contributed to human 
rights abuses, should be held accountable. Holding them accountable would 
contribute to confidence in the market system, creating a more favourable business 
climate. If anything, it would thereby contribute to South Africa’s growth and 
development.’66 
 Ironically, the key issue of sovereignty was unveiled as a hoax by Maduna 
himself. His letter to the New York court objecting to the reparations lawsuits 
formally requested that corporations and banks be let off the hook ‘in deference to 
the sovereign rights of foreign countries to legislate, adjudicate and otherwise 
resolve domestic issues without outside interference.’ But in August 2003, at the 
opening plenary of a Jubilee South Africa Reparations Conference, the truth was 
revealed when Maduna described the process. According to Berend Schuitema from 
Jubilee SA’s  Eastern Cape affiliate:  
 
 The reason why he [Maduna] had made the objection was that he was asked for an 

opinion on the lawsuit by Colin Powell. He thus gave Powell his written response. 
Whereupon Powell then said that he should lodge this same submission to the Judge of 
the New York Court. Howls from the floor. Jubilee South Africa chairperson M.P. 
Giyose pointed out the bankruptcy of the sovereignty argument.67 

 
Conclusion: The African appeal to defund the World Bank 
It is because of such experiences that Jubilee SA and allied groups such as the Africa 
Social Forum have become as radical as any activists across the world on strategies 
to address international financial relationships.68 Not only do they repeatedly try to 
kick the Bank and IMF out of their countries, they are also intent on abolition of the 
Bretton Woods Institutions. This puts them at odds, repeatedly, with Mbeki, Manuel 
and others in Pretoria. As ANC policy head Michael Sachs put it in a 2001 interview, 
‘Well, we don’t oppose the WTO. We’d never join a call to abolish it, or to abolish 
the World Bank or the IMF.’69 Instead of ‘breaking the chains’ of global apartheid, 
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Pretoria often appears intent on polishing them. Thus, at a speech shortly after he 
chaired the IMF/Bank annual meeting in Prague (which he had to close a day early 
due to protests), Manuel showed his incapacity to answer a simple question: 
 
 It might be very fashionable amongst protesters in the richer countries to demand that 

they be closed down, but the reality of the world we live in is that, at most, four 
countries in the whole continent of Africa have access to private capital markets, even 
though many African governments have reduced their deficits and increased their 
growth rates. Where, if the world closes its doors on Africa, are the poor countries to get 
the capital necessary to launch sustainable development?70 

 
The simple answer remains: from local resources, which entails two strategies 
Manuel is loath to contemplate. First, lock down local capital instead of letting it run 
footloose and fancy-free across the world. Repudiation of debt and application of 
capital controls apply as much to the Mozambiques and Zimbabwes of the world as 
they do to a Malaysia or South Africa. Although neoliberalism has decapacitated 
many states, it is not difficult to imagine a refusal to pay illegitimate creditors, or the 
establishment of a rigorous exchange control regime in low-income African 
countries, if the will was there--although to be sure, gaining such will would no 
doubt require something resembling a revolution. Second, use the diverse powers 
of a proactive central bank and finance ministry to ensure more rapid circulation of 
domestic funds. The means to do so are widely known and don’t require repetition 
here.71 
 The fashionable protesters are the same ones who supported Manuel when 
he fought racial apartheid, and they have won the respect of, at least, somewhat 
more serious reformers. ‘Until the protesters came along there was little hope for 
change and no outlets for complaint,’ Stiglitz wrote in his popular analysis of 
globalisation. ‘It is the trade unionists, students, environmentalists, ordinary 
citizens, marching in the streets in Prague, Seattle, Washington and Genoa who have 
put the need for reform on the agenda of the developed world.’ Nor, Stiglitz 
continues, is the radical agenda as trivial as Manuel alleges: ‘It used to be that 
subjects such as structural adjustment loans and banana quotas were of interest to 
only a few. Now sixteen-year-old kids from the suburbs have strong opinions on 
such esoteric treaties at GATT and NAFTA. These protests have provoked an 
enormous amount of soul-searching from those in power.’72 
 To be sure, reformers such as Oxfam still hold out hope for the strategies that 
Manuel also claims to support: greater democracy within the Bretton Woods 
Institutions, more participation by affected people, a shift towards a Post-
Washington Consensus approach, gender equity and a stronger environmental 
consciousness. But as we have seen above, there have been virtually no successes on 
the reform front, and considerable backsliding. 
 As a result of such experiences, it has become clear that weakening the 
Bretton Woods component of global apartheid is an extremely important strategy 
for African anti-capitalist movements. This insight generated at least one potentially 
                     
     70 Manuel, T. (2000), ‘Address to the Seminar on South Africa’s Relations and Creation of National Wealth 
and Social Welfare,’ Rand Afrikaans University Centre for European Study in Africa, Johannesburg, 20 October. 
     71 See Bond, Against Global Apartheid, Chapter Twelve. The concrete implications for a country like 
Zimbabwe--in many ways the most difficult case of all for the ‘anti-globalisation’ position (as The Economist, 20 
November 2002, points out)--are addressed in Bond and Manyanya, Zimbabwe’s Plunge, pp.162-193. 
     72 Stiglitz, Globalization and its Discontents, pp.3-4. 
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devastating tactic: the World Bank Bonds Boycott.73 US groups like Center for 
Economic Justice and Global Exchange worked with Jubilee South Africa and 
Brazil’s Movement of the Landless, amongst others, to ask of their Northern 
comrades: is it ethical for socially-conscious people to invest in the World Bank by 
buying its bonds (responsible for 80% of the institution’s resources), hence drawing 
out dividends which represent the fruits of enormous suffering? Institutions which 
either sold World Bank bonds under pressure or committed never to buy them 
again in future include the world’s largest pension fund (TIAA-CREF); major 
religious orders (the Conference of Major Superiors of Men, Pax Christi USA, the 
Unitarian Universalist General Assembly, and dozens of others); the most important 
social responsibility funds (Calvert Group, Global Greengrants Fund, Ben and 
Jerry’s Foundation, and Trillium Assets Management); the University of New 
Mexico endowment fund; US cities (including San Francisco, Milwaukee, Boulder 
and Cambridge); and major trade union pension/investment funds (e.g., Teamsters, 
Postal Workers, Service Employees Int’l, American Federation of Government 
Employees, Longshoremen, Communication Workers of America, United Electrical 
Workers). 
 In the short term, the boycott campaign sends a clear signal to the Bank: End 
anti-social, environmentally-destructive activities, and cancel the debt! When 
enough investors endorse the campaign, the Bank will suffer a declining bond 
rating, making it also fiduciarily irresponsible to invest--a real threat. In turn, some 
of the organisers hope, this lays the basis for a ‘run on the Bank’, to defund the 
institution entirely, initially through a collapsed bond market and then through 
taxpayer revolt. The anti-capitalist movement in Africa understands best of all that 
the World Bank and IMF may have changed their rhetorics but not their structural 
adjustment programmes or the core strategy, commodification. It is in their struggles 
for decommodification--in South Africa, for free water, electricity, housing, land, anti-
retroviral medicines and health services, education, basic income grant support and 
other social services--that activists are confronting the very logic of neoliberalism, as 
well as the financial institutions whose interests underlie the commodification 
process. 
 This grassroots sensibility should be the basis for a different strategy than is 
typically generated in the London, Geneva or Washington boardrooms of NGOs, 
environmental groups, churches, trade union federations and environmentalists 
who often claim to be in solidarity with Africans. The strategies adopted by 
mainstream NGO campaigners like European chapters of Jubilee, rockstar Bono’s 
NGO ‘DATA’, and Oxfam (‘Make Trade Fair’) are particularly short-sighted, as they 
aim for elite alliances based on an uncritical reading of market processes and 
geopolitics.74 Moreover, the reformers have very little to show for the investment of 
substantial resources, not to mention their self-conscious marginalisation of radical 
social forces. Likewise, the international trade union movement’s ‘social clause’ 
strategy--i.e., reforming the World Trade Organisation (WTO) and hemispheric 
trade pacts so as to block exports from countries that violate ILO labour standards--
is, to be sure, gaining some support in African unions, but not out of organic 
campaigning, instead from paternalistic relationships that stress corporatist values. 
Allegedly ‘participatory’ gambits like HIPC and PRSPs, often enforced upon African 
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‘partners’ by British NGOs like Oxfam, are especially obnoxious and ineffectual, as 
shown above. 
 Instead of gratitude expressed to African elites because they block WTO 
consensus at Seattle or Cancun (in the case of Ugandan and Kenyan trade officials), 
or because they publicly complain about debt (Mozambique’s president), or 
because they have come up with their ‘own’ strategy in the form of NEPAD (South 
African and Nigerian leaders), it is crucial at this stage of global anti-capitalist 
mobilisation to intensify the delegitimisation of neoliberalism. That option has 
emerged in the form of social movements which more decisively reject not merely 
neoliberalism, but its application through the African elites, and especially the elites’ 
ongoing alliances with imperialism. The specific ways in which this has occurred in 
terms of debt and finance have been described above, but could just as easily have 
targeted related struggles against NEPAD, free-trade deals, water and electricity 
privatisation, major World Bank dam projects, foreign investor looting of conflict 
zones and structural adjustment more generally. All are sites of intense social 
struggle in many African countries. Prior to the point at which socialist 
transformation can be promoted with a genuine social base in Africa, the immediate 
task remains for yet more powerful tools of resistance--such as the World Bank 
Bonds Boycott--to be applied against neoliberalism by Africans, alongside those 
who would provide meaningful solidarity. 
 


