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1. Introduction: Stagnant, uneven capitalist development
The terms of reference for this panel – whether capitalism is ‘dynamic’ or ‘doomed’ - are polarising, in a manner likely to generate more controversy than careful analysis. My own sense is that neither description is appropriate, and that instead we should focus on the destructive and degrading character of a particularly volatile – and unevenly fragile – neoliberal capitalism. The left coalitions that are today most effectively contesting capitalism are already identifying ‘decommodification’ of life/nature and ‘deglobalisation’ of capital as central strategies within their struggles, and are linking these across borders so as to explicitly reverse the destructive and decaying aspects of the economic system, especially regarding its social, political, military and environmental manifestations. Neither ‘dynamic’ nor ‘doomed’ discourses about capitalism make these organic struggles any more effective.

Post-Keynesian economist David Felix has succinctly addressed the overall economic policy problem, namely the US and global ruling elites’ adoption – since the early 1980s - of a specific style of capitalism known as

…neoliberalism, with financial market liberalisation and heavy reliance on freely mobile international capital as its leading components. However, their adoption by the industrialised countries has been associated with exchange rate misalignments, excessive debt leveraging, asset price bubbles, slower and more unstable output and employment growth, and increased income concentration; and additionally in the developing countries by more frequent financial crises, exacerbated by over-indebtedness that forces many of them to adopt pro-cyclical macroeconomic policies that deepen their output and employment losses.

Marxist political economists, in contrast, continue debating. Judging by the last two Socialist Register volumes, for example, divergent views continue over the nature of finance within the context of a slower-growing contemporary capitalism and more aggressive geopolitical and military imperialism. Harking back to an earlier debate between Rudolf Hilferding and Heinrich Grossmann,
 some stress the power and coherence of finance within a restructuring, hegemonic capitalist economy; some the vulnerability and system-threatening contradictions associated with durable capitalist crisis and especially financial system fragility. 


In the first category, Leo Panitch and Sam Gindin insist, ‘Clinging to the notion of that the crisis of the 1970s remains with us today flies in the face of the changes that have occurred since the early 1980s.’ Panitch and Gindin remind us, correctly, that the ‘opposition to [capitalism] is unable after three decades to mount any effective challenge,’ and hence their message is to redouble efforts to challenge ‘neoliberal and imperial legitimacy,’ rather than to expect or hope for ‘any sudden collapse.’
 In the same spirit, Chris Rude provides a convincing statement of the way incidents like the 1997-98 Asian and Long Term Capital Management (LTCM) liquidity crises actually strengthened the system: ‘Financial instability and the economic hardship that it creates play an essential role in reproducing capitalist and imperial social relations. The financial instability is functional. It disciplines world capitalism.’
 There is probably no more striking evidence of this than the ‘Volcker shock’ rise in the US interest rate in 1979, imposed by Federal Reserve chair Paul Volcker to halt inflation and in the process discipline labour [fig. 1], subsequently drawing the Third World inexorably into debt crisis, austerity, decline and conflict [fig. 2].

What, however, is the source, not only of recent economic volatility, but of the long slowdown in capitalist growth? The world’s per capita annual GDP increase fell from 3.6% during the 1960s, to 2.1% during the 1970s, to 1.3% during the 1980s to 1.1% during the 1990s and 1% during the 2000s [fig. 3]. (Moreover, GDP measures are notorious overestimates, especially since environmental degradation became more extreme from the mid-1970s, the point at which a typical ‘genuine progress indicator’ went into deficit [fig. 4].) We must also acknowledge the extremely uneven character of accumulation across the world, with some sites suffering declining per capita GDP [fig. 5].


In contrast to Panitch, Gindin and Rude, there have been several powerful statements about the ‘crisis’ faced by global – and especially US - capital in restructuring production systems, social relations and geopolitics for the long haul of accumulation under the thumb of Washington’s empire.
 It would be tempting to draw upon sources like Volcker himself, who in 2004 publicly warned of a ‘75% chance of a financial crisis hitting the US in the next five years, if it does not change its policies.’ As he told the Financial Times, ’I think the problem now is that there isn't a sense of crisis. Sure, you can talk about the budget deficit in America if you think it is a problem - and I think it is a big problem - but there is no sense of crisis, so no one wants to listen.’


From the standpoint of Marxian political economy, similar sentiments are regularly aired, based not only upon distorted US financial and trade accounts, but also underlying features of production, ecological destruction and social degradation. Yet amongst crisis theorists, disputes remain over the relative importance of class struggle (especially emanating from late 1960s Europe), international political conflict, energy and other resource constraints (especially oil shortages), and the tendency to ‘overaccumulation’ (production of excess goods, beyond the capacity of the market to absorb). For David Harvey, also writing in the Socialist Register, ‘Global capitalism has experienced a chronic and enduring problem of overaccumulation since the 1970s.’
 Robert Brenner finds evidence of this problem insofar as ‘costs grow as fast or faster in non-manufacturing than in manufacturing, but the rate of profit falls in the latter rather than the former, because the price increase is much slower in manufacturing than non-manufacturing. In other words, due to international overcapacity, manufacturers cannot raise prices sufficiently to cover costs.’


Whether this is a sufficient basis of proof has been disputed, for example by Giovanni Arrighi who observes ‘a comparatively low, and declining, level of over-capacity’, drawing upon official statistics.
 Such data are not terribly useful for measuring overaccumulation, however, because year-on-year capacity measurement does not take into account either the manner in which firms add or subtract capacity (e.g. temporarily mothballing factories and equipment) or the ways that overaccumulation problems are shifted/stalled into other sectors of the economy.
 In different ways, other political economists (Simon Clarke, Harvey, Ernest Mandel, Harry Shutt, Robert Biel) argued that the 1970s-90s global capitalist slow-down can best be traced to overaccumulation.
 

Related debates unfold over what I take to be largely a symptom of capitalist crisis: declines in the corporate rate of profit. At first glance, the after-tax US corporate profit rate appeared to recover from 1984, nearly reaching 1960s-70s highs (although it must be said that tax rates were much lower in the recent period) [fig. 6]. On other hand, interest payments remained at record high levels throughout the 1980s-90s [fig. 7]. By subtracting real (inflation-adjusted) interest expenses we have a better sense of net revenue available to the firm for future investment and accumulation, which remained far lower than earlier periods. Furthermore, we can trace, with the help of Gérard Duménil and Dominique Lévy, the ways that US corporations responded to declining manufacturing-sector accumulation. Manufacturing revenues were responsible for roughly half of total (before-tax) corporate profits during the quarter-century post-war ‘Golden Age’, but fell to below 20% by the early 2000s.
 In contrast, profits were soon much stronger in the financial sector (rising from the 10-20% range during the 1950s-60s, to above 30% by 2000) and in corporations’ global operations (rising from 4-8% to above 20% by 2000) [fig. 8]. We also know that since the Volcker shock changed the interest/profit calculus, there have been far more revenues accruing to capital based in finance than in the non-financial sector [fig. 9], to the extent that financiers doubled their asset base in relation to non-financial peers during the 1980s-90s [fig. 10]. Moreover, as Gerald Epstein and Dorothy Power show, rentier income doubled as a share of GDP from around 15% during the 1960s to above 30% for most of the 1980s-90s [fig. 11].


More generally, the primary problem for those wanting to measure and document the dynamics of capitalist accumulation, has been the mix of extreme asset-price volatility and ‘crisis displacement’ that together make the tracking of valorisation and devalorisation terribly difficult. The volatility associated with ongoing financial processes and minimalist intrastate regulation is covered later, but Harvey’s analyses of spatio-temporal ‘fixes’ (not resolutions),
 and of systems of ‘accumulation by dispossession’, are also appealing as theoretical tools. They help explain why ‘capitalist crisis’ doesn’t automatically generate the sorts of payments-system breakdowns and mass core-capitalist unemployment problems witnessed on the main previous conjuncture of overaccumulation, the Great Depression.
 
2. Degradation through accumulation by dispossession 
To be sure, the destruction associated with capitalist crisis tendencies – about which more information is offered in the next section - is accompanied by degradation associated with spatio-temporal fixes and accumulation by dispossession. Investigating these problems, perhaps the most important intellectual challenges are, as Rosa Luxemburg put it in her book The Accumulation of Capital, 
how the right of ownership changes in the course of accumulation into appropriation of other people’s property, how commodity exchange turns into exploitation and equality becomes class rule. The other aspect of the accumulation of capital concerns the relations between capitalism and the non-capitalist modes of production which start making their appearance on the international stage. Its predominant methods are colonial policy, an international loan system - a policy of spheres of interest - and war. Force, fraud, oppression, looting are openly displayed without any attempt at concealment, and it requires an effort to discover within this tangle of political violence and contests of power the stern laws of the economic process.

Are these early 20th century problems still ‘predominant’ in the early 21st  century? For Luxemburg, a principle concern was ‘the deep and fundamental antagonism between the capacity to consume and the capacity to produce in a capitalist society, a conflict resulting from the very accumulation of capital which periodically bursts out in crises and spurs capital on to a continual extension of the market.’
 Simply put, ‘Capital cannot accumulate without the aid of non-capitalist organisations, nor … can it tolerate their continued existence side by side with itself. Only the continuous and progressive disintegration of non-capitalist organisations makes accumulation of capital possible.’ The crisis tendencies in turn generate a renewed reliance upon ‘primitive accumulation’ which remains one of capitalism’s persistent and permanent tactics.
 


Following from these insights Harvey has shown that an extreme form of accumulation by dispossession characterises market penetration of non-capitalist spheres of life and nature. According to Harvey, the concept 

reveals a wide range of processes. These include the commodification and privatisation of land and the forceful expulsion of peasant populations; conversion of various forms of property rights (common, collective, state, etc.) into exclusive private property rights; suppression of rights to the commons; commodification of labour power and the suppression of alternative (indigenous) forms of production and consumption; colonial, neocolonial and imperial processes of appropriation of assets (including natural resources); monetisation of exchange and taxation (particularly of land); slave trade; and usury, the national debt and ultimately the credit system as radical means of primitive accumulation.

That these systems of dispossession today more explicitly integrate the sphere of reproduction – where much primitive accumulation occurs through unequal gender power relations – reflects a ‘reprivatisation’ of life, as Isabella Bakker and Stephen Gill put it.
 To illustrate the degradation faced by Africans, the denial of access to food, medicines, energy and even water is the most extreme result; people who are surplus to capitalism’s labour requirements find that they must fend for themselves or die. The scrapping of safety nets in structural adjustment programmes worsens the vulnerability of women, children, the elderly and disabled people. They are expected to survive with less social subsidy and greater pressure on the fabric of the family during economic crisis, which makes women more vulnerable to sexual pressures and, therefore, HIV/AIDS.
 Even in wealthy South Africa an early death for millions was the outcome of state and employer AIDS policy, with cost-benefit analyses demonstrating conclusively that keeping most of the country’s 6.5 million HIV-positive people alive through patented medicines cost more than these people were ‘worth’.
 


The imposition of neoliberal policies in this spirit has amplified combined and uneven development in Africa and across the world. In macroeconomic terms, the ‘Washington Consensus’ entails trade and financial liberalisation, currency devaluation, lower corporate taxation, export-oriented industrial policy, austere fiscal policy aimed especially at cutting social spending, and monetarism in central banking (with high real interest rates). In microdevelopmental terms, neoliberalism implies not only three standard microeconomic strategies - deregulation of business, flexibilised labour markets and privatisation (or corporatisation and commercialisation) of state-owned enterprises - but also the elimination of subsidies, the promotion of cost-recovery and user fees, the disconnection of basic state services to those who do not pay, means-testing for social programmes, and reliance upon market signals as the basis for local development strategies. As Gill has shown, enforcement is crucial, through both a ‘disciplinary neoliberalism’ entailing constant surveillance, and a ‘new constitutionalism’ that locks in these policies over time.
 Of course, in terms of empirical data, these are notoriously difficult areas of political economy and political ecology to measure and to correlate with accumulation, but the connections should be obvious. 


One additional feature of capitalist degradation must be flagged, namely the extent to which the ecological basis of life is becoming ‘vulnerable’. For James O’Connor, the standard responses to capitalism’s ‘primary contradiction’ (crisis tendencies especially in the form of falling profits) have severe environmental implications, associated with a ‘second contradiction’: ‘when individual capitals attempt to defend or restore profits by cutting or externalizing costs, the unintended effect is to reduce the “productivity” of the conditions of production and hence to raise average costs’.
 This problem emerges in part because when accumulation by dispossession as a capitalist strategy is applied to natural resources, ironically as an alleged ‘market solution’ to ‘market problems’ (such as pollution and global warming externalities), new crises invariably ensue. Elmar Altvater finds these strategies of ecological commodification ‘highly doubtful because of the “limits to growth”, the exhaustion of resources and sinks and because of military conflicts on resources (“new wars on resources”) in Africa and Latin America and in the middle East. Several wars have been waged on the domination over oil-territories and influences on the oil-price.’
 Water wars are said to be emerging as the 21st version equivalent of petro-related conflicts of the 20th century.

How serious have these socio-political-ecological problems become? For John Bellamy Foster, ‘the destruction of the planet in the sense of making it unusable for human purposes has grown to such an extent that it now threatens the continuation of much of nature, as well as the survival and development of society itself’. Harvey’s rebuttal in a 1998 Monthly Review debate highlighted the importance of strategic analysis for the movements, a topic raised again at the end of this paper:
Looking for signs of catastrophe (always popular with the media) may also divert our attention from some of the longer-term more gradual changes that ought also to command our attention. Besides, I am by no means as sanguine as many that a rhetoric of crisis and imminent catastrophe will sharpen our minds in the direction of class politics or even cooperative, collective, and democratic responses as opposed to a ‘lifeboat ethic’ in which the powerful pitch the rest overboard… We are profoundly affected by all manner of events (some self-induced) within the world we inhabit. To construe ourselves as active agents caught within the ‘web of life’ is a much more useful metaphor than the linear thinking that has us heading off a cliff or crashing into a brick wall. But it is then necessary to find a way to construct socialist environmentalist perspectives within the web of life metaphor.

For any such strategic considerations, which are taken up in the conclusion, the context remains the overarching capacity of the US state to link the Bush regime’s particular coalition constituencies of neoconservative politics/culture and petro-military-industrial accumulation, with the more general interests of financial/commercial capital, termed the ‘Washington Consensus’, as Panitch and Gindin have compellingly demonstrated.
 Indeed, it is to the institutional nature of US and global capitalism that we must eventually turn for debates about political and strategic implications, especially in relation to sites of intense contradiction and politicisation, largely in the ‘emerging markets’ and other Third World settings. Next, however, we review some recent evidence regarding destruction associated with one of the most contradictory facets of crisis displacement, namely financial instability.

3. Destruction through financial turbulence

The manifestations of rising financial profitability simultaneous with relative US manufacturing decline are varied. The past few years of massive deficit spending by the US state indicate the importance of military Keynesianism. But so too is consumer-Keynesianism via credit increasingly crucial, with household debt as a percentage of disposable income rising steadily from below 70% prior to 1985, to above 100% fifteen years later [fig. 12]. On the one hand, there be no doubt that financial product innovations and especially new debt instruments associated with new information, communications and technology simply permit a greater debt load without necessarily endangering consumer finances. On the other hand, however, during the same period, household savings rates fell from the 7-12% band to below 3% [fig. 13]. 


Moreover, consumers and other investors are also more vulnerable to larger financial shocks and asset price swings than at any time since 1929. Although there were indications from around 1974 that major financial institutions would be affected by the onset of structural economic problems, few predicted the dramatic series of upheavals across major credit and investment markets over the subsequent quarter century: the Third World debt crisis (early 1980s for commercial lenders, but lasting through the present for countries and societies); energy finance shocks (mid 1980s); crashes of international stock (1987) and property (1991-93) markets; crises in nearly all the large emerging market countries (1995-2002); and even huge individual bankruptcies which had powerful international ripples. Late-1990s examples of financial-speculative gambles gone very sour in derivatives, exotic stock market positions, currency trading, and bad bets on commodity futures and interest rate futures include Long-Term Capital Management ($3.5 billion)(1998), Sumitomo/London Metal Exchange (L1.6 billion)(1996), I.G.Metallgessellschaft ($2.2 billion)(1994), Kashima Oil ($1.57 billion)(1994), Orange County, California ($1.5 billion)(1994), Barings Bank (L900 million)(1995), the Belgian government ($1 billion)(1997), and Union Bank of Switzerland ($690 million)(1998). Subsequent firm bankruptcies on an even larger scales - e.g., Enron, Anderson Accounting, World Com, Tyco - had more to do with corruption, but were also symptoms of gambling in immature markets.

Most importantly, the US stock market was the site of an enormous bubble until early 2000, culminating in the Dot Com bubble crash which wiped $8.5 trillion of paper wealth off the books from peak to trough. Optimists point to the Dow’s seeming reinflation since 2003 thanks to the return of household investors and mutual fund flows, and possibly rising further in future years if the Bush regime succeeds in privatising social security. The market’s bubble can be witnessed through the five-fold increase in 10-year price/earnings averages (using Shiller’s methodology) from 1984-2000 [fig. 14], and through the price/resources measure which also shows extreme overvaluation, worse even than prior episodes such as the run-up to 1929 [fig. 15]. Of course, the lost paper wealth from 2000-02 brought these ratios down, but with the subsequent rise, the markets are by no means yet down to levels that are in keeping with historical averages. 


The implications of the 2000-02 crash are still important, however. Combined with the demographic trend towards baby-boomer retirement, it appears the US financial system suffers substantial pension shortfalls [fig. 16]. Moreover, household assets also crashed because of the share bubble burst [fig. 17], although fast-rising housing prices kept overall asset levels at a respectable level, at least for the top 60% of US households who own their homes [fig. 18]. This particular bubble was enhanced by the 1998 drop in interest rates – the Fed’s response to the Asian and LTCM crises – which spurred a dramatic increase in mortgage refinancings [fig. 19]. As a result of the huge rise in property prices that followed, the difference between the real cost of owning and of renting soared to unprecedented levels [fig. 20]. The fact that the housing sector has contributed to roughly a third of US GDP growth since the late 1990s makes this bubble particularly worrisome [fig. 21].


Another market that has taken off in a spectacular manner, and which may form the basis for more speculative investment in future, is energy derivatives. The numbers of options and futures traded has risen steadily [fig. 22], but does not seem to have created a mature market in fields like electricity, gas and oil, as reflected in huge price fluctuations [fig. 23]. A market in carbon emissions is also nascent but potentially enormous, given the ratification of Kyoto Protocol by Russia, which is aiming to convert its ‘hot air’ allowance of emissions into trades with the world’s major polluters. Given US dependence on imported oil, which increased in price from $12/barrel to more than $50/barrel the last five years, the implications of this scale of speculation-driven price swing are devastating to the US trade deficit, already vast at 5% of GDP [fig. 24]. As for investment accounts, the US held 5% worth of its GDP in net foreign holdings as recently as the early 1980s, but this figure plummeted to negative 30% within two decades [fig. 25]. 


Ironically, the power of the US to manipulate the economies of other countries, and lower the value of their exports, has not changed these ratios for the better. The US was the main beneficiary of East Asian countries’ 50% currency crash in 1997-98, as enormous capital flows entered the US banking system [fig. 26], and as imports from East Asia were acquired at much lower prices [fig. 27], keeping in check what might otherwise have been credit-fuelled inflation. To be sure, this is a long-standing problem of ‘unequal exchange’ [fig. 28], but it appears to be a much more severe drain on countries reliant upon commodity exports during epochs of ‘globalisation’ such as the 1910s-20s and 1980s-90s [fig. 29]. The US current account also suffers the trade/investment [fig. 30], and once the Dot Com boom was finished in 2000, the US share of global Foreign Direct Investment also fell substantially, even further than declining US-sourced FDI elsewhere [fig. 31].


Where, then, would the US get its needed capital fixes, especially financial inflows to permit the payment of more than $2 billion each work day required for imports and debt repayments [fig. 32]? The foreign inflows were quite volatile in 2002-04, but of greatest importance, perhaps, was the rapid rise in foreign – especially East Asian inflows – ownership of aggregate US Treasury bills, from 20% to 40% over the course of the past decade [fig. 33]. This is important not because the supply side of capital market funding is in any way constrained, what with $124 trillion to (theoretically) draw upon within global capital markets, and an additional $36 trillion in GDP each year contributing ongoing surpluses to the markets [fig. 34]. The distribution of these funds is notable, reflected by four major blocs of funds: the EU ($43 trillion), US ($41 trillion), Japan ($19 trillion) and Asian emerging markets ($9 trillion). The stock of capital is invested in stock markets ($31 trillion), public bonds ($20 trillion), corporate securities ($31 trillion), and banks ($41 trillion), as well as foreign exchange reserves ($3 trillion). There is no shortage of liquid capital in the global markets, only a question of what rate of return will be required to maintain foreign interest in the US position.

All of this is especially interesting because of the recent stock market turmoil that, as noted above in the case of the US, devastated small investors and pensioners. From early 2000 through the first quarter of 2003, the global share index fell dramatically [fig. 35]. The overall index for emerging markets did not fall as far as that of the Global North, given crashes not only on the Dow Jones but also 1/3 declines during 2002 alone in Finland, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Netherlands and Sweden [fig. 36]. Taken together with 9/11, these processes resulted in large-scale funding flows of mutual funds back to US corporate funds [fig. 37]. But all of these financial dynamics, mainly measured in local currencies (and sometimes converted to Purchasing Power Parity) must also be considered in light of the extreme swings in the US$’s price against other currencies over the past decade. The US$/Yen appreciation from mid-1995 to mid-1998 was 82%, and the subsequent crash was 30%; the equivalent figures for the Euro were a 63% rise (mid-1995 to late 2000) and a 36% fall from late 2000-early 2004 (and indeed, a 57% fall through late 2004). 

Indeed, as former US Labor secretary Robert Reich predicted in September 2004, ‘The mainstream view is that the budget deficit (currently $422 billion) . . . is going to get larger. Simultaneously, the mainstream view is that there is no reason to believe that the trade deficit (approximately $600 billion) is going to shrink any time soon. In fact, I see the dollar continuing to decline and I see at some point a tipping point where East Asian banks that have been trying to prop up the dollar, maintaining their exports, because at some point it becomes a lousy investment.’
 Former Treasury secretary Robert Rubin accused the Bush administration of ‘playing with fire’ through its policies of dollar weakening alongside continuing federal deficit spending, a combination which would generate ‘serious disruptions in our financial markets.’ Added C. Fred Bergsten, director of the Institute for International Economics, ‘Everyone in the market knows the dollar has to come down a lot. People are starting to run for the exits.’


In the middle of 2005, these currency uncertainties are still crucial. It is worth noting that new international debt securities issued in US$s have been substantially lower than those denominated in Euros, not just for 2002-2003 [fig. 38] but also in total outstanding securities [fig. 39]. The same trends appeared in 2001 in syndicated credit facilities [fig. 40]. (Panitch and Gindin record Bank for International Settlements data to the contrary for the early 2000s, insisting that ‘there is no evidence to date that… the Euro is about to replace the dollar’.)
 The 21 July 2005 decision by the Chinese and Malaysian central banks to shift from the US$ as peg to a basket of currencies, may presage the oft-heralded move out of the US$. For David Harvey, this is a key factor: 

If the US market collapses then the economies that look to that market as a sink for their excess productive capacity will go down with it. The alacrity with which the central bankers of countries like Japan and Taiwan lend funds to cover US deficits, has a strong element of self-interest. They thereby fund the US consumerism that forms the market for their products… The deficits (both internal and external) cannot continue to spiral out of control indefinitely and the ability and willingness of others (primarily in Asia) to fund them (to the tune of $2.3 billion a day at current rates) is not inexhaustible. Any other country in the world that exhibited the macroeconomic condition of the US economy would by now have been subjected to ruthless austerity and structural adjustment procedures by the IMF. 

According to a careful analysis of these trends by Greg Albo, ‘The economic slowdown and neoliberalism led to a significant financialisation of the economy from the 1970s onwards.’ Today, ‘The deflation of the asset bubble adds another tension between the US and other zones that complicates any path of adjustment in the world market.’ Nevertheless, in the wake of a return of capital to the stock market, and ‘With the price/earnings ratios used to assess market capitalisation values again well above long-run average levels (after a boom one would normally expect a longer period of under-valuations), a financial bubble may again be inflating. It is difficult to find any theoretical or empirical basis for concluding that these levels can be sustained, or that the asset bubble deflation and consequent “bear market” will not affect the real economy.


The possibility of the bubble inflating further became apparent in early 2003, in yet another financial derivatives market: interest rate futures and options. On exchange-traded markets, these increased by 50% over a year, from $22 trillion in 2002 to $33 trillion in 2003 [fig. 41]; while in over-the-counter trades, the increase was nearly 40%, from $102 trillion to $142 trillion [fig. 42] (and again, the period saw the Euro take over from the $ as the preferred currency) [fig. 43]. Somewhat different trends were evident in emerging markets. Capital inflows began falling 1997 during the Asian crisis, and indeed a net outflow of financial capital started in 1999, as $550 billion flooded out from 2000-03 [fig. 44]. The switch from mutual funds to far more speculative hedge fund interests in the emerging markets in 2001 was indicative of post-crisis financial market sentiment [fig. 45]. Some countries – China, India and Malaysia – maintained stronger currency controls and hence did far better during this period. But given the outflow, many emerging market economies themselves suffered extreme currency and stock market crashes during 2001-02, with Argentina, Venezuela, Brazil, South Africa and Brazil especially hard hit [figs. 47-50]. There were particularly tumultuous sectors within the emerging markets, with energy, materials and luxury consumer goods growing rapidly, financial sector shares fluctuating, and telecommunications losing ground [fig. 51]. 


Emerging market bonds, meanwhile, provide good returns, even factoring in country risk and currency, especially in Nigeria, Bulgaria, Ecuador, Panama, Peru, Russia and Venezuela. As for local bond returns, the interest rate spreads are sometimes stratospheric, such as in high-risk sites like Argentina, the Ivory Coast and the Dominican Republic [figs. 52-53]. The dollar rates of return on general emerging market debt, in international markets, have been highest in Uruguay and Argentina, and lowest – indeed negative - in Brazil, Peru and the Dominican Republic [fig. 54]. Naturally, the vast GDP growth and financial market expansion of China dominate the data and complicate maters. In the wake of a dramatic FDI decline in nearly all other developing countries during the early 2000s, China continued to attract $40-50 billion each year [fig. 55].


Hence we find amplified uneven development, reflected in divergent patterns of financial stability and volatility in these emerging markets. One figure that signals perhaps the greatest danger for the Third World is capital outflow via unofficial routes, an especially severe problem since the mid-1990s in Asia (peaking at $100 billion in 1998), the Middle East ($50 billion in 1999) and Africa ($10 billion in 1998) [figs. 57-59]. Another factor reflecting potentially high risks is foreign indebtedness, both in absolute terms and in relation to domestic financial debt. Absolutely, as is well known, Third World debt rose from $580 billion in 1980 to $2.4 trillion in 2002, and much of it is unrepayable. In 2002, there was a net outflow of $340 billion in servicing this debt, compared to overseas development aid of $37 billion. As Eric Toussaint remarks, ‘since 1980, over 50 Marshall Plans (over $4.6 trillion) have been sent by the peoples of the Periphery to their creditors in the Centre’.
 The Highly Indebted Poor Countries initiative has demonstrably failed to change the debt servicing ratios noticeably, and the small debt relief concessions have come at the expense of deepened neoliberal conditionality. As for comparisons to domestic debt, fragile national economies with a foreign/domestic debt ratio above 100% may run into trouble. In 2004, these included Venezuela, Paraguay, Croatia, Mexico, the Slovak Republic, Romania and Poland [fig. 60]. By 2005, Argentina and Nigeria represented compelling cases, of, respectfully, a successful partial (70%) default on international bonds and threatened repudiation of foreign debt driven by parliament and debt activists.

In some cases, emerging market countries’ foreign reserves have grown substantially, but even in Mexico, which increased reserves from $6 billion in late 1994 at the peak of crisis to $20 billion in 1996 to $60 billion today, the reserves/GDP ratio is relatively low at 9.4%, near Brazil’s. Emerging market countries with extremely healthy reserves are Malaysia (42% of GDP), the Czech Republic, Thailand, China and South Korea [fig. 61]. Malaysia did, however, suffer a raid on its reserves in 1998, which led to the government’s prohibition of foreign trade in its local currency, proving that once hedge markets and other speculators turn against a country, no amount of reserves can help withstand a raid. The governments of Thailand and Korea lied about their reserves in the period prior to their crises, with the former buying forward dollar contracts and the latter keeping dollars in bankrupt banks. Only state intervention to define trading prerogatives, in the form of exchange controls, will staunch the flow.


Moreover, the stability of many emerging markets’ own domestic banking systems is not encouraging, with China in particular considered extremely unsafe due to high levels of unrepayable loans. Indeed, Chinese Central Bank deputy governor Li Ruogu resisted Washington’s pressure to upwardly revalue the renmimbi  in October 2004, arguing that ‘What we are trying to do is create the conditions for a market-based exchange rate… China needs to reform its banking sector first before it can change its exchange rate policy… How long it will take to get there, I don’t know.’
 Rude remarks that ‘The banking and financial systems higher up the “imperial chain” of national banking and financial systems must be more resilient than those lower down, so that subordinate nations and regions bear the cost,’ as shown in the Argentina case so explicitly in 2001-02.
 In addition to most of Africa, which is mainly too small a banking environment to warrant Moody ratings, the financially-riskiest countries – ranked in order of most fragile banking system - have already suffered years of crisis: Argentina, Uruguay, Bolivia, Venezuela, Indonesia, Pakistan, China, Japan, Thailand, Philippines, South Korea, Ukraine, and Turkey [figs. 62-63].


Was there an alternative approach, such as sovereign default? In prior epochs of financial globalisation – the 1830, 1880s and 1930s – such conditions of international volatility and Third World overindebtedness led to sustained defaults [fig. 64]. The situation today is different insofar as centralised creditor cartelisation via the Bretton Woods Institutions make defaults against individual lenders or investors more difficult. Yet given the failure in many Third World countries to undergird the ongoing rise in foreign debt with foreign direct investment (or local investment), the repayment problem may become severe once again, as US interest rates are forced upwards.


It is worthwhile to consider a 1999 confession of Jeffrey Sachs (and coauthor Steven Radelet), given his role in promoting financial liberalisation in several Third World countries a decade ago: 
A final, and humbling lesson from the Asian predicament is that the world simply still does not understand financial crises very well. This crisis was almost completely unpredicted, even after all the research and commentary that followed the Mexico/Argentina crisis of 1994/95. We do not fully understand the preconditions for a crisis or the dynamics of capital withdrawals once they start taking place. The rapid development of new financial instruments, such as hedge funds, complicate the situation, since there is only a basic understand of systemic risks from these transactions. The best evidence of these dangers comes from the sudden collapse of LTCM in the United States. Unfortunately, financial crises in emerging markets are likely to be a recurring phenomena in coming years, the only questions being exactly where and when.

Is it time to more explicitly ask the same kinds of questions on the Left? To be sure, Panitch and Gindin are correct that ‘We must dispense with a notion of “crisis” as something that leads capitalism to unravel on its own; our theories of crisis must be politicised to integrate the responses of both states and class actors.’
 

Nevertheless, within this context of uneven financial power and vulnerability, a crucial issue for progressive strategists and activists in the Third World – and their supporters elsewhere - is whether the political balance of forces might adjust to permit the sorts of national-sovereign defaults, influenced by popular anti-capitalist forces, which were in previous epochs central to the task of resisting imperial financial power. What, finally, are the strategic implications for contemporary anti-capitalist activism?
4. Political exits from capitalist degradation and destruction:
Autonomism, global governance or decommodification/deglobalisation?
The extent to which capitalist crisis displacement, financial volatility and accumulation by dispossession in the eco-social spheres are based upon commodification and globalisation, struggles for decommodification and the deglobalisation of capital should have our attention. Will Karl Polanyi’s double movement reassert itself, both through the rejection of market power in many areas of life and nature, and in the reduction of the scope and scale – globalisation – through which capital exerts itself?


Here, allow me to turn to activism in the Global South for guidance, in part because it is in especially middle-income, semi-peripheral countries (I will refer to the one I know best, South Africa) that degradation and destruction are most fiercely experienced, and most actively resisted. Consider - in no particular order – recent waves of labour strikes, popular mobilisations for AIDS-treatment and other health services, illegal reconnections of water/electricity, land and housing occupations, anti-GMO and pro-food security campaigns, women’s organising, municipal budget campaigns, student and youth movements, community resistance to displacements caused by dam construction and the like, anti-debt and reparations movements, environmental justice struggles, immigrants’ rights campaigns, political movements to take state power, etc etc. These are not purely scenes that occur outside the realm of state politics, for in many Latin American sites, mass-popular initiatives have changed governments through votes and protests. Overall, the last quarter century since the onset of neoliberalism, and especially the last decade, witnessed a formidable upsurge of unrest: 1980s-90s IMF Riots, high-profile indigenous people’s protests since Zapatismo in 1994, global justice activism since Seattle in 1999, the Social Forum movement since 2001, globally coordinated anti-war demos since 2001, autonomist protests and the Latin American left’s revival.


In the process, the most serious activists are crossing borders, races, classes and political traditions in sector after sector: land (Via Campesino), healthcare (International Peoples Health Council), free schooling (Global Campaign for Education), water (the People’s World Water Forum), energy/climate change (the Durban  Declaration), debt (Jubilee South), democratic development finance (IFIs-Out! and World Bank Bonds Boycott), trade (Our World is Not for Sale) and so on. Of course, it is not at all easy to interlock the already overlapping grassroots and shopfloor justice campaigns. South Africans now campaigning for an overall programme of ‘decommodification’ and socio-economic rights know this, thanks to the various movements’ political splits (mainly over the merits of alignment to the corruption-riddled, neoliberal ruling party of Thabo Mbeki). 


What are they after? Some insist that autonomist independence is the objective; some posit that this is the era of global governance influenced by global civil society; while others consider these as seed-bed struggles for socialism, starting locally but building to national, regional and international scales when the power relations are less adverse (my own position). Although this is not the optimal site for such a debate, it is fairly obvious that in Chiapas, Zapatismo has ended its localist project and moved to a national agenda, in alliance with other indigenous and progressive movements. Argentine factory occupations appear to have hit their maximum autonomist strength at the stage of roughly 200 sites and 15 000 participants. Brazilian landless activists are reformulating critiques of the national state, in the wake of the betrayal by the Workers Party, but making yet more militant demands for state services such as interventions against major landowners and grid connections to water and electricity services for their occupied lands. Johannesburg’s Anti-Privatisation Forum and its affiliates – sometimes identified as autonomist because of their reconnection of electricity – have recently debated the adoption of an explicitly socialist manifesto. Autonomism may, hence, be at the point of exhaustion as a scale politics, potentially to be renewed by more national-scale political initiatives.

In contrast, for those who would posit a global-reform project, the main hope appears to be the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) in particular, and the United Nations as a vehicle for global governance more generally. Yet the UN’s drift away from serving the interests of poor people, into the circuit of global neoliberal power, has begun to attract formidable protest, certainly in South Africa. In September 2001 at the World Conference Against Racism, the UN’s failure to address reparations for slavery/colonialism and Israeli apartheid led to a hostile demonstration outside the Durban convention centre by 20,000 activists. In August 2002, the Johannesburg World Summit on Sustainable Development’s drive to privatise basic services and its utter failure to address most major ecological problems (such as global warming) were grounds for 25,000 people marching 12 km from an impoverished township to the luxury suburb of Sandton, demanding the UN delegates disband before doing yet more damage. The UN’s 1991-2003 sanctions against Iraq and its endorsement of the illegal US occupation on May 22, 2003 were also a source of great concern to peace activists. Subsequent attempts to democratise the UN Security Council appear stalled, or watered down to the point of uselessness.

As for the MDGs, they require more detailed discussion because of their 2005 adoption by global campaigns such as Make Poverty History, Live 8 rock concerts and the Global Call for Action Against Poverty. No one would object to the broad goals, of course: Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger; Achieve universal primary education; Promote gender equality; Reduce child mortality; Improve maternal health; Control HIV/AIDS, malaria and other diseases; Ensure environmental sustainability; and Develop a global partnership for development. Yet the MDG process and the concrete strategies for achieving these objectives –including privatisation of basic services such as water and electricity - may do more harm than good. My own critique of the MDGs adds little to what has been already argued, not only by traditional critics in civil society and academia, but even by the United Nations itself. To be sure, there may be some benefits associated with the globally-constituted, universal objectives. As Peggy Antrobus of DAWN puts it, ‘Viewed within the context of “the new aid agenda”, the MDGs provide a common framework agreed to by all governments with measurable targets and indicators of progress, around which governments, UN agencies, International Financial Institutions and civil society alike could rally.’
  They permit at least notional accountability for donor agencies and states, which civil society activists are already pointing to – adorned with white wrist and headbands – as a guilt trip reminder. However, speaking the language of many feminists and social justice activists, Antrobus is blunt: ‘I do not believe in the MDGs.  I think of them as a Major Distraction Gimmick’: 

There is evidently widespread awareness of their limitation: their inadequate targets and indicators; their restriction to indicators that are quantifiable, when much of what is most important – such as Women’s Equality and Empowerment - is not easily quantifiable; their omission of important Goals and Targets, such as Violence against Women and Sexual and Reproductive Rights
; their silence on the context and institutional environment in which they are to be met… In fact, a major problem of the MDGs is their abstraction from the social, political and economic context in which they are to be implemented – the ‘political economy’ of the MDGs… To the extent that all the goals relate to the role of the state, one must ask how feasible it is that states weakened by the requirements of policy frameworks of neo-liberalism and whose revenues are reduced by privatisation and trade liberalism can be expected to achieve the goals and targets of the MDGs?

Central to MDG political economy is that the Bretton Woods Institutions and World Trade Organisation – acting mainly for G8 governments and corporations - appear intent upon bringing ever more aspects of life under the rules of commodification, attributing market values to society and nature. Hence, as the UN itself admits, ‘International Monetary Fund programme design has paid almost no systematic attention to the goals when considering a country’s budget or macroeconomic framework.’ A 2005 UN report complains that ‘In the vast number of country programmes supported by the IMF since the adoption of the goals, there has been almost no discussion about whether the plans are consistent with achieving them.’ The report documents how budget constraints prevent scaling up sectoral strategies for some of the MDGs, and that in some cases, ‘countries are advised not to even to consider such scaled-up plans’ by the Bretton Woods Institutions.
 UN Habitat’s website also admits ‘the common criticism of MDG as a “top-down” process, which excludes Local Authority and other stakeholders’ involvement… There is, thus, an inherent danger that even if the targets are achieved, the inequalities within a nation across people and places would still persist.’
 Minority Rights Group International agrees: ‘There is a genuine risk that the strategies used to achieve the MDGs will be less beneficial for minority groups, might increase inequalities and may harm some minority communities.’
 That risk was acknowledged in the UNDP’s Human Development Report 2003: Millennium Development Goals, which conceded that ‘Women, rural inhabitants, ethnic minorities and other poor people are typically progressing slower than national averages - or showing no progress - even where countries as a whole are moving towards the Goals.’
 In short, the MDGs are not an optimal site for serious activism, in part because they are subject to both the processes identified earlier as key to capitalist crisis-displacement, commodification and globalisation. Indeed, given the power structures, the militarism and the neoliberal processes that are continually reinforced in the UN, why not let it instead ‘go the way of the League of Nations’, as Tariq Ali advocates?
 

That would leave two other approaches to try at this present stage, ahead of a future effort to rebuild genuine democratic global governance when the conditions are more amenable: ‘decommodification’ and ‘deglobalisation’.
 It should not require pointing out that by use of this latter word, no one intends the revival of autarchic experiences (last century’s Albania, Burma or North Korea), or corrupt Third World chaos (contemporary Zimbabwe), or authoritarianism (Malaysia). The strategic formula which, amongst other movements, South African progressives have broadly adopted - internationalism combined with demands upon the national state to ‘lock capital down’
 - could begin by removing the boot of the Bretton Woods Institutions from Third World necks, as an example of what must be done. The World Bank Bonds Boycott is having remarkable success in defunding the institution that is most often at the coalface of neoliberal repression across the Third World.
 In addition, South Africans and other activists have won dramatic victories in deglobalising the Trade Related Intellectual Property Rights regime, by demanding and winning generic anti-retroviral medicines instead of branded, monopoly-patented drugs. Similar struggles are underway to deglobalise food, especially transnational corporate GMOs, to halt biopiracy, and to kick out the water and energy privatisers. These are typically ‘nonreformist reforms’ insofar as they achieve concrete goals and simultaneously link movements, enhance consciousness, develop the issues, and build democratic organisational forms and momentum. If properly constructed, they would have explicitly liberatory gender/race/nation components, and incorporate both red and green values so as to assure the connectivity and mutual reinforcement of ‘militant particularist’ struggles. 

As for the scale of the non-reformist reform struggles, the most important challenge is achieving ‘subsidiarity’: i.e., determining whether local community, subnational, national or regional strategies can best mitigate and reverse global economic tyranny for particular issues. This, too, is crucial for a ‘web of life’ bio-social understanding of where interventions have to occur. Some eco-political interventions – such as contesting global warming – will have to be internationally coordinated, but many can and must first be addressed within national and regional scalar contexts. Overall, the main reason to deglobalise is to gain space to fight neoliberal commodification. 
To illustrate, the South African decommodification agenda entails struggles to turn basic needs into genuine human rights, and invariably there are international corporations or the World Bank/IMF/WTO standing squarely in the way. Recent and ongoing campaigns which both decommodify and deglobalise include: free anti-retroviral medicines to fight AIDS (hence disempowering Big Pharma); 50 litres of free water per person per day (hence ridding Africa of Suez and other water privatisers); 1 kiloWatt hour of free electricity for each individual every day (hence reorienting energy resources from export-oriented mining and smelting, to basic-needs consumption); extensive land reform (hence de-emphasising cash cropping and export-oriented plantations); prohibitions on service disconnections and evictions; free education (hence halting the General Agreement on Trade in Services); and the like. A free ‘Basic Income Grant’ allowance of $15/month is even advocated by churches, NGOs and trade unions. All such services should be universal (open to all, no matter income levels), and to the extent feasible, financed through higher prices that penalise luxury consumption. This potentially unifying agenda – far superior to MDGs, in part because the agenda reflects real, durable grassroots struggles across the world - could serve as a basis for widescale social change, in the manner that Gosta Esping-Andersen has discussed with respect to Scandinavian social policy.


It is impossible to say where and how far these initiatives and movements will proceed before they either accomplish their goals or are defeated. But because, at least in the site I know best, South Africa the commodification of everything is still underway, this could provide the basis for a unifying agenda for a widescale movement for fundamental social change, if linked to the demand to ‘rescale’ many political-economic responsibilities that are now handled by embryonic world-state institutions under the influence of neoliberal US administrations. The decommodification principle could become an enormous threat to imperial capitalist interests, in the form of a denial of private intellectual property (such as AIDS medicines), resistance to biopiracy, the exclusion of GM seeds from African agricultural systems, the nationalisation of industries and utilities, or the empowerment of African labour forces. To make any progress, delinking from the most destructive circuits of global capital will also be necessary, combining local decommodification strategies and tactics with the call to defund and then close the World Bank, IMF and WTO. Beyond that, the challenge for progressive forces, as ever, is to establish the difference between ‘reformist reforms’ and reforms that advance a ‘non-reformist’ agenda. The latter would include generous social policies stressing decommodification, and capital controls and more inward-oriented industrial strategies allowing democratic control of finance and ultimately of production itself. These sorts of reforms – which follow from the fight against degradation and destruction associated with neoliberalism - would strengthen democratic movements, directly empower the producers, and, over time, open the door to the contestation of capitalism itself. 
� An early version of this paper was initially presented at the York University Department of Political Science on 12 November 2004. Those in attendance are thanked, and especially (my critics) Leo Panitch, Sam Gindin and Greg Albo, who also made possible a year of sabbatical work at York in 2003-04.


� Felix, D. (2003), ‘The Past as Future? The Contribution of Financial Globalisation to the Current Crisis of Neo-Liberalism as a Development Strategy,’ Paper presented to the conference New Pathways for Mexico’s Sustainable Development, El Colegio de Mexico Department of Economics, Mexico City, 21 p.2.


� Hilferding, R. (1981ed)[1910], Finance Capital, London, Routledge and Kegan Paul; Grossmann, H. (1992)[1929], The Law of Accumulation and Breakdown of the Capitalist System, London, Pluto Press. For more on the parallels to the German disputes, see Bond, P. (2003), ‘Overaccumulation, Finance �PRIVATE ��and Uneven Development’, Presentation to the York Department of Political Science seminar on Empire, 31 October.


� Panitch, L. and S.Gindin (2004), ‘Finance and American Empire,’ in L.Panitch and C.Leys (Eds), The Empire Reloaded: Socialist Register 2005, London, Merlin Press and New York, Monthly Review Press, pp.73-75.


� Rude, C. (2004), ‘The Role of Financial Discipline in Imperial Strategy’, in L..Panitch and C.Leys (Eds), The Empire Reloaded: Socialist Register 2005, London, Merlin Press and New York, Monthly Review Press. Rude continues: ‘If capitalism and imperialism are to be reproduced through financial turmoil, the global banking and financial system must be resilient enough to survive its own disorder, so that the subordinate classes bear the burden of the turmoil… The policy makers came to see that financial crises were an inevitable feature of the neoliberal regime they had created and thus that the focus of their reforms should be on controlling rather than eliminating them.’


� See, e.g. Brenner, R. (2003), The Boom and the Bubble, London, Verso; Foster, J. (2002), Ecology against Capitalism, New York, Monthly Review Press; Pollin, R. (2003), Countours of Descent: US Economic Fractures and the Landscape of Global Austerity, London, Verso; Wood, E. (2003), Empire of Capital, London, Verso.


� Tett, G. (2004), ‘The Gospel According to Paul,’ Financial Times, 23 October.


� Harvey, D. (2003), ‘The “New” Imperialism: On Spatio-temporal Fixes and Accumulation by Dispossession,’ in L.Panitch and C.Leys (Eds), The New Imperial Challenge: Socialist Register 2004, London, Merlin Press and New York, Monthly Review Press. 


� Personal communication, 9 November 2004. See also Brenner, R. (1998), ‘The Economics of Global Turbulence,’ New Left Review, May-June, pp.102-111, Figure 8, Table 9 ; and Brenner, R. (2004), ‘New Boom or New Bubble,’ New Left Review, January-February, pp.65-69. 


� Arrighi, G. (2003), ‘The Social and Political Economy of Global Turbulence’, New Left Review, March-April.


� Brenner insists that such statistics cover merely short-term fluctuations, and the more rigorous indicators of overaccumulation are not yet available in any data series. For a study of Zimbabwe, I constructed a proxy based on inventory stocks drawn from the manufacturing sector in the annual (quite reliable) Census of Industrial Production series, and thus documented overaccumulation problems emerging during the 1970s: Bond, P. (1998), Uneven Zimbabwe: A Study of Finance, Development and Underdevelopment, Trenton, Africa World Press, Chapters 5-6.


� Clarke, S. (1988), Keynesianism, Monetarism and the Crisis of the State, Aldershot, Edward Elgar, pp.279�360; Harvey, D. (1989), The Condition of Postmodernity, Oxford, Basil Blackwell, pp.180�197; Mandel, E. (1989), ‘Theories of Crisis: An Explanation of the 1974�82 Cycle,’ in M. Gottdiener and N. Komninos, eds, Capitalist Development and Crisis Theory: Accumulation, Regulation and Spatial Restructuring, London, Macmillan, pp.30�58; Shutt, H. (1999), The Trouble with Capitalism, London, Zed Books, pp.34-45; and Biel, R. (2000), The New Imperialism, London, Zed Books, pp.131-189.


� Duménil, G. and D. Lévy (2003), ‘Costs and Benefits of Neoliberalism: A Class Analysis,’ Unpublished paper, Cepremap, Paris.


� Epstein, G. and D.Power (2002), ‘The Return of Finance and Finance's Returns: Recent Trends in Rentier Incomes in OECD Countries, 1960-2000,’ University of Massachusetts Political Economy Research Instiute Research Brief 2002-2, Amherst, November.


� Harvey, D. (1999)[1982], The Limits to Capital, London, Verso.


� Harvey, D. (2003) The New Imperialism, Oxford and New York, Oxford University Press.


� Luxemburg, R. (1968)[1923], The Accumulation of Capital, New York, Monthly Review, pp.452-453.


� Luxemburg, The Accumulation of Capital, p.347.


� Perelman, M. (2000), The Invention of Capitalism: Classical Political Economy and the Secret History of Primitive Accumulation, Durham: Duke University Press.


�. Harvey, D. (2003), ‘The ‘New’ Imperialism: On Spatio-temporal Fixes and Accumulation by Dispossession,’ in L.Panitch and C.Leys, Socialist Register 2004, London, Merlin Press and New York, Monthly Review Press. See also Harvey, D. (2003), The New Imperialism, Oxford and New York, Oxford University Press.


� Bakker, I. and S.Gill (2003)(Eds), Power, Production and Social Reproduction, Basingstoke, Palgrave Macmillan.


� For early indications, see, e.g., Elson, D. (1991), ‘The Impact of Structural Adjustment on Women: Concepts and Issues,’ in B.Onimode (ed), The IMF, the World Bank and the African Debt, London, Zed Books; and Longwe, S. (1991), ‘The Evaporation of Policies for Women’s Advancement,’ in N.Heyzer et al, eds., A Commitment to the Worlds Women, New York, UNIFEM. A more recent, comprehensive literature review by Dzodzi Tsikata and Joanna Kerr shows that ‘mainstream economic policymaking fails to recognise the contributions of women’s unpaid labour - in the home, in the fields, or in the informal market where the majority of working people in African societies function. It has been argued that these biases have affected the perception of economic activities and have affected economic policies in ways that perpetuate women’s subordination.’ Tskikata, D. and J.Kerr (2002), Demanding Dignity: Women Confronting Economic Reforms in Africa, Ottawa, The North-South Institute and Accra, Third World Network-Africa.


� In the case of the vast Johannesburg/London conglomerate Anglo American Corporation, the cut-off for saving workers in 2001 was 12% - the lowest-paid 88% of employees were more cheaply dismissed once unable to work, with replacements found amongst South Africa’s 42% unemployed reserve army of labour. For more, see Bond, P. (2005), Elite Transition: From Apartheid to Neoliberalism in South Africa, Afterword to the 2nd edition, Pietermaritzburg, University of KwaZulu-Natal Press.


� Gill, S. (2003), Power and Resistance in the New World Order, Basingstoke, Palgrave Macmillan. 


� O’Connor, J. (1988), ‘Capitalism, Nature, Socialism: A Theoretical Introduction,’ Capitalism Nature Socialism, 1,1.  


� Altvater, E. (2003), ‘Is there an Ecological Marxism?’, Lecture at the Virtual University of Consejo Latinoamericano de las Ciencias Sociales, http://www.polwiss.fu-berlin.de/people/altvater/Aktuelles/EcologicalMarx.pdf.  


� See Monthly Review 49, 11, April 1998, for a debate between John Bellamy Foster (‘The Scale of our Ecological Crisis’, ‘Rejoinder to Harvey’) and David Harvey (‘ Marxism, Metaphors, and Ecological Politics’). 


� Panitch and Gindin, ‘Finance and American Empire’; and Panitch, L. and S.Gindin (2004), ‘Global Capitalism and American Empire’ in L.Panitch and C.Leys (Eds), The New Imperial Challenge: Socialist Register 2004, London, Merlin Press and New York, Monthly Review Press.


� Baxter, J. (2004), ‘US Dollar Heading for a Collapse, Ex-Clinton Adviser Says’, Vancouver Sun, 25 September.


� Simon, E. (2004), ‘Weak Dollar Boosts Some Corporate Growth,’ AP Business News, 11 November.


� Panitch and Gindin, ‘Finance and American Empire,’ p.73.


� Albo, G. (2003), ‘The Old and New Economics of Imperialism‘, in L.Panitch and C.Leys (Eds), The New Imperial Challenge: Socialist Register 2004, London, Merlin Press and New York, Monthly Review Press.


� Toussaint, E. (2004), ‘Transfers from the Periphery to the Centre, from Labour to Capital’, Unpublished paper, Committee for the Abolition of the Third World Debt, Brussels, p.3. See also Toussaint, E. (2003), Your Money or Your Life. The Tyranny of Global Finance, London, Pluto Press.


� Bloomberg News, 3 October, 2004.


� Rude, ‘The Role of Financial Discipline in Imperial Strategy.’


� Radelet, S. and J.Sachs (1999), ‘What Have We Learned, So Far, From the Asian Financial Crisis?’, Cambridge, Harvard Institute for International Development CAER II Discussion Paper 37.


� Panitch and Gindin, ‘Finance and American Empire,’ p.74.


� Polanyi, K. (1957), The Great Transformation: The Political and Economic Origins of Our Time, Boston, Beacon.


� Peggy Antrobus, ‘Presentation to Working Group on the MDGs and Gender Equality’, UNDP Caribbean Regional Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) Conference, Barbados, 7 July 2003.


� Antrobus argues: ‘The deliberate exclusion of this fundamental indicator of women’s human rights and empowerment from the MDGs symbolises both the lack of sincerity on the part of the majority of those who voted on them, and the struggle that lies ahead for anyone who seriously seeks equality, equity and empowerment for women.’


� Waruru, W. (2005), ‘IMF, World Bank Come Under Heavy Criticism’, The East African Standard (Nairobi), 18 January 2005. 


� UN Habitat, ‘Urban Management Programme’, Website http://hq.unhabitat.org/cdrom/ump/CD/about.html accessed 7 July 2005. 


� UNDP, Human Development Report 2003. Millennium Development Goals: A compact among nations to end human poverty, New York, UNDP, 2003, p.3.  


� Minority Rights Group International (2005), ‘The Millennium Development Goals: Helping or Harming Minorities?’ Presentation to UN Commission on Human Rights Sub-Commission on Promotion and Protection of Human Rights, Working Group on Minorities, New York, 30 May.   


� Ali, T. (2003), ‘Business as Usual,’ The Guardian, 24 May 2003.


� Bello, W. (2002), Deglobalisation: Ideas for a New World Economy, London, Zed Books.


� Bond, P. (2003), Against Global Apartheid, London, Zed Books, Part Four.


� Bond, P. (2005), Talk Left, Walk Right: South Africa’s Frustrated Global Reforms, London, Merlin Books and Pietermaritzburg, University of KwaZulu-Natal Press, Chapter 12.


� Esping-Andersen, G. (1991), The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism, Princeton, Princeton University Press.





