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Introduc ing Brics  from above, and brics -from -below  
By Patrick Bond 
 
In Durban, South Africa, five heads of state meet 
on March 26-27 2013 at the International 
Convention Centre, to assure the rest of Africa 
that their countriesȭ corporations are better 
investors in infrastructure, mining, oil and 
agriculture than the traditional European and US 
multinationals. The Brazil-Russia-India-China-SA 
(Brics) summit also makes space for 16 heads of 
state from Africa, including notorious tyrants. A 
new $50 billion ȬBrics Bankȭ will probably be 
launched. There will be more talk about 
monetary alternatives to the US dollar. 
 Three narratives have emerged about Brics. 
The first is promotional and mainly comes from 
government and allied intellectuals; the second 
perspective is wait-and-see patience; and the 
third is highly critical, from forces who meet as 
Ȭbrics-from-below.ȭ All can be found in the 
following pages. 
 The first narrative is represented through the 
most intellectually-engaged speech about Brics 
we have found by any local politician: Maite 
Nkoana-Mashabane, South Africaȭs foreign 
minister. At a gathering of the 5th Brics 
Academic Forum on March 10, she requested 
robust, critical engagement, and by reading the 
ȬRecommendationsȭ of that groupȭs meeting at 
the Durban University of Technology, you can 
assess whether she can be satisfied.  
 

 
 

 We think not. Historians will judge whether, 
indeed, Brics Ȭhave given African nations the 
ability to start to escape the clutches of neo-
colonial dependence on foreign aid, and the 

policies and Ȱadviceȱ of Western-controlled 
finance institutionsȭ ɀ as claimed by Pretoriaȭs 
minister of higher education Blade Nzimande at 
the same meeting. 
 (Historians may judge this line of argument 
to be ȬPretorianȭ in thinking, with the term 
defined on one internet site this way: 
Ȭcharacteristic of or similar to the corruptible 
soldiers in the Praetorian Guard with respect to 
corruption or political venality; Ȱa large 
Praetorian bureaucracy filled with ambitious and 
often sycophantic people makes work and makes 
troubleȱ ɀ Arthur M.Schlesinger Jr.ȭ) 
 Also from Pretoria, the Human Sciences 
Research Council will host the temporary Brics 
Ȭthink tank,ȭ drawn from researchers at sites like 
the SA Institute for International Affairs at Jan 
Smuts House (long considered an Anglo 
American Corporation braintrust), and we worry 
that if the Academic Forumȭs Recommendations 
are the basis for judgment so far, then Naomi 
Kleinȭs definition of this sort of institution may 
apply here: Ȭpeople who are paid to think, by 
people who make tanks.ȭ 
 So as you can already tell, the debate over 
Brics is getting quite sharp, as witnessed both by 
Nkoana-Mashabaneȭs use of Fanonȭs Wretched of 
the Earth to attack those of us who question 
Brics, and by the personal invective unveiled in a 
story by Peter Fabricius of the Star newspaper. 
He was reporting on a February 28 debate in 
Johannesburg involving the SA deputy foreign 
minister, ActionAid-South Africaȭs director 
Fatima Shabodien (whose speech replete with 
pointed questions is reproduced below), and 
myself ɀ followed by my reply to Fabricius 
documenting the local ruling partyȭs Ȭsell-out to 
international capital.ȭ 
 Again from the critical end of the spectrum, 
Anna Ochkina of Moscowȭs Institute for 
Globalisation and Social Movement Studies (not 
a think-tank by the Klein criterion) argues that 
there is merely a Ȭspectre of alliance.ȭ However, 
Vladimir Shubin provides a vigorous counter-
argument. 
 The critics note how badly divided the Brics 
bloc is at several crucial junctures, and indeed 
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the one major unifying initiative in Durban aside 
from a Brics Bank announcement, is the highly 
dubious ȬAfrica gatewayȭ grab by South Africa. As 
I report (in ȬFrom Nepad to Brics, SAȭs toll at the 
ȰÇÁÔÅ×ÁÙ ÔÏ !ÆÒÉÃÁȱȬ), this is not likely to end 
well, if the last decadeȭs experience is any guide.  
 After all, as Tomaso Ferrando argues in great 
detail, the land grabbing underway by Brazil, 
India, China and South Africa is a shocking 
update, reminiscent of Berlinȭs ȬScramble for 
Africaȭ conference in 1885, of colonial landgrabs. 
These are now replaying through Bilateral 
Investment Treaties and other legalistic attacks 
by Brics members and corporations. Victims are 
peasants and others reliant on land, water and 
related resources, as well as food consumers, as 
Obang Metho from Ethiopia testifies. 
 Moreover, if the strength of commitment to 
Africaȭs basic survival is measured in part by the 
way the Brics have helped to cook the climate ɀ 
given an anticipated 200 million unnecessary 
African deaths this century due to floods, storms, 
droughts, famines and vastly increased disease 
burdens (carried especially by women) ɀ then 
the gateway metaphor transforms into a rather 
hellish entryway, as I argue in another article. 
Friends of the Earth International illustrates the 
corporate connections with a case study of Vale, 
followed by Bobby Peek considering winners 
ÁÎÄ ÌÏÓÅÒÓ ÆÒÏÍ "ÒÉÃÓȭ -ÏÚÁÍÂÉÑÕÅ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎÔÓ. 
 The Brics Bank is another site of contestation, 
and Carlos Tautz provides a warning of 
dangerous financing from above, while Susanne 
Soederburg reviews crises caused by predatory 
lending against those below. 
 It doesnȭt have to be this way, according to 
University of California sociologist Chris Chase-
Dunn, who believes Brics are not necessarily 
Ȭsub-imperialistȭ; nor Sam Moyo and Paris Yeros 
who call for a revivial of Non-Aligned strategies; 
nor University of Delhi political scientist Achin 
Vanaik. They see trajectories from the Brics 
semiperiphery that can move in counter-
hegemonic directions, though Vanaik leans 
across the fenceline into Brics-sceptic territory.  
Another more mainstream voice who is doubtful 
that the Brics can overcome their Ȭuseful idiotȭ 

role is the prolific Sao Paulo geopolitical 
commentator Oliver Stuenkel.  
 These searching essays require a final 
argument to help specify, well what exactly is 
this idea Ȭsub-imperialism,ȭ and can it travel 
across space and time from its early use in Brazil 
nearly a half-century ago? Or is Nkoana-
Mashabane correct that this is simply outmoded, 
lazy intellectualism? You decide. 

 

 
 
 

 
Durbanȭs International Convention Centre and Hilton 

 
***  

  

But if you are thinking about these matters from 
Ȭbelowȭ (or like me, within Ȭbrics-from-the-
middleȭ), you will intrinsically understand that 
the debate is only beginning. Given how much is 
at stake, critical civil society must scrutinise the 
claims, the processes and the outcomes of the 
Brics summit and its aftermath. Civil society 
critics point to four groups of problems in all the 
Brics: 
Ɇ ÓÏÃÉÏ-economic rights violations, including 

severe inequality, poverty, unemployment, 
disease, inadequate education and healthcare, 
costly basic services and housing, constraints 
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on labour organising, and extreme levels of 
violence, especially against women (such as the 
high-profile rapes/m urders of Delhi student 
Jyoti Singh Pandey last December 16, and in 
South Africa, of Anene Booysen on February 2 
in Bredasdorp, Reeva Steenkamp on February 
14 in Pretoria, and countless others); 
Ɇ ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÃÉÖÉÌ ÒÉÇÈÔÓ ÖÉÏÌÁÔÉÏÎÓȟ ÓÕÃÈ ÁÓ 

widespread police brutality, increased 
securitisation of our societies, militarisation 
and arms trading, prohibitions on protest, 
rising media repression and official secrecy, 
activist jailings and torture, debilitating 
patriarchy and homophobia, and even state-
sanctioned massacres (including in Durban 
where the notorious Cato Manor police hit 
squad executed more than 50 suspects in 
recent years); 
Ɇ ÒÅÇÉÏÎÁÌ ÄÏÍÉÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÂÙ Brics economies, 

including extraction of hinterland raw 
materials, and promotion of ȬWashington 
Consensusȭ ideology which reduces poor 
countriesȭ policy space (for example, in the 
Brics 2012 donation of $75 billion to the 
International Monetary Fund with the mandate 
that the IMF be more Ȭnasty,ȭ according to 
South African Finance Minister Pravin 
Gordhan, or in the desire of China, Brazil and 
India to revitalise the World Trade 
Organisation to maximise their trading power 
against weaker neighbours); and 
Ɇ Ȭmaldevelopmentȭ based on elite-centric, 

consumerist, financialised, eco-destructive, 
climate-insensitive, nuclear-powered 
strategies which advance corporate and 
parastatal profits, but which create multiple 
crises within all the Brics (as witnessed during 
the Marikana Massacre carried out by police on 
behalf of Lonmin platinum corporation last 
August, and in South Durban where R225 
billion ($25 bn) in white -elephant state 
infrastructure subsidies for chaotic port, 
freight and petrochemical industry expansion ɀ 
and more labour-broking exploitation ɀ are 
being vigorously resisted by victim 
communities).  

Confusingly to some, Brics regimes carry out this 
agenda at the same time they offered radical, 
even occasionally Ȭanti-imperialistȭ rhetoric, 
accompanied by mainly trivial diplomatic 
actions. Yet the Brics alliance is incoherent, as 
shown in the elitesȭ debilitating disagreement 
over who would lead the IMF and World Bank in 
2011-12. In the UN Security Council, Brics 
countries seek greater power for themselves, not 
the collective: repeated bids for permanent 
membership by India, Brazil and South Africa are 
opposed by Russia and China.  
 And recall the humiliation when Beijing told 
Pretoriaȭs Home Affairs Minister (now African 
Union chairperson) Nkozasana Dlamini-Zuma 
not to grant a visa to the Dalai Lama to attend 
Archbishop Tutuȭs 80th birthday party in 2011, 
or attend a 2009 Tibet solidarity gathering. We 
seem to have lost foreign policy autonomy to 
Chinese whims. 
 Meanwhile, the African continent has been 
overwhelmed by Brics corporations. The rate of 
trade between Africa and the major emerging 
economies ɀ especially China ɀ rose from 5 to 20 
percent of all commerce since 1994, when 
apartheid ended. Destructive though it often is, 
one of Pretoriaȭs leading objectives, according to 
deputy foreign minister Marius Fransman, is that 
ȬSouth Africa presents a gateway for investment 
on the continent, and over the next 10 years the 
African continent will need $480 billion for 
infrastructure development.ȭ 
 ȬResource Curseȭ maldevelopment often 
follows such infrastructure. This is also true, 
geopolitically, when it comes to facilitating Brics 
investments. In January 2013, for example, 
Pretoria deployed 400 troops to the Central 
African Republic during a coup attempt because 
ȬWe have assets there that need protection,ȭ 
according to deputy foreign minister Ebrahim 
Ebrahim. Allegations by a former South African 
official are that these mineral interests include 
uranium arranged via corrupt heads-of-state 
collaboration, and has Ebrahim confirmed that 
Pretoria sent sophisticated arms to the brutal 
regime of François Bozizé.  
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 Other extreme cases are the Democratic 
Republic of the Congo where Johannesburg-
based mining capital (AngloGold Ashanti) paid 
off warlords in a region where five million 
people were killed mainly to get access to 
minerals such as the coltan we use in our 
cellphones, and Zimbabwe where Chinese firms 
and a military junta ɀ along with SA businesses, 
Indian and Israeli traders, Dubai middlemen and 
other vultures ɀ prop up President Robert 
Mugabeȭs rule, together looting the country of 
billions of dollars worth of diamonds. 
 In 2010, 17 out of Africaȭs top 20 companies 
were South African, even after extreme capital 
flight from Johannesburg a decade earlier, which 
saw Anglo American, De Beers, SA Breweries and 
Old Mutual relocate to London. Just as in Cecil 
John Rhodesȭ day, the greed of South African 
business is backed by government officials, 
through the (failed) New Partnership for Africaȭs 
Development ɀ praised as Ȭphilosophically spot 
onȭ by the Bush Administration ɀ and useless 
African Peer Review Mechanism. More recently, 
SAȭs National Development Plan sheepishly 
conceded a Ȭperception [sic] of the country as a 
regional bully.ȭ 
 In bullying Africa, the traditional SA, US, 
European, Australian and Canadian corporations 
have been joined by major firms from China, 
India and Brazil. Their looting has mainly built 
upon colonial infrastructural foundations ɀ road, 
rail, pipeline and port expansion ɀ connected to 
mines, plantations, petroleum and gas. Durban 
simply updates the investment strategy. 
 There is similar collusion with Washington 
when it comes to global finance: in July 2012, the 
Brics treasuries sent $75 billion in fresh capital 
to the IMF, which was seeking new funds for 
bailing out for banks exposed in Southern 
Europe. Like Africaȭs experience since the early 
1980s, the resulting austerity in Greece, Spain, 
Portugal, Cyprus, Ireland and other failing 
European states does far more harm than good 
to both local and global economies. As for voting 
power within the IMF, the result of this Brics 
intervention was that China gained many more 

votes (for dollars rule at the IMF), while Africa 
actually lost a substantial fraction of its share. 
 For these reasons, will Durban 2013 be known 
as the logical successor to Africaȭs initial carve-up: 
Berlin 1885? 
 Building a bottom-up civil society network to 
analyse, watchdog and represent silenced voices 
of dissent has never been more important. One 
part of this process involves an analysis of the 
pros and cons of Brics.  
 We hope you the reader can join the 
conversation because from Africa, too little has 
been said about Brics, given what is at stake.  
 

 
The infamous Berlin carvery, 1885 

 

 
Cecil John Rhodes stretches from the Cape to Cairo
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Dilma Rousseff, Vladimir Putin, Manmohan Singh, Hu Jintao, Jacob Zuma (2011)    Xi Jinping (replacing Hu in 2013) 
 

The Brics  come to Durban  
By Maite Nkoana-Mashabane 
 
It is my distinct honour and pleasure to deliver 
the keynote address at the welcome dinner for 
the Brics Academic Forum. I wish to extend 
warm greetings and a heartily South African 
welcome on behalf of President Zuma, the 
Government and people of South Africa. 
 It is indeed a momentous occasion for South 
Africa to host the Fifth Brics Summit, the first 
time on African soil. 
 The Brics Summit process has its origins in 
the extraordinary vision of our founding Leaders 
who constituted this grouping at a time of global 
uncertainty and transition during the financial 
crisis. The dire need for providing additional 
impetus to global governance reform debates 
was recognized. The growing interdependence 
between nations of the world required joint 
efforts to address common challenges. 
 Our Leaders urged us to establish this Forum 
out of recognition of the importance of ideas in 
the realization of the vision and objectives of 
Brics. As academics, you will all be aware of the 
value of research, knowledge sharing, knowledge 
transfer, and capacity building to policy 
development. 
 It is in the area of ideas where this Forum has 
a role to play in the Brics architecture. You are 

the brain-trust that must enrich policy 
development within Brics and in the Brics 
countries; and generate scientific knowledge to 
improve our understanding of the world and 
nature. 
 You are best positioned to make this 
contribution when you are fully engaged. The 
Brazilian philosopher, Paulo Freire, emphasized 
the dialectic of scientific inquiry and practice in 
knowledge production in his Pedagogy of the 
Oppressed when he wrote that, and I quote: ȬFor 
apart from inquiry, apart from the praxis, 
individuals cannot be truly human. Knowledge 
emerges only through invention and re-
invention, through the restless, impatient, 
continuing, hopeful inquiry human beings 
pursue in the world, with the world, and with 
each other.ȭ 
 However, knowledge can be used to 
engender the hegemony of certain ideas, in the 
process manufacturing consent and the 
legitimacy of particular interests in society. 
There are a set of ideas that we take for granted 
today and consider self-evident because they 
were packaged for us as Ȭscientificȭ and 
Ȭobjectiveȭ (in inverted commas) when in fact 
they are views of a particular class or group of 
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people. In this sense, knowledge production is 
not a neutral exercise. It is highly contested and 
not immune from the political economy of power 
relations in society and the world. 
 Accordingly, the North-South disparities in 
knowledge production and the content of todayȭs 
dominant ideas reflect the inequalities and 
power imbalance that characterize our global 
system. Therefore, if Brics is to be a factor in the 
current global system, we must extent our 
engagement to the terrain of ideas. 
 As the intelligentsia, you have an opportunity 
to play your part in the shaping of the 21st 
century given your function in society of 
observing, analyzing and influencing policy 
direction in the reconfiguration of the global 
landscape. 
 The world is experiencing a quiet and yet 
profound shift from the old locus of political, 
economic and social power into a multipolar 
system with Brics countries being the catalysts 
and drivers. In essence, the Brics concept and its 
associated forums represent a counter to 
hegemonic unilateral creation of knowledge into 
a more pluralistic co-determination of 
knowledge production and policy agenda setting 
recognizing multiple centres of human 
civilizati on. 
 In this regard, you have a role in demystify 
unilateral hegemonic pretences of universality of 
the current dominant paradigm into a positive 
force that recognise diversity of humanity and 
the potential contribution that each knowledge 
base can make to human development. If this 
Forum is to be effective, it must contribute to 
emancipating plurality of discourse with the sole 
purpose of advancing humanity. 
 Indeed, the Brics countries have produced 
many prominent scholars for centuries whose 
works continue to survive the passage of time 
and influence generation after generation. 
Chinaȭs Confucius has had an influence on 
humanity for more than two thousand years. 
 Amartya Sen is another example ɀ his work 
not only won him the Nobel Memorial Prize in 
Economic Sciences; but he was also instrumental 
in the creation of the widely-used United Nations 

Human Development Index. Leo Tolstoyȭs novel, 
War and Peace, has been immortalized in many 
languages in movies, music and theatre, among 
others. 
 We have given to humanity Nelson Mandela 
and Mahatma Gandhi who continue to inspire 
millions all over the world, even those just 
searching for meaning in life. Gautama Buddha, 
the father of Buddhism, is the son of India. 
 The intelligentsia was in the forefront of the 
struggle in our respective countries, challenging 
hegemonic ideas and generating alternative 
knowledge. 
 Therefore, when we challenge you to stand 
up against the apparatus of knowledge 
production whose ideas dominate the world in 
favour of one side, we are not asking you to do 
something that you have not done before or you 
are not doing as we speak. We challenge you to 
marshal your forces through Brics for 
effectiveness and higher impact. 
 The emergence of Brics has not been well 
received by all of us. There are those who do not 
have a positive appreciation of Brics because 
they believe that its continued existence will 
threaten the status quo and tamper with the 
current international balance of forces.  
 At the other end, we find critics of Brics who 
see it as a body of what they call Ȭsub-imperialistȭ 
countries that are joining the club of traditional 
powers. These critics talk of what they call a 
Ȭnew scrambleȭ for Africa, comparing the 
growing interest on our continent by Brics 
countries to the late 19th century when 
European colonial powers partitioned Africa 
among themselves. 
 What these two groups of critics have in 
common is their lack of appreciation of multi-
polarity for the geopolitical health of our 
international system. The first groups views 
multi -polarity in a negative sense, as a threat; 
while the second group would rather remain in 
the old system than to see it being shaken by 
emerging players from the South. 
 To see Brics countries as Ȭsub-imperialistsȭ is 
the result of a dogmatic application of classical 
notions of imperialism and Immanuel 
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Wallersteinȭs centre-periphery model to a 
situation that is fundamentally different from 
what these theories were trying to comprehend 
and explain. Our scholars have to be innovative 
and courageous enough to develop new tools of 
analysis and theoretical models when history 
challenges us to do so.  
 I am reminded here of a warning Franz 
Fanon made in his The Wretched of the Earth 
that, and I quote: ȬIt so happens that the 
unpreparedness of the educated classes, the lack 
of practical links between them and the mass of 
the people, their laziness, and, let it be said, their 
cowardice at the decisive moment of the struggle 
will give rise to tragic mishaps.ȭ 
 The tragic mishap in this case is that such 
intellectuals will  be left behind and rendered 
irrelevant by history. 
 A poignant question being posed today is 
whether Brics represent a real paradigm shift or 
are new role players just assuming traditional 
balance of power positions? 
 Brics Leaders and people have clearly 
signalled that we do not compete with any 
country or grouping and in fact wish to 
transform the former model of cooperation 
based on a zero-sum relationship in favour of 
more equitable and sustainable global 
partnerships, hence also the theme that was 
selected for the Summit, namely Brics and Africa: 
Partnership for Development, Integration and 
Industrialisation. This approach indeed 
constitutes a plurilateral or in the older idiom, a 
multipolar structure of International Relations. 
 When South Africa planned our hosting of the 
Summit and related meetings, we reflected on 
the existing synergies within the grouping and 
appreciated that the Academic and Business 
Forums as well as our Think Tank network are 
critical components of our people-to-people 
interaction and that their salient relevance vis-à-
vis the Brics leadership needs to be emphasised. 
 It is therefore particularly significant that the 
Summit theme has been adopted as the theme 
for the Academic Forum this year. 
 The Brics Academic Forum endeavours to 
complement and supplement the Brics Leaders 

Summit and the official consultation process 
amongst officials and ministries of the respective 
Brics countries. 
 This Forum seeks to collectively offer viable 
and timely advice and recommendations to 
government leaders of the Brics to support 
policy making, the adoption of best practices, 
exploration of new frameworks, and assistance 
in implementation of existing and new schemes 
and programmes. This Forum also serves as our 
Ȭalter egoȭ which will analyse our agendas and 
critique it, often in a robust manner. 
 What make Brics timely and historic are few 
factors which I wish to emphasize. Firstly, is the 
common history that brings the Brics countries 
together. This is a history that distinguishes the 
Brics countries from the traditional powers. It is 
a history of struggle against colonialism and 
underdevelopment, including the spirit of 
Bandung. Circumstances of history have put 
these countries on the same side. 
 Secondly, the Brics countries have common 
challenges as developing nations. Here at home, 
we speak of the triple challenges of inequality, 
poverty and unemployment. We have set in 
motion processes to grow our economy and 
expand our infrastructure, among others. Other 
Brics member states are dealing with similar 
challenges that, however, differ in scale and 
degree. 
 Thirdly, we are driven by shared interests 
not only in the definition of our respective 
national interests as individual Brics countries. 
We also share a common vision of the world of 
the future. 
 Fourthly, each of the Brics countries works 
for a true partnership with Africa and this 
resonates well with us because Africa is the 
centre-piece of our foreign policy. The topic 
chosen for this Summit is a testimony to the 
consensus that exists among the Brics countries 
on the importance of forging a true and effective 
partnership with the African continent. 
 The Summit theme acknowledges the various 
engagement activities of Brics countries vis-a-vis 
the African continent. 
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 Viewing Africa as the new global growth 
centre, Brics countries are emerging as the new 
largest investors and trade partners to the 
continent with strong exponential growth 
potential for the future. 
 The Summit theme emphasises the African 
Unionȭs own prioritisation of infrastructure 
development and industrialisation and will also 
contribute to sharing of related international and 
regional approaches and best practices between 
Brics and Africa. Finally, bilateral relations 
among Brics countries are on the rise and 
improving across many sectors, notably in 
political cooperation and the economic field. We 
are frank and open to each other. 
 I have perused though your programme 
which is very impressive and comprehensive 
enough to cover the core issues that are on the 
agenda of the Brics Leaders. I am looking 
forward to receiving your recommendations at 
the end of your deliberations. Like with previous 
Academic Forums, the Leaders will study your 
recommendations closely and use them to 
inform their decisions. 
 In respect on the themes posed to the 
Forumȭs deliberations, I wish to make some 
preliminary reflections. 
 In the context of the global financial situation, 
Brics economies have become the engines for 
sustainable global growth and served during the 
financial crisis as the anchor for Low Income 
Countries through its economic relationships 
with these countries. The overarching risk for all 
of us however, remains that of sustainability. 
This takes several forms, the most important of 
which revolve around inclusiveness, dealing with 
inequality and creating jobs. 
 Indeed we meet at a time of global 
uncertainty, which requires that we consider 
issues of mutual interest and systemic 
importance in order to explore shared concerns 
and develop solutions. 
 The prevailing global economic system is 
regulated by institutions which were conceived 
in circumstances when the global economy was 
characterised by very different challenges and 
opportunities. We also need to focus our Ȭlensesȭ 

from a more Brics specific perspective as 
opposed to adhering to traditional views. 
 As emerging economies become more 
integrated and interdependent, they increasingly 
shape the global economy and influence its 
dynamics. Brics offers an historic opportunity to 
explore new models and approaches towards 
more equitable development and inclusive global 
growth by emphasizing complementarities and 
building on our respective economic strengths. 
 The G20 has become an important player in 
the reform of the global economic architecture, 
including the Bretton Woods Institutions. In its 
work, the G20 should continue to put 
development first. 
 Furthermore, Brics considers the United 
Nations to be the foremost multilateral forum 
entrusted with bringing about hope, peace, order 
and sustainable development to the world. The 
UN enjoys universal membership and is at the 
centre of global governance and multilateralism. 
 We express our strong commitment to 
multilateral diplomacy with the UN playing the 
leading role in dealing with global challenges and 
threats. In this regard, we reaffirm the need for a 
comprehensive reform of the UN, including its 
Security Council, with a view to making it more 
representative, effective, legitimate and efficient, 
so that it can deal successfully with global 
challenges. 
 In terms of education, research and skills 
development of building industrializing 
economies, I wish to draw from a study that 
UNESCO published in 2011 which found in 
recent decades that University-industry 
partnerships have moved high onto the policy 
agenda and is fast becoming a new and expanded 
phenomenon. 
 The university-industry partnership is 
conceptualized as a means to bridging the 
perceived gap between the science base and the 
productive sector which would allow new 
knowledge to be transformed rapidly into 
innovation. As was already stated, the Brics 
Business and Academic Fora are critical 
elements to harness our skills development in 
this regard, and we should also strengthen 
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linkages between these fora through joint 
initiatives. 
 The nexus of university and industry holds 
potential for economic development, 
entrepreneurship and job creation. It is evident 
that we need to take the opportunities presented 
to us vigorously as governments aim to 
strengthen international partnerships in the 
pursuit of new knowledge and innovation for 
technology transfer opportunities. 
 Regarding our core Summit theme and our 
cooperation on the African continent, we 
celebrate the 50th anniversary of our continental 
organisation, the OAU, this year, and it is 
poignant that this coincides with the first Brics 
Summit on African soil. 
 President Zuma will be convening a Brics 
Leaders-Africa Dialogue Forum Retreat 
immediately after the Fifth Brics Summit to offer 
an opportunity for Brics and African Leaders to 
exchange views under the theme, ȬUnlocking 
Africaȭs potential: Brics and Africa Cooperation 
on Infrastructure.ȭ The Retreat will reflect 
primarily on infrastructure development, as well 
as integration and industrialisation which are 
aligned to Africaȭs own priorities, to the mutual 
benefit of the Brics countries and the Continent. 
 The theme on peace and security requires 
special focus from our academics considering the 
various debates in this regard. From our 
perspective, the peaceful resolution of any 
conflict situation is paramount and we 
emphasise the importance of preventive 
diplomacy and mediation. 
 The African Union (AU) has made significant 
progress in conflict resolution and peace 
building on the Continent through its peace and 
security architecture since its formation more 
than 10 years ago. In order to enhance its 
positive role, we encourage Brics to support 
closer collaboration with the AU peace and 
security architecture. 

 Especially of importance is continued focus of 
the UNSC on the formalized cooperation 
between the UNSC and the AU PSC as reflected in 
UNSC Resolution 2033 (2012) unanimously 
adopted by the Security Council under the South 
Africa Presidency in 2012. 
 As we celebrate the 50th anniversary of the 
OAU, we should also remember a stalwart of Pan 
Africanism, Dr WE Dubois, who died in 1963 in 
Ghana, just a few months after the formation of 
the OAU. At the height of the First World War in 
1915, Dr Dubois wrote his famous article 
entitled ȬThe African Roots of Warȭ wherein he 
described what was contributing to the 
development and accumulation of wealth by the 
North while the South was being 
underdeveloped. 
 He asked, and I quote: ȬWhence comes this 
new wealth [that the North is accumulating] and 
on what does its accumulation depend? It comes 
primarily from the darker nations of the world - 
Asia and Africa, South and Central America, the 
West Indies and the islands of the South Seas.ȭ 
 This is the analysis we need to distinguish the 
emerging global players of the South, some of 
whom are in Brics, from the traditional powers. 
 When Dr Dubois visited China in 1959 he was 
so moved by the revolution there that when he 
addressed Peking University during this tour he 
proclaimed: Ȭ!ÆÒÉÃÁȟ ÁÒÉÓÅȟ ÆÁÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÒÉÓÉÎÇ ÓÕÎȣ 
China is flesh of your flesh and blood of your 
blood.ȭ Since then China has risen and Africa is 
ri sing. 
 I can anticipate the vibrant debates that will 
take place over the next few days and I wish you 
a successful engagement and trust you enjoy the 
warm hospitality of the city of eThekwini. 
 I thank you! 
 
(Maite Nkoana-Mashabane is SAȭs Minister of 
International Relations and Cooperation) 
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Recommendations from academics to Brics  
By the 5th Brics Academic Forum, 13 March 2013 
 
The 5th Brics Academic Forum, comprising 
experts and scholars from the research and 
academic institutions of India, China, Brazil, 
Russia and South Africa, met on the 11th and 
12th of March 2013 in Durban. 
 After discussions, the Forum has come up 
Recommendations to be presented to the 
Summit leaders of Brics Summit to be held in 
Durban later this month. The Indian delegation is 
led by Mr. HHS Viswanathan, Distinguished 
Fellow of Observer Research Foundation, which 
has been the official convenor for the country. 
 Given that the Brics have covered significant 
ground since the inception of the partnership 
five yearsȭ ago, the Forum believes that they 
must build upon the progress made in the first 
five-year cycle of Brics by consolidating the 
agreements reached and the achievements 
registered and by making further concrete 
proposals for realising the unfolding objectives 
of the Brics partnership. 
 The theme for this yearȭs Forum, ȬBrics and 
Africa: Partnership for Development, Integration 
and Industrialisation,ȭ represents the common 
aspirations of Brics for cementing partnerships 
with one another and with emerging markets 
and developing countries including the African 

continent in order to strengthen progressive 
development trajectories, promote integration, 
and expedite industrialisation in developing 
countries. 
 A shared desire for peace, security, 
development, cooperation, respect for 
International Law and sovereignty continues to 
serve as the fundamental principles for Brics 
members in pursuit of a more equitable and fair 
world. These principles hold particularly in 
dealings with African countries, the sovereignty 
of many of which has not been respected in the 
past, especially by colonial powers. 
 The Forum believes that Brics must continue 
to create synergies for enhancing economic 
growth through greater engagement with one 
another as well as with the rest of the world, 
particular ly the African continent. 
 The Brics Think Tank workshop of 8 and 9 
March 2013 saw the establishment of the Brics 
Think Tanks Council (BTTC), which provides the 
platform for the exchange of ideas among 
researchers, academia and think tanks and the 
convening of the Brics Academic Forum. The 
BTTC agreed on a process for finalising the joint 
long-term vision document for Brics on the basis 
of the Indian draft, with inputs from other Brics 
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countries, in pursuance of paragraph 17 of the 
Delhi Declaration. 
 The Forum discussed five themes, which 
generated the following recommendations: 
 
1. Brics and the Global Economy 
 
Brics should facilitate greater cooperation in the 
area of trade, especially in goods and services, 
towards strengthening partnerships for 
development and industrialisation. They should 
engage in further discussions on the feasibility of 
implementing preferential trade agreements 
among themselves. In addition, Brics should 
strengthen financial and development 
cooperation through the establishment of the 
Brics Development Bank, and create mechanisms 
to deal with volatility in global currency markets. 
 
2. Reform of Institutions of Global Governance 
 
Recognising the shared objective of progressive 
and democratic transformation of the 
institutions of global governance, Brics should 
strive to enhance the voice and representation of 
emerging economies and developing countries in 
multilateral forums. Brics should actively 
explore innovative and complementary 
partnerships for sustainable and equitable 
development. The delegations propose the 
creation of a Brics parliamentary forum as a 
platform for intensifying political interaction.  
 Brics should continue to collaborate to 
identify and utilise strategic opportunities to 
advance its objectives of reform of global 
multilateral institutions in order to make them 
more democratic, representative and 
accountable. 
 
3. Cooperation on Africa 
 
Brics should recognise the diversity of values 
and experiences represented in the separate and 
intersecting histories of their own and African 
countries in the pursuit of mutually beneficial 

social and economic development on the African 
continent. This should include the pursuit of 
deeper cooperation with the African Union, 
taking into account Africaȭs priorities, especially 
integration. 
 
4. Education, Research and Skills Development for 
Building Industrialising Economies 
 
Brics should intensify its support for 
collaboration amongst academics and scholars 
through a variety of institutions, networks and 
programmes that advances education, research 
and skills development. This includes valuing 
local languages and cultural practices and 
establishing the required support mechanisms to 
make this possible. Brics should consider the 
establishment of an independent Brics rating 
agency for educational institutions as well as a 
Brics university. The Forum proposes the 
establishment of a data bank with primary data 
on the five countries, as a well as a digital 
platform with detailed information on 
researchers and institutions dealing with Brics 
issues. The delegations note Brazilȭs offer to host 
the digital platform and the data bank. 
 
5. Peace and Security 
 
Brics should continue to promote the centrality 
of the United Nations (UN), based on the 
principles of equality, mutual trust, and 
cooperation. It should be more active in the 
peaceful resolution of conflict, dealing with 
issues of international terrorism, non-
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, 
and drug- and human trafficking. Mutual security 
concerns, such as water, food, environment, 
health, and disaster preparedness, should 
continue to be a focus. Brics should also promote 
the peaceful use of outer space. Brics should 
utilize their relative strengths in post-conflict 
resolution and peace-making, peace building and 
peace keeping under the auspices of the UN.
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Brics as radical shift ɀ or mere relocation of power?  
By Fatima Shabodien 
  
The claim by the Brics nations is that despite its 
2001 origins in Goldman Sachs economist Jim 
OȭNeillȭs prediction, the group represents a 
potentially radical shift in the prevailing global 
political economic framework in which a few 
rich northern nations use their economic muscle 
to bully the world, and especially poor southern 
nations into submission. 
 

 

Goldman Sachs geoeconomics guru Jim OȭNeill 
 

 
However, Goldman is famous for bubbly investments 

  

The growing combined economic power of these 
five nations presents an alternative centre of 
power, they claim. Only time will tell if Brics will 
bring about a radical restructuring of our 
prevailing inequitable globalised framework; or 
it will merely translate into a re-arrangement of 

this framework in which the powers will now be 
located in new geographic sites without a 
substantial change in the ideologies and values 
that drive that system? 
 In relative terms, Brics is still in its infancy 
and as citizen of the Brics nations, at this stage 
we sit with more questions than answers. This is 
natural during these early days. As Brics citizens 
we do however hold tremendous powers ɀ 
especially in the India-Brazil-South Africa bloc 
(IBSA) where there is a much more vibrant 
tradition of citizen engagement ɀ to help shape 
the Brics agenda. If Brics sets out to do what it 
says it wants to, it can potentially represent one 
of the single biggest developments of our era and 
we should take an active interest in, and actively 
engaged in shaping its potential. 
 There is a growing consensus that poverty in 
its current form and scale is not an accident of 
history or circumstance. Nelson Mandela is often 
quoted arguing this position: ȬOvercoming 
poverty is not a task of charity; it is an act of 
justice. Like Slavery and Apartheid, poverty is not 
natural. It is man-made and it can be overcome 
and eradicated by the actions of human beings.ȭ  
 Poverty should thus be defined as outcome of 
human rights violations, and in itself represents 
a gross violation of human rights of a significant 
proportion of the worldȭs population, of which 
the majority are women and children in the 
South.  
 We understand that in our current context of 
globalisation and a growing interconnected and 
interdependent world, the decisions and actions 
of a small group of people in one corner of the 
world often can and do have far-reaching 
consequences people on the other side of the 
earth. It is in this globalised world where 
sustainable solutions to our multiple 
developmental challenges can often no longer be 
realistically generated within the confines of our 
borders.  
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 This is most devastatingly illustrated by the 
growing impacts of global warming which shows 
no respect to the borders drawn through our 
colonial histories, nor does it respect any north 
south or political divides. It is in this context that 
globalisation and political configurations matter 
profoundly in the lives of those living in poverty. 
 We know that for the last 35 years, the 
development discussion was largely governed by 
the Washington Consensus: a neoliberal 
economic approach that entailed: liberalisation 
at all costs, privatisation of natural resources, 
shrinking of the state and budget austerity 
measures with direct consequences on social 
services to the poor. We know that this so called 
consensus has not worked for the poor as it 
reinforced and protected prevailing patterns of 
power and privilege while reproducing and 
deepening poverty, exclusion and inequality.  
 The combined policies of the Bretton Woods 
institutions have had particularly pernicious 
impact on the lives of poor women on the African 
continent. Our world is in dire need of 
alternatives. In our vision of another world 
without poverty and injustice, another globalised 
political framework has to be a non-negotiable. 
 Thankfully today there is (or should be) no 
more debate about the devastation that these 
policies have created in the South broadly, and 
on the African continent specifically. The 
creation of an alternative can therefore not only 
be about simply relocating the centres of power 
from the North to the South, but about 
fundamentally and radically challenging the 
ideology that underpins this historical 
dominance.  
 It is not enough for Brics to say it wants to 
create an alternative to this framework. We need 
to start hearing what this alternative vision and 
commitments look like in real terms: In the 
South African context a relevant example of this 
would be the market based approach to land 
reform.  
 Despite repeated acknowledgement of its 
failure to give effect to meaningful land reform, it 
remains the standing policy of government in 
which the magical invisible hand of the market is 

expected to affect land redistribution from white 
to black, rich to poor, men to women. Seventeen 
years into the post-apartheid era we know this 
not to be the case. Despite repeated political 
proclamations to the contrary, first by the then 
President Mbeki at the 2005 National Land 
Summit, and more recently by sitting president 
Zuma during the State of the Nation address, we 
have yet to see tangible changes in land reform 
policies or their implementation. 
 In addition to the shared classification as 
emerging economies and regional hegemons, the 
Brics countries share a range of developmental 
challenges: poverty, unemployment, inequality. 
 While the Brics formation came about as a 
result of a prediction of economic growth 
prospects, it is important not to get lost in an 
exclusive focus on macro-economic factors. We 
know from our experience in South Africa that 
the growth rate is not a magic bullet. It is 
important, certainly part of the solution, but not 
the solution itself. It is possible for a country to 
continue growing alongside deepening 
inequality, growing crises in the oppression of 
women, and in the provision of adequate 
education and healthcare.  
 These are also some of the challenges 
common to Brics members: the devastation of 
gender based violence for example is also, sadly, 
a shared feature of Brics life. If Brics is going to 
be vehicle for an alternative global paradigm, let 
it also be a stage where we collectively craft 
radical solutions to ensure that what happened 
to Anene Booysen and Jyoti Singh also becomes 
part of the old paradigm we want to reject. Let 
these issues (usually defined as the Ȭsoft issuesȭ) 
also get their prominent place on this Brics 5th 
Summit agenda. 
 We have also heard the proposals for a Brics 
Bank, of which the details still remain vague and 
weȭre hoping to hear more about this at the 
upcoming Durban summit. Our most critical 
concern would be to caution against the Brics 
Bank becoming an Ȭemerging economiesȭ version 
of the World Bank. We know the policies and the 
ideology represented by the World Bank has not 
worked for us, and has been largely inimical to 
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the needs and aspirations of the poor, and of 
African women in particular.  
 We have also heard about its intended focus 
on infrastructure development, which should be 
a cause for concern to us all because that 
represents a vintage World Bank approach to 
development: build dams, harbours, and roads 
regardless of their social, environmental or 
actual economic impact.  
 While we recognize the importance of 
developing the infrastructure of our continent, 
the example of South Africa is a case in point: - 
that infrastructure without a defined 
redistributive mechanism does not do much for 
poor. Yes, it may grow businesses, but how does 
it lift people out of poverty? It is a cold comfort 
to the South African poor that they live in the 
African country with the most developed 
infrastructure on the continent while struggling 
to access water, electricity, decent housing and 
quality education for children. 
 

 

 
 Lastly, while the regions represented by Brics 
nations did not choose their representatives, we 
need to see a mechanism put in place to ensure 
that the Brics members develop a programme 
that goes beyond the interest of only the Brics 
members. Herein we have to be protective in the 

interest of our continent representing the last 
vestige of untapped reserves in a resource 
hungry world: African people, forests, water, 
land, mineral wealth, even the air we breathe, is 
now up for grabs!  
 We have to ask what is needed to ensure that 
South Africa best represents not only the 
business interest of SA, but that of the continent 
more broadly in this formation. Brics members 
have to ensure that development in their 
respective regions happens in as inclusive a 
manner as possible.  
 If not, it would be a betrayal of the 
retrospective mandate of the AU and NEPAD 
given to President Zuma to represent the 
interest of our continent in Brics, in such a way 
that it genuinely reflects the principles of South 
Africa-south solidarity for the 1955 Bandung 
conference of which Brics represents an 
extension. 
 Lastly, while the SA government invested 
more than any of the other Brics nations in 
taking Brics to the people in the form of the Brics 
provincial road shows, government must be 
encouraged to commit to a more formal forum of 
engagement with the South African public not 
only on Brics, but on matters of international 
policies more broadly.  
 In South Africa we have a vibrant albeit 
imperfect process of public engagement on state 
policy matters; to date, the DIRCO has been the 
one department for which very little formal 
processes of transparent, accountable public 
engagement exist ɀ in which South Africans 
citizens often learn alongside the rest of the 
world, the positions our country is taking 
regarding matters of global significance. Brics 
represents a further opportunity to address this 
dire democratic deficit. 
 
(Fatima Shabodien is the Country Director of 
ActionAid South Africa, and a feminist political 
activist) 
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Will SAȭs new pals be so different from the West?  
By Peter Fabricius 
 
The African National Congress doesnȭt enjoy 
being attacked from the Left. Attacks from the 
Right can, of course, be breezily dismissed as 
racist/neo-colonialist/imperialist/liberal, you 
name it. The ANC dictionary overflows with 
ready-made ripostes to the Right.  
 But it is rather devoid of easy ripostes to the 
Left. This was evident at a recent public debate 
organised by the development NGO ActionAid on 
South Africaȭs hosting of the Brics summit in 
Durban later this month.  
 

 
 

 The theme was ȬBrics: Paradigm Shift or 
more of the same?ȭ and ActionAid-South Africa 
director Fatima Shabodien framed the debate by 
asking if Brics offered a Ȭfundamental shift in 
ideologyȭ or just more of the same Ȭneo-liberalȭ 
economic ideology, but now with the new big 
emerging powers ɀ namely South Africaȭs Brics 
partners Brazil, Russia, India and China ɀ as the 
key actors rather than the old Western powers.  
 Patrick Bond, a senior professor in the school 
of built environment and development studies at 
the University of KwaZulu-Natal, answered the 
question in no uncertain terms, berating the 
government for not just abetting but for Ȭactively 
collaboratingȭ with the new Ȭsub-imperialistȭ 
powers of Brazil, Russia, India and China by 
helping them to Ȭcarve up Africa.ȭ  

 ȬThis is 1885 all over again,ȭ Bond declaimed, 
accusing the Brics countries of mounting a 
Ȭsecond Scramble for Africaȭ in their haste to 
extract the continentȭs natural resources. Chinaȭs 
major construction of infrastructure on the 
continent ɀ much lauded by South Africa and 
other African governments as well as 
development economists ɀ became, in Bondȭs 
perspective, just an instrument of Beijingȭs neo-
colonialist enterprise.  
 It was all about getting minerals from mines 
to ports to be shipped to China, he declared, 
adding that the new Chinese President Xi Jinping, 
who will attend this monthȭs Durban summit, 
Ȭwould be perfectly comfortableȭ with the arch-
colonialist Cecil John Rhodesȭs view of Africa.  
 He and Shabodien asked some familiar 
questions, which have emanated from no 
particular ideological direction, such as: if South 
Africaȭs Brics partners are such good friends, 
why have China and Russia not supported our 
bid for a permanent seat on the UN Security 
Council; why did the Brics countries not back 
Africaȭs candidate to be boss of the World Bank; 
and why did China pressure South Africa to deny 
a visa to the Dalai Lama?  
 

 
 

 Deputy Minister of International Relations 
and Co-operation Ebrahim Ebrahim, 
representing the government, seemed rather 
nonplussed by Bondȭs attack, although he could 
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hardly not have expected it, as Bond is a familiar 
exponent of old-style communism.  
 He offered the standard government line, 
that the emergence of the Brics represented a 
fundamental shift in global economic power 
away from the West and towards a new 
multipolar ɀ or Ȭplurilateral ȭ ɀ world. South 
Africaȭs role in Brics should be seen, essentially, 
as helping to shift the world in that direction. But 
that didnȭt answer the question posed by 
Shabodien, whether Brics offered a Ȭfundamental 
shift in ideologyȭ or just a rearrangement of the 
players in the old game.  
 Ebrahim took some refuge in South Africaȭs 
Ȭsous-sherpaȭ for Brics, Anil Sooklal, the deputy 
director -general for the Middle East and Asia, to 
reply to some of the questions. Sooklal seemed 
taken aback by Bondȭs frontal assault from the 
Left, suggesting it was arrogant. It recalled the 
attitude both of the Ȭapartheid lecturersȭ at the 
segregated Indian university he had had to 
attend in the old South Africa and of EU 
academics Ȭwho have answers to everything.ȭ  
 Bond had done a Ȭdisservice to academia,ȭ he 
added.  
 Sooklal was probably on the right line in 
recalling his university days, as he probably 
ought, from a purely rhetorical perspective, to 
have dismissed Bondȭs attack as student politics.  
For certainly Bond was firing a blunderbuss at all 
of what the Left regards as the ANCȭs sell-out to 
international capital and neo-liberalism etc, 
rather than just at Brics.  
 Yet the one nagging question posed by him 
and Shabodien remained: what does Brics really 
offer South Africa that is different, other than the 
satisfaction of poking the West in the eye?  
 Sooklal touched on that when he said the 
definition of infrastructure articulated by Bond 
was much too narrow, and that Brics had in mind 
a far broader definition ɀ addressing poverty, 
underdevelopment and unemployment ɀ in its 
policy of investing in infrastructure.  
 That evidently referred to South Africaȭs 
belief that the Brics partners will fashion their 
investment in South Africa ɀ and the rest of the 
continent ɀ to process and thus add value to raw 

materials, creating local jobs and greater local 
growth, rather than just extracting the stuff and 
shipping it out.  
 President Jacob Zuma put it more directly in 
an interview with the Financial Times this week 
when he warned Western companies that they 
would have to stop treating Africa as a former 
colony or Africa Ȭwill go to new partners who are 
going to treat them differently.ȭ  
 

 
 

 He particularly accused Western mining 
companies of only extracting ore and not 
fostering support industries, such as diamond-
polishing, in the host nations.  
 He nonetheless added that Africa was aware 
that its new friends such as China might do the 
same.  
 Zuma was articulating what his government 
presumably regards as the essential difference 
between Xi Jinping and Cecil John Rhodes. And it 
is revealing that for him it did not seem yet to be 
an entirely closed question. 
 
(Peter Fabricius is Foreign Service editor of 
Independent newspapers, where this appeared on 
8 March 2013) 
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Brics  and the ANC sell -out to international capital  
By Patrick Bond 
 
In a recent review (ȬWill SAȭS new friends turn 
out so different from the West?Ȭ) about a public 
debate on February 28 over the coming Brazil-
Russia-India-China-South Africa heads-of-state 
summit, South Africaȭs leading foreign policy 
journalist, Peter Fabricius, chose insults, perhaps 
to avoid addressing some deep dilemmas.  
 ȬBond is a familiar exponent of old-style 
communism,ȭ he alleged, and thus Ambassador 
Anil Sooklal Ȭought, from a purely rhetorical 
perspective, to have dismissed Bondȭs attack as 
student politics. For certainly Bond was firing a 
blunderbuss at all of what the Left regards as the 
African National Congress (ANC) sell-out to 
international capital and neo-liberalism etc, 
rather than just at Brics.ȭ 
 No, actually, like many South Africans, ideas 
of the New Left attract me ɀ while Stalinism and 
corrupted nationalism repel. And although the 
ANCȭs adoption of neoliberalism instead of the 
1994 Reconstruction and Development 
Programme was indeed an historic sell-out, I do 
plead guilty to hoisting a blunderbuss. 
 Why? Because we must now be blunt if, as is 
certain, the Durban summit will be remembered 
as a latter-day 1884-85 Berlin conference. Five 
colonial powers ɀ host Germany, Britain, France, 
Portugal and Belgium (plus Italy and Spain) ɀ 
divvied up the continent back then with one 
common objective: efficient resource extraction 
through export-oriented infrastructure.  
 To update this very task, five Brics leaders 
will invite 16 heads of state from Africa, many of 
whom are notorious tyrants, to a gated Zimbali 
luxury lodge on March 27 ɀ having confirmed the 
continentȭs economic carve-up the day before. 
Their knife of choice is a sharp new ȬBrics Bankȭ 
that London and New York economists Nick 
Stern and Joe Stiglitz ɀ both former World Bank 
senior vice presidents ɀ told them would cost 
$50 billion in start-up capital (exactly the 
thumbsuck number theyȭve already chosen to 
announce). 

 This new Bank comes nine months after $75 
billion was wasted by the same five, bailing out 
the International Monetary Fund in a manner 
that shrunk both Africaȭs voting share and 
prospects for world economic recovery. And 11 
months ago, two Brics nominees for World Bank 
president were soundly defeated by 
Washingtonȭs candidate thanks to unfair US-EU 
voting power. 
 The Brics aim to replace the ȬBank of the 
Southȭ ɀ dreamt of by the late Hugo Chavez 
although repeatedly sabotaged by more 
conservative Brasilia bureaucrats and likewise 
opposed by Pretoria ɀbut will theirs be any 
different than Washingtonȭs twin banks?  
 

 

Chavezȭs Banco Sur foiled by neoliberal Brazilians 
 

 If Sooklal is correct that Beijing now backs 
South Africaȭs bid to host the new bank, with no 
other offers from the remaining three at this 
stage, then we should worry. 
 After all, our own precedent, the 
Development Bank of Southern Africa (DBSA), is 
a very sick institution. It promoted dumb ideas 
like commercialised water and toll roads, and 
turned a blind eye to construction industry 
collusion. After losing a stunning R370 million in 
2012, its work was termed Ȭshoddyȭ by its new 
Chief Executive last December. The DBSA was 
also attacked last July by the Southern African 
Development Community, whose second-in-
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command remarked that a new SADC Bank 
would be preferable. 
 And yes, we have grounds for concern about 
dubious overseas influence when the DBSAȭs 
main international envoy is Mo Shaik, a former 
spy who wrongfully accused the attorney general 
of being an apartheid agent, who has zero 
banking or development experience, who was 
party to questionable Ferrostaal arms dealing, 
who revealed Zuma cabinet secrets to US State 
Department officials (according to secret 
Washington cables published by WikiLeaks) 
about what really goes on in Pretoria. 
 

 
 

 

Mo Shaik and Pravin Gordhan can be nasty 
 

 Also disturbing is that when it comes to 
reforming world finance, finance minister Pravin 
Gordhan has called on the IMF to be more Ȭnastyȭ 
to low-income Europeans, while SA Reserve 
Bank deputy governor Daniel Mminele bragged 
last November that Pretoria stands alongside 
Washington in opposing global regulation such as 
the ȬRobin Hood taxȭ on financial transactions. 

 Moreover, as Mminele put it, ȬSouth Africa is 
aligned with advanced economies on the issue of 
climate financeȭ ɀ i.e., against paying Ȭecological 
debtȭ to increasingly desperate countries already 
losing 400,000 people per year to climate-caused 
deaths. The same Washington-Brics alliance can 
be found at the UN climate summits, which 
refuse to adopt binding emissions cuts: a 
decision that the name Durban will always be 
remembered for in shame following the failed 
COP17 in December 2011. 
 As a result, Africa could become an even 
more violent battleground for conflicts between 
Brics firms intent on oil, gas and minerals 
extraction, whether Brazilȭs Vale and Petrobras, 
or South Africaȭs Anglo or BHP Billiton (albeit 
with London and Melbourne financial 
headquarters), or Indiaȭs Tata or Arcelor-Mittal, 
or Chinese state-owned firms and Russian 
energy corporations. 
 A few years ago, minister of justice Jeff 
Radebe termed such firms Ȭnew imperialistsȭ 
because Ȭmany SA companies working elsewhere 
in Africa come across as arrogant, disrespectful, 
aloof and careless in their attitude towards local 
business communities, work-seekers and even 
governments.ȭ 
 The maldevelopment that results is 
exemplified in South Durban where R250 billion 
in white-elephant state infrastructure subsidies 
will soon flow to chaotic port, freight and 
petrochemical industry expansion 
notwithstanding resistance by victim 
communities. 
 That resistance will grow, including at a 
March 23 community teach-in at Settlers 
Primary School next to the areaȭs main oil 
refinery, and then from 25-27 March, during the 
Ȭbrics-from-belowȭ counter-summit at the 
Diakonia church in central Durban. Itȭs here that 
critics can discuss both Brics and ANC 
neoliberalism without Fabriciusȭ shallow 
journalistic distortion.  
 
(This appeared on 12 March 2013 in the 
Independent newspapers) 
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Brics  as a spectre of alliance  
By Anna Ochkina 
 
The construction of Brics is in many ways 
artificial. This alliance is more visible in the 
media debates than in practical international 
politics. But is there a reason for these countries 
to get together except making real fantasies of 
experts and journalists? Yes, there is.  
 Though these countries are so different in so 
many ways they still have a lot in common:  
¶ their position as semi-periphery within 

global capitalist system as strong countries 
playing an important though not dominant 
role in the process of neoliberal globalization;  

¶ their social and economic policies, though not 
completely following neoliberal patterns stay 
within the framework of neoliberal model; 

¶ all these countries practice neoliberal 
economic policies, but neither country is 
orthodox in this respect (till recently they 
were able to combine free market approach 
with some elements of social redistribution, 
state intervention and other measures that 
somehow compensated market failures).  

Every country from this group has a specific role 
in the capitalist world-system. Every of these 
countries provides resources which determine 
its position and function in the system. Brazil is 
essential for agricultural supplies, China 
provides cheap labour, India supplies cheap 
intellectual work force for high tech industries, 
South Africa provides minerals and Russia 
supplies minerals, oil and gas. The scale and 
conditions of provision of these resources for 
global capital makes Brics countries essential for 
the current system. However, the economic, 
cultural and human potential of Brics countries 
is Ȭexcessiveȭ from the point of view of the role 
which Brics countries play in the world-system.  
 We may represent Brics countries as 
equivalent to teenagers who have grown up too 
quickly, Ȭmodernizingȭ themselves very rapidly if 
we look at that process in historic perspective. 
This leads to a contradictory situation when 
impressive growth of economic and cultural 

potential (at least in case of Russia and China) 
was not accompanied by the development of 
democratic political traditions or  the mass 
involvement of people in political life through 
self-organization. As a result, in these countries 
neoliberalism ɀ even when destroying 
accumulated economic and cultural potential ɀ 
produces high levels of social tension, but does 
not generate conscious social resistance. 
 In each country, though in different ways, 
development of a neoliberal model of capitalism 
creates a need to overcome structures and 
relations which contradict this model. In Russia, 
aggressive marketization was accompanied by 
the use of some elements of the Soviet Welfare 
state. Free education and healthcare, the social 
security system and cultural capital that had 
accumulated within families during the Soviet 
period helped Russians to adjust to the market 
economy and even become successful. Decline of 
living standards as a result of Ȭshock therapyȭ and 
later neoliberal reforms was real ɀ but less 
painful because of safety nets provided by the 
remaining structures of the Soviet Welfare state.  
 However, now these Welfare state 
institutions themselves are eroded or destroyed 
by the neoliberal reforms. Contradictions are 
becoming more painful. The Russian state faces a 
choice which it has to make very quickly. One 
route is to go forward with neoliberal policies 
along the lines of the mainstream tendencies 
within the global system in which the Russian 
government wants to remain, provoking ever-
increasing conflicts with its own society. Trying 
to remain loyal to the global economic 
institutions and their logic, the state becomes 
less and less capable of sustaining existing 
mechanisms of social compromise, using its 
financial resources to address mass interests.  
 The other route is to stop destroying the 
Welfare state and reorient government policies 
towards rebuilding and developing the Welfare 
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system, but this means a conflict both with global 
institutions and with Russiaȭs own elite.  
 Brics countries are dominant forces in their 
regions. They engage in different macro-regional 
alliances, but each time they do so to achieve 
local or regional goals. Their potential to go 
beyond that is still too weak. In the case of 
Russia, its ambitions based on the imperial 
tradition of leading the disintegrating 
commonwealth of independent states (CIS) and 
other alliances, contradict its own subordinate 
position in global capitalist economy and world 
politics.  
 Brics countries are the strongest among the 
states of semi-periphery and that makes them 
potentially dangerous for the balance of forces of 
the current global capitalism. This creates an 
objective precondition for an alliance between 
these states, trying to increase their weight in 
the World-system.  
 But on the other hand, elites of these 
countries exist quite comfortably within this 
system and are not interested to risk this 
situation even when they have some political 
ambitions on the global level. Their loyalty to 
global economic institutions is seen as a 
guarantee of their international and even local 
status. Thatȭs why Brics remain a specter rather 
than a real alliance, a factor that can be used 
sometimes to blackmail their partners from the 
global center, but not a working mechanism of 
integration of societies joining forces to solve 
common or similar problems.  
 No matter how different the specific 
situations in Brics countries, they have a 
common problem in the context of the global 
attack on the Welfare state and its institutions. 
But the potential for social development that is 
either remaining unused or has been destroyed 
is thus becoming transformed into societyȭs 
potential for resistance to neoliberalism. And 
this factor makes Brics countries a place where 
objective preconditions for anti-capitalist 
alternatives are emerging.  
 This block of countries may form into a force 
opposing neoliberal order, but only on a 
condition of domestic social change in each of 

these countries. Unfortunately this can only 
happen when societies overcome their own 
weakness and authoritarian control. Unless that 
it happens, the Brics alliance doesnȭt have a 
perspective to become a real global force capable 
of changing the world order. 
 The model which can be called Ȭknow how 
Bricsȭ seems to be exhausted. Up to some point 
local elites were able to keep both sheep and 
wolves satisfied. That was possible because of 
important resources which these countries 
provided to the global market gaining some 
advantages in this division of labour. Economic 
crisis limits these advantages, diminishes the 
flow of external money into Brics countries and 
the real value of this money.  
 This leads to the intensification of domestic 
neoliberal reforms which undermine 
institutional basis of social compromise as well 
as social and political mechanisms of consensus-
building. Following the recommendations of 
global institutions such as WTO, IMF and the 
World Bank leads to even deeper transformation 
of social and economic structures. Economies are 
more and more getting oriented to the 
weakening demand of international market at 
the expense of domestic market which also gets 
weaker or doesnȭt realize its potential growth. 
This intensifies domestic social crisis and 
conflicts.  
 In case of Russia this is expressed by chronic 
social crisis which canȭt be overcome without 
changing existing economic structures and 
political system. Majority of Russian population 
still bases their life strategies on the assumption 
that basic welfare guaranties are going to be 
provided, but their chances in this respect are 
diminishing rapidly. Given current tendencies 
even those welfare provisions and rights that are 
formally remaining available will become 
technically disfunctional.  
 This policy creates problems not only to the 
masses of people but also for regional elites. 
Trying to cut costs for itself, federal 
administration expends powers of regional 
authorities, but doesnȭt provide them with access 
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to additional financial resources. In practice this 
means more responsibility without more rights.  
 Regional administrations face deep crisis 
trying to cope with this new situation. In practice 
they have to slow down the implementation of 
the neoliberal policies introduced by the central 
government because for them this is the only 
chance to avoid or postpone mass protests. But 
this increases political contradictions and 
conflicts within the state system and creates a 
real governability crisis.  
 Ironically, at the central level this leads to 
even stronger insistence on the market reform as 
central authorities see that as an only way to 
overcome the Ȭinefficiencyȭ of local bureaucratic 
structures. Thus stochastic sabotage at local level 
leads to new institutional struggles and 
decomposition of state institutions, including the 
most basic ones. Russia faces catastrophic 
governability crisis which adds to economic and 
social crisis, producing preconditions for serious 
political destabilization. 
 The exhaustion of social compromise model 
objectively creates conditions for stronger 
cooperation between Brics countries, which at 
least have a chance to work together against 
global neoliberal institutions demanding that 
they soften their approach. But here we face 
considerable obstacles: 
¶ Brics countries themselves are structurally 

dependent on the global economy ɀ their 
neoliberal reforms are not only produced 
under the pressure of global capital but also 
result from this dependency; 

¶ Brics elites are involved in global competition 
trying to increase their weight in the current 
world -system; 

¶ Domestic (national) elites oriented to the 
global market are not interested in changing 
neoliberal policies, on the contrary they want 
to intensify it. 

Being unable to create a real functional alliance 
Brics counties imitate alliance-building to put 
symbolic pressure on the global center. But their 
inability an unwillingness to go beyond that 
limits their chance to use even this political tool. 

This weakness is increased by the impotence of 
local political elites at least in some Brics 
countries, lacking political actors capable to 
articulate and defend their own state interests 
against capitalist global elites. 
 These characteristics of Brics countries and 
their elites lead to the situation that instead of 
being a force contributing globally to the 
improvement of the conditions of the countries 
of the periphery, they become the Centerȭs Ȭfifth 
column,ȭ a force of subglobal support for 
neoliberal strategy.  
 But even here we see Brics rather a potential 
factor of world politics than a serious player. In 
practice the Center isnȭt interested in 
encouraging an integration of a block of 
countries with impressive resources and a 
population of over three billion people. Even 
under neoliberal leadership such integration can 
produce problems. It is better to have an alliance 
in name only, without much substance.  
 Contradictions between society and the state 
which we see in Brics countries are basically the 
same as in the Center of capitalist system, but 
they are deepened by the economic dependency. 
However Brics countries have a strong tradition 
of revolutions and resistance struggles which 
remain part of the collective memory of the 
people. They have rich history and cultural 
traditions of their own. They can be seen as a 
subglobal support base for the Welfare State.  
 The problem is that actual level of resistance 
and struggles is very weak compared with the 
objective level of social discontent. Here the 
problem is with the lack of social subjectivity. 
What is needed is a new social alliance or rather 
a historic block to be built  in order to promote 
and consolidate these struggles making them 
effective in terms of practical social change. And 
even now we have all the conditions to use Brics 
as a space for dialogue of these emerging forces 
working for a new strategy of progressive social 
transformation both at local and global level. 
 
(Anna Ochkina is a researcher with the Institute of 
Globalisation and Social Movement Studies in 
Moscow)
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Brics  viewed positively from Moscow  
By Vladimir Shubin 
 
The Brics summit in Durban, or, rather, 
eThekwini, naturally draws attention of 
academics and activists to this group. Opinions 
on Brics differ, whether in South Africa or in 
Russia. Some scholars, on one end of the political 
spectrum, even called rejoicing at South Africaȭs 
joining Ȭan amorphous entity such as the BRICsȭ 
Ȭan affront to our national prideȭ1, while others, 
on the opposite side, reduce Brics to a group of 
Ȭsub-imperialistsȭ and even Ȭdeputy sheriffs.ȭ  
 In Russia the poorly-organised right wing, 
routed at the two latest general elections is 
missing Yeltsinȭs pro-Western policy of the early 
1990s2, while the Ȭdisorganisedȭ part of the left 
(if I may use such an expression) regards Brics as 
Ȭthe CenterȭÓ Ȱfifth columnȱȢȭ3  
 

 
 

 As to the organised left forces, their positive 
(though cautious) attitude was stated in the 
Political Report of the Central Committee to the 
Communist Partyȭs congress held last February: 
ȬThe emergence of Brics involving Brazil, Russia, 
India, China and South Africa means an 

                                                           
1. Mills Soko and Dr Mzukisi Qobo, South Africa and the 
BRICs: A Crisis of Identity in Foreign Policy. Mail and 
Guardian, 7 January, 2010. 
2. Irina Hakamada, a fÏÒÍÅÒ ÌÅÁÄÅÒ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ Ȭ5ÎÉÏÎ ÏÆ 2ÉÇÈÔ-
×ÉÎÇ &ÏÒÃÅÓȭ ɉȬ3ÏÙÕÚ ÐÒÁÖÙÈ ÓÉÌȭɊ ÐÁÒÔÙ ÓÔÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ 2ÕÓÓÉÁȭÓ 
ȬÇÌÏÂÁÌ ÍÉÓÓÉÏÎȿȭ ÉÓ ÔÏ ȬÃÌÏÓÅ Á .ÏÒÔÈÅÒÎ ÒÉÎÇȡ 53!-Europe-
*ÁÐÁÎȢȭ ɉhttp://www.scilla.ru/works/part ii07/sps.html .) 
3. Anna Ochkina (from the Institute for Globalisation and 
Social Movements), Brics: a spectre of alliance (received 
via Debate network)  

application for the formation of an alternative 
centre of global influence. In the arsenal of those 
countries ɀ the majority of the worldȭs 
ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÁÎ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÉÎÇÌÙ Ȱ×ÅÉÇÈÔÙȱ ÓÈÁÒÅ 
of the world economy. In the case of the 
expression of common will the growing power of 
Brics countries can become a serious obstacle to 
the establishment of a new colonial model of the 
world.ȭ4 
 Let us try to look into Brics (and Russiaȭs 
place in it) objectively, avoiding both calling 
names and ululation and trying to detect the 
areas where research is needed. For example, as 
much as written about Brics, you can hardly find 
the comparison of the political stand of the 
ruling parties in Brics countries.  
 Meanwhile the picture of ruling parties is 
rather complicated: the Communist Party in 
China that still speaks about socialism even if it 
is often accused in moving towards capitalism; 
the left-centre Partido dos Trabalhadores in 
Brazil; the centrist (formerly also left-centrist) 
Indian National Congress; the African National 
Congress (a member of the Socialist 
International ɀ in Jacob Zuma words it is Ȭa 
disciplined force of the left with a bias towards 
the poor,ȭ but also a broad church);5 and finally 
the ȬUnited Russiaȭ that according to Evgeny 
Primakov Ȭwas founded as a right-wing, 
conservative party.ȭ6 
 

 

                                                           
4. Pravda, 7 February 2013. 
5. http://www.anc.org.za/show.php?id=9989 
6. http://ru.wikipedia.org/wiki/ ˒̠̅̉̎́ͺ˝̠̏̒̒̉ 
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 Nevertheless, according to a representative 
of the UR, it agreed with China that Brics would 
Ȭhave a party dimension. The ruling parties of 
these countries will try to coordinate their 
policiesȭ7. It remains to be seen whether this 
Ȭdimensionȭ will be different from inter -
governmental relations and whether it will 
contain some ideological input. 
 The name of Evgeny Primakov deserves a 
special attention. We are all aware, that for the 
first time the term BRIC was Ȭcoinedȭ in 2001 by 
Jim OȭNeill of Goldman Sachs Asset Management. 
However his idea of BRIC was rather far from 
what happened later, for him BRIC was an object 
but as a body it at once became a subject of 
world policy. More related with Brics of today is 
the idea expressed by Primakov when during his 
visit to New Delhi in 1998 he envisioned the 
creation of a strategic triangle connecting 
Moscow-Beijing-New Delhi. 
 As to practical interaction between the first 
four future BRIC members, it began in 2006 
when on Russiaȭs initiative the first ministerial 
meeting took place on the Ȭfringesȭ of the UN 
General Assembly, and then such a meeting was 
convened in 2008 in Yekaterinburg, in the Urals 
to be followed by the first summit in the same 
place in June 2009. 
 All these details come to mind when one 
reads how some academics question Ȭthe 
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inclusion of the failing Russian stateȭ8, as if 
Russia was not an initiator of BRIC!  
 The creation of BRIC was quite consonant 
with South Africaȭs efforts to create a core of 
ȬNon-Westernȭ powers that initi ally resulted in 
2003 in the establishment of IBSA which was 
regarded in Pretoria/Tshwane just as the 
beginning of the desirable process9.  
 Yet South Africa initially remained outside 
BRIC, and disappointment was quite visible. 
Francis Kornegay, a prominent US academic 
living now in South Africa, without any argument 
even called Russia Ȭthe main culprit in this 
plot.ȭ10 But in fact during almost three years 
preceding the first summit, South Africa did not 
show interest in the gradual formation of BRIC. 
 However Russia welcomed South Africaȭs 
entry the next year. There were apparently 
several reasons for it. One of them was the need 
Ȭto close a gapȭ in the geographical composition; 
South Africa is certainly the leading country on 
the continent, even if not everybody likes it.  
 Then with its excellent infrastructure it is the 
Ȭgatewayȭ to an entire continent for trade and 
investment. And last but not the least, South 
Africa, the country that got rid of the apartheid 
regime, occupies a high moral ground.  
 The rising Russiaȭs attention to Brics was 
highlighted in the period preceding its summit in 
Durban. It coincided with Russiaȭs chairing of the 
G20, and Brics is regarded in particular as Ȭan 
ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ ȰÌÏÃÏÍÏÔÉÖÅȱ ÏÆ 'ςπȭs development.ȭ11 
The preparation of the 2015 summit to be hosted 
by Russia has begun well in advance; its venue, 
Ufa, is the capital of the Republic of 
Bashkortostan in the Urals.12 
                                                           
8. Mail and Guardian, Johannesburg, 7 January, 2011. 
9. Discussion with a South African minister, 28 April, 2005. 
10. 
http://www.newsfromafrica.org/newsfromafrica/articles
/art_11630.html. 
11. Lukov V. BRIC ÉÓ ÁÎ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ ȬÌÏÃÏÍÏÔÉÖÅ ÏÆ 'ςπȭÓ 
ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔȭ ɉÉÎ 2ÕÓÓÉÁÎɊȢ 4ÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒ ÉÓ ÆÏÒÍÅÒ 
ambassador to South Africa is Russian su-Sherpa in Brics. 
http://www.mid.ru/bdomp/brics.nsf/WEBforumBric/B84
C7A2A9FB4D01944257B020026CB7D 
12. http://www.udprf.ru/press -center/soobsch-
smi/2012 -12-04. 

 Recent official statements and academic 
works show that Moscowȭs long-term objective 
is the conversion of Brics from a dialogue forum 
into a full scale mechanism of strategic and 
ongoing interaction on key issues of world 
politics and economy.  
 The criticisms of Brics from the left come 
from those who occupy a Ȭperfectionistȭ stance. 
However it is naïve (at the best) to expect the 
very existence of Brics to radically change the 
world.  
 I would rather agree with the view, 
expressed in the above-mentioned Russian 
Communist Party Political Report. It points to the 
formation of several intergovernmental bodies in 
the recent years ɀ such as Brics, Soc, Mercosur, 
Celac, etc ɀ and correctly says that this kind of 
integration is often an expression of capitalist 
competition.  
 But on the other hand, Ȭ(t )he formation of 
such alliances is constraining the ambitions of 
USA, Nato and the world reactionary forces 
behind them. This process gives an additional 
chance to win time before the new forces of 
resistance to imperialism, forces of socialist 
choice grow up and become stronger.ȭ13  

 For the author, who first came to Africa over 
50 years ago, the evolving situation resembles 
the early 1960s, when Britain and France 
changed their methods of control, while the 
economically much weaker Portugal resorted to 
brutal repression.  
 And nowadays it looks like imperialist 
powers, undergoing serious economic 
difficulties, are no more in a position to use 
Ȭneocolonialȭ methods and are increasingly 
resorting to military force. It became more 
evident after NATOȭs aggression in Libya. Hence 
the unity of those who are determined to defend 
their  independence, Brics countries in particular, 
becomes especially important.  
  
(Vladimir Shubin is a senior researcher at 
Moscowȭs Institute for African Studies)
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From Nepad to Brics, SAȭs toll at the Ȭgateway to Africa ȭ 
By Patrick Bond 
 
Amongst Pretoriaȭs main objectives at the Brics 
summit in Durban, says deputy foreign minister 
Marius Fransman, is to serve as Ȭa gateway for 
investment on the continent, and over the next 
10 years the African continent will need $480 
billion for infrastructure development .ȭ1 
 Going back a decade, what can observers of 
Brics learn about the role South Africa may serve 
the four other countries as the gateway to Africa? 
The origins of the New Partnership for Africaȭs 
Development (Nepad) and the African Peer 
Review Mechanism (APRM) are revealing. Their 
sponsor, SA president Thabo Mbeki, had 
launched a late 1990s ȬAfrican Renaissanceȭ 
branding exercise, which he endowed with 
poignant poetics but not much else.  
 

 
 

 By early 2001, Mbeki had managed to sign on 
as partners two additional rulers from the 
crucial north and west of the continent: 
Abdeleziz Bouteflika of Algeria and Olusegun 
Obasanjo of Nigeria, both leaders of countries 
that suffered frequent mass protests and various 
civil, military, religious and ethnic disturbances. 
Later, he added Senegalȭs Abdoulaye Wade, who 
in 2012 had to be ousted from power by mass 
popular protest, when he attempted to change 
the constitution to allow further rule. 

                                                           
1Ȣ - &ÒÁÎÓÍÁÎȟ ȬSouth Africa: A strong African Brick in 
"ÒÉÃÓȟȭ 3ÔÅÌÌÅÎÂÏÓÃÈȟ 5ÎÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÙ ÏÆ 3ÔÅÌÌÅÎÂÏÓÃÈȟ ςρ 
November 2012. 

 Addressing an international business 
gathering in Davos, January 2001, Mbeki made 
clear whose interests Nepad would serve: ȬIt is 
significant that in a sense the first formal briefing 
on the progress in developing this programme is 
taking place at the World Economic Forum 
meeting. The success of its implementation 
would require the buy in from members of this 
exciting and vibrant forum!ȭ2  
 International capital would benefit from 
large infrastructure construction opportunities, 
privatised state services, ongoing structural 
adjustment (which lowers the social wage and 
workersȭ real wages), intensified rule of 
international property law, and various of 
Nepadȭs sectoral plans, all co-ordinated from a 
South African office at the Development Bank of 
Southern Africa (DBSA), a World Bankɀstyled 
institution staffed with neoliberals and open to 
economic and geopolitical gatekeeping.  
 Once Mbekiȭs plan was merged with an 
infrastructure -project initiative offered by Wade, 
it won endorsement at the last meeting of the 
Organisation of African Unity, in June 2001. In 
2002, the organisation evolved into the African 
Union, and Nepad was made its official 
development plan.3 
 The actual Nepad document was publicly 
launched in Abuja by African heads of state in 
October 2001. In February 2002, global elites 
celebrated Nepad at venues ranging from the 
World Economic Forum to a summit of self-
described Ȭprogressiveȭ national leaders (but 
including Britainȭs Tony Blair) who gathered in 
Stockholm to forge a global ȬThird Way.ȭ  
 

                                                           
2Ȣ 4 -ÂÅËÉȟ ȬBriefing at the World Economic Forum 
meeting: Millennium Africa Renaissance Program - 
ÉÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÓÓÕÅÓȟȭ $ÁÖÏÓȟ 3×ÉÔÚÅÒÌÁÎÄȟ ςψ *ÁÎÕÁÒÙ 
2001, http://www.au2002.gov.za/docs/speeches 
/mbeki010128.htm . 
3. P Bond (Ed), &ÁÎÏÎȭÓ 7ÁÒÎÉÎÇȟ Trenton, Africa World 
Press, 2005. 
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 Elite eyes were turning to the Ȭscar on the 
worldȭs conscienceȭ (as Blair described Africa), 
hoping Nepad would serve as a large enough 
bandaid, for G8 leaders at their June 2002 
summit in Canada had rejected Mbekiȭs plea for 
an annual $64 billion in new aid, loans and 
investments for Africa.4 He was simply not a 
sufficiently reliable deputy sheriff for 
imperialism, at that stage.  
 The main reason for doubts about Mbekiȭs 
commitment to neoliberalism and the rule of law 
was his repeated defense of the continentȭs main 
violator of liberal norms, Mugabe. This loyalty 
was in spite of Nepad promises such as: ȬAfrica 
undertakes to respect the global standards of 
democracy, the core components of which 
include political pluralism, allowing for ... fair, 
open and democratic elections periodically 
organised to enable people to choose their 
leaders freely.ȭ  
 

 

                                                           
4. Ibid. 

 

 In reality, Mbeki would term Zimbabweȭs 
demonstrably unfree and unfair March 2002 
presidential election Ȭlegitimate,ȭ and repeatedly 
opposed punishment of the Mugabe regime by 
the Commonwealth and the UN Human Rights 
Commission. In February 2003, South African 
foreign minister Nkosazana Dlamini-Zuma ɀ now 
African Union chairperson ɀ stated, ȬWe will 
never criticise Zimbabwe.ȭ  
 The Nepad secretariatȭs Dave Malcomson, 
responsible for international liaison and co-
ordination, then admitted to a reporter, 
ȬWherever we go, Zimbabwe is thrown at us as 
the reason why Nepadȭs a joke.ȭ5  
 In the meantime, South African capitalȭs drive 
to accumulate up-continent continued, as 
Johannesburg business sought out new 
opportunities especially in mining, retail, 
banking, breweries, construction, services and 
tourism.  
 The largest South African corporations 
benefited from Nepadȭs lubrication of capital 
flows out of African countries, yet most of the 
money did not stop in Johannesburg, as was the 
case prior to 2000. The financial flight went 
mainly to London, where Anglo American 
Corporation, DeBeers, Old Mutual insurance, 
South African Breweries, Liberty Life insurance 
and other huge South African firms had relisted 
at the turn of the Millennium (thanks to 
permission from Mbeki).  
 In spite of a high-profile mid-2002 
endorsement of Nepad by 187 business leaders 
and firms, led by Anglo American, BHP Billiton 
and the Absa banking group, there were no 
investments made in twenty key infrastructure 
projects two years later, only vocal corporate 
complaints that the peer review mechanism had 
insufficient teeth to discipline errant politicians. 
According to the chief reporter of (pro-Nepad) 
Business Day in mid-2004, ȬThe private sectorȭs 
reluctance to get involved threatens to derail 
Nepadȭs ambitions.ȭ6 

                                                           
5. Financial Timesȟ Ȭ'ψ ÖÏ×Ó ÔÏ ȬÆÕÌÌÙ ÃÏÍÍÉÔȭ ÔÏ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÉÎÇ 
!ÆÒÉÃÁÎ ÎÁÔÉÏÎÓȟȭ ς *ÕÎÅ ςππσȢ  
6Ȣ 2 2ÏÓÅȟ Ȭ#ÏÍÐÁÎÉÅÓ ȬÓÈÉÒËÉÎÇȭ ÔÈÅÉÒ .ÅÐÁÄ ÏÂÌÉÇÁÔÉÏÎÓȟȭ 
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 But would the corporates have contributed to 
Africaȭs genuine development? To illustrate 
drawing upon a telling incident associated with 
household water provision in 2012, the 
Johannesburg parastatal firm Rand Water was 
forced to leave Ghana after failing ɀ with a Dutch 
for-profit partner (Aqua Vitens) ɀ to improve 
Accraȭs water supply, as also happened in 
Maputo (Saur from Paris) and Dar es Salaam 
(Biwater from London). Rand Water had long 
claimed its role in Ghana was part of both the 
Nepad and Millennium Development Goals 
mandate to increase public-private partnerships 
in water delivery. 7 
 The problem of overreach was a more 
general one. In July 2003, the Johannesburg 
Sunday Times reported from the African Union 
meeting in Maputo that Mbeki was viewed by 
other African leaders as Ȭtoo powerful, and they 
privately accuse him of wanting to impose his 
will on others. In the corridors they call him the 
George Bush of Africa, leading the most powerful 
nation in the neighbourhood and using his 
financial and military muscle to further his own 
agenda.ȭ8  
 These critics of Mbeki were joined by African 
intellectuals who demanded better from their 
leaders as well, including those who understand 
Pretoriaȭs continental ambitions. To illustrate, at 
a joint conference in April 2002 in Accra, Ghana, 
the Council for Development and Social Science 
Research in Africa and Third World Network-
Africa identified the Ȭmost fundamental flaws of 
Nepadȭ as follows: 
¶ the neoliberal economic policy framework at 

the heart of the plan ... which repeats the 
structural adjustment policy packages of the 
preceding two decades and overlooks the 
disastrous effects of those policies; 

¶ the fact that in spite of its proclaimed 
recognition of the central role of the African 

                                                                                                     
Business Day, 24 May 2004. 
7Ȣ * !ÍÁÎÔÈÉÓȢ Ȭ(Ï× ÔÈÅ ÐÒÉÖÁÔÅ ÓÅÃÔÏÒ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÓÏÌÖÅ 'ÈÁÎÁȭÓ 
×ÁÔÅÒ ÃÒÉÓÉÓȟȭ Pambazuka, 27 July 2012. 
8Ȣ 2 -ÕÎÕÓÁÍÙȟ Ȭ4ÈÅ 'ÅÏÒÇÅ $ÕÂÙÁ ÏÆ !ÆÒÉÃÁȟȭ Sunday 
Times, 13 July 2003.  

people to the plan, the African people have 
not played any part in the conception, design 
and formulation of the Nepad; 

¶ notwithstanding its stated concerns for social 
and gender equity, it adopts the social and 
economic measures that have contributed to 
the marginalisation of women; 

¶ that in spite of claims of African origins, its 
main targets are foreign donors, particularly 
in the G8; 

¶ its vision of democracy is defined by the 
needs of creating a functional market.9 

It did not take long for the pessimistsȭ 
predictions to come true, for even on its own 
terms, Nepad was fundamentally flawed. As 
Wade stated in October 2004: ȬI am 
disappointed. I have great difficulties explaining 
what we have achieved when people at home 
and elsewhere ask me... Weȭre spending a lot of 
money and, above all, losing time with repetition 
and conferences that end and youȭre not quite 
sure what theyȭve achieved.ȭ10  
 

 
 

 In June 2007, at the World Economic Forum 
meeting in Cape Town, he acknowledged that 
Nepad Ȭhad done nothing to help the lives of the 

                                                           
9. Council for Development and Social Science Research in 
Africa, Dakar and Third World Network-Africa, 
Ȭ$ÅÃÌÁÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÎ !ÆÒÉÃÁȭÓ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÅÓȟȭ 
Resolution adopted at the Joint Conference oÎ !ÆÒÉÃÁȭÓ 
Development Challenges in the Millennium, Accra, 23-26 
April 2002, p.4. 
10Ȣ ""#ȟ Ȭ!ÆÒÉÃÁȭÓ ÂÉÇ ÐÌÁÎ ȰÄÉÓÁÐÐÏÉÎÔÉÎÇȱȟȭ ,ÏÎÄÏÎȟ ςς 
October 2004. 
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continentȭs poor.ȭ11 Later that year, Wade was 
even more frank: ȬThe redirection of the project 
has become inevitable, because nobody has yet 
understood anything from Nepad and nobody 
implemented Nepad.ȭ12  
 As Mbeki himself confessed a few weeks after 
his ouster from power, in December 2008, ȬI am 
afraid that we have not made the progress we 
had hoped for. Indeed, and regrettably, I believe 
that we have lost some of the momentum which 
attended the launch and detailed elaboration of 
the Nepad programmes.ȭ13 
 

 
 

 Mbekiȭs African Peer Review Mechanism 
(APRM) was conceived so that African regimes ɀ 
including South Africaȭs, to great internal 
consternation ɀ would essentially review 
themselves with kid gloves, and when civil 
society critique emerged, this was repressed.14  

 According to Bronwen Manby from AfriMAP 
(a pro-APRM NGO), ȬAlthough each country that 
has undergone the APRM process is supposed to 
report back to the APR Forum on its progress, 
there is no serious monitoring exercise of how 

                                                           
11Ȣ , %ÎÓÏÒȟ Ȭ3ÏÕÔÈ !ÆÒÉÃÁȡ 'ÅÔ ÄÏ×Î ÔÏ ÂÒÁÓÓ ÔÁÃËÓ ɀ 
-ÂÅËÉȟȭ Business Day, 18 June 2007. 
12. Daily Observerȟ Ȭ7ÁÄÅȡ .ÅÐÁÄ ÈÁÓ ÆÁÉÌÅÄȟȭ τ /ÃÔÏÂÅÒ 
2007. 
13Ȣ 3ÁÐÁȟ Ȭ.ÅÐÁÄ ÌÏÓÉÎÇ ÍÏÍÅÎÔÕÍȡ -ÂÅËÉȟȭ ρς $ÅÃÅÍÂÅÒ 
2008. 
14Ȣ 0ÁÔÒÉÃË "ÏÎÄȟ Ȭ2ÅÍÏÖÉÎÇ ÎÅÏÃÏÌÏÎÉÁÌÉÓÍȭÓ !02- ÍÁÓËȡ 
! ÃÒÉÔÉÑÕÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ !ÆÒÉÃÁÎ 0ÅÅÒ 2ÅÖÉÅ× -ÅÃÈÁÎÉÓÍȟȭ Review 
of African Political Economy, 36: 122, 2009, pp.595-603. 

effectively this is done. Nor any sanctions for 
failure to act.ȭ She concluded, ȬWithout this sort 
of integration into other national planning 
systems, debates and oversight mechanisms, the 
APRM process seems doomed to become little 
more than a cosmetic exercise without effect in 
the real world of policy and decision making.ȭ15 
 In sum, the imposition of Nepadȭs neoliberal 
logic soon amplified uneven development in 
Africa, including South Africa. Adding to the 
invasion by Chinese firms ɀ specializing in neo-
colonial infrastructure construction, extractive 
industries and the import of cheap, 
deindustrializing manufactured goods ɀ and the 
Westȭs preparations for military interventions 
from the oil-filled Gulf of Guinea in the west to 
the Horn of Africa in the east, Africa is being 
squeezed harder than ever in its history.  
 

  
 Patents, marketing restrictions and 
inadequate state-financed research made life-
saving medicines unreasonably scarce. 
Genetically modified food threatened peasant 
farming. Trade was also increasingly exploitative 
because of the ȬSingapore issuesȭ advanced by 
the G8 countries: investment, competition, trade 
facilitation, government procurement. The new 
conditionalities amplified grievances of 
developing nations over the G8ȭs vast 
agricultural subsidies, unfair industrial tariffs, 
incessant services privatisation and intellectual 
property monopolies. 
 

                                                           
15Ȣ " -ÁÎÂÙȟ Ȭ!ÆÒÉÃÁÎ 0ÅÅÒ 2ÅÖÉÅ× -ÅÃÈÁÎÉÓÍȡ ,ÅÓÓÏÎÓ 
ÆÒÏÍ +ÅÎÙÁȟȭ Pambazuka News, 362, 15 April 2008. 
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 Together, they prompted AfricanɀCaribbeanɀ
Pacific withdrawal from the ministerial summit 
of the World Trade Organisation (WTO) in 
Cancun in September 2003, leading to its 
collapse, with no subsequent improvements in 
the following years. Although there was talk of 
ȬAfrica Risingȭ thanks to high GDP growth in 
several countries ɀ mainly those that benefited 
from the commodity boom or civil wars ending ɀ 
the actual wealth of Sub-Saharan Africa shrunk 
dramatically during the 2000s once we factor in 
non-renewable resource depletion, with the 
height of the boom recording a -6 percent annual 
decline in Ȭadjusted net savingsȭ (i.e., correcting 
GDP for ecological and social factors typically 
ignored). 
 In sum, from Nepad to Brics, South Africaȭs 
toll at the Ȭgateway to Africaȭ is high, and there is 
very little to show for it.  
 Having failed to coordinate continental 
economic activity in the interests of the World 
Economic Forum, Mbeki retired in shame in 
September 2008, tossed out of power in Pretoria, 
eight months before his term ended. Nepad 
played no role in his own decline, which was 
most spectacular in terms of local and 
international delegitimation when it came to 
Mbekiȭs denial that HIV and AIDS were related 
and hence that medicines would assist the six 
million HIV+ South Africans. He is still 
considered a genocidaire for that, but after he 
was defeated and medicines flowed, the 

countryȭs life expectancy rose from a low of 52 in 
2004 to 60 in late 2012. 
 Just as destructively, Mbeki in Africa was 
doing work ɀ promoting Nepad ɀ considered by 
the Bush regimeȭs main Africa official to be 
Ȭphilosophically spot on.ȭ16  
 Prior to the 2003 G8 summit in France, former 
International Monetary Fund managing director 
Michel Camdessus explained Nepadȭs attraction 
in a telling remark: ȬThe African heads of state 
came to us with the conception that globalization 
was not a curse for them, as some had said, but 
rather the opposite, from which something 
ÐÏÓÉÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÄÅÒÉÖÅÄȣ 9ÏÕ ÃÁÎȭt believe how 
much of a difference this makes.ȭ17 
 Will South Africa make a similar Ȭdifferenceȭ 
when it comes to gateway service for the other 
Brics countriesȭ looting of Africa? Will Jacob 
Zuma continue the Westȭs (and Mbekiȭs) 
tradition of pretending to support democracy ɀ 
as he postured in the Ivory Coast, Libya and 
Swaziland recently ɀ while doing nothing 
concrete? And just as the West did for Nepad, 
will the Brics group endorse Pretoriaȭs gateway 
role for the sake of legitimation? Like Nepad, is it 
all purely symbolic diplomacy, and ultimately a 
huge waste of time and effort? 
 

 

                                                           
16. D 'ÏÐÉÎÁÔÈȟ Ȭ$ÏÕÂÔ ÏÆ !ÆÒÉÃÁȟȭ Institutional 
Investor Magazine, May 2003. 
17. http://www.g7. utoronto.ca/  
summit/2003evian/ briefing_apr030601.html  

http://www.g7.utoronto.ca/
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Brics grab African land and sovereignty  
By Tomaso Ferrando 
 
Although there are many different analyses, one 
general approach to Brics relationships with the 
South asserts that they are distinguishable from 
traditional Northern donors (as opposed to 
investors which will be discussed below). 1 In 
particular, it is often claimed that South-South 
development cooperation does not attach policy 
conditionalities, provides assistance based on a 
win-win paradigm, and places emphasis on how 
to ensure economic sustainability of the 
receiving country.2  
 7ÈÉÌÅ China especially stresses the need to 
respect the sovereignty of the receiving country, 
all the Brics promote a development strategy 
based on equality, solidarity, mutual 
development and cooperation. These differences 
from Northern donors, it is said, contribute to 
more effective cooperation and to a better 
perception by local populations. 
 Some differences do exist between the way in 
which Northern donors and Brics conceive 
receiving countriesȭ sovereignty and their 
independence when official development 
assistance is at stake. But not so with foreign 
direct investments (FDI) in land for when access 
to this precious resource is at stake, the 
approaches and positions of both the North and 
the South toward low-income countries (LICs) 
countries converge more significantly than it 
might be thought.  
 The current Ȭland rushȭ is characterized by 
some peculiar features: it is happening at an 
unprecedented speed as a product of cumulative 
local and global forces; it has a direct impact on 
access to land and water, which have now 
become scarce resources; it is happening in a 

                                                           
1Ȣ This article is a condensed version of a chapter that will 
appear in "Multipolar World: A Movement Reader" to be 
published by the Transnational Institute and Focus on the 
Global South in mid-2013; see http://www.tni.org.  
2Ȣ -×ÁÓÅ .Ȣ ÁÎÄ 9Ȣ 9ÏÎÇÚÈÅÎÇȟ "ÒÉÃÓȭ ÐÈÉÌÏÓÏÐÈÉÅÓ ÆÏÒ 
ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÉÍÐÌÉÃÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÆÏÒ ,)#Óȟ )-& 7ÏÒËÉÎÇ 
0ÁÐÅÒȟ 70ȾρςȾχτȟ -ÁÒÃÈ ςπρς 

world inhabited by more than seven billion 
people, the majority of whose food security is 
everyday more at risk; it is almost never the 
consequence of wars or occupations, but is 
taking place within the boundaries of the 
existing legal framework.  
 However, even though land grabbing is a 
global phenomenon, it is firmly rooted in the 
local reality and it is this local reality that has to 
be studied in order to fully grasp its effects.3 
Land grabbing is bad not only because it takes 
the land away, but also because it implements an 
economic model which is socially, economically, 
politically and ethically unsustainable and 
unacceptable. 
 Looking at where the investments come 
from, the lack of a central driving region is 
striking. What we see is the coexistence of actors 
(public, private and mixed) from the North, Gulf 
States, emerging economies ɀ including Brics ɀ 
and, in some cases, from Low Income Countries 
themselves. On average, investorsȭ countries 
have a GDP per capita (four times higher than 
target countries) and this difference is even 
higher when we exclude countries that are both 
the origin and target of investment flows.4 
 A June 2011 study by the International Land 
Coalition suggested that land grabbing 
concerned around 80 million hectares, 64 
percent of which are located in Africa,5 whereas 

                                                           
3Ȣ "ÏÁÖÅÎÔÕÒÁ ÄÅ 3ÏÕÓÁ 3ÁÎÔÏÓ ÂÒÉÌÌÉÁÎÔÌÙ ÁÆÆÉÒÍÓ ÔÈÁÔ ȬÉÔ 
does not exist a global problem which is not rooted in a 
ÌÏÃÁÌ ÒÅÁÌÉÔÙȭ ɉ3ÁÎÔÏÓ "Ȣ3Ȣȟ Globalizations, 23 THEORY, 
CULTURE & SOCIETY 393ɀ399 (2006).  
4. Anseeuw W., et al., Transnational Land Deals for 
Agriculture in the Global South: Analytical Report based on 
the Land Matrix Database, The Land Matrix Partnership, 
April 2012, p. 39. 
5. Global Land Project (GLP), 2010, Land Grab in Africa: 
emerging land system drivers in a teleconnected world, The 
Global Land Project: 
http://www.globallandproject.org/Documents/GLP_repor
t_01.pdf; Borras, S.M. Jr., R. Hall, I. Scoones, B. White and W. 
Wolford, 2011, Towards a Better Understanding of Global 

http://www.globallandproject.org/Documents/GLP_report_01.pdf#_blank
http://www.globallandproject.org/Documents/GLP_report_01.pdf#_blank
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the latest update by the same organization refers 
to more than 200 million hectares, i.e. eight 
times the size of Britain, or the entire North-
West Europe.6  
 
Brics land grabs in Africa  
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 According to the most recent data collected 
by the Land Matrix Initiative and elaborated by 
Anseuuw et al. (ibid), 83.2 million of hectares of 
land in developing countries have certainly been 
targeted by investors, 56.2 million of which are 
located in Africa, 17.7 million in Asia and 7 
million in Latin America.7 Moreover, the majority 

                                                                                                     
Land Grabbing: An Editorial Introduction, Journal of 
Peasant Studies, 38(2): 209-216.  
6. Oxfam, Land and Power: The Growing Scandal 
Surrounding the New Wave of Investments in Land, 151 
Oxfam Briefing Paper, Oxfam International , London, UK, 
2011. 
7. For the moment, the Land Matrix Initiative has 
elaborated only half of the available data, because the 
other half has not been confirmed with a sufficient degree 
of certainty. Therefore the figures might be significantly 
higher. Moreover, the member of the Matrix (GIGA 
Institute, CDE, ILC, CIRAD and GIZ) have decided not to 
take into account operations of merge and acquisition 

of reported acquisitions are concentrated in just 
a few countries. 
 Data shows that Brics investors play an 
increasingly crucial role (except Russia, which 
remains at the margin of the rush probably due 
to the amount of available land) demonstrating 
that land grabbing is happening not only from 
the traditional core to the peripheries, but also 
transversally on the geopolitical map of the 
world. There are zones of interest for each 
country, with a predilection toward 
neighbouring countries (especially in the case of 
Brazil, South Africa and China) and certain areas 
of the African continent depending on 
geographical proximity or linguistic ties.  
 Brics investors target low-income countries, 
while a recent report released by Oxfam has 
underlined the close relationship between weak 
internal governance and land grabbing.8 
Moreover, it can be affirmed that geographical 
proximity, regional integration, and cultural 
connections are other three factors that can 
determine the flow of the investments.  
 Indian investors are particularly active in 
Indonesia, Malaysia and in the eastern part of 
Africa (especially Ethiopia9 and Kenya), while 
Brazilian interests appear to be reduced and 
limited to Eastern Africa. Interestingly, South 
African capital is crossing the borders of 
Mozambique, Zambia10 and Swaziland,11 but also 
of the Democratic Republic of Congo,12 Angola, 
                                                                                                     
(M&A), which are undoubtedly increasing all over the 
world.  
8. Ricardo Fuentes-Nieva and Marloes Nicholls, 2013, Bad 
governance leads to bad land deals: The link between 
politics and land grabbing, Oxfam International, available 
from http://www.oxfamblogs.org/fp2p/?p=13636  [last 
visited 4 March 2013]. 
9. According to the data collected by Grain, Indian 
corporations are involved in at least twelve agricultural 
projects in India, ranging between 3,000 to 311,000 
hectares. 
10. Cf Mulenga N., Foreign Farmers Undermine Food 
Security in Zambia, November 1st, 2012, available from 
http://www.ipsnews.net/2012/11/foreign -farmers-
undermine-food-security-in-zambia/, last access 
November 11th, 2012. 
11. Grain, 2012. 
12. Cf Commercial farming in the Congo not for the faint -

http://www.oxfamblogs.org/fp2p/?p=13636
http://www.oxfamblogs.org/fp2p/?p=13636
http://www.ipsnews.net/2012/11/foreign-farmers-undermine-food-security-in-zambia/
http://www.ipsnews.net/2012/11/foreign-farmers-undermine-food-security-in-zambia/
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Benin, Congo and Ethiopia.13 Finally, according 
to the available data, China is the most active 
investor, with more than five million hectares of 
land accessed in all the continents, with a 
stronger presence in Southern Asia,14 Oceania 
and South America, rather than in Africa.15  
 Brazilian rhetoric ɀ the Ȭdawn of a new 
economic era between Africa and Brazilȭ 16 ɀ is 
belied by President Dilmaȭs recently-concluded 
agreement with Mozambique and Japan to 
develop a 14 million hectares agricultural 
project in the north of Mozambique.17 Indeed 

                                                                                                     
hearted, October 26th 2012, available at 
http://www.howwemadeitinafrica.com/commercial -
farming-in-the-congo-not-for-the-faint-
hearted/21576/?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=f
eed&utm_campaign=Feed 
percent3A+HowWeMadeItInAfrica+ 
percent28How+We+Made+It+In+Africa percent29, last 
access November 11th, 2012. 
13. Source Land Matrix 2012. Last accessed November 
11th, 2012. 
14. Mainly in Indonesia, Laos, Philippines, Pakistan. 
Source, Grain 2012. 
15. Chinese interests are significantly strong in Australia 
and New Zealand, where Grain (2012) has evidenced at 
least two agrobusiness projects, one financial and the 
acquisition of a local farming corporation. The largest 
agricultural Chinese public corporation, Beidahuang, had 
concluded a 320,000 ha investment agreement with the 
governor of the Rio Negro Region, in Argentina, which has 
been halted by judicial decree, and has also triggered a 
legislative proposal against foreign access to land. 
16. Calestous Juma, Africa and Brazil at the Dawn of New 
Economic Diplomacy, Belfer Center for Science and 
International Affairs, John F. Kennedy School of 
Governance, Harvard University, February 26, 2013, 
Available from 
http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/22793/a
frica_and_brazil_at_the_dawn_of_new_economic_diplomacy
.htmlted by judicial decree, and has also triggered a 
legislative proposal against foreign access to land. 
17Ȣ 4ÈÅ ,ÁÎÄ -ÁÔÒÉØ )ÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅȭÓ ÄÁÔÁ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎÉÎÇ "ÒÁÚÉÌ ÄÏ 
not take into consideration the future implications of 
ProSavana, a 14 million hectares project of agricultural 
development based on a trilateral agreement concluded 
between Mozambique, Brazil and Japan. Although the final 
document will only be disclosed in September, the struggle 
between the Mozambican government and the 
Mozambican civil society has already started. Cf. All Africa, 
-ÏÚÁÍÂÉÑÕÅȡ ȬÐÒÏ-3ÁÖÁÎÁȭ 7ÉÌÌ .ÏÔ $ÅÐÒÉÖÅ &ÁÒÍÅÒÓ ÏÆ 
Land, Agencia de Informacao de Mocambique (Maputo), 

Brazil is leading the pack when it comes to land 
grabbing.18  
 Brazil, Indian, South African and Chinese 
investors have already obtained access, via lease 
or purchase, to millions of hectares located in 
other Southern countries, directly competing 
with Northern and Gulf countries for the land 

                                                                                                     
December 26, 2012, 
http://allafrica.com/stories/201212270644.html (last 
visited feb 19, 2013); Xicuana, Camponeses Moçambicanos 
desconfiam do projeto Pro-Savana ndhaneta (2012), 
http://ndhaneta.blogspot.com.br/2012/11/camponeses -
mocambicanos-desconfiam-do.html (last visited Feb 19, 
2013). 
18. Interestingly enough, Brazil is both a target and source 
countries, as recently evidenced by Borras et al Saturnino 
M. Borras, Jennifer C. Franco & Chunyu Wang, The 
Challenge of Global Governance of Land Grabbing: Changing 
International Agricultural Context and Competing Political 
Views and Strategies, 10 GLOBALIZATIONS 161ɀ179 (2013).. 
However, in the specific case of the Latin American 
countri,the Land Matrix database does not appear to fully 
represent the relevance of the intra-regional and global 
land grabbing that is nationally and internationally 
conducted by Brazilian investors. In particular, Grain 
(2012) reports of investments in Argentina (7,000 ha), 
Australia (1,876 ha for livestock), Colombia (13,000 ha for 
agrobusiness), Ghana (5,000 ha for rice production), Sudan 
(100,000 ha for cotton production in cooperation with 
Agadi, a Sudanese state corporation). Moreover, Luis A. 
Galeano has recently stressd the relevance of Brazilian 
investments in Paraguay (Luis A. Galeano, Paraguay and 
the expansion of Brazilian and Argentinian agribusiness 
frontiers, 33 CANADIAN JOURNAL OF DEVELOPMENT 

STUDIES/REVUE CANADIENNE DȭÉTUDES DU DÉVELOPPEMENT 458ɀ
470 (2012). In addition, the Land Matrix database reports 
of 255,000 ha of land acquired in Brazil by foreign 
investors. Finally, we cannot forget the planned ProSavana 
investment in the North of Mozambique, (Cf Mozambique: 
Pro-Savana a Priority Programme ɀ PM, available from 
http://allafrica.com/stories/201204230099.html , last 
access November 11th, 2012; Patel Raj, Pro-Savanna Anti 
Peasant, available from 
http://rajpatel.org/2012/10/24/prosavana -
antipeasant/ɊȢ -ÏÒÅÏÖÅÒȟ 'ÒÁÉÎȭÓ ÌÁÔÅÓÔ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÈÁÓ 
evidenced the presence of Brazilian investments in 
Argentina, Colombia, Ghana, Mozambique, Sudan and 
Australia, but there are evidences of large investments in 
Paraguay too. Source, Grain 2012. According to a recent 
analysis conducted by Rabobank, in fact, the Latin 
American country is seeking to expand within its 
immediate region (Rabobank International, New Models of 
Farming in Argentina, Rabobank Industry Note, 2011). 

http://www.howwemadeitinafrica.com/commercial-farming-in-the-congo-not-for-the-faint-hearted/21576/?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+HowWeMadeItInAfrica+(How+We+Made+It+In+Africa)
http://www.howwemadeitinafrica.com/commercial-farming-in-the-congo-not-for-the-faint-hearted/21576/?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+HowWeMadeItInAfrica+(How+We+Made+It+In+Africa)
http://www.howwemadeitinafrica.com/commercial-farming-in-the-congo-not-for-the-faint-hearted/21576/?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+HowWeMadeItInAfrica+(How+We+Made+It+In+Africa)
http://www.howwemadeitinafrica.com/commercial-farming-in-the-congo-not-for-the-faint-hearted/21576/?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+HowWeMadeItInAfrica+(How+We+Made+It+In+Africa)
http://www.howwemadeitinafrica.com/commercial-farming-in-the-congo-not-for-the-faint-hearted/21576/?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+HowWeMadeItInAfrica+(How+We+Made+It+In+Africa)
http://www.howwemadeitinafrica.com/commercial-farming-in-the-congo-not-for-the-faint-hearted/21576/?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+HowWeMadeItInAfrica+(How+We+Made+It+In+Africa)
http://allafrica.com/stories/201204230099.html
http://rajpatel.org/2012/10/24/prosavana-antipeasant/
http://rajpatel.org/2012/10/24/prosavana-antipeasant/
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and water resources which sustain millions of 
local communities (to say nothing of the 
environmental equilibrium and biodiversity).  
 Crucial for this land grab are the diplomatic 
and legislative strategies adopted by the 
governments of the Brics. As global players in 
need of economic expansion, energy and food, 
the Brics economies are enhancing and 
facilitating operations involving land abroad in a 
way that is inconsistent with their proclamations 
of sustainable development, cooperation, 
solidarity, and respect of foreign sovereignty.  
 China, India and South Africa have adopted 
legal reforms that favor the delocalization of 
food and energy production. In contrast, Brazil 
has used its legislative autonomy to reduce 
access to Brazilian land by foreign investors, while 
the ongoing accumulation of Russian land is the 
consequence of the privatization that took place 
in the 1990s.  
 The role of the South African in sustaining 
investments in land abroad is illustrative. Given 
that the crops produced abroad by South African 
investors are generally sold on the global market 
rather than imported back to South Africa, the 
efforts undertaken by the government primarily 
concern international trade, rather than the 
creation of legal incentives to guarantee food 
security through productive delocalization.  
 Minister of Agriculture Tina Joemat-
Pettersson announced in 2010 a fund of six 
billion South African Rand (ZAR) (or about 680 
millio n US dollars) for supporting South African 
farmers, half of which would be spent on 
projects beyond South Africaȭs borders.19  

                                                           
19. R. Hall, The next Great Trek? South African commercial 
farmers move north, 6 in INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE ON 

GLOBAL LAND GRABBING 8 (2011) quoting SA, Zim not safe for 
investments, Farmers Weakly 2010, 9 May 2010. The same 
-ÉÎÉÓÔÅÒ ×ÁÓ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÑÕÏÔÅÄ ÓÁÙÉÎÇ Ȭ)Æ ×Å ÃÁÎȭÔ ÆÉÎÄ 
opportunities for white South African farmers in this 
ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙȟ ×Å ÍÕÓÔ ÄÏ ÉÔ ÅÌÓÅ×ÈÅÒÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÅÎÔȭ 
((ÏÆÆÓÔÁÔÔÅÒ 3Ȣ ςππωÁȢ Ȭ'ÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔ ÄÒÉÖÅ ÔÏ ÓÅÔ ÕÐ ×ÈÉÔÅ 3! 
farmeÒÓ ÉÎ !ÆÒÉÃÁȟȭ Business Day, 12 October, accessed 15 
November 2012 at: 
http://allafrica.com/stories/200910120009.html  

 Moreover, despite the rising concerns about 
the negative impact of land grabbing, both in 
South Africa and abroad, the African state has 
proposed no legal intervention to require a 
stronger and more effective respect of 
international human and environmental rights 
by national investors undertaking projects 
abroad. The African solidarity supposedly at the 
base of the relationship between South Africa 
and its neighbor countries appears particularly 
weak when itȭs time to support national 
investments and profit generation.  
 Brazilȭs approach toward large-scale 
investments in land is very strategic, not to say 
hypocritical. On the one hand, the Parliament has 
been debating for almost one year the 
introduction of new legislation to prohibit 
foreign ownership of Brazilian land20 while at 
the same time pursuing a policy of land 
concentration and massive industrialization, 
both nationally and abroad, with specific 
attention to the production of agrofuels. 
 The fight against foreign ownership began in 
2010 when limits on the area of land foreign 
companies can buy were imposed by a new 
interpretation of the existing law issued by the 
Brazilian attorney generalȭs office. However this 
does not appear to be accompanied by a fully 
coherent politics in favor of peasants and local 
realities. 
 While it is true that the Lula administration 
introduced some initiatives that were favourable 
to small-scale farmers, including the 2009 
revision of the productivity indexes that 
determine which properties are subjected to 
expropriation, and while the pressure exercised 
by the Movimento dos Trabalhadores Sem Terra 
(MST) has achieved some good results such as 
securing access to land for 800,000 families, the 

                                                           
20. According to the Movimiento Sim Terras, the project is 
currently facing a moment of impasse due to the different 
positions adopted by Beto Faro, who presented the bill, 
and Homero Pereira, who is president elected of the 
Agriculture Parliamentary Front (FPA). The MST defende 
proibição da aquisição de terras por estrangeiros e pede 
mobilização contra retrocessos, Movimiento Sim Terras, 28 
March 2012. 
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power of agribusiness and levels of land 
concentration continues to rise.21  
 Brazilȭs economic growth has been strongly 
dependent on the expansion of arable land and 
pastures, land consolidation through property 
regularization,market liberalization, and a clear 
commitment to agribusiness and agrofuel 
production ɀ in particular in the area of the 
Cerrado, where the a Ȭmarch toward the Westȭ 
was proclaimed by the state in order to occupy 
its Ȭempty spaces.ȭ22  
 This combination of policies and preferences 
has significantly affected the environmental and 
social equilibrium of vast tracts of the country, 
where it is estimated that 40-50 per cent of the 
vegetation has been destroyed.23 Paradoxically, 
internal pressure against deforestation is 
significantly moving the attention of the 

                                                           
21. Cf. Leandro Vergara-Camus, The legacy of social 
conflicts over property rights in rural Brazil and Mexico: 
Current land struggles in historical perspective, 39 JOURNAL 

OF PEASANT STUDIES 1133ɀ1158 (2012); Gustavo de L.T. 
Oliveira, Land regularization in Brazil and the global land 
grabbing: A State-making framework for analysis, paper 
presented at the  
22. Gustavo de L.T. Oliveira, Land Regularization in Brazil 
and the Global Land Grab, 44 DEVELOPMENT AND CHANGE 
261ɀ283, 264 (2013). The Cerrado, which occupies almost 
25 per cent of Brazilian territory represents the most 
attractive state for foreign investors. According to recent 
surveys, the total land in the hands of foreigners within 
that state accounts to 180.581 squared kilometers, which 
is ÔÈÅ ςπ ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ -ÁÔÏ 'ÒÏÓÓÏȭÓ ÌÁÎÄȢ !ÌÁÓÔÁÉÒ 
Stewart, "ÒÁÚÉÌȭÓ &ÏÒÅÉÇÎ ,ÁÎÄ /×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ 3ÁÇÁ, The 
Progressive Farmer, January 02, 2012, available from 
http://www.dtnprogressivefarmer.com/  (last visited Apr 
17, 2012); Chang Bao, CGG IS SETTING UP A SOYBEAN BASE IN 

BRAZIL COMPANIES, CHINADAILY.COM.CN (2011), 
http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/bizchina/2011 -
11/24/content_14153948.htm (last visited Apr 17, 2012). 
However, a critical analysis should not buy intÏ ÔÈÅ ȬÁÎÔÉ-
ÆÏÒÅÉÇÎÅÒÓȭ ÒÈÅÔÏÒÉÃ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ "ÒÁÚÉÌÉÁÎ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔȟ ÁÎÄ 
understand that partnerships and national investors are 
actively involved in an internal and inter-regional land 
grabbing. 
23Ȣ -ÉÎÉÓÔÒÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ %ÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔȟ ςππωȟ Ȭ-ÏÎÉÔÏÒÁÍÅÎÔÏ ÄÏ 
Desmatamento no Bioma Cerrado 2002-2008: dados 
ÒÅÖÉÓÁÄÏÓȭ ɍȬ-ÏÎÉÔÏÒÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ $ÅÆÏÒÅÓÔÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ #ÅÒÒÁÄÏ 
Ecosystem 2002-ςππψȡ 2ÅÖÉÓÅÄ $ÁÔÁȭɎȟ "ÒÁÓÉÌÉÁȡ 
MMA/IBAMA. Cited in Oliveira, ibid. 

government and of the investors toward 
peripheral countries. 
 Land grabbing has been facilitated by the 
expansion of bilateral investment treaties (BITs) 
which amplify economic and power 
asymmetries. The surge in BITs represents the 
switch from the universal multilateralism of the 
past to a more fragmented bilateralism. 
Investments are free to move, and take 
advantage of their mobility to force countries 
into a fierce competition whose outcome is a 
subordination of the collectivity to the interests 
and economic needs of the investor.  
 The number of BITs is exploding and the 
Brics are increasingly part of this trend. Between 
1959 and 1991, over 400 BITs were signed, a 
figure that rose to 2600 by mid-2008, while BIT-
like provisions have been written into a growing 
number of broader free trade agreements 
(FTAs).24 By 2004, South-South BITs accounted 
for 28 per cent of the total number of BITs 
signed.25  
 These BITs are first of all utilized by states to 
create reinforced regional ties with target 
countries, so as to create an easily reachable 
zone for investors based on the subordination of 
sovereign prerogatives and a simpler access to 
factors of production, such as land and labour, 
and raw materials. BITs between the Brics and 
LICs with strongly pro-investor content rebuts, 
in reality, the South-South rhetoric of the Brics.  
 China has concluded BITs with developing 
and LICs countries (Chad, Costa Rica, Cuba, 
Republic of Korea, Cote dȭIvoire, Gabon, 
Seychelles, Laos, Libya, Mali, Myanmar/Burma, 
Madagascar, Ethiopia, Uganda, etc.). Sixty 
percent of the BITs concluded by China between 

                                                           
24. UNCTAD, Recent Developments in International 
Investment Agreements 2007-June 2008, IIA Monitor, no. 2, 
2008, available from 
www.unctad.org/en/docs/webdiaeia20081_en.pdf  
25. UNCTAD, 2006, South-South Investment agreements 
proliferating. IIA Monitor No. 1 (2005) International 
Investment Agreements. New York: United Nations. 
Available from: 
http://www.unctad.org/en/docs/webiteiit20061_en.pdf  

http://www.dtnprogressivefarmer.com/
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2002 and 2007 were with developing countries, 
mainly African.26  
 South Africa too has been extremely active in 
signing BITs since the end of the apartheid era, 
as it reorients its international relations 
according to the economic needs of national 
investors. In an official 2009 review of South 
Africaȭs BITS, the Department of Trade and 
Industry stated, Ȭgiven the sizable intra-Africa 
investments made by Republic of South Africa 
(RSA) companies, the RSA ought to assess how 
best such investments by its citizens may be 
safeguarded.ȭ  
 As a consequence of the intra-regional 
expansion of South African investments, the 
Government has BIT-type agreements on the 
promotion and reciprocal protection of 
investment (plus related protocols) with Angola, 
Cameroon, Democratic Republic of the Congo 
(DCR), Gabon, Guinea, Ethiopia, Mauritania, 
Namibia, Sudan, Tanzania, Zambia and 
Zimbabwe.  
 In sum, rather than acting as institutional and 
legal laboratories for testing new rules and 
instead of constructing a parallel network of 
bilateral agreements based on new principles 
and new relationships between investors and 
states, South-South BITs reproduce the same 
logic and, in some cases, the same wording as 
North-South BITs.  
 And hypocrisy is evident, when in 2009 a 
notice of the Department of Trade and Industry 
referring to the ongoing review of bilateral 
investment treaties entered into by the Republic 
of South Africa since 1994 to date, states that the 
ȬExisting international investment agreements 
are based on a 50-year-old model that remains 
focused on the interests of investors from 
developed countries. Major issues of concern for 
developing countries are not being addressed in 
the BIT negotiating processes. BITs extend far 
into developing countriesȭ policy space, imposing 

                                                           
26. Malik M., 2010, South-South, Bilateral Investment 
Treaties: The same old story?, IV Annual Forum for 
Developing Country Investment Negotiators Background 
Papers New Delhi, October 27-29 

damaging binding investment rules with far-
reaching consequences for sustainable 
development.ȭ 27  
 (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÁÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ 23! ÈÁÓ ÄÅÃÉÄÅÄ ÔÏ ÁÄÏÐÔ 
Á ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÏÆ ÎÏÔ ÒÅÎÅ×ÉÎÇ ")4Ó ÃÏÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ ÄÕÒÉÎÇ 
ÔÈÅ ÁÐÁÒÔÈÅÉÄ ÐÅÒÉÏÄ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÍÐÏÓÅ Á ÈÕÇÅ 
ÂÕÒÄÅÎ ÏÖÅÒ 3ÔÁÔÅȭÓ ÐÒÅÒÏÇÁÔÉÖÅÓ ɀ ÓÕÃÈ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ 
ÏÎÅÓ ×ÉÔÈ ,ÕØÅÍÂÏÕÒÇ ÁÎÄ "ÅÌÇÉÕÍ28 ɀ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 
ÓÁÍÅ ÐÅÒÉÏÄȟ 3ÏÕÔÈ !ÆÒÉÃÁ ×ÁÓ ÁÄÏÐÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ 
ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ ×ÈÅÎ ÃÏÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ Á ")4 ×ÉÔÈ 
:ÉÍÂÁÂ×ÅȢ ,ÏÏËÉÎÇ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ςππω ")4 ÃÏÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ 
ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÔÈÅ Ô×Ï !ÆÒÉÃÁÎ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓȟ ÉÔ ÃÌÅÁÒÌÙ 
ÒÅÐÌÉÃÁÔÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÌÅÇÁÌ ÁÒÃÈÉÔÅÃÔÕÒÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÓÏ 
ÏÐÅÎÌÙ ÃÒÉÔÉÃÉÚÅÄ ɀ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ ÁÎ ÅØÔÒÅÍÅÌÙ 
ÇÅÎÅÒÏÕÓ ÅØÐÒÏÐÒÉÁÔÉÏÎ ÃÌÁÕÓÅ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÓ 
ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅ ÔÏ ÆÕÌÌÙ ÃÏÍÐÅÎÓÁÔÅ ÔÈÅ ÍÁÒËÅÔ ÖÁÌÕÅ ÉÎ 
ÁÎÙ ÃÁÓÅ ÏÆ ÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÅØÐÒÏÐÒÉÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÒ 
ÅÑÕÉÖÁÌÅÎÔ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÓȟ ×ÉÔÈ ÎÏ ÁÄÍÉÔÔÅÄ 
ÅØÃÅÐÔÉÏÎÓȢ29  
 Likewise, South-South investment contracts 
in land replicate the same content as North-
South agreements. One of the most striking 
elements contained in the contracts involving 
Brics investors is the use of sovereignty in order 
to define land as void and immediately 
disposable, particularly in the case of Sub-
Saharan Africa.  
 Although studies conducted on the 
availability of land and the voices of the people 
themselves tell us that there is no underutilized 
or void land in Sub-Saharan Africa, the exercise 
of sovereignty over public land legitimizes the 
production of a different vision of reality that is 

                                                           
27. Republic of South Africa DTI (Department of Trade and 
Industry), NOTICE 961 OF 2009, 3 NO.32386, July 7, 2009.  
28. Adam Green, South Africa: BITs in piece, Financial 
Times, beyond the brics blog, 19 October 2012, available 
from http://blogs.ft.com/beyond -
brics/2012/10/19/south -africa-bits-in-
pieces/#axzz2LNfuwrtp [last visited 19 February, 2013]. 
29. Cf Article 5 of the Agreement between the Government 
of the Republic of South Africa and the Government of the 
Republic of Zimbabwe for the Promotion and Reciprocal 
Protection of Investment, done at Harare on November 27t 
2009. Available from 
http://unctad.org/sections/dite/iia/docs/bits/SA_Zimbab
we.pdf [last visited February 18, 2013]. 

http://blogs.ft.com/beyond-brics/2012/10/19/south-africa-bits-in-pieces/#axzz2LNfuwrtp
http://blogs.ft.com/beyond-brics/2012/10/19/south-africa-bits-in-pieces/#axzz2LNfuwrtp
http://blogs.ft.com/beyond-brics/2012/10/19/south-africa-bits-in-pieces/#axzz2LNfuwrtp
http://unctad.org/sections/dite/iia/docs/bits/SA_Zimbabwe.pdf
http://unctad.org/sections/dite/iia/docs/bits/SA_Zimbabwe.pdf
http://unctad.org/sections/dite/iia/docs/bits/SA_Zimbabwe.pdfArticle
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then codified and crystallized in the clauses of 
the contract.  
 In the name of the people, the 
representatives of the states assume the 
obligation to Ȭhand over vacant possession of the 
landȭ or to Ȭensure that such lands shall be free 
from Encumbrances at the date of handover of 
such lands in accordance which the Development 
Project,ȭ and noncompliance would represent a 
contractual breach.30 
 According to the majority of the constitutions 
of African nations, non-titled land belongs to the 
public, the nation or the state, i.e. the 
institutionalized authority, which has the duty to 
manage but can never fully dispose of it. The 
occupation of the land by people without any 
official title is thus admitted but not legally 
recognized, and the state has the legitimate 
power to dispose of its natural resources.  
 Whenever it concludes an investment 
contract that defines occupied land as void and 
available, the state is therefore looking at the 
legal reality, leaving aside the evidence on the 
ground: acting as the owner of the land, and by 
maximizing its power and prerogatives, the state 
constructs a functional legal reality and has the 
coercive power to legitimately enforce it. 
Whoever does not respect the new legal canon 
defined into the contract is immediately wiped 
out from the sphere of legality, becoming illegal. 
Peasants who do not treat nature as an 
exploitable source, farmers who practice shifting 
cultivation, nomadic pastoralism or hunting and 
gathering, suddenly become legally non-existent 
or, even worse, outlaws. 31  

                                                           
30. Cf. Article 6.1 of the contract concluded between the 
Ethiopian government and Karaturi Agro Products Plc. (R. 
Rowden, )ÎÄÉÁȭÓ ÒÏÌÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÎÅ× ÇÌÏÂÁÌ ÆÁÒÍÌÁÎÄ ÇÒÁÂ, 29 
Economics Research Foundation and GRAIN, (2011).  
31. In Ethiopia, for example, a statement issued by the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs in January 2010 affirms that 
ȬÔÈÅ !ÇÒÉÃÕÌÔÕÒÁÌ )ÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎÔ 3ÕÐÐÏÒÔ $ÉÒÅÃÔÏÒÁÔÅ ȬÈÁÓ 
identified more than 7 million acres available now for 
lease [and that] Ethiopia has 74 million hectares of land 
suitable for agriculture out of its total 115 million hectares, 
but less than 15 million hectares is currently in use 
ÁÇÒÉÃÕÌÔÕÒÁÌÌÙȢȭ &$2% -ÉÎÉÓÔÒÙ ÏÆ &ÏÒÅÉÇÎ !ÆÆÁÉÒÓȟ Ȭ0ÏÌÉÔÉÃÁÌÌÙ 
motivated opposition to agricultural ÉÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎÔȟȭ A Week 

 Despite the fact that investors and the state 
claim that the projects are taking place in 
Ȭavailable marginal landsȭ ɀ i.e. marginal, under-
utilized or un-used, empty or sparsely populated, 
geographically remote, and socio-politically and 
legally available lands ɀ evidence shows that 
land investments around Ȭflex cropsȭ and other 
food sectors also compete for fertile land, 
creating struggles that are silenced by the 
contracts.  
 In conclusion, the investment contract 
concluded between states and Brics investors 
allows a reinterpretation of reality according to 
the needs of the investor through the exercise of 
the prerogatives of the state, which is 
subsequently enforced by the possibility for the 
investor to trigger principles of international law 
in order to ensure the contract is respected. In 
this way, sovereignty is exercised neither 
autonomously nor for the good of people.  
 Millions of people have already been 
displaced or prevented from accessing their 
traditional land, and this is happening under the 
cover of a complex legal network formed by 
contract, national, international and investment 
law.  
 Moreover, in order to fully develop large-
scale projects, investors frequently have to rely 
on massive inputs, including water which is 
frequently diverted from its natural course and 
utilized for their production. Wherever large-
scale agriculture is adopted, water is crucial and 
its diversion can seldom be achieved in a way 
that is entirely consistent with the needs and 
survival of small-scale peasantry.  
 Interception, diversion or storage of water 
creates downstream effects or may place 
demands on upstream land users. Investment 
contracts are the legal instrument that 
legitimizes the appropriation of water for 
industrial needs and the codification of a power 
                                                                                                     
in the Horn, 22 January 2010. 
Ȭhttp://www.mfa.gov.et/Press_Section/Week_Horn_Africa
_January_22_2010.htmȢȭ See Stebek, E.N., 2012, Between 
Ȭ,ÁÎÄ 'ÒÁÂÓȭ ÁÎÄ !ÇÒÉÃÕÌÔÕÒÁÌ )ÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎÔȡ ,ÁÎÄ 2ÅÎÔ 
#ÏÎÔÒÁÃÔÓ ×ÉÔÈ &ÏÒÅÉÇÎ )ÎÖÅÓÔÏÒÓ ÁÎÄ %ÔÈÉÏÐÉÁȭÓ .ÏÒÍÁÔÉÖÅ 
Setting in Focus, Mizan Law Review 5, 175ɀ214. 

http://www.mfa.gov.et/Press_Section/Week_Horn_Africa_January_22_2010.htm
http://www.mfa.gov.et/Press_Section/Week_Horn_Africa_January_22_2010.htm
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asymmetry that is detrimental to peopleȭs 
fundamental rights.  
 In sum, my intention has been to look at 
whether the Brics rhetorics of Ȭrespect of 
national sovereigntyȭ and the Ȭpromotion of 
solidarityȭ32 are valid and applicable in the case 
of the current large-scale investments in land, 
which is an issue of mounting global concern, 
and has been variously described as Ȭland 
grabbing,ȭ Ȭneo-colonialism,ȭ Ȭmodern 
imperialism,ȭ Ȭgreen rush,ȭ Ȭscramble for Africa,ȭ 
etc. 
 The dominant narrative about the Brics 
approach to development is based upon G77 
principles that affirm South-South cooperation, 
equality, solidarity, mutual development and 
complementarity.33 Yet in reality, the 
proliferation of South-South bilateral investment 
treaties together with an extraordinary level of 
capital mobility provides investors with the 
possibility to generate a regulatory competition 
between peripheral countries, who in turn utilize 
their sovereignty (in particular, their sovereignty 
over natural resources, ability to set taxes, etc.) 
to become more attractive than their neighbors. 
The consequence is that formally public or 
common goods such as land, water, labor and 
fiscal resources have been progressively 
privatized and accumulated under cover of 
private investment agreements.  
 As in the case of North-South investments by 
hedge funds, pension funds, and agrobusiness, 
Brics relationships with African LICs are based 
on investment contracts that emerge from 
asymmetrical positions, and codify and 
crystallize the legal order that best fits the 
interests of the investors. In this way, it is not 
only the communities and the environment that 
are kept outside the framework, but public 
scrutiny as a whole.  
 Instead of respecting national sovereignty 
and promoting solidarity, most Brics (not 
Russia) are utilizing international law and 

                                                           
32. Mwase N. and Y. Yongzheng, supra note 1. 
33. For the South-South Cooperation principles see 
http://www.g7.org/doc/Declaration2009.htm.  

diplomatic powers in order to bind foreign 
governments in bilateral agreements which 
inherently favor the investors and reduce the 
scope for national autonomy.  
 Yet as we can see by the mounting tensions 
around the numerous Chinese investments in 
Brazilian land, Brics can also attack each otherȭs 
sovereignty over natural resources, a situation 
that could degenerate into the freezing of 
international relations and in deepening 
diplomatic tensions. Finally, Brics can also be 
competitors for the same finite resource, a 
contingency that could potentially produce a 
race to the top in the quality and content of the 
investments, but that could also degenerate in an 
acceleration of resource grabbing, exacerbating 
the negative impacts over people and the 
environment, but also creating deeper political 
instability.  
 The case of land demonstrates that South-
South relationships have to be studied more 
deeply and critically and that the notion of Brics 
has to be fragmented in its pieces and tested on 
the ground. In order to do so, we need to re-
centre the study of international relations in 
order to finally take people into account. Land 
grabbing as a form of neo-colonialism is not a 
matter of names and origins, but simply a matter 
of global expansion of the capitalist system. 
 
(Tomaso Ferrando is a PhD candidate from 
Sciences Po Law School in Paris, a former Visiting 
Researcher at the University of Cape Town Public 
Law Department, and a Visiting Researcher in 
Commercial Law at the University of Sao Paulo) 
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A daylight r obbery in Ethiopia  
By Obang Metho 
 
ȬIf it is unacceptable for Ethiopians to go to India, 
China or Saudi Arabia and clear their land 
without consulting the people, it is unacceptable 
here. We are human too and we care about the 
future of our children like everyone else...my 
message to the foreign investors is, listen to the 
owners of the land!ȭ  

- Anuak man from southwestern Ethiopia 
 

June 15, 2011 
Dear People of India: 
 
I greet you in peace and hope that the good 
people of India, who have yourselves thrown off 
the shackles of colonialism only 63 years ago, 
will join with Ethiopians and other Africans in 
confronting the hundreds of Indian companies 
who are now at the forefront of colluding with 
African dictators in robbing the people of their 
land, resources, lives and future! As either 
prospective buyers or simply as justice-loving 
Indians, you deserve to have full disclosure 
regarding the nature of these Ethiopian Ȭbusiness 
deals,ȭ the impact it is having on Ȭreal peopleȭ on 
the ground, and the risks of Ȭdoing businessȭ in 
Ethiopia with the current dictator of Ethiopia, 
Meles Zenawi. 
 On June 8, 2011, Oakland Institute (OI) and 
the Solidarity Movement for a New Ethiopia 
(SMNE) released a joint investigative report on 
Ethiopia, Understanding Land Investments in 
Ethiopia, part of a larger study of nine African 
countries affected by the new phenomenon 
called land-grabs. In Ethiopia, these Ȭland-grabsȭ 
are being carried out as foreign investors make 
deals to lease some of the most fertile 
agricultural land for up to 99 years at negligible 
prices. Because private land ownership is 
prohibited in Ethiopia, Ȭland dealsȭ are being 
negotiated in secret agreements between these 
foreign investors and the Ethiopian government; 
without any consultation with the people. 

 
 

 My name is Obang Metho and I am writing 
this to you on behalf of the Solidarity Movement 
for a New Ethiopia (SMNE), a non-violent, 
grassroots social justice movement of diverse 
Ethiopians committed to bringing truth, justice, 
freedom, equality and the respect for human and 
civil rights to the people of Ethiopia and beyond. 
Our guiding principles are based on putting 
Ȭhumanity before ethnicity,ȭ or any other 
distinctive that dehumanizes other human 
beings; and secondly, that Ȭno one is truly free 
until all are free,ȭ meaning that ignoring or 
contributing to the injustice, exploitation and 
oppression of our neighbors, near or far, creates 
greater insecurity and disharmony for all of us in 
this global world. 
 I come to you first and foremost as a fellow 
human as I call you to join our effort to stop the 
plundering of Ethiopia and Africa by African 
dictators, their cronies and their foreign partners 
ɀsome of whom are Indian ɀ who are hungry for 
our resources but care little for our people.  
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 An indigenous Ethiopian man described it 
this way: ȬThis regime is one of the most hated 
ÒÅÇÉÍÅÓ ÉÎ %ÔÈÉÏÐÉÁÎ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙȣ ÔÈÅÙ ËÉÌÌ ÔÈÅ 
people like they are nothing and with no 
remorse.ȭ In light of this, I must warn you that 
those who are Ȭdoing businessȭ in Ethiopia, are 
partnering with an illegitimately elected dictator 
and his authoritarian regime built on the brutal 
suppression of the rights of its citizens. The 
intent of my open letter is to expose the dark 
underside of these Ȭdealsȭ with the hope of 
joining forces with those in India who demand 
justice and human rights for all. 
 Ethiopia is controlled by a repressive regime, 
posing as a democracy, which maintains its 
power not by the ballot, but by the bullet; clearly 
shown by its 99.6 percent claim to victory in the 
2010 election and complete closing off of any 
political space. All sectors of society are tightly 
controlled by a one-party minority government, 
which politicizes all benefits ɀ including business 
opportunities, education, jobs, agricultural 
supports and even food aid (see recent Human 
Rights Watch report) ɀ and punishes any dissent; 
creating a silenced Ethiopian society. 
 Ethiopians are pro-business and pro-
investment; particularly as Ethiopia is reported 
to be the second poorest country in the world 
with 90 percent of the people living under the 
poverty level. What we oppose is the daylight 
robbery of Ethiopia by modern day bandits who 
are willing to make secret deals with a corrupt 
government that would be illegal in India and 
other more developed countries. Abundant 
resources; combined with a disenfranchised 

public, few protective regulatory mechanisms, a 
lack of transparency, duty-free deals and 
government promises of cheap labor have 
brought opportunists from all over the world ɀ 
from India, China, Saudi Arabia, the United 
Kingdom, Egypt, Turkey and beyond ɀ all hungry 
to eat off the weakened carcass of the future 
hopes of the Ethiopian people. 
 Into this environment, have come over 500 
Indian companies ɀ more than from any other 
country in the world ɀ to capitalize on this 
Ȭgoldmine of opportunity.ȭ One Ethiopian from 
the Oromia region protested: ȬOur land is being 
given to the Indian companies and anyone who 
speaks out against it is labeled as a terrorist who 
is not supposed to have any rights or question 
any actions by the government.ȭ 
 Why would any Indians be part of this? Any 
who resent the colonial past of your own 
country, should know that it began through the 
British East India Trading Company; where some 
of the more unscrupulous often colluded with 
corrupt indigenous government officials. What 
would Gandhi say today were he to know that 
Indians, who were only freed from the shackles 
of colonialism in recent history, were now at the 
forefront of this Ȭland-grabbingȭ as part of the 
race for foreign control over African land and 
resources; currently being called the Neo-
Colonialism of Africa? 
 Karuturi Global Ltd, (KGL), the largest 
investor, has now leased 300,000 hectares in 
Gambella for 99 years; allegedly paying only 
$1.19 US per hectare; starting six years from 
now. This is the equivalent of 55 rupees per 
hectare! The local people have not been 
consulted nor compensated and are now being 
forced from ancestral land and told to build their 
own homes in resettlement villages. Please 
watch the following 12 minute video for the 
families who have been forced from their 
ancestral land. The Karuturi contract, as well as 
others that have been seen, show no benefits to 
the local people despite what was said publically. 
Instead, the regime promises foreign investors 
that the land will be handed over to them as 
Ȭvacantȭ land, free of any impediments. Because 


