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both the highest in the world, and, more importantly, has foreclosed Africa's right to

independent development.2

How can Africa earn its right to develop and structurally transform? What future; what
destiny for Africa: a free future or an externally manipulated future? That is the 'to be
or not to be question- the so-called 'Hamletian dilemma'- that fiercely confronts as a
challenge to anyone that cares about Africa. When one looks at Africa through the
mirror of its history, one finds it is not Africa that has failed, but the external
development model and the way it has been imposed on African politics, economics,
society, governance and culture by others. It is their project of development, their
specific remedies and strategies that have been unjust. Should Africa rectify or justify
the unjust system and its ideas that have failed her or not? Given the current
convergence or confluence of information technology and financial services that have
together formed speculative or casino capital on a global scale, it is important to ask
can Africa ever make it to the promised land by playing dice in the fast globalising
casino world economy?

I shall start by according the benefit of doubt to African leadership. Let us assume
their intention is good and let us give NEPAD a generous read.

The authors of NEPAD think that Africa can pursue a self-reliant strategy while integrating
in the globalised world economy. To put the point across in the leaders' own language:

"The New Partnership for African Development is a pledge by African leaders, based on a
common vision and a firm and shared conviction, that they have a pressing duty to
eradicate poverty and to place their countries, both individually and collectively, on a path
of sustainable growth and development, and at the same time to participate actively in the
world economy and body politic. The Programme is anchored on the determination of
Africans to extricate themselves and the continent from the malaise of development and
exclusion in a globalising world"(NEPAD Document, 2001:1)

No one can fault the sincerity with which the leaders made their pledge to "eradicate poverty",
and/or defined NEPAD to occupy the center stage of Africa's "sustainable development
"agenda. The problem lies at the same time in their assignment to NEPAD to provide the
framework for Africa's participation and inclusion in the world economy. Given the bad record
of Africa's participation and inclusion in the world economy since the time of slavery, what is
new in "NEPAD" that will make a difference? Can the leaders' expressed deontological
commitment to "eradicate poverty" and embark on "sustainable development" be attained
while participating in a world economy whose modus vivendi has not changed, in the main,
in relation to Africa since the fifteenth century?

2 The important issue is how free are Africans to set their own development agenda. Does their dependence on aid

distort their policy making power as it did in the 1980s and 1990s?
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One can also understand that autarchy for Africa is not an option. Engagement with
the world economy is unavoidable. However, it is the terms of that engagement that
has been fudged by the leaders' eagerness to pledge to the people of Africa to deliver
on poverty eradication, while assuring the transnational actors that NEPAD is far from
being a subversive pledge. The deontological commitment by the leaders to
"eradicate poverty" suggests that NEPADs aspire to carry out an emancipatory
project. However, the willingness to play with the rules of the game within the world
economy subjects the emancipatory ambition to the vicissitudes and impersonal
interplay of economic forces shaping the world economy. It depends on how much
African social actors play the game and succeed. And that is the question! Is there no
alternative to this uncertain custody of poverty eradication to the logic and working
out of the games played by impersonal forces of the world economy? Does the world
economy that operates with logic of the world law of value- where there have to be
losers and gainers- tie or free African efforts to eradicate poverty rapidly? What is
there to offset Africa from being a loser once more? How can it join the gainers in this
game? We are dealing with an economic system that builds wealth through widening
inequalities and poverty. And Africa becomes included or participates in the world
economy without any affirmative action or equal opportunity provision to compete with
well-established players. Where does Africa's support come from? How would the
desire for a new partnership with the "international community" help precisely? What
is the 'international community' any way? There is a world order under the unipolar
management or mismanagement of the Anglo-Saxon Empire led by the USA. How
does this world order treat Africa? As a partner or a region to be dealt with and to
keep open its source of raw material and market provision at dirt- low prices dictated
and driven by the buyer power in the global value chain?

To quote Karl Marx may not be in fashion now, but what he said about capitalist
production and the institutions for enforcing its expansion is relevant:

"Capitalist production, by collecting the population in great centers, and
causing an ever-increasing preponderance of population, destroys at the
same time the health of the town labourer and the intellectual life of the rural
labourer... Moreover, all progress in capitalist agriculture is a progress in the
art, not only of robbing the labourer, but of robbing the soil; all progress in
increasing the fertility of the soil for a given time, is a progress towards
ruining the lasting sources of the fertility. The more a country starts its
development on the foundation of modern industry, like the United States for
example, the more rapid is this process of destruction. Capitalist production,
therefore develops technology, and the combining of various processes into a
social whole, only by sapping the original sources of all wealth- the soil and
the labourer." 2

~

Z K. Marx, Capital Vol. I, FLPH, Moscow, 1959, pp. 506-507.

187







Mamma Muchie

augur well for NEPAD's expressed desire to eradicate poverty while playing by the
rules of the capitalist game or spirit. Territorial and social inequalities are still inherent
features within the present day world economy. Unfortunately, much as one wishes to
see it, Africa may not see the number of its poor people grow less. On the contrary,
the number of the poor may likely grow unless there are robust social policies to
make sure the number of poor people is reduced. A pro-poor social policy implies that
one cannot let one's hands to be tied behind one's back by joining lock, stock and
barrel within the capitalist global economy. Africa needs to evolve a selective
intervention strategy where it retains the initiative for social policy making by pursuing
strategies of defense and offence to eradicate poverty and to embark on sustainable

development.

However, African leaders wish to play it, the larger context of the state of the
dynamics of the capitalist system cannot be ignored to pursue any development
strategy nations wish to follow to eradicate poverty. If they wish to develop policies to
eradicate poverty, they may come up against the interests of powerful debtors who
will insist that Africans produce minerals and primary commodities to pay and service
debt. They will be coerced to abandon industrial, economic, technological,
innovational and social policy. If they refuse, they will be denied budget substitution
and other funds. If they go it alone, one by one, without a common strategy of
defense or offence to deal with structural inequities of the world economy, they will be
victimized one by one. It is this catch 22 situation that they must avoid by pooling their
sovereignties together to plan the eradication of poverty across Africa.

The most interesting lesson for Africa about the Lagos Plan of Action is not whether
its implementation would have been smooth sailing. It would not. There would have
been problems had it been uptaken and implemented. But it was shunted aside due
to the internal fact that African states were too fragmented to deal with the challenges
from the Bretton Woods Institutions. The other important consideration was the fact
that the structural adjustment policy adoption by each African Government was
rewarded with loans whilst the Lagos Plan of Action was largely looking to self-
finance Africa's development and long-term structural transformation.

NEPAD faces the same challenges as the Lagos Plan of Action: can it overcome
internal fragmentation by promoting an African shared national project; and can it
overcome the temptation to surrender the policy independence for cash?

To give credit to African leaders, they call for a "new partnership" with the
industrialized world. Does it mean a call for systemic reform or is it a desire to prevent
their conditionaities from subverting any policy independence the leaders wish to pursue?
This is how they put it in their own words:

"[NEPAD] is a call for a new relationship of partnership between Africa and
," the international community, especially the highly industrialised countries to
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The criticism of NEPAD that it is a neo-liberal document is too sweeping and
simplistic. There is confusion in the document, but it does not merit an outright
dismissal as a neo-liberal document. Critics that dismiss NEPAD outright have been
primarily driven by ideological impulse. It is difficult to make contribution to the debate
if the critique is so pitched at an immanent level. It is difficult to engage African
leaders with such criticisms.

Some question the sincerity of the leaders that propose NEPAD. Betrayal and sell-out
have been attributed to the leaders. There was also a peroration suggesting that
NEPAD may have been influenced by the G8.

The main reason why so many criticisms were leveled against NEPAD is the
confusion in the document that I pointed out above. It opens the floodgate for all sorts
of criticism. Had the people of Africa and not some of the African leaders owned
NEPAD, there would have been an opportunity to raise all these issues. That
opportunity was not available and the document claims to define and own Africa's
development agenda for the 21 sl century. Hence, the interest and the sharp criticisms

that ensued.B

Some of the scholarly criticism has come from within the civil society by pointing out
the contradictions, especially in the NEPAD document. Critics take to task the authors
of NEPAD for calling for self-reliance while relying on external finance and support.
They accuse the 'new international partnership' initiative of ignoring past and existing
efforts by Africans to resolve Africa's crises and move forward, describing NEPAD as
'a top-down programme driven by African elites and drawn up with the corporate
forces and institutional instruments of globalization, rather than being based on
African peoples' experiences, knowledge and demands'.

They even question who will benefit by NEPAD: they claim that the main beneficiaries
of the new approach to African economic development would be largely foreign
businesses and those local actors working with them. There are those who claim that
African development should up lift the underdogs -whom Fanon called, in his book,
'the Wretched of the Earth'. They say that efforts to date to give prominence and
voice to Africa's ordinary people have made little real difference. If we are to develop
a strategy for African development where local, regional, national and continental
combinations can take place, the starting point for evolving a shared purpose and

.The Third World Network (Accra), CODES RIA (Dakar), African Civil Society Declaration on NEPAD, South
Africa, and the Heinrich 8611 Foundation financed a conference in Nairobi from which criticisms were leveled against
NEPAD from every angle. Adebayo Adedeji defended the Lagos Plan of Action and showed hgw NEPAD has not
been informed by its lessons. Dani Nabudre criticized NEPAD from a historical presentation of Pan-Africanism.
Thandika Mkandawire criticized the economic governance and resource mobilization. Others criticized the democracy
and governance aspect, the environment, gender, regional integration and partnerships. Since the conference the
Foundation has published "the voices and critiques of the Forum on NEPAD" in a book edited by Peter Anyang'
Nyong, Asghedech Ghimaths(z)ion & Davinder Lamba, NEPAD a New Path? English Press Ltd, 2002

193











Mammo Muchie
--~- political parties, the nationality, the institution that can serve as the organizing

principle to bring the fullness or richness of ethnic group, the existing artificial states
or the current neo- liberal inspired creations such as the growing and conflicting or

competing number of NGOs, civil societies, the private sector (businesses), new
regions and so on. While these institutions, entities and hybrids are important and
may be necessary, none of them can become the institutional primitive for bringing
about a broader conception of Africa's role and place in the wider and larger scheme
of things. The reason is simple: they are too dispersed, discrete and difficult to
transform their specific interests and aspirations into a general interest. Each of
these social units or arrangements leave the door open for division and for others
who do not mean well to Africa to get in and sow discord and distrust. We must wake
up to the fact that Africa's long history from ancient Egypt to the present day provides
a clarion call and a compelling case for its unity. It is easier to unite on the basis of
an African identity than on any other. It is all- inclusive and does not exclude on the
basis of territorial, religious, regional, ethnic, linguistic and other criteria. Since 1963,
there has been official rhetorical lip service to Pan-African unity. What is absent is not

the rhetoric for this need of Africa's unity. There is an inflation of rhetoric inversely

proportional to the deflation in action. All the Governments of the OAU have signed to
some notion ~f Pan-African ideal. But a large number of states have been named and
shamed by NEW AFRICA for not having paid their dues. They thus pay lip service to
the organization. Most now have ratified the AU. But judging by the way they treated
the OAU, the future of the AU is uncertain. AU may be, as one analyst quipped- OAU

without the "0."

What is disturbing is that there is massive hypocrisy played by the leaders: talking
Pan-African and acting anti- Pan-African and, at the same time, excluding those with

committed interest to realize the political and economic unification of the continent.
There is a great need for a moral and intellectual resolution and clarity to make free

or emancipated Africa. Africa as a civic nation based on the emancipated citizen must

be forged. Free Africa needs a new kind of being- a citizen of the African world with a

globalised African soul free from petty allegiances and labels, possessing a
revitalized sense of a civic-African self and personality as a premier identity. We have

Africa. It is high time to make the Africans.

NOTES

1. NEPAD's priority areas are agriculture, the private business sector, infrastructure and regional

integration.
2. The figure of US$64 billion for the year 2002 was flaunted at the G8 meeting in Canada and

expectation that seems unrealistic in view of the G8's greater interest in good governance than in
dishing out the cash.

3. For example, the Lagos Plan of Action (1980), the Abuja Treaty (1991), the African Alternative
Framework to Structural Adjustment Programs (AAF-SAAP, 1989), the African Charter for
Popular Participation and Development (Arusha Charter, 1990) and the Cairo Agenda (1994).
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