
Imperial Governance, Sovereignty and the Management of Chronic Instability in Africa

An important political consequence of the crisis of capital in the seventies has been an increasing intensification of informal imperialism within Africa. The paper argues that the advanced capitalist countries confronted once again the endemic problem of surplus capital and that the major neo-liberal reforms foisted upon the African continent were part of the spatio-temporal fix that subsequently followed. The quotidian management of many African states was not an intended consequence of structural adjustment, but that the subsequent perturbations that beset many developing countries after following such policies has led to such a degree of institutional instability that a new form of imperial governance has come to the fore. Juridical sovereignty has been maintained, but political sovereignty has been severely compromised through the emergence of this neo-imperial governance. Today, an array of external actors are embedded in the sinews of these states directing, setting the general parameters of state policy to such an extent that one can no longer speak of these countries as possessing de facto independence in any meaningful sense. The rise of these so called ‘governance states’ and the new emphasis on ‘governance with government’ constitutes a new non-territorial, political form of imperialism.
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Introduction

The need to try to refashion all the states of the world so that they become at least minimally adequate for the administration of global order – and this is now also seen as a general condition of the reproduction and extension of global capitalism – is now the central problem for the American state.

The foreign policy of the Bush Administration heralded a flurry of works on what was labelled the ‘new imperialism’. Such writings not only reflected the move by the US toward a far more assertive foreign policy after 9/11, but also the fact that with the end of the Cold War the demise of the only other superpower created a rather unusual ‘unipolar moment’ in which the United States, in terms of economic and military power, stands head and shoulders above any other state and is likely to do so for the foreseeable future.
 As Charles Krauthammer succinctly put it at the time, ‘American pre-eminence is based on the fact that it is the only country with the military, diplomatic, political and economic assets to be a decisive player in any conflict in whatever part of the world it chooses to involve itself’.
 
A general trend emerged in which US imperialism was portrayed in a positive light, arguing that it provides international public goods, such as, security, and stability while at the same time promoting democracy and human rights.
 Such support emanated not only from conservative think tanks, such as, the American Enterprise Institute and the Project for the New American Century, but from various academics arguing that the US should shake off its reluctance to become an imperialist power, set up a fully functioning colonial office and establish itself as a ‘liberal empire’.
 This sometimes took the form of a modern day version of the white man’s burdern in which it was argued that for ‘many colonies, the experiment with political independence has been a failure in economic and in political terms. Sub-Saharan Africa, in particular, has been impoverished not by the oft-denounced legacies of colonialism but by decades of misrule since independence. By contrast, a liberal imperial model offers the best prospects for economic growth by guaranteeing not just economic openess but, more important, the institutional foundations for successful development’.

In reaction to this, a wide range of writers have analysed the changes in US foreign policy and its increasingly interventionist stance from a Marxist perspective. This has been undertaken from three principal directions: those that argue capitalism has evolved to a contemporary state in which it is ‘organized both economically and politically along transnational lines’; that the US has succeeded (and will continue to do so) in subordinating ‘other leading states to American hegemony’; and finally those writers that base their analysis on Lenin and Bukharin’s thesis of imperialism.
 
The first of these approaches takes its cue from Karl Kautsky’s arguments that capitalism may move beyond imperialism to that of ultraimperialsim eventually leading to a pacific global capitalist system in which inter-state rivalry is rendered redundant.
 Thus, William Robinson identifies the emergence of a transnationalist capitalist class such that politics ‘resembles less and less competition between national capitalist groups, expressed in earlier epochs as state rivalries’ to a situation where ‘transnational conglomerates now compete against each other’.
 Although, coming from a rather different school of thought, Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri concur with this position, arguing that ‘The transnational corporations directly distribute labor power over various markets, functionally allocate resources, and organize hierarchically the various sectors of world production’, leading to ‘the new biopolitical structuring of the world’.
 The second approach views the neo-Kautskyian ‘conception of a transnational capitalist class, loosened from any state moorings or about to spawn a supranational global state’ as ‘clearly exceedingly extravagant’. Yet at the same time argues that ‘so too is any conception of a return to rival national bourgeoisies’.
 Rather, they argue that, unlike other hegemons, the United States has been singularly successful ‘in integrating all the other capitalist powers into an effective system of coordination under its aegis’.
 The final approach is heavily influenced by Lenin and Bukharin’s arguments that the most advanced states are driven towards imperialism as ‘the policy of finance capital’
 to overcome crises of capital surplus.
 Thus contemporary followers of this thesis argue that it still holds true that the ‘internationalisation of production, circulation and investment’ combined with the ‘interpenetration of private capital and the nation-state’ leads to the global economy becoming ‘the arena for competition for competition among capitals that tends now to take the form of geopolitical conflict among states’.

This paper uses the insights of the latter group, arguing that the over accumulation crisis of the late 1960s and early 1970s within the advanced industrialized economies was a watershed moment leading to a major reconfiguration of economic relations.
 However, it also argues, a la Panitch and Gindin that we remain in an era marked by a US empire, that, ‘the asymmetric power relationships that emerged out of the penetration and integration among the leading capitalist countries under the rubric of informal American empire were not dissolved in the wake of the crisis of the Golden Age in the 1970s, and the development of greater trade competitiveness and capital mobility that accompanied it; rather they were refashioned and reconstituted through the era of neo-liberal globalization over the past two decades’.
 Although the economic crisis of the 1970s galvanised the US into promoting at times painful economic reforms amongst its allies, these states continued to benefit from the liberal economic trade and investment regime. Moreover, they have not only acquiesced but have been active participants in the promotion of neo-liberal economic policies in Africa and elsewhere.  The resulting rise of imperial governance in which a plethora of external actors not only set the parameters of the political and economic agenda, but also help implement it on a quotidian basis, came about in large part because of the perturbations caused by these policies.

As David Harvey points out, this restructuring of capitalist relations represented a spatio-temporal fix to the recurring problem of capital over-accumulation.
  Yet, in order for the reproduction and extension of capitalism to be successful in Africa, the dominant powers (G7) have had to become ever more involved in the administration of these states mediated through multinational institutions and a plethora of other agencies. However, unlike the pre-First World War colonial form, the multinational institutions have embedded themselves in the sinews of these states directing and setting the general parameters of state policy to such an extent that one can no longer speak of these countries as possessing de facto independence in any meaningful sense. The rise of these so called ‘governance states’ and the new emphasis on ‘governance with government’ constitutes a new non-territorial, political form of imperialism.
 
Clearly, these changes do not constitute the re-emergence of traditional colonialism marked by ‘systems of rule, by one group over another, where the first claims a right....to exercise exclusive sovereignty over the second and to shape its destiny’.
  Rather it is argued that in the current epoch, juridical sovereignty has become so firmly established as an international norm that the costs of violating such a norm over an extended period and on a regular basis have become too high (i.e. in contrast to the short-term military interventions that have become common since the end of the Cold War). However, the emergence of governance states does represent a form of neo-imperialism in which not only the policies that these states can pursue is severely delimited, but that the actual implementation of such policies is both monitored and facilitated by an array of external actors that have embedded themselves within the very sinews of these states. 
Moreover, such reforms have entailed an interpellative process shaping the very subjectivities of state elites. This goes beyond the traditional debates surrounding sovereignty in International Relations concerning external influences on policy-making, agenda setting and policy outcomes. Rather, the focus is also on how ‘habits and conduct have deepened’ and the way in which ‘the neoliberal repertoire has become more embedded in social practice … Aid technicians and high-level civil servants have articulated the language of international development into their own policymaking and discussions with external agency representatives.
 This re-constitution of elites’ subjectivities involves a shift away from the concept of the state as provider to one of enabler in a new pro-business, pro-competitive environment that emphasizes open borders in terms of trade and capital. Such an interpellative process, if successful, will ensure the continuance of neo-liberal reforms even if the aforementioned external actors withdraw over time.
As such, the rise of governance states represent a form of　imperial ‘political power over the internal and external policy – the effective sovereignty – of the other, the subordinate periphery’.
  Some have referred to this arrangement as ‘shared sovereignty’, but it is the argument of this paper that sovereignty has become so compromised by the delimitation of the economic and political parameters that are deemed acceptable by these external actors that it is more accurate to speak of the emergence of imperial governance.
 In so doing, this paper brings together two important debates on development. On the one hand, it furnishes Harvey’s work with a more detailed analysis of the political arrangements that have arisen as a result of the spatio-temporal fixes of capital and, on the other, it embeds analyses of African governance within an understanding of the global capitalist system.
Neo-Imperialism in a Sovereign World Order

The contemporary dominant liberal discourse on Africa presents many states as fragile or failed political entities. Within this discourse, they are recognised as sovereign independent states meeting the minimum requirements set out under the 1933 Montevideo Convention on Rights and Duties of States, i.e. they possess ‘a permanent population; a defined territory; a government; and a capacity to enter into relations with other states’.
  However, a la Robert Jackson, most are regarded as ‘quasi states’ because the international de jure recognition of their sovereign status is not matched by the de facto sovereignty of  ‘self-standing structures with domestic foundations but of territorial jurisdictions supported from above by international law and material aid’.
 
As others have argued, the failed states literature tends to be highly ahistorical in its analysis and forms part of a wider historical narrative presenting these states as deviating from the Western norm and thus justifying ‘informal’ intervention in the continent.
 This comparison of ‘failed states’ with a Weberian ideal-type based on the highly industrialised core is part of a wider tendency in Western discourse that represents Africa in terms of ‘absences, delinquencies or alienness – each of which serves to reinforce a sense of Africa’s marginality’.
 Yet, as is demonstrated below, many of the problems confronting these states are the very result of integration into the global economy rather than their disengagement.

As Grovogui points out, there has always been a dualism at the heart of sovereignty in practice because historically the major powers ‘applied sovereignty regimes to intra- and inter-European affairs that differed fundamentally from those applicable in Africa and other regions’. 
 Until independence, these applied sovereignty regimes served to transfer ‘political authority, including the right to self govern, away from Africans to colonial agents and powers’ and thus ‘subordinated “Africa” to the requirements of global political and moral economies’.
 The empires of the 19th century sought to extend the ‘sovereignty frontiers’ of the dominant powers through both a mixture of free trade arrangements and the physical possession of overseas territories in order to facilitate the incorporation of these entities into the capitalist mode of production.
 This does not mean that informal imperialism was absent, as Aijaz Ahmad points out, ‘”formal” and “informal” empires – not to speak of colonial conquest and decolonization – is parallel but non synchronic’. Different regions and countries experienced different forms of domination at different times, so that ‘Latin America was fully decolonized well before the interiors of Africa and Asia were fully colonized’.

With ever greater numbers of states becoming independent after the Second World War, ‘international law became “universal” in the more profound sense that Asian and African societies that had been excluded from the realm of sovereignty even while being subjected to the operation of international law, could now participate in that system as equal and sovereign’. 
 However, although informal imperialism may indeed constitute ‘the first fully post-colonial imperialism, not only free of colonial rule but antithetical to it’, it also has deep resonances with pre-independence regimes of sovereignty.
  Almost immediately after independence these states were confronted with the reality of their limited sovereignty and the power of an international legal system that circumscribed control over their own resources.
 When confronted by the attempt of post-colonial states to re-negotiate the pre-existing international economic order the ‘West responded by negating the Third World campaign for a NIEO on the one hand, and by elaborating a new transnational law of international contracts on the other. As a consequence, not only was the Third World attempt to reform international law largely thwarted, but it had to contend with a new set of rules, the ‘international law of contracts’, that sought to expand the powers of MNCs well beyond the powers those corporations had enjoyed under the traditional law of state’.
 

Moreover, the ‘failed states’ discourse obfuscates the deeper structural causes of these states’ malaise that lie within the workings of the global political economy.
 In the dominant liberal discourse, the solution to instability is to be found in improving state capacity, democratisation and further marketisation, rather than understanding that the instability that we are currently witnessing is inextricably connected to the historical and contemporary integration of these territories into the global economy. Their position within this economic structure and their relatively low degree of industrialisation  meant that they were ‘locked into the dynamic imperatives of development by their incorporation into the world market and states system, but this was based internally on unstable amalgams of capitalist and non-capitalist society’.
 The upshot of this awkward historically specific combination of ‘traditional’ modes of production and capitalism made it difficult if not impossible for a capitalist class to achieve ideological hegemony over civil society and make it extremely difficult for liberal democracy to develop as a result.

As Mahmood Mamdani has argued, Africa is still conditioned by its colonial legacy in which the political/legal superstructure was split into two realms: civic law that held sway in the metropolis representing the state in general and customary laws with their specific application to each individual ethnic grouping. The result was a rather peculiar bifurcated form of state in which ‘Direct rule was the form of urban civil power. It was about the exclusion of natives from civil freedoms guaranteed to citizens in civil society. Indirect rule, however, signified a rural tribal authority. It was about incorporating natives into a state-enforced customary order’. 
 This bifurcated political/legal superstructure arose from the uneven nature of development and the combination of capitalist and traditional modes of production that materialised. In other words, ‘the bifurcation of the rural “subject” under colonially inspired “traditional” rule versus the urban “citizen”… could be called a “politicist” version of articulation of modes of production theory’.
 After independence, the new holders of state power sought to establish a political compromise in which customary laws and traditional power structures were allowed to continue in this bifurcated manner.

Because of the radically divergent interests of these classes and fractions of classes, the political/legal framework is continually contested – the governing elite and incipient bourgeoisie pushing for reforms that will further promote capitalism and the traditional rural elite pushing back and challenging such changes. As a result there is often a ‘continual process of “churning”, whereby land and other assets are claimed by some people, appropriated by others, then again reallocated forcefully’, a process which ebbs and flows with the vicissitudes of chronic social and state instability.
 This heady mix of divergent interests combined with weak state capacity leads to a form of ‘primitive accumulation’ ad infinitum. Moreover, this transformation is an ongoing process as a result of the intensification of capitalist relations and the transformation of capitalism itself arising from its own internal contradictions. 
The structural adjustment policies at the beginning of the 1980s marked a further intensification of this informal imperialism which eventually led to the rise of the new political/economic arrangements that this paper has labelled imperial governance. The structural adjustment programmes constituted one element of the attempt by the core industrialised states at a spatio-temporal fix for the over accumulation of capital in the North, heralding huge socio-economic upheavals and further transformations in the South.
 As will be illustrated later, these instabilities alongside the persistence of market imperfections have led to ever increasing interventions from an array of external actors. Although this imperial governance does not usually involve the direct control of polity and territory, it similarly establishes a dual form of sovereignty regime that identifies fragile/failed states as deviating to such a degree from the international norm of sovereignty that ‘informal’ intervention by the IFIs and a plethora of Western NGOs is said to become necessary. These external actors have insinuated themselves into the sinews of these states to such an extent that ‘there is now not very much left of the idea of a sphere of “internal affairs” over which [these] governments have sole authority’.
 With regard to these states, this has led to a hollowed out version of sovereignty in which the ‘IFIs are prepared to intervene in almost all aspects of economic, political, and social life... many governments are now no longer in effective control of the national economic project’.
 Intervention is required to reinstate these states as important nodal points within the system in order for them to provide ‘the stable and predictable environment that capital needs’.
 This is therefore no neutral project, rather the objective is to ensure the embeddedness of capitalism by developing a legal superstructure that ensures ‘rules to make markets work, and ensure property rights’.

The Crisis of Over Accumulation and the Impact upon Africa
Marxist writers usually refer to the conjuncture of events that led to the over accumulation crisis of the late 1960s and early 1970s within the advanced industrialized economies as the watershed moment which led to a crisis in the US-led post-1945 Bretton Woods system.
 The crisis was not just one of US hegemony (i.e. the double deficit and Triffin’s dilemma), but of capitalism in general with industrial overcapacity, high wage demands in combination with commodity based cost-push inflation leading to the worst possible outcome – stagflation – low growth alongside high inflation. Some have also identified this period as the beginning of a decline in the rate of profit presaging a ‘long downturn’.
 Some, like David McNally, have argued that the return on the rate of investment recovered in the eighties and nineties.
 But all agree that the seventies was a period of ‘excess capacity galore and declining profits, the world economy had entered a new period of global turbulence’. 
 For this paper, the most significant aspect of this decline is that it prompted a major restructuring of capital on a global scale.
 
This restructuring had as its object a temporary resolution to capitalism’s contradictions via spatio-temporal displacements that facilitated the reproduction and expansion of capitalism. This is not to say, that this spatio-temporal fix involved the shift of capital to the periphery to the extent that it constituted the main site of capital export. As Ray Kiely points out, the empirical evidence even for the 1870-1914 period for such a reorientation of investment is highly questionable and it certainly was not the case in the seventies. 
 Yet, contra Kiley, an intensification of investment in other countries of the core does not preclude an intensification of investment in the periphery at the same time. 
 Solutions to the problems of the seventies were found in both the core and periphery, involving fundamental transformations in the social, technical and spatial organisation of capitalist production. Firstly, neoliberalism in the core created a much improved environment for capital investment through tax reductions, labour deregulation and mass privatisation. Secondly, production was reconfigured on a global scale with much of the labour intensive industry relocated to the periphery, thus lowering costs of production and providing a strong negotiating position for pressuring labour in the core. In the periphery, the debt crisis of the early-1980s was used to ‘organize the internal relations of production in each country where [fiscal crises] occurred in such a way as to favour the further penetration of external capitals’, particularly through the imposition of structural adjustment by the IMF and World Bank.
 The objective was to break down spatial barriers to this restructuring of capital by demanding the removal of barriers to trade and investment while programs of mass privatisation and land reform provided new opportunities for manufacturing, services and agribusiness through the ‘appropriation and marketization of hitherto uncommodified realms’.

As argued by Peter Gowan, the US using loan conditionality as political leverage, subsequently carried out a revolution of the world economic system based on the free movement of goods, services and capital, coercing indebted governments to adopt 
domestic deflation, currency devaluation and an export drive along with measures to ease budget deficits and earn foreign currency on the capital account by privatising with the help of foreign capital and attracting inward flows of hard-currency funds through liberalising the capital account. Thus did US rentiers get their debts paid, US industry got cheaper imports of the inputs needed for production, US companies could buy up assets including privatised utilities in the country concerned, and the capital account would be liberalised so that local stock markets could be played.

For Gowan, the construction of this ‘Dollar-Wall Street Regime’ stands at the heart of responses by successive presidential administrations to perceptions of US decline, as emerging global financial markets held none of the barriers to the preponderance of US capital which held sway elsewhere.
What unites all of these various economic policies is the attempt to create a ‘spatial-temporal fix’ for excess capital arising from the crisis of over accumulation: temporally through ‘investment in long-term capital projects or social expenditures (such as education and research) that defer the re-entry of capital values into circulation into the future’; and spatially through ‘opening up new markets, new production capacities, and new resource, social, and labour possibilities elsewhere’.
 The dynamics of this fix are what Harvey identifies as ‘capitalist imperialism’:- 

Imperialistic practices, from the perspective of capitalistic logic, are typically about exploiting the uneven geographical conditions under which capital accumulation occurs... expressed through unfair and unequal exchange, spatially articulated monopoly powers, extortionate practices attached to restricted capital flows, and the extraction of monopoly rents ... The wealth and well-being of particular territories are augmented at the expense of others. Uneven geographical conditions do not merely arise out of the uneven patterning of natural resource endowments and locational advantages, but, even more importantly, are produced by the uneven ways in which wealth and power themselves become highly concentrated in certain places by virtue of asymmetrical exchange relations..

Thus for Harvey ‘imperialist politics entails at the very minimum sustaining and exploiting whatever asymmetrical and resource endowment advantages can be assembled by way of state power’.
 This imperialist dynamic borne out of the ‘contradictory fusion’
 of territorial and capitalist logics, it is argued, has given rise to, on the one hand, ‘accumulation by dispossession’ as the basis for a new set of exploitative economic relations between North and South underpinned by state power; and renewed geopolitical competition on the other.

Predatorial Capitalism
For Marxist writers such responses to surplus accumulation stand at the core of a new round of ‘accumulation by dispossession’, in the South. In a similar vein to Hannah Arendt, Harvey builds upon this by pointing out that many of these processes, rather than being limited to the initial surge of capitalist development in Europe, have instead continued ever since as a structural component of global capitalist development, which he terms ‘accumulation by dispossession’.
 Some of the above processes, have fallen by the wayside in social struggles over capitalist legitimacy; in their place other more pervasive mechanisms have been developed, particularly in the form of a global capitalist political-legal superstructure providing for a new phase of commodification in hitherto protected areas of the global commons (i.e. biological organisms).

In the South this has meant ‘predation on [prior] dispensations and accepted entitlements as a necessary requirement for renewed accumulation’ through the privatization of state industries and services, coercive land transformations favouring international agribusiness, forced migration, proletarianization, and the extension of exclusive property rights into new fields such as genetic materials, pensions, welfare and health care, along with the suppression of alternative forms of production and consumption.
  The result of this ‘predatorial capitalism’ was that the majority of states in Africa were forced through loan conditionality into introducing structural adjustment, which for many led to an export-driven fall in the prices and profits of primary production (as a result of oversupply arising from several countries specialising in the same commodities). 
 From the beginning of the eighties to the mid-nineties, much of this region experienced economic stagnation and dislocation as a result of trade and capital liberalization.
  The latter included consolidation of a capitalist legal superstructure involving, amongst other things, a further shift from de facto communally determined land use to de jure private land rights. 
As a result of this modern equivalent to the enclosure movement, many of these countries have witnessed the encroachment of large agribusinesses, mining companies, and state related interests (involving patron-client networks) on to land previously owned by small farmers (the communal basis of land use was rarely codified and therefore occupants rarely possess any state recognised ‘legal’ rights to the land).
 Because of this precarious nature of property claims within many Southern states, particularly their dependence upon networks of state patronage, development occurs in tandem with chronic social instability.

The negotiation of secure land tenure conditions among all these groups is fraught. Large and medium-sized commercial farmers….are constantly embroiled in social tensions and legal conflicts and land encroachment by local people. These conflicts may involve long-standing claims to land ownership or access rights that clash with recently granted land concessions to large-scale farmers.

Such instabilities develop logics of their own, leading to forms of accumulation based upon a close relationship with violent conflict.

Furthermore, due to their structural position within the GPE, weak Southern states already suffered from a lack of institutional, surveillance and coercive capabilities.
 The imposition of structural adjustment policies which initially emphasised a radical reduction in the remit of the state has further weakened the sinews of these states, leading to a high degree of institutional and organizational instability. However, capitalist property rights cannot be constructed ‘unless there is an appropriate political configuration and an effective enforcement agency’.
 In this sense these states struggle to provide an environment in which property rights can stabilise and produce an environment that is conducive to further capitalist development. Instead a process of churning ad infinitum occurs, ‘whereby land and other assets are claimed by some people, appropriated by others, then again reallocated forcefully’, ebbing and flowing with the vicissitudes of chronic social and state instability.
 The result has been the demand for external intervention to maintain a sufficient level of sovereign governance over this chronic instability, undertaken through the construction of the ‘governance state’.

The Rise of Imperial Governance
governance states represent a manifestation of a grander and profoundly historical problematic: the politics of the encounter between the institutions of global capitalism and African nation-states

Graham Harrison, the originator of the term ‘governance states’, in his work on Tanzania, Uganda and Mozambique, insightfully observes that its emergence is part of ‘a profound global project of socio-political engineering’.
 Furthermore, the breadth of the policy prescriptions employed within the governance state has become much more widespread than those of externally imposed structural adjustment. This thus involves an important shift in the roles that these elites play. By engaging through continual negotiations and enmeshing themselves within various ministries, donors have attempted to transform key personnel from simple power conveyors to active participants and purveyors of neo-liberalism. Moreover, this has directed the construction not just of sovereign statehood but also of a particular model of liberal democratic government and state capacity ‘based on the principles of multi-party democracy, respect for human rights, and “good governance”, together with a view of the state as the essential manager of a regulated market economy, with responsibility notably for the legal order, the currency, and infrastructure, and for the provision of basic social services’.
 

Imperial governance thus ensures state stability through an array of multilateral partnerships among national, global and civil society bodies, as a security mechanism to manage such chronic instability and to contain it at source through the imposition of ‘sustainable’ and ‘self-reliant’ understandings of development in regions where industrialization is not considered a possible future.
 As Mark Duffield argues, this new governance of intervention and prevention goes far beyond the restoration of stability in the midst of temporary crisis. Complex emergencies involving intra-state conflict, infrastructural collapse, the resulting social dislocation, the inability of the state to provide basic necessities demand the construction of security complexes ‘linking state and non-state actors, public and private organizations, military and civilian organisations’ to bridge the gap between image and reality in sovereign statehood and its relationship to world order.
  This shift in emphasis by the IFIs reflects a general transformation in the practice of international development towards the securitization of the wealth-centres and key flows of the GPE against the unwanted transborder flows of such chronic instability.
 This securitization has involved the ‘reinvention of development as a form of conflict prevention’ which has in turn led to the ‘radicalization of developmental politics...a new commitment to those strategies and forms of intervention that are geared to the direct attempt to transform whole societies, including the beliefs and attitudes of their members’.
 
However, Duffield forgoes an analysis of contemporary imperialism preferring instead a Foucauldian framework based on biopolitics. In so doing he associates imperialism with ‘direct territorial control where populations were ruled through juridical and administrative means of authority’, thus treating a specific form of imperialism (territorial colonialism) with the more general process of imperialism.
 Harrison, whilst providing an excellent insight into the interpellative process whereby the subjectivities of state elites are reconstituted towards neoliberal beliefs and values, is also critical of Marxist interpretations of the IFIs’ role in development because ‘the social or “developmental” effects of the development of capitalist social relations are historically contingent and not deductible from capital’s general laws’.
 This paper argues, a la Paul Cammack, that whilst there may be a certain degree of contingency, the tendencies inherent within capitalism establish the general environment in which states operate.. However, with regard to the IFIs, Cammack further argues for the ‘possibility of relative autonomy – the capacity of political institutions to stand at a distance from capitalist interests as they exist at any particular moment in time’.
 Where the paper differs from Cammack’s perspective is that it views the IFIs as continuing, by and large, to mediate the interests of the core capitalist states with the United States as primus inter pares. However, it is in these countries’ interest to reproduce and embed capitalist relations on a global scale to ensure the continuation and expansion of accumulation. The upshot has been a general tendency to promote global capitalist relations, yet at the same time ensuring that it is executed in a manner beneficial to the most powerful states.
This paper has argued that, with the arrival of the debt crisis, the US and its allies took the opportunity to impose structural adjustment upon a plethora of developing states. However, the impact on many was so severe and the sinews of the state so weakened that the IFIs and other agencies of the major powers now work in tandem with these states on a daily basis – to the extent that we may talk of the rise of imperial governance. The dominant capitalist powers, led by the US, have been able to extend their ‘sovereignty frontiers’ to a degree hitherto unimaginable since the Second World War constructing political-legal superstructures in these states to facilitate global capitalism to the extent that an emergent period of neo-imperialism can be identified
This imperial governance has arisen in order to overcome a fundamental contradiction in the contemporary GPE between an international legal order based on sovereign control over territorial spaces on the one hand, and the destabilization and weakening of such governance through the temporary resolution of capitalism’s contradictions via spatio-temporal fixes that facilitate the reproduction and expansion of capitalism. 
  Where the result of this contradiction is perpetual instability – ‘a chronic lack of state capacity, political fragmentation, collapsed public infrastructure and social isolation’ – there can be no simple corrective, for there is no structural basis for anything beyond legal sovereignty to emerge and would thus require a revolutionary transformation of the international order, something that is unlikely to happen in the foreseeable future.
 The neo-imperial ‘fixes’ in response to the effects of predatorial capitalism entail the long-term construction, maintenance and supervision of polities– a partial colonisation of the polity rather than territory per se.
What makes this neo-imperialism distinct from earlier forms, or even the heavy-handed interventions of the Cold War, is that long-term territorial control (as opposed to short term humanitarian intervention) has been so thoroughly discredited, both among public opinion in liberal democratic states and within the diplomatic discourse among states, that these neo-imperial interventions stand hidden behind the veil of the post-1945 centrality of sovereignty in world order. 
 Their existence must necessarily appear to support the key legal pillar of sovereign statehood, even though their actual role must also necessarily compromise Westphalian, domestic and interdependence sovereignty.
 Such interventions maintain the legal form of sovereignty, but in essence undermine the political sovereignty aspect of statehood.
As a result of the ‘perturbations of neoliberal imposition’ there was a recognition that if the IFIs policies were to be successful in their programs, then the problems of state breakdown, whether it be civil wars, resource wars, conflicts over ownership rights or the emaciating effect of informal economic networks, needed to be confronted.
 At the time, the World Bank viewed these problems as a ‘crisis of capability. An urgent priority is to rebuild state effectiveness through an overhaul of public institutions, reassertion of the rule of law, and credible check on abuse of power’. 
  In other words, the lack of what Michael Mann labels infrastructural power has provided the justification for the embedding of various external actors within these states providing various capabilities which the state would otherwise struggle to supply.
 However, the ‘lesson learnt’ was ‘not that neoliberal economic policy is damaging or contradictory, but that greater attention needs to be paid to the state as an “embedding agent” and the stability of the sovereign frontier’.
 But this is no neutral project, rather the objective is to ensure the embeddedness of capitalism by developing a legal superstructure that ensures ‘rules to make markets work, and ensure property rights’.
 From the perspective of the IFIs, the challenge was dealt with in terms of how to ensure a highly pervasive form of capitalism whilst still maintaining a satisfactory degree of stability within a country’s borders that would ensure the sustainability of the transformation underway.
This change was associated with the post Asian crisis policy shift away from the Washington consensus with its overreliance on market forces and emphasis on the minimalist state towards a post-Washington consensus acceptance of the importance of the state. Conceptually, this involved a recognition that the state had a major role to play in addressing the problem of market imperfections (e.g. externalities, monopolies, informational imperfections). However, this has in fact justified ever greater intervention because, ‘the old consensus was caught in the trap of arguing for minimal state intervention and, hence, precluding itself from addressing what the state should do. In contrast, the new consensus can be understood as strengthening and extending the scope of permissible intervention in recipient countries. For not only is economic intervention justified on the basis of market imperfections but also the success of such interventions is attached to non-economic factors. In other words, the new consensus rationalises intervention by the donor agencies across as wide a remit as possible’.
 

The second phase of structural adjustment therefore involved the embedding of capitalism involving a shift from promoting a ‘reduction in the scope of state action’ to an emphasis upon the ‘nature of state action’.
 Earlier neo-liberalism had palpably failed to ‘infuse itself into the state as the founding logic of public action; it also generated destabilising effects on African societies’, the IFIs therefore became key agents in a larger ‘global regime of crisis management’ that has emerged in response to the African crisis, such that they now concern themselves with ‘institutional capacity building; civil service (or more broadly public service) reform; the introduction of new forms of information technology, finance management and human resource management; technical assistance and the facilitation of public participation in policy monitoring, evaluation and development’.
 The degree of support in the 1990s reached new heights. For example, in Uganda, ‘NGOs contributed 64 per cent of the running costs of the health service’ and for Tanzania aid constituted 30 per cent of GDP’.
 But, most significant is the qualitative change and the rise of imperial governance whereby an array of external actors have become embedded within the very sinews of these states through the funding and influencing of ‘corporate plans within ministries, departments and agencies – based on logical frameworks which set out specific policies, executing agencies, timeframes and funding requirements’.
 
Involved was a major change in the form of power exerted. The overt macro conditionalities pushing for privatisation and trade have not gone away, but they are now supplemented by micro-management and the enmeshment of external actors with the final objective of ensuring that key actors within various state ministries ‘internalise’ the reform agenda.
 Such reforms have entailed an interpellative process shaping the subjectivities of state elites. This goes beyond the traditional debates surrounding sovereignty in International Relations concerning external influences on policy-making, agenda setting and policy outcomes. Rather, the focus is also on how ‘habits and conduct have deepened’ and the way in which ‘the neoliberal repertoire has become more embedded in social practice … Aid technicians and high-level civil servants have articulated the language of international development into their own policymaking and discussions with external agency representatives.
 Such a process, if successful, will ensure the continuance of neo-liberal reforms even if various external actors withdraw over time.
As a result of the continuing struggles ‘over the rights to accumulate’, the conditions for liberal hegemony have not been met.
 In the absence of any overriding consensus within civil society, the IFIs and other donors have opted for establishing a political-legal superstructure that supports capitalism and fostering a degree of consensus on neo-liberal reforms within the various ministries. We now have integrated governance structures that are not only providing or, helping to provide, the functions traditionally thought to be the sole preserve of the sovereign state, these actors are guiding government policy so that state government and developmental governance have become inextricably entwined – ‘With the West’s external sovereign frontier, the post-Cold War collapse of the national/international dichotomy takes on a physical form within the institutions of the governance state. Typically, groups or committees of donors and international NGOs meet either fortnightly or monthly to shadow the activities of the main service ministries. Depending on the service concerned, groups are usually chaired by a donor have in relevant specialist interest, and the appropriate permanent secretary or other government officials are counted as members’.

Conclusion

This paper contends that an important political result of the crisis of capital in the seventies and spatio-temporal fix that followed has been an increasing intensification of informal imperialism within Africa. It has argued that the advanced capitalist countries confronted once again the endemic problem of surplus capital and that the major neo-liberal reforms foisted upon the African continent were part of the solution However, in order to successfully implement these reforms a host of external actors have had to embed themselves within the workings of these states. It has been argued that the ‘accumulation by dispossession’ that occurred in much of the South as part of this new round of capital expansion provides a sound explanation for the enormous changes that have occurred in developing states in the last few decades.
 
The paper has argued that the quotidian management of many African states was not an intended consequence of structural adjustment, but that the subsequent perturbations that beset many developing countries after following such policies has led to such a degree of institutional instability that a new form of imperial governance has come to the fore. Juridical sovereignty has been maintained, but  political sovereignty has been severely compromised through the emergence of this neo-imperial governance. Unlike the pre-First World War colonial form, an array of external actors have embedded themselves in the sinews of these states directing and setting the general parameters of state policy to such an extent that one can no longer speak of these countries as possessing de facto independence in any meaningful sense. The rise of these so called ‘governance states’ and the new emphasis on ‘governance with government’ constitutes a new non-territorial, political form of imperialism.
Notes
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