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The African continent is in crisis.1  Darfur, Eastern Congo, 
Kenya, and Zimbabwe are current examples of places where 
Africans are engaged in violent conflict over fundamental issues 
of human survival and progress.  Seemingly unending civil wars, 
graphic images of ethnic cleansing or mass starvation, and 
machinations of un-reconstituted despots illuminate the 
persistence of misery throughout the continent.2  Yet, and 
perhaps more importantly, the above statement would describe 
the African condition at any point over the past fifty years, 
beginning with the first stirrings of independence from colonial 
rule in the late 1950s.3  The intractability of conflicts that have 
plagued the African continent over the past fifty years demands 
every effort to try and explain what could properly be termed 
the failure of African politics. 

In this Article, I offer an explanation that focuses on the idea 
of neocolonialism.  To appreciate the importance of this idea to 
Africa and to understand its unfortunate contributions to the 
depressing state of African politics today, it is necessary to go 
back to the beginning, back to when the African struggle for 
freedom and independence from colonial rule offered hope, a 
path to self-determination, and prosperity, not unending 
violence, persistent misery, and despair.  My explanation begins 
with a short story from the heart of the matter–the Congo. 

In 1961, Africa was at a critical point in the decolonization 
process.4  Early in the year, Patrice Lumumba, the first prime 
minister of the newly independent Republic of the Congo and, at 
the time, a prominent symbol of African nationalist aspirations, 
was murdered.5  His murder was a joint venture of sorts with the 

 

1 See generally International Affairs Journal Staff, A Continent in Crisis, 2 INT’L 
AFF. J. U.C. DAVIS (2005), http://davisiaj.com/content/view/24/86/. 

2 See, e.g., Press Release, Human Rights Watch, Statement On Human Rights 
Situations That Require the Council’s Attention (June 10, 2008), available at 
http://allafrica.com/stories/printable/200806110041.html. 

3 See The Story of Africa: After Independence, BBC WORLD SERVICE, 
http://www.bbc.co.uk/worldservice/specials/1624_story_of_africa/page10.shtml (last 
visited Dec. 8, 2008). 

4 See Christopher O’Sullivan, The United Nations, Decolonization, and Self-
determination in Cold War Sub-Saharan Africa, 1960–1994, 22 J. OF THIRD WORLD 
STUD. 103 (2005). 

5 Congo achieved independence from Belgium on June 30, 1960.  In September 
of that year, a military coup removed the government, and on January 17, 1961, 
Lumumba was murdered.  See Brian Urquhart, The Tragedy of Lumumba, THE 
N.Y. REV. OF BOOKS, Oct. 4, 2001, at 4 (reviewing LUDO DE WITTE, THE  
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killers representing a diverse coalition of public and private 
interests, as well as domestic and international interests.  The 
plan to kill Lumumba was entrusted primarily to agents of 
Belgium, the colonial power that had controlled Congo with 
considerable ruthlessness for over seven decades.6  However, the 
decision itself was actively encouraged by the United States and 
various European colonial powers that had come to regard 
Lumumba as a major threat to western economic interests in 
Africa and a potential agent for Soviet Communist expansion 
into the region.7 

Lumumba’s assassination was a signal moment in the 
development of post-colonial African politics which quickly 
coalesced around a discourse of neocolonialism.  Neocolonialism 
was the name used to express the idea that colonial powers 
appear to engage in the process of relinquishing control of their 
colonies even as they were actually evolving new strategies to 
maintain colonial influence in the face of popular demand for 
liberation.8  As it happened, western interests in removing Mr. 
 

ASSASINATION OF LUMUMBA (2001)).  See also David Akerman, Who Killed 
Lumumba?, BBC NEWS, Oct. 21, 2000, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/programmes/ 
correspondent/ 974745.stm. 

6 LUDO DE WITTE, THE ASSASSINATION OF LUMUMBA 22–26 (Anna Wright & 
Renee Fenby trans., Verso 2001) (1999). 

7 See SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE ALLEGED 
ASSASSINATION PLOTS INVOLVING FOREIGN LEADERS 53 (Norton, 1976).  See 
also Urquhart, supra note 5, at 5; MADELINE KALB, THE CONGO CABLES: THE 
COLD WAR IN AFRICA–FROM EISENHOWER TO KENNEDY 50–58 (1982) (giving 
extensive treatment of the various geopolitical forces coming from the West, in 
particular the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA)). 

8 Neocolonialism could be described as essentially the exploitation of former 
colonies by imperial powers in a way which, much like colonialism, strips the 
colonized country of its valuable resources with little or no benefit to the host 
country.  One difference between colonialism and neocolonialism is that 
neocolonialism refers largely to a system of indirect domination through a 
combination of market policies, neoliberal institutions (International Monetary 
Fund (IMF), World Bank, World Trade Organization (WTO)), and multinational 
corporations whereas colonialism denotes a system that revolves around direct 
military and political domination.  See Mark Smith, Informal and Non-formal 
Education, Colonialism and Development, THE ENCYCLOPEDIA OF INFORMAL 
EDUCATION, http://www.infed.org/biblio/colonialism.htm#colonialism (last visited 
Oct. 21, 2008).  See also JOHN PERKINS, CONFESSIONS OF AN ECONOMIC HITMAN 
22 (2004). 
 The prevalence of debt accrued through IMF and World Bank loans adds to the 
dynamic of neocolonialism, and Arundhati Roy points out that the “entrenched 
system of appropriation has created a situation in which poor countries which have 
been plundered by colonizing regimes for centuries are steeped in debt to the very 
same countries that plundered them, and have to repay that debt at the rate of 382  
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Lumumba from power coincided with those of his domestic 
Congolese rivals for state power.9  Lumumba’s Congolese 
opponents eagerly desired his demise.  Based upon all available 
evidence, Lumumba’s Congolese arch-rival, Moises Tshombe, 
directly participated in the torture and gruesome execution of 
Lumumba in the presence of Belgian colonial agents.10  The 
evidence also showed that Lumumba went to his death 
unyielding in his view that only he represented authentic 
Congolese nationalism, completely rejecting any claim of 
political legitimacy by his opponents.11 

Four decades after Lumumba’s death, a Belgian 
parliamentary inquiry into the specific circumstances 
surrounding his death and Belgium’s wider role in the Congo 
resulted in an apology and an expression of “profound and 
sincere regret” from the Belgian government.12  In a February 
2002 speech to the Belgian Parliament, Belgian Foreign 
Minister, Louis Michel, acknowledged the historic role played by 
members of Belgium’s then government in this act of political 
assassination at the height of the decolonization struggles in 
Africa.13  The Belgian parliamentary report revealed nothing 
about the contributions of other western governments or 
international institutions to the campaign against Lumumba’s 
radical nationalist challenge to western interests in the Congo.14  
However, it does not require much research to uncover their 

 

billion [U.S.] dollars a year[.]”  Arundhati Roy, Peace and the New Corporate 
Liberation Theology, 2004 Sydney Peace Prize Lecture at the University of Sydney 
(Nov. 3, 2004) (transcript available at http://www.serendipity.li/iraqwar/arundhati 
_roy_peace_prize_lecture.htm). 

9 For a fascinating outsider account of the turmoil in Congo in the immediate 
aftermath of Lumumba’s death and the evolving culture of violent confrontation 
among African elites, see Cuban revolutionary Che Guevara’s account of his 
involvement in the post Lumumba Congolese conflict.  ERNESTO GUEVARA, THE 
AFRICAN DREAM: THE DIARIES OF THE REVOLUTIONARY WAR IN THE CONGO 
(Patrick Camiller trans., The Harvil Press 2000) (1999).  See also BASIL DAVIDSON, 
THE BLACK MAN’S BURDEN (1992). 

10 KALB, supra note 7, at 186.  See also DE WITTE, supra note 6, at 113–16. 
11 DE WITTE, supra note 6, at 184–85. 
12 World Briefing, Europe: Belgium: Apology For Lumumba Killing, N.Y. TIMES, 

Feb. 6, 2002, at A6, available at http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res 
=9902E6DD1F3DF935A35751C0A9649C8B63. 

13 Id. 
14 Id. 
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direct contributions.15  To atone for its role in the Lumumba 
affair, the Belgian government established a $3.25 million 
“Patrice Lumumba Fund” to promote democracy in the 
Republic of the Congo.16 

Today, Congo remains one of the least developed countries in 
the world as the very abundance of raw material it possesses 
continues to make it a central venue for some of the world’s 
most horrific competition over natural resources.17  In many 
ways, in the fifty years that have passed since independence was 
declared in Congo, very little has changed in the country or in 
much of Africa for that matter.18  The foundational issues over 
which Lumumba and his contemporaries struggled remain 
unresolved.19  Much of African politics can still be accurately 
described as consisting of political elites still united in their 
commitment to eliminate each other by any and all available 
means.20  The people still suffer.21  Substituting Congo’s name 
with Angola, Chad, Liberia, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, or Sudan 
illustrates that Congo’s story is Africa’s story.22 

 

15 E.g., Stephen Weissman, Opening the Secret Files on Lumumba’s Murder, 
WASH. POST, July, 21, 2002, at B03. 

16 World Briefing, supra note 12. 
17 The Democratic Republic of Congo is ranked 168th out of 177 countries in the 

United Nations Human Development Index.  U.N. DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME 
[UNDP], HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORTS, CONGO: THE HUMAN 
DEVELOPMENT INDEX–GOING BEYOND INCOME (2007/2008), available at 
http://hdrstats.undp.org/countries/ country_fact_sheets/cty_fs_COG.html. 
 Congo, later renamed Zaire under the dictator Mobutu, reverted to the name 
Congo after Mobutu’s ouster in 1997.  Central Intelligence Agency, The 2008 World 
Fact Book–Congo, https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/ 
geos/cg.html (last visited Oct. 21, 2008).  Maurice Carney, Executive Director of 
Friends of the Congo, surveys the contracts being awarded to foreign multinational 
corporations to exploit Congo’s natural resources and concludes, “[w]hen one 
contemplates the corporate and foreign political forces, as have been outlined in 
this article and elsewhere, surely the most casual observer would say that the die in 
all likelihood has already been cast for the Congolese people to be impoverished for 
generations to come.”  Maurice Carney, Congo’s Contract Review, PAMBAZUKA 
NEWS, Jan. 17, 2008, http://www.pambazuka.org/en/category/features/45463. 

18 See Christian Parenti, In Search of Lumumba, IN THESE TIMES, Feb. 2008, 
available at http://www.inthesetimes.com/article/3500/in _search_of_lumumba/. 

19 Id. 
20 See Séverine Autesserre, The Trouble With Congo, 87 FOREIGN AFF. 94, 94–

110 (2008). 
21 Id. 
22 See International Affairs Journal, supra note 1. 



332 OREGON REVIEW OF INTERNATIONAL LAW [Vol. 10, 327 

Lumumba’s execution was, in many ways, a transnational 
communal ritual murder that united many interests–domestic 
and international, public and private, economic and political, 
North and South–foreshadowing the complexities of what many 
would call the neocolonialist stage of imperialism’s threat to 
African independence and progress.23  Lumumba’s assassination 
in this broader sense represented an early brutal and effective 
demonstration of the capacity of imperial interests to adapt well-
honed methods of domination to changing circumstances.  The 
West’s reaction to Lumumba’s blunt nationalism could be seen 
as part of a global project to contain and redirect the post-World 
War II forces of liberation that were sweeping the emerging 
Third World.24  Congo (1960) was an expansion of the conflicts 
that had already engulfed India/Pakistan (1947), China (1949), 
Vietnam (1954), and Cuba (1959). 

For Africa as a whole, the period beginning with the late 
1950s and extending into the early 1960s was a time of 
considerable turmoil, but it was also, at least initially, a time of 
great promise.  For a brief while, the harsh realities of the past 
and present could be suppressed or held in abeyance by dreams 
of an unbounded future.25  Looking at Africa’s current dire 

 

23 See DE WITTE, supra note 6.  As the author outlined, while the act of murder 
itself was carried out by African opponents of Lumumba, they acted under the 
guidance of Belgian agents in an environment dominated by transnational political 
and economic concerns. 

24 Christopher O’Sullivan comments: 

 At the time of African decolonization, the Cold War was already in the 
process of being thoroughly globalized.  Throughout Africa, decolonization 
frequently became entangled with the East-West conflict, further 
contributing to the already heavy burdens of the post-colonial development.  
Considering the violence with which the Europeans long pursued their 
colonial aims in Africa, and the relative lack of benefits Africans accrued 
from contact with Europeans, the process of decolonization would have been 
difficult under even the best of circumstances.  That much of Africa became a 
focus of superpower competition shortly after independence further 
exacerbated an already difficult process of decolonization and state building. 

O’Sullivan, supra note 4, at 105. 
25 Nkrumah’s speech at the 1963 Organization of African Unity conference 

captured the possibilities, arguing for example that 

[f]or centuries, Africa has been the milch cow of the Western world.  Was it 
not our continent that helped the Western world to build up its accumulated 
wealth?  We have the resources.  It was colonialism in the first place that 
prevented us from accumulating the effective capital; but we ourselves have 
failed to make full use of our power in independence to mobilise [sic] our  
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straits, the answer to the question of “what happened” begins 
with an examination of the immediate post-independence 
period.26  Briefly put, Western reaction to the exuberant or 
radical nationalism of African leaders, such as Lumumba, 
engendered in turn an ideology that fostered a Manichean vision 
of the future.27  This was in keeping with the times as the Cold 
War between the West and the East intensified and became all 
consuming for too many.28  I believe that this ideology, 
manifested in the discourse of neocolonialism, devastated the 
landscape of African politics and contributed enormously to the 
tragic circumstances confronting Africa today.  The discourse of 
neocolonialism quickly adopted the structure and processes of 
the threat it sought to combat.  The result was an enduring 
politics of destruction.29 

Four years after Lumumba’s assassination, Kwame Nkrumah 
published Neocolonialism: The Last Stage of Imperialism, an 
important text that effectively summarized radical African 
perspectives on challenges posed by imperialism’s capacity to 

 

resources for the most effective take-off into thorough-going economic and 
social development. 

See Kwame Nkrumah, President of Ghana, Speech at the Founding Conference of 
the Organization of African Unity: We Must Unite Now or Perish (May 24, 1963), 
in NEW AFRICAN, Feb. 2006, available at http://findarticles.com/p/ 
articles/mi_qa5391/is_200602/ai_n21408868/print?tag=artBody;coll. 

26 For a brief but illuminating discussion of this question, see Howard W. French, 
The African Question: Who Is To Blame?, N.Y. TIMES, Jan. 16, 1999, at A19.  See 
also Goran Hyden, The Failure of Africa’s First Intellectuals, 28 TRANSITION 14, 14–
18 (1967); DAVIDSON, supra note 9. 

27 Manicheanism connotes a dualistic approach, “with a basic doctrine of a 
conflict between light and dark, matter being regarded as dark and evil.”  
Dictionary.com, Manichean, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/manichean 
(last visited May 5, 2008).  In his speech on Congo’s independence day, June 30, 
1960, Lumumba was undiplomatic in expressing his assessment of colonial rule to 
the consternation of the Europeans present at the ceremony, stating: 

We have known sarcasm and insults, endured blows morning, noon, and 
night, because we were ‘niggers’. . . . We have seen our lands despoiled under 
the terms of what was supposedly the law of the land but which only 
recognized the right of the strongest.  We have seen that this law was quite 
different for a White than for a Black: accommodating to the former, cruel 
and inhuman for the latter . . . . 

DE WITTE, supra note 6, at 2. 
28 See, e.g., Victor T. Le Vine, Africa in the World, in THE AFRICANS: A 

READER 233, 239–44 (Ali A. Mazrui & Toby Kleban Levine eds., 1986). 
29 See, e.g., The Story of Africa: After Independence, supra note 3. 
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reinvent itself in response to nationalism.30  A year later, 
Nkrumah himself was ousted as president of Ghana in a military 
coup d’état.31  The struggle for African liberation and 
development had entered a new phase, but its course could not 
have been what the people of Africa desired. 

Now, more than forty years since its publication, it is 
worthwhile to examine this work by Kwame Nkrumah that 
sought, on one level, to influence the evolving general discourse 
on the origin and nature of global inequality and social injustice.  
Undoubtedly, Nkrumah’s perspectives on neocolonialism had a 
huge impact on the politics of Africa.  In particular, I am 
interested in examining how Nkrumah and his contemporaries, 
like Lumumba, saw the challenges of the immediate post-
independence period.  How did they analyze and react to 
external intervention in Africa in general and to the demise of 
Lumumba and his brand of Congolese nationalism in particular?  
What were the consequences for Africa that resulted from their 
perspectives? 

Before proceeding too far, it is helpful to devote some time to 
the harsh socioeconomic realities that characterize the global 
economic system and their particular impact on Africans 
presently.32  By all measures, more than one billion people exist 

 

30 KWAME NKRUMAH, NEOCOLONIALISM: THE LAST STAGE OF IMPERIALISM 
(1965) [hereinafter NKRUMAH, NEOCOLONIALISM]. 

31 Lloyd Garrison, Coup in Ghana: Elaborately Organized Upheaval, N.Y. 
TIMES, Mar. 5, 1966, at 2. 

32 A good place to start is the UNDP Human Development Report of 2005.  It 
asserts that: 

The era of globalization has been marked by dramatic advances in 
technology, trade and investment–and an impressive increase in prosperity.  
Gains in human development have been less impressive.  Large parts of the 
developing world are being left behind.  Human development gaps between 
rich and poor countries, already large, are widening.  Meanwhile, some of the 
countries most widely cited as examples of globalization “success stories” are 
finding it harder to convert rising prosperity into human development.  
Progress in reducing child mortality, one of the most basic of human 
development indicators, is slowing, and the child death gap between rich and 
poor countries is widening.  For all of the highly visible achievements, the 
reach of globalization and scientific advance falls far short of ending the 
unnecessary suffering, debilitating diseases and death from preventable 
illness that blight the lives of the world’s poor people. 

UNDP, HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2005: INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION 
AT A CROSSROADS–AID, TRADE AND SECURITY IN AN UNEQUAL WORLD 19 
(2005), available at http://hdr.undp.org/en/media/hdr05_complete.pdf. 
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today in a state of abject poverty.33  At least another billion 
people are classified as just merely poor.34  We have come to 
measure incidence of poverty by estimating how much these 
people have to live on every day in terms of the U.S. dollar.35  It 
should be noted that these figures have had considerable 
resilience over time.  The growing chasm of income and wealth 
inequality between rich and poor, within and across national 
boundaries, is now well chronicled by national and international 
authorities.36  According to the 2006 U.N. Development 
Programme (UNDP) Human Development Report, 

[o]ver the past decades there have been unprecedented 
increases in material wealth and prosperity across the world.  
At the same time these increases have been very uneven, with 
vast numbers of people not participating in progress.  Mass 
poverty, deeply entrenched inequality and lack of political 
empowerment contribute to deny a large share of the world’s 
population the freedom to make real choices.37 

The 2006 Human Development Index accompanying the UNDP 
report places most African countries in the bottom quartile.38 

 

33 “One in five people in the world–more than 1 billion people–still survive on 
less than $1 a day, a level of poverty so abject that it threatens survival.  Another 1.5 
billion people live on $1–$2 a day.”  Id. at 24. 

34 Global income distribution resembles a champagne glass . . . . At the top, 
where the glass is widest the richest 20% of the population hold three-
quarters of world income.  At the bottom of the stem, where the glass is 
narrowest, the poorest 40% hold 5% of world income and the poorest 20% 
hold just 1.5%.  The poorest 40% roughly corresponds to the 2 billion people 
living on less than $2 a day. 

Id. at 36. 
35 While this measurement standard has engendered some criticisms, it continues 

to be widely employed.  The UNDP has defended it as at least a useful indicator of 
trends.  See, e.g., id. at 20. 

36 See generally JOSEPH E. STIGLITZ, GLOBALIZATION AND ITS DISCONTENTS 
(2002). 

37 UNDP, HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2006: BEYOND SCARCITY–POWER, 
POVERTY AND THE GLOBAL WATER CRISIS 263 (2006), available at 
http://hdr.undp.org/en/media/hdr06-complete.pdf. 
As Joseph Stiglitz, former chief economist at the World Bank, puts it: 

A growing divide between the haves and the have-nots has left increasing 
numbers in the Third World in dire poverty, living on less than a dollar a day.  
Despite repeated promises of poverty reduction made over the last decade of 
the twentieth century, the actual number of people living in poverty has 
actually increased by almost 100 million. 

STIGLITZ, supra note 36, at 5. 
38 UNDP, HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2006, supra note 37, at 238. 
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Africa, the primary focus of Nkrumah’s analysis, has long 
been recognized as a special case of socioeconomic dysfunction, 
characterized by enormous and enduring poverty and social 
inequality.39  In 1965, Nkrumah lamented that “Africa is a 
paradox which illustrates and highlights neocolonialism.  Her 
earth is rich, yet the products that come from above and below 
her soil continue to enrich, not Africans predominantly, but 
groups and individuals who operate to Africa’s 
impoverishment.”40  Now, more than forty years later, it is 
difficult to come up with a better description of the plight of a 
continent that best reflects the doubts and concerns about the 
efficacy of the current dominant neoliberal economic model.41 

Nkrumah and his contemporaries who led struggles against 
colonial rule in Africa understood that they were struggling for 
more than nominal political independence.42  They recognized 
the centrality of economic self-determination.43  Yet, they also 
desired the material benefits that could be found in the global 
economic system dominated by the colonial masters.  Indeed, 
the promise of such material benefits was central to the success 
of their liberation campaigns.44  Neocolonialism became a way to 

 

39 According to the 2005 UNDP Human Development Report, “[o]ver the last 
decade the [human development index] has been rising across all developing 
regions, though at variable rates and with the obvious exception of Sub-Saharan 
Africa.”  UNDP, HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2005, supra note 32, at 21.  
Twelve of the eighteen countries that had lower human development indicators in 
2003 than they had in 1990 were in Africa.  Id.  For a compelling summary of 
Africa’s parlous state during the 1980s and 1990s, see KIDANE MENGISTEAB, 
GLOBALIZATION AND AUTOCENTRICITY IN AFRICA’S DEVELOPMENT IN THE 
21ST CENTURY 3–13 (1996). 

40 NKRUMAH, NEOCOLONIALISM, supra note 30, at 1. 
41 According to the U.N. Development Programme, “Sub-Saharan Africa had 

almost 100 million more people living on less than $1 a day in 2001 than in 1990.” 
UNDP, HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2005, supra note 32, at 34.  For a broad 
critical perspective on the global economic system, see also STIGLITZ, supra note 
36; ALTERNATIVES TO ECONOMIC GLOBALIZATION 17–53 (John Cavanagh & 
Jerry Mander eds., 2002). 

42 See Nkrumah, Speech at the Founding Conference of the Organization of 
African Unity, supra note 25. 

43 See, e.g., JULIUS K. NYERERE, FREEDOM AND DEVELOPMENT (1973). 
44 Nkrumah acknowledged this foundational fact: 

We are fast learning that political independence is not enough to rid us of the 
consequences of colonial rule.  The movement of the masses of the people of 
Africa for freedom from that kind of rule was not only a revolt against the 
conditions which it imposed.  Our people supported us in our fight for 
independence because they believed that African governments could cure  
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explain the gap between what they desired and promised and 
what they were actually able to deliver once in power.45 

In the next Part, I focus on Nkrumah’s text on neocolonialism 
to illustrate how the concept or “ideology” of neocolonialism 
was developed.  I outline his foundational assumptions and 
insights with appreciation of the circumstances under which he 
was writing.  In Part II, I move beyond Nkrumah’s contributions 
to the development of the concept of neocolonialism to discuss 
the legacy of the neocolonialism analysis.  I argue that the 
concept was transformed by Nkrumah and other African 
revolutionaries to serve primarily two functions: (1) to excuse 
their failure to accomplish their liberation objectives, thus 
explaining the gap between the promises of the anti-colonialist 
struggles and the realities experienced in the post-colonial states; 
and (2) as a rhetorical weapon in a brutal domestic struggle for 
power among rivals incapable of political compromises.  I 
conclude that they succeeded on both counts and the conditions 
plaguing Africa today are, to a considerable degree, the result of 
this success. 

In Part III, I examine how a new generation, in an era of 
intensifying globalization, could confront the extraordinary 
challenges facing Africa today.  Some of these challenges are the 
same old ones reflecting the unfinished business of the post-
independence African state and society.  Others are quite new, 
emanating from the rapidly changing global landscape fueled by 
newer, more diverse, and dynamic processes of globalization.  I 
conclude that the new challenges of globalization may contain 
the seeds of Africa’s revitalization because they require Africa 
to engage an even more dynamic and diverse collection of global 
forces, shorn of the romance of Manichean conflict between 
easily identifiable or classifiable parties.  It is getting harder and 
harder to find someone else to blame. 

 

the ills of the past in a way which could never be accomplished under colonial 
rule.  If, therefore, now that we are independent we allow the same 
conditions to exist that existed in colonial days, all the resentment which 
overthrew colonialism will be mobilised against us. 

Nkrumah, Speech at the Founding Conference of the Organization of African 
Unity, supra note 25. 

45 See French, supra note 26. 
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I 
NKRUMAH’S UNDERSTANDING OF NEOCOLONIALISM 

For Kwame Nkrumah, the core characteristic of 
neocolonialism was “that the State which is subject to it is, in 
theory, independent and has all the outward trappings of 
international sovereignty.  In reality its economic system and 
thus its political policy is directed from outside.”46  As such, 
neocolonialism was the latest and perhaps the final 
manifestation of imperialism. 

Nkrumah did not originate the term “neocolonialism.”  
Earlier usages can be traced back to the early 1950s.  The term 
was used to describe French policy in Algeria and, in his preface 
to Frantz Fanon’s Wretched of the Earth, Jean-Paul Sartre 
dismissed neocolonialism as “that idle dream of mother 
countries.”47  Others, including the revolutionary Che Guevara, 
employed the term in critiquing U.S. policies in Asia and Latin 
America.48  However, substantial credit must be given to 
Nkrumah for his extended description and critique of the 
phenomenon and for popularizing the term, at least in the 
African context. 

Nkrumah’s analysis of neocolonialism as the latest or ultimate 
iteration of imperialism had three essential characteristics: (1) it 
was a critique of capitalism that sought to extend Marxist-
Leninist perspectives to the conditions confronting Third World 
nationalist struggles; (2) it was a doctrine in service of a political 
program, specifically an African nationalist or Pan-African 
program; and (3) it rationalized the complex interconnectedness 
and dynamic nature of the multiple agencies of imperial 
domination: domestic, foreign, transnational, economic, political, 
cultural, race, and class. 49  Closely connected to these core 
characteristics were the two main functions the concept evolved 
to serve for Nkrumah and other Nkrumahist leaders of that 

 

46 NKRUMAH, NEOCOLONIALISM, supra note 30, at ix. 
47 FRANTZ FANON, THE WRETCHED OF THE EARTH 12 (1963).  Sartre’s usage 

makes clear that he does not consider the distinction between colonialism and 
neocolonialism to be significant.  (“And do not think that we can change our ways; 
neocolonialism, that idle dream of mother countries, is a lot of hot air . . . .”  Id.); see 
also JEAN-PAUL SARTRE, COLONIALISM AND NEOCOLONIALISM (Azzedine 
Haddour, Steve Brewer & Terry McWilliams trans., Routledge 2001) (1964). 

48 ERNESTO GUEVERA, THE CHE READER (2005). 
49 NKRUMAH, NEOCOLONIALISM, supra note 30. 
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period in their approaches to African politics.50  In the first place, 
the concept served as a gap filler, helping to explain the failure 
of the political leadership to accomplish their political program.  
Secondly, neocolonialism became a powerful rhetorical weapon 
in the struggle for power among African elites.51 

A.  Neocolonialism as an Extension of Marxist-Leninist 
Critique of Capitalism 

Kwame Nkrumah identified Vladamir Ilyich Lenin and 
Marcus Garvey as the two most important ideological influences 
in his life–an arresting juxtaposition of a Marxist 
internationalist with a black nationalist and that of two exiles, 
one of whom led a revolution that shook the world, the other 
dying in near obscurity far from home.52  The two figures also 
offered two often competing modes of explaining reality: class 
versus race, economics versus politics. 

Even in his choice of title, Nkrumah wanted to make it clear 
that his work on neocolonialism was derivative of Lenin.53  In 
this sense, he saw himself as building upon or extending Lenin’s 
 

50 A sampling of the tenets of Nkrumahism: “All peoples of African descent, 
whether they live in North or South America, the Caribbean, or in any other part of 
the world are Africans and belong to the African Nation.”  KWAME NKRUMAH, 
CLASS STRUGGLE IN AFRICA 87 (1970) [hereinafter NKRUMAH, CLASS STRUGGLE 
IN AFRICA].  “The total liberation and the unification of Africa under an All-
African socialist government must be the primary objective of all Black 
revolutionaries throughout the world.”  Id. at 88.  See also Michael William’s article 
which posits, “Socialism, via class struggle, has been an integral part of Pan-
Africanism, and thus is an integral part of the ideological inheritance of which 
Nkrumahism is partially composed.”  Michael Williams, Nkrumahism as an 
Ideological Embodiment of Leftist Thought Throughout the African World, 15 J. 
BLACK STUD. 117, 122 (1984).  Williams describes Nkrumahism as “the application 
of the philosophical principles of dialectical and historical materialism to the 
African crisis of national oppression and class exploitation that African people have 
experienced and continue to experience throughout the world.”  Id. at 131. 

51 Here is an example of Nkrumah’s rhetoric in this rhetorical war: “But political 
independence did not bring to an end economic oppression and exploitation . . . . 
The neocolonialist period begins when international monopoly finance capital, 
working through the indigenous bourgeoisie, attempts to secure an even tighter 
stranglehold over the economic life of the continent than was exercised during the 
colonial period.”  NKRUMAH, CLASS STRUGGLE IN AFRICA, supra note 50, at 87. 

52 KWAME NKRUMAH, THE AUTOBIOGRAPHY OF KWAME NKRUMAH 45 
(1957). 

53 See V. I. LENIN, IMPERIALISM: THE HIGHEST STAGE OF CAPITALISM: A 
POPULAR OUTLINE (International Publishers 1939) (1916) [hereinafter LENIN, 
IMPERIALISM]; Ali Mazrui, Nkrumah: The Leninist Czar, 26 TRANSITION 9, 113 
(1966). 
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analysis of imperialism.  As far back as 1966, Ali Mazrui asserted 
“[t]here is little doubt that, quite consciously, Nkrumah saw 
himself as an African Lenin.”54  Mazrui went further, arguing 
that Nkrumah also wanted to be Ghana’s Tzar.55  In my view, the 
Tzarist tendencies that Mazrui saw in Nkrumah reflected Marcus 
Garvey’s competing influences on him.  In addition, Nkrumah’s 
Leninist perspective influenced how he theorized the conditions 
faced by newly independent states in Africa.  His political 
program could be seen as an amalgam or synthesis of Leninist 
and Garveyite influences. 

In Imperialism: The Highest Stage of Capitalism, Lenin argued 
that “imperialism is the monopoly stage of capitalism.”56  Lenin 
traced the historical development and transformation of 
traditional free market capitalism into this monopoly capitalism 
or imperialism, identifying four principal elements: (1) the 
concentration of production at a very high stage, (2) the 
development of a financial oligarchy as banks become more 
concentrated, (3) the export of capital, and (4) the formation of 
international capitalist monopolies.57 

Nkrumah’s theoretical contribution was to pursue the nature 
of this imperialism in its later colonial manifestations.  As he saw 
it, neocolonialism was a further elaboration of this imperialism 
or monopoly capitalism characterized by the operation of the 
financial oligarchy and cartels in territories that have successfully 
achieved political, or at least nominal, independence.  Like 
Lenin, Nkrumah saw imperialism as “parasitic or decaying 
capitalism” but, unlike Lenin, he was confident that the advent 
of neocolonialism meant the imminent demise of imperialism.58  
Lenin had cautioned that it would be a mistake to believe that 
this tendency to decay precluded rapid growth of capitalism. 59  
There is even some question as to whether the title of Lenin’s 
work was changed from the Latest Stage to the Highest Stage 

 

54 Mazuri, supra note 53, at 113.  See also ALI A. MAZRUI & MICHAEL TIDY, 
NATIONALISM AND NEW STATES IN AFRICA 60–65 (1984). 

55 Mazrui, supra note 53, at 106. 
56 LENIN, IMPERIALISM, supra note 53, at 89. 
57 Id. at 89. 
58 E.g. NKRUMAH, NEOCOLONIALISM, supra note 30, at 259. 
59 V. I. LENIN, COLLECTED WORKS 125 (4th ed. 1964). 
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after his death.60  Nkrumah, on the other hand, argued forcefully 
that: 

The neocolonialism of today represents imperialism in its final 
and perhaps its most dangerous stage.  In the past it was 
possible to convert a country upon which a neo-colonial 
regime had been imposed.  Today this process is no longer 
feasible.  Old-fashioned colonialism is by no means entirely 
abolished.  It still constitutes an African problem, but it is 
everywhere on the retreat.  Once a territory has become 
nominally independent it is no longer possible, as it was in the 
last century, to reverse the process.  Existing colonies may 
linger on, but no new colonies will be created.  In place of 
colonialism as the main instrument of imperialism we have 
today neocolonialism.61 

The neocolonialism of Nkrumah, like the overarching 
imperialism of Lenin, has its origins in class conflicts within the 
developed world.  As Nkrumah puts it, “[n]eo-colonialism, like 
colonialism, is an attempt to export the social conflicts of the 
capitalist countries.”62  In Nkrumah’s narrative, capitalist 
countries have delayed facing socio-economic problems in their 
own societies.63  The interwar years had been characterized by 
huge wealth and income gaps between the rich and the poor in 
these countries as monopoly capitalists expropriated much of the 
profits for themselves, denying workers  even the benefits of 
colonial exploitation.64  Colonial rule had thus failed to mitigate 
class conflicts within these nations and indeed may have 
exacerbated them.65 

After World War II, Nkrumah argued, capitalist countries 
could not return to pre-war domestic economic policies and 

 

60 Notes from the Editors, MONTHLY REV., Jan. 2004, available at 
http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m1132/is_8_55/ai_112411334. 

61 NKRUMAH, NEOCOLONIALISM, supra note 30, at ix. 
62 Id. at xii. 
63 Id. at 255 (“[T]he developed countries succeeded in exporting their internal 

problem [wealth and class issues] and transferring the conflict between rich and 
poor from the national to the international stage.”). 

64 Id. at xii. 
65 Nkrumah argues that the class war envisioned by Marx was predicated on the 

theory of national conflict, but that conflict, in fact, has been extended to an 
international context.  Id. at 255–56.  In addition he writes, “[w]hen Africa becomes 
economically free and politically united, the monopolists will come face to face with 
their own working class in their own countries, and a new struggle will arise within 
which the liquidation and collapse of imperialism will be complete.”  Id. at 256. 
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social conditions.66  The system of neocolonialism provided a 
respite, as it allowed capitalist countries all the benefits of 
colonialism, but freed them from the responsibilities.  
Neocolonialism in the post-war period was less costly than 
holding on to colonies in the face of determined anti-colonial 
resistance, itself fueled by the social dislocation of the war.  
Under neocolonialism, wealth from former colonies continued to 
flow into developed countries, allowing them to finance a 
welfare state system from some of the diverted earnings. 

However, according to Nkrumah, this situation could be 
sustained only for so long.67  The neocolonialist regimes put in 
place in former colonies derived their authority to govern from 
the support of neocolonialist masters, not the will of the subject 
people.68  Inevitably, as Nkrumah saw it, these puppet regimes 
face popular revolt, which could not be suppressed by increasing 
amounts of military aid from imperial powers.69  Nkrumah in fact 
identifies the provision of military assistance as marking the final 
phase of the neocolonialist stage of imperialism.70  In Nkrumah’s 
scheme, the worldwide revolt against neocolonialism would 
precipitate an international crisis that the capitalist nations 
would inevitably lose.71  Neocolonialism in Nkrumah’s 
 

66 Nkrumah explains that developed countries were able to transfer the 
subjugation of the working class within their country to the subjugation of former 
colonial workers and develop a welfare state.  Id. at 255. 

67 Indeed Nkrumah envisioned an international class war which could only be 
avoided through popular action.  Nkrumah closes Neocolonialism with a call to 
action: 

To argue that a third world war is not inevitable is one thing, to suppose that 
it can be avoided by shutting our eyes to the development of a situation likely 
to produce it is quite another mater.  If world war is not to occur it must be 
prevented by positive action.  This positive action is within the power of the 
peoples of those areas of the world which now suffer under neocolonialism 
but it is only within their power if they are to act at once, with resolution and 
in unity. 

Id. at 259. 
68 Id. at xv. 
69 According to Nkrumah, “the rulers of neo-colonial States derive their 

authority to govern, not from the will of the people, but from the support which 
they obtain from their neo-colonial masters.”  Id.  In addition, “[m]ilitary aid in fact 
marks the last stage of neocolonialism and its effect is self-destructive.  Sooner or 
later the weapons supplied pass into the hands of the opponents of the neo-
colonialist regime and the war itself increases the social misery which originally 
provoked it.”  Id. at xvi. 

70 See LENIN, IMPERIALISM, supra note 53. 
71 See supra notes 50–54. 
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teleological scheme was thus an advance over old-fashioned 
colonialism, bringing us closer to the day of liberation. 

B.  Neocolonialism as a Doctrine in Service of a Political 
Program 

Nkrumah, like his political mentors Lenin and Garvey, was an 
adherent of Marx’s famous imperative: “the philosophers have 
only interpreted the world in various ways; the point is to change 
it.”72  Lenin wrote his critique of monopoly capitalism while in 
exile in 1916, conscious of the need, as he saw it, to disguise his 
political program in order to not run afoul of Tsarist authorities.  
Nkrumah, on the other hand, wrote his critique while serving as 
head of a nation-state and a movement with a clear political 
program.73  In many ways, Nkrumah’s understanding of 
neocolonialism suffered both from his promotion of a specific 
political agenda and from his capacity to advance that agenda.  
He embraced the concept of neocolonialism and domesticated it 
in service of his political goals, and his analysis suffered as a 
result.  There is little evidence that this linkage advanced the 
political agenda, but there is strong evidence that his immediate 
political needs may have limited a deeper understanding of the 
concept of neocolonialism.  Nkrumah, like another of his 
contemporaries, Sartre, wanted not only to “decipher the      
truth . . . as to create it.”74 

Nkrumah’s political program of African unity owed more to 
Garvey than it did to Lenin in its operational aspects.  Pan-
Africanism, in particular Marcus Garvey’s more muscular, 
narrower, and more romantic strand of it, inspired Nkrumah to 
offer African unity as the foundation for a successful struggle 
against imperialism in Africa.75  A broader Pan-Africanist 

 

72 KARL MARX AND FRIEDRICH ENGLES, THE COMMUNIST MANIFESTO 142 
(Penguin Classics 2002) (1848). 

73 Nkrumah penned Neocolonialism in 1965, the year before his ouster from the 
presidency in February of 1966.  Fred M. Hayward, In Search of Stability: 
Independence and Experimentation, in THE AFRICANS, supra note 28, at 156, 162. 

74 Tony Smith, Idealism and People’s War: Sartre on Algeria, 1 POL. THEORY 
426, 427 (1973). 

75 For more on Pan-Africanism, see COLIN LEGUM, PAN-AFRICANISM: A 
SHORT POLITICAL GUIDE (1962).  As Nkrumah said, “[t]he total liberation and 
unification of Africa under an All African Socialist government must be the 
primary objective of all Black revolutionaries throughout the world.  It is an 
objective which, when achieved, will bring about the fulfillment of the aspirations of  
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perspective, usually associated with W.E.B. Du Bois, encouraged 
Nkrumah to recognize the need for more extensive solidarity 
with those fighting imperialism in Asia, Latin America, and even 
those within imperial nations.76  But it was the “Garveyite” 
tendency with its pomp, pageantry, and power that seduced 
Nkrumah more.77 

Simply put, Pan-Africanism began as the ideological, 
emotional, and material rejection of subservience to foreign 
masters by Africans and people of African descent.  Compared 
to Zionism and socialism, Pan-Africanism was a product of exile, 
emanating in the Diaspora from “deep feelings of dispossession, 
oppression, persecution and rejection.”78  The United States 
proved to be an essential crucible for the development of the 
various strands of the Pan-Africanist movement.  Nkrumah 
shared with Garvey not only a romantic attachment to racial 
identity, but also an orientation toward the grandiose.  This was 
what Mazrui saw as Czarist.  As it turned out, Garvey died in 
exile preaching a return to Africa, promoting racial identity and 
separation as the foundation of emancipation.  Nkrumah also 
died in exile preaching African unity as the foundation to any 
program to successfully confront imperial domination.  
However, while Garvey’s death did not fully expose the limited 
quality of his appeals to identity politics, Nkrumah’s death 
seriously damaged the value of such romanticisms and exposed 
the crippled  foundations of post-colonial African politics. 

Nkrumah cast his political program as a response, indeed the 
only authentic response, to neocolonialism.79  According to 
Nkrumah, neocolonialism in Africa was successful primarily 
because it kept African people contained in small, weak, 
 

Africans and people of African descent everywhere.”  NKRUMAH, CLASS 
STRUGGLE IN AFRICA, supra note 50, at 88. 

76 For a portrait of Du Bois’ first fifty years and his foundational contributions to 
the development of the Pan-Africanist movement, see DAVID LEVERING LEWIS, 
W.E.B. DU BOIS: BIOGRAPHY OF A RACE (1993).  Born in Massachusetts in 1868, 
W.E.B. Du Bois moved to Ghana at the request of President Nkrumah and adopted 
Ghanaian citizenship.  He died there in 1963 at the age of ninety-five and was given 
an elaborate state funeral.  President Nkrumah described him as a “real friend and 
father to me.”  Id. at 10. 

77 See MAZRUI, NATIONALISM AND NEW STATES IN AFRICA, supra note 54, at 
60–61. 

78 LEGUM, supra note 75, at 14–15. 
79 E.g., KWAME NKRUMAH, AFRICA MUST UNITE (1963); NKRUMAH, CLASS 

STRUGGLE IN AFRICA, supra note 50. 
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artificially created political entities.  Nkrumah saw division 
within and between African states as the foundation of colonial 
domination.  The solution was African unity, “the first requisite 
for destroying neocolonialism.”80  Nkrumah’s program of unity 
was total, extending to all aspects of African life.  It was a call to 
end all politics, and in this it contained the seeds of its own 
destruction.  In retrospect, one of Nkrumah’s greatest failures 
was his lack of faith in the very processes through which he had 
obtained a position of leadership.  He had succeeded by building 
a mass political movement founded upon belief in the capacity of 
ordinary people to decide their own future through politics.  This 
was self-determination.  But self-determination is a right not 
only directed against external oppression, it is also properly a 
right to be asserted against internal or domestic oppression.  
Nkrumah’s fear of neocolonialism’s capacity for destructive 
intervention against self-determination justified his lack of faith.  
However, it also justified his evisceration of self-determination. 

Responding to Nkrumah’s political heritage, Ali Mazrui 
described Nkrumah as a great African but not a great Ghanaian.  
Mazrui praised Nkrumah’s championship of African unity as a 
response to neocolonialism, but he attacked what Nkrumah saw 
as a logical response to the threat posed by neocolonialism–the 
creation of a one party state, and the suppression of all domestic 
political opposition.81 

While Mazrui identified Leninism as the motivating factor 
behind Nkrumah’s embrace of the one-party state, arguably, 
Garvey’s influence as a cultural icon was just as important.  
Garvey’s romantic presentation of blackness as both a cause and 
an answer to imperial domination made it easier to essentialize 
Africa and Africans, to minimize individual and group 
differences within the African world, and to reject the possibility 
of authentic or legitimate and, yes, fundamentally different 

 

80 NKRUMAH, NEOCOLONIALISM, supra note  30, at 253. 
81 Mazrui was reflecting a longstanding disagreement among the African political 

elite over the nature, development, and direction of Pan-Africanism.  At the Second 
Conference of Independent African States, which took place in Addis Ababa in 
1960, the leader of the Nigerian delegation, Mr. Yusuf Maitima Sule, took issue 
with Nkrumah’s vision of Pan-Africanism, associating Nigeria with a more gradual 
approach toward the goal.  See LEGUM, supra note 75, at 46–47.  See also 
NYERERE, supra note 43 (President Nyerere of Tanzania was often seen as offering 
a serious ideological counter perspective to the Nkrumahist vision although he too 
promoted an “African Socialist” ideology under one party rule in his country). 
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political perspectives.  For Garvey and Nkrumah, politics 
founded upon racial identity quickly morphed into racial 
chauvinism.  Being African determined one’s political responses; 
one’s political responses similarly determined if one was 
authentically African.  Politics became a solution to identity and 
identity became a solution to politics.  For Garvey and many 
other Pan-Africanists, the experience of exile and domination 
was so comprehensive that liberation, meaning the reaffirmation 
of racial identity, was to be the end of politics. 

In their quests to liberate Africans and African descendants 
from centuries of oppression, Garvey and Nkrumah diminished 
the quality and complexity of African resistance to oppression.  
Their beliefs and strategies evidenced as little faith in the 
capacities of the African people to change and determine their 
destinies as colonial masters had had over the generations.  They 
replicated colonial stereotypes of Africans and doomed future 
generations to perhaps even greater levels of suffering.  The one-
party states and presidencies for life that followed were justified 
using tropes about “African peoples” that could have been 
straight out of colonial texts.  Essentially, these liberationists did 
not believe that Africans could be trusted to continue to decide 
for themselves.  The very people who had fought to liberate 
themselves from direct colonial domination now needed 
protection because they were susceptible to indirect foreign 
influences and likely to make bad choices. 

After Nkrumah was forced from power, he continued his 
quest for African unity in exile.82  Unlike the neocolonialist 
forces he blamed for Africa’s ills, he refused to engage the 
complex and dynamic nature of African politics and global 
economic and technological change.  Nkrumah could not 
concede that authentic African perspectives which rejected 
either his analysis of imperialism or his political program to 
combat imperialism existed.  He failed to appreciate the capacity 
of imperialism to adjust to the changing nature of world politics 
and technology.  He failed to appreciate that Africans also have 
the capacity to adjust to changing circumstances. 

 

82 Nkrumah found refuge in the Republic of Guinea where the brutal dictator, 
Sekou Toure, succeeded in establishing a more totalizing vision of African 
resistance to neocolonialism under a singular leader.  See NKRUMAH, CLASS 
STRUGGLE IN AFRICA, supra note 50. 
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C.  Neocolonialism as Rationalization for Complexity 

As a direct extension of Lenin’s critique of capitalism, 
Nkrumah’s analysis of neocolonialism in Africa was less a 
contribution to the doctrinal analysis of the subject than an 
exhaustive chronicling of the growth and entrenched nature of 
monopoly capitalism during the post-World War II period.  The 
text captured the style of Lenin’s earlier analysis of the 
development of monopoly capitalism by documenting the 
complex interrelationship among capitalist states, multinational 
corporations, transnational organizations, and assorted sub 
entities.83  Nkrumah effectively captured the range of processes, 
from the crude to the most sophisticated, by which outside 
interests continued to exploit Africa’s abundant natural 
resources while plaguing the continent with political and socio-
economic burdens that are concomitant with such unregulated 
widespread and rapacious exploitation.84  His analysis exposed 
the soft boundaries between the public and the private as well as 
those between the domestic and the foreign, emphasizing the 
critical role of evolving transnational or multinational entities. 

He also emphasized the interrelationship of political, 
economic, and cultural influences.85  Foreign intervention 
depended on the deployment of soft power to prepare the 
ground for hard power and to consolidate control.  Media, 
religion, popular culture, and educational exchanges were all 
important to the success of neocolonialism.86 

Even after four decades of additional experiences with the 
advance of capitalism into the Third World and extraordinary 
technological changes that have eased access to information, 
Nkrumah’s approach to the study of neocolonialism has to be 
considered impressive in scope and texture.  His documentation 
of the penetration of monopoly capitalism and cartels into the 
continent, especially in extractive industries, was prescient.  He 
saw this penetration as the heart of the process of dominating 
Africa in the post-independence era.  As he wrote in 1965, “from 

 

83 Consider, for example, Nkrumah’s analysis of the “Oppenheimer Empire” in 
South African mining.  NKRUMAH, NEOCOLONIALISM, supra note 30, at 110–19. 

84 For example, while Nkrumah details the direct exploitation of natural 
resources in Africa, he also points out the political, ideological, religious, and 
cultural influences of neocolonialism.  Id. at 239–54. 

85 Id. 
86 Id. 
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south to north, financial and industrial consortia have spread 
across Africa, busily staking out claims to mineral, metal, and 
fuel resources, to forest and land produce.”87  Extending Lenin’s 
analysis into the African context, Nkrumah described the 
symbiotic relationship between the monopoly of production and 
the development of a financial oligarchy in the form of money 
center banks.88  Since Nkrumah’s time, this relationship has only 
deepened. 

Nkrumah further described the well-integrated relationship 
among economic, cultural, and political interests with private 
capital and governmental power working symbiotically to 
maintain the status quo.89  Nkrumah emphasized the central role 
of the United States in expanding the breadth of neocolonialist 
responses to the challenges posed by insurgent African 
nationalism.90  Military bases and advisers, the Peace Corps, the 
U.S. Information Agency, the International Confederation of 
Free Trade Unions (ICFTU), the Africa-American Labor 
Center, Hollywood, and American Evangelism were all, in his 
view, part of a comprehensive and multilayered process to 
entrench domination.91 

He also identified what he saw as the crucial role played by 
transnational entities such as the World Bank and the 

 

87 Id. at 66. 
88 Id. at 37–51. 
89 In his chapter on “The Mechanisms of Neocolonialism,” Nkrumah described 

the methods of neocolonialists as “subtle and varied,” employing different tactics to 
“accomplish objectives formerly achieved by naked colonialism.”  NKRUMAH, 
NEOCOLONIALISM, supra note 30, at 239.  He continued this critique in later work 
while in exile.  For example: 

Under neocolonialism a new for of violence is being used against the peoples 
of Africa.  It takes the form of indirect political domination through the 
indigenous bourgeoisie and puppet governments teleguided and marionetted 
by neocolonialists; direct economic exploitation through an extension of the 
operations of giant interlocking corporations; and though . . . mass 
communications media, and ideological penetration. 

NKRUMAH, CLASS STRUGGLE IN AFRICA, supra note 50, at 87. 
90 “Foremost among the neo-colonialists is the United States, which has long 

exercised its power in Latin America.”  NKRUMAH, NEOCOLONIALISM, supra note 
30, at 239.  As Nkrumah saw it, the United States quickly lost patience with its 
European allies as surrogates in Africa and decided to take charge of the 
neocolonialist project in Africa as part of its efforts to consolidate its global 
ascendancy after the Second World War.  Id. at 239–40. 

91 Id. at 239–54. 
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International Monetary Fund (IMF) in this process.92  In his 
view, these institutions extended the neocolonialist trap, locking 
their victims into permanent unequal relationships. 

Very little about Nkrumah’s analysis could be found outdated 
today.  Yes, some multinational corporations have floundered 
and governments and personalities have changed, but the 
substance and processes of what Nkrumah described over forty 
years ago have hardly changed.93  Indeed, the neocolonial 
architecture he described then is in many ways far more solid 
today with the collapse of the Soviet Union and with Asia’s, 
especially China’s, emergence as a manufacturing source for 
many industries.  The transnational order in the form of 
organization, rationalization, and other support provided by the 
World Bank and the IMF for these processes has been further 
strengthened by the establishment of the Word Trade 
Organization (WTO).94  The establishment of the WTO 
represented a critical stage in the codification of the 
foundational principles of post-Cold War globalization: the 
elimination of barriers to the movement of goods, technology, 
and capital across traditional boundaries except where it is not in 
the best interest of corporations and the most powerful countries 
to do so.95  Only in the outermost fringes of our technologically 
and economically integrated world are fundamental criticisms of 
this agenda sustained today.96 

More remarkably, Nkrumah’s appreciation of the methods 
and motivations of external forces of neocolonialism as well as 
the consequences of their programs have clearly stood the test of 
time.  In reading Nkrumah today with the knowledge that Africa 
remains, to a depressing degree, a continent of extreme poverty 
 

92 Id. 
93 See RICHARD J. BARNET & JOHN CAVANAGH, GLOBAL DREAMS: IMPERIAL 

CORPORATIONS AND THE NEW WORLD ORDER (1994) for a broader treatment of 
the central role of multinational corporations in the globalization processes. 

94 ALTERNATIVES TO ECONOMIC GLOBALIZATION, supra note 41, at 45 (“In 
short, the WTO took on the role of implementing globally much the same policy 
agenda that the World Bank and the IMF had already imposed on the Third 
World.”). 

95 Id. at 67–68 (“It was not global necessity that gave birth to the WTO in 1995 
but rather the U.S. government’s assessment that the interests of its corporations 
were no longer being served by a loose and flexible GATT . . . [T]he WTO is a 
blueprint for the global hegemony of the largest corporations based in the richest 
nations.”). 

96 See generally BARNET & CAVANAGH, GLOBAL DREAMS, supra note 93. 



350 OREGON REVIEW OF INTERNATIONAL LAW [Vol. 10, 327 

and brutal social conflicts, one cannot help but reflect on why 
fundamental change never happened.  The answer to this 
question lies partly in the weaknesses inherent to the discourse 
on neocolonialism adopted by Nkrumah and many of his 
contemporaries.  The very political programs they developed to 
counter neocolonialism would help to clarify it. 

Not every one of the activists and theorists who saw 
neocolonialism as the fundamental question confronting Africa 
in the critical post-independence period accepted Nkrumah’s 
political program.  However, virtually all of the anti-
neocolonialist perspectives of that period could be described as 
substantially “Nkrumahist.”97  Leopold Senghor of Senegal, who 
popularized the idea of negritude, Julius Nyerere of Tanzania, 
who argued for a type of African socialism, and Jomo Kenyatta, 
who sought solutions in his understanding of African traditions, 
all epitomized “Nkrumahism” in some important ways.98  I 
believe the Nkrumahist responses to neocolonialism have played 
a substantial role in Africa’s continuing inability to escape the 
enormous burden of exploitation that has persisted for decades. 

The single unifying quality of the various Nkrumahist 
perspectives on neocolonialism was the rejection of political 
pluralism.99  Fundamentally, the African political elites of this 
period could neither agree on political processes nor the 
substance of a broad political program to combat neocolonialism 
and promote African socio-economic development.100  Too often, 
the story has been presented of the all-powerful forces of 
neocolonialism creating or nurturing inauthentic domestic 
opposition to the true revolutionaries.  This externally directed 
combination is blamed for Africa’s continuing incapacity to 

 

97 MARTIN MEREDITH, THE FATE OF AFRICA 163 (2005) (“After four years of 
study, the Kwame Nkrumah Ideological Institute announced: ‘Nkrumahism is the 
ideology for the New Africa, independent and absolutely free from imperialism, 
organised [sic] on a continental scale, founded upon the conception of One and 
United Africa, drawing its strength from modern science and technology and from 
the traditional African belief that the free development of each is conditioned by 
the free development of all.’”). 

98 Gordon Hyden explores some of the ideologies and similarities between 
Nkrumah, Senghor, and Nyerere.  Hyden, supra note 26. 

99 See MEREDITH, supra note 97, at 165 (“In one country after another, African 
leaders acted in contempt of constitutional rules and agreements they had sworn to 
uphold to enhance their own power . . . In their quest for greater control, the device 
they commonly favored was the one-party system.”). 

100 See generally, MAZRUI & TIDY, supra note 54. 
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defend its interests within the international community and to 
provide for its people.  This narrative unfortunately serves 
primarily to infantilize Africans and deprive them of agency.  It 
takes away ownership from Africans, especially their political 
leaders, and responsibility for their failures. 

This story has served Nkrumahists well since it confirms their 
perspective about what should constitute legitimate political 
discourse and activity in Africa.  Nkrumahists believed that they 
won the political struggle against old colonialism and that victory 
gave them the right to define who was within the “we” in the 
new Africa they were developing.  This narrative does great 
damage to the heritage of diverse and dynamic African politics 
of the anti-colonial era, and it cheapens the value of the struggle 
against imperial domination.  An alternative narrative might 
suggest that Nkrumahists failed to appreciate the most important 
lessons of the struggle for independence: the demand among the 
people for choice, their desire to participate actively in political 
life, their rejection of hegemonic rule, and their refusal to accept 
any ideology that suggests a limit to transformative 
possibilities–the end of history. 

II 
THE LEGACY OF NEOCOLONIALISM AS IDEOLOGY 

In this Part, I examine the legacy of neocolonialism as an 
ideology for Africa.  While the concept of neocolonialism helped 
to explain the fundamental failure of post-liberation governance, 
exemplified by the substantial gap between the promises of anti-
colonialist struggles and the realities of underdevelopment, it 
also served quite effectively as a rhetorical mace in ensuing 
struggles for power among African domestic elites.  These 
struggles did not result in the consolidation of power or the 
elaboration of superior perspectives on governance.  Instead, 
they were frequently characterized by their devolution into 
wanton destructiveness and the ease with which they could be 
manipulated by transnational interests.  The primary result 
throughout much of the continent was a failure to develop 
enduring political processes other than the recurrent internecine 
wars that have ensured decades of political instability. 

The anti-colonial struggles of the mid-twentieth century in 
Africa held great promise for Africans.  It was a time of 
maximum opportunity and seemingly endless possibilities.  After 
generations of struggles against foreign masters, Africans were 
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succeeding, emerging victorious, independent, and sovereign.101  
Regardless of their pre-colonial heritage or the nature of their 
colonial experiences, independence allowed Africans to inherit 
nation-states and join the international community in a state of 
formal equality with their former colonial masters.102  This was 
heavy stuff, and it came with explicit and implied promises that 
things were going to be different and better, politically, 
economically, and otherwise. 

Independence was, at least initially, a sacred cause, and, in 
many ways, a simple cause.  It was, in the romantic Pan-
Africanist iteration, a reclaiming of African dignity and a return 
to interrupted greatness.  But independence was not entirely an 
abstract longing for Africans.  From the accomplishment of 
dignitary or political independence, other benefits, material in 
nature, were to flow.  Given how independence was promoted 
by leaders, these material benefits seemed almost an inevitable 
consequence thereof. 

When Patrice Lumumba gave his first formal address as Prime 
Minister of Congo, he stunned his audience with his vivid 
recollection of colonial injustice and affronts to African dignity, 
stating that, “[w]e have known sarcasm and insults, endured 
blows morning, noon and night, because we were ‘niggers’            
. . . .  We have seen our lands despoiled under the terms of what 
was supposedly the law of the land but which only recognized 
the right of the strongest.”103 

This was all true, but such perspectives provided very little 
help in actually governing Congo, providing for the urgent 
material needs of the people and resolving the domestic 
competition for material benefits among the people that would 
play out along ethnic lines.  If anything, his perspective anchored 
the post-independence future too much in the colonial past and 
ignored the difficult task of developing an enduring politics for 
the future.104  Whether the colonial era was a major break with 
 

101 Id. at xxiii–xxviii. 
102 Id. 
103 DE WITTE, supra note 6, at 2. 
104 In his brief period in power, Lumumba’s willingness to employ violence 

against his opponents foreshadowed what Basil Davidson described as “the acutely 
pathological phenomena that appear in colonial and postcolonial dramas played out 
by men who have possessed the strength and character to seize power but not the 
wisdom to control it.”  DAVIDSON, supra note 9, at 245–46.  See also Urquhart, 
supra note 5, at 7. 
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Africa’s past or just a temporary interruption, Africa faced the 
challenge of defining its future within a complex domestic 
political environment of heightened awareness among different 
ethnic groups and in an irreversibly globalized environment.105  It 
needed a new post-liberation politics beyond that offered by a 
generation of woefully unprepared leaders who easily grabbed 
on to the very real dangers of neocolonialism and employed it 
primarily as an excuse for their inadequacies. 

The Nkrumahist conception of neocolonialism, despite its 
important insights, proved an insufficient foundation for post-
liberation African politics.  It was implacably Manichean and 
overly deterministic, artificially and often violently limiting the 
choices facing Africans in the domestic and international 
spheres.  Tragically, it failed to explore the dynamic possibilities 
of politics within each African country, across the spectrum of 
African countries, and in the international arena. 

Unsurprisingly, colonial powers wanted to continue and 
extend their influences in their former colonies.  They sought the 
most favorable access to the resources of these societies.  Indeed, 
some colonial powers, like Belgium, made no secret of their view 
that independence was merely a ritual born of necessity with 
little expectation of substantive changes or consequences.106  The 
desires and reactions of these former colonial powers were 
further heightened by the challenges and threats they perceived 
from the Soviet Union in particular and from insurgent 
communism in general.  This was especially the case with the 
United States when it turned its gaze fully toward Africa in the 
late 1950s.  It went from being an idealistic champion of 
independence for African countries in the immediate post-
World War II period to a tough Cold War-focused ally of former 
colonial powers, more concerned with combating Soviet 
influences on the continent than with the legitimacy or 
competence of domestic ruling factions.107 

 

105 MAZRUI & TIDY, supra note 54, at xi. 
106 This was quite evident in the haste with which they granted independence.  

See Urquhart, supra note 5, at 4; see also French, The African Question, supra note 
26. 

107 See Le Vine, supra note 28, at 239–44.  The United States’ support of corrupt 
despots like Mobutu in Congo and its defense of white minority regimes in 
Rhodesia and South Africa, as well as continuing colonial rule in Angola, 
Mozambique, Guinea, and Bissau, were rooted in this drive to hold back the spread 
of communist influence on the continent. 
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Nkrumahists could not be faulted for appreciating these 
realities.  But they ought to be faulted for relying more on their 
fears of imperial intervention than on pragmatic policies that 
would more efficaciously address the desperate need for 
political, economic, and social progress within their societies.  
Both Lumumba and Nkrumah, for example, failed to appreciate 
the dire consequences for their nations when they engaged the 
ideological war embraced by the West and East.  Such 
engagement satisfied their implacably dualistic vision of the 
world within and outside their nations.  However, it was, at a 
minimum, tragically inconsistent with a prudent appreciation of 
their minimal capabilities.  Their world view quickly became a 
crude and incredible way to rationalize their desire to hold on to 
power interminably and to eradicate those who differed from 
them. 

The concept of neocolonialism provided too easy and 
simplistic an explanation for the failure to build stable societies 
and functioning states, to deliver economic development and 
social progress, or to non-violently interact with domestic 
political opponents.  The concept not only excused the inability 
of African elites to accomplish their primary objectives, but in a 
fundamental sense, it also sought to deprive Africans, in their 
various communities, of a sense of shared responsibility for their 
future.  Neocolonialism as an ideology presented Africans with 
the perfect excuse: a seemingly all-powerful external enemy, one 
that was constantly changing in methods but unyielding in its 
primary aim of total domination.108  Even when leaders 
propounding the neocolonial excuse offered salvation to the 
masses, the salvation was to come only through subservience to 
their leadership and then only through an unceasing process of 
struggle against the prescribed enemy with little prospect of 
material benefit achievable in one’s lifetime.  No wonder the 
masses declined to join their program. 

III 
BEYOND THE EXCUSE OF NEOCOLONIALISM–OPPORTUNITIES 

IN THE ERA OF GLOBALIZATION 

Looking back over the past fifty years of post-colonial politics 
in Africa, it takes hard work and courage to avoid a sense of 

 

108 See MAZRUI & TIDY, supra note 54, at 83. 
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absolute despair.  In an era of profound technological, economic, 
and social globalization, when communities in places like India, 
Brazil, and China are making enormous economic and social 
progress, much of Africa seems stuck on the periphery of the 
process.  True, Africa’s still abundant natural resources are very 
much in demand to fuel the engines of technological and 
economic globalization.  Yet, its people seem unwanted, and 
more importantly, its perspectives seem irrelevant to the course 
and outcome of this process.  Joseph Stiglitz, former chief 
economist at the World Bank and Nobel prizewinner in 
economics, captures these sentiments when he writes, “[i]n 
Africa, the high aspirations following colonial independence 
have been largely unfulfilled.  Instead, the continent plunges 
deeper into misery, as incomes fall and standards of living 
decline.”109  The scourge of AIDS, the frequency and scale of its 
wars, the exodus of many of its youth, the pervasive nature of 
corruption and governmental dysfunction are the principal 
markers by which the continent enters public discourse. 

Simply put, over the period of post-colonial existence, African 
communities have failed to develop the capacity to control their 
internal affairs, create enduring legitimate political processes, or 
affirmatively influence the course of global developments to any 
greater degree than during the period when they were under 
colonial rule.  The expectations from the post-World War II 
liberation struggles shriveled and died over the course of largely 
pointless struggles among political elites for power.  Having 
failed to develop legitimate, broadly-supported, and enduring 
post-colonial political processes, developments today within 
much of the continent seem less consequential for the rest of the 
world than ever before.  Evidence of Africa’s parlous status in 
world affairs abound.  Witness the general incapacity of African 
leaders to deal with major tragedies within the continent in the 
Congo, Sudan, and Zimbabwe,110 and note the lack of urgency 
the rest of the world has given to such tragedies. 

The old industry, built around developing explanations for 
Africa’s intractable problems, continues today with renewed 

 

109 STIGLITZ, supra note 36, at 5. 
110 E.g., Jeffrey Gettleman, 3-Way Battles Again Jolt Eastern Congo, N.Y. TIMES, 

Oct. 25, 2007, at A3; Edith M. Lederer, UN Security Council Urges Darfur Talks, 
USA TODAY, Oct. 24, 2007, http://www.usatoday.com/news/world/2007-10-24-
222844801_x.htm. 
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energy.111  While some hold on to the neocolonialism excuse, 
various perspectives now put the blame squarely on Africans 
either for the failure of governance or the failure of society.112  
Sometimes these perspectives incorporate some shared 
responsibility on the part of former colonial powers, developed 
nations as a group, or even the whole international economic 
and political system.113 

These are tired arguments.  I believe we have exited the era of 
excuses.  The various explanations for Africa’s conditions are 
uninteresting and have proven useless, often repeating the errors 
of the past, failing to distinguish among various African 
communities and experiences, lumping all of them together, and 
prescribing the same solutions for all.  I have argued that the 
explanation favored by the post-independence political class 
served mainly to excuse their failure to develop a legitimate 
political process and accomplish material objectives.  The newer 
attempts at explanations follow the same pattern of excusing 
failed politics or failure to deliver on economic expectations.  
Perhaps it is time to admit defeat and recognize that we may not 
have answers.  This is especially so if, by answers, we are looking 
for “scientific” solutions or formulas that would propel Africa 
out of its political and economic crises. 

However, the necessary dose of humility should not prohibit 
us from outlining perspectives that might aid various African 
communities as they struggle with the burdens of the past and 
the challenges of globalization. 

 

111 Consider just a few of the latest books tackling the subject: ROBERT 
CALDERISI, THE TROUBLE WITH AFRICA: WHY FOREIGN AID ISN’T WORKING 
(2006); PAUL COLLIER, THE BOTTOM BILLION: WHY THE POOREST COUNTRIES 
ARE FAILING AND WHAT CAN BE DONE ABOUT IT (2007); TODD J. MOSS, 
AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT: MAKING SENSE OF THE ISSUES AND ACTORS (2007); 
HOWARD W. FRENCH, A CONTINENT FOR THE TAKING: THE TRAGEDY AND 
HOPE OF AFRICA (2004). 

112 See MAHMOOD MAMDANI, CITIZEN AND SUBJECT: CONTEMPORARY 
AFRICA AND THE LEGACY OF LATE COLONIALISM (1996).  Professor Mamdani 
describes two dominant perspectives as “modernist” and “communitarian,” each 
with a different focus.  He sees modernists as intent on improving inherited 
governance by strengthening civil society–that is, by locating politics in civil 
society.  Id.  Communitarians, on the other hand, emphasize culture and seek to 
recapture and bring marginalized communities (tribes) from Africa’s pre-colonial 
past to the center of African political life.  Id.  See also French, supra note 26. 

113 See generally DAVIDSON, supra note 9; MAMDANI, supra note 112; STIGLITZ, 
supra note 36. 
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Burdens of the Past and Challenges of Globalization 

The ends and means of development call for placing the 
perspective of freedom at the center of the stage.  The people 
have to be seen, in this perspective, as being actively involved-
given the opportunity-in shaping their own destiny, and not 
just passive recipients of the fruits of cunning development 
programs. 

  — Amartya Sen114 
African communities are held back by the burdens of the past, 

including the history of colonial rule and the failure to develop 
enduring political systems.  The challenges of globalization 
should be seen as providing opportunities to transcend these 
burdens. 

Old post-colonial politics rejected the diversity of Africans, 
“essentialized” them, and locked all the various communities 
into the same fate.  This was the mythology of Africa.  This 
essentialization served the interests of colonial masters as well as 
domestic and Diasporic romantic revolutionaries.  The tragedy 
of imperial conquest and colonial rule became the central 
defining characteristic of all these various communities.  
Unfortunately, it was as inconsistent with reality then as it is 
now.  Africa is a landmass of extraordinary diversity and varying 
potential.  Old post-colonial politics helped to deprive Africans 
of this important insight even as it served the interests of a 
rapacious elite tutored in Manichean visions of civil and 
international relations. 

Perhaps there should be an Africa that the romantics have 
dreamed of, but if it is to be, it must be created.  It was not 
created by colonial rule or the common experience of suffering.  
The hard work that would be required for its creation should be 
acknowledged.  Meanwhile, the diversity of African experiences 
and, perhaps, even divergent expectations about government 
need to be acknowledged and confronted.  Romantic dreams die 
hard, but in reality, they are cheap and tend to be substitutes for 
the much harder work of dealing with the problems of everyday 
life; turning romantic dreams into reality can be quite costly. 

All the pronouncements about African unity, brotherhood, or 
sisterhood have not forestalled violent ethnic conflicts, curtailed 

 

114 AMARTYA SEN, DEVELOPMENT AS FREEDOM 53 (1999). 
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regional strife, or provided refuge for the displaced within 
Africa.  Political and economic cooperation among African 
nations have barely advanced above the minimal levels evident 
several decades ago.  When bad things happen to African 
communities today, they are still more likely to receive necessary 
assistance from outside the continent than from within.  If 
African communities are to shed the burdens of the past, they 
should begin by accepting the diversity of experiences and 
conditions within and across the various communities. 

The modernistic narratives of the past constructed on 
essentialized and romantic visions of the continent and its people 
have sustained the rule of the elites and the exploitative policies 
of outside interests.  It is well past time to put these narratives 
out of service and to embrace a future in which the various 
communities are unconstrained in their search for what is in 
their particular interests.  The Africa of mythology should be 
jettisoned in favor of politics based on the concrete interests of 
the various communities that inhabit the continent and informed 
by the dynamics of globalization. 

Arguably, the manner in which the current era of 
globalization is playing out provides opportunities for the 
various African communities.  African communities must 
engage, if not embrace, the world and the challenges of 
globalization.  The results would not be uniform across the 
continent.115  Each community would prosper or fail depending 
on how it responds to these challenges.  In this regard, the 
experiences of the “BRIC” nations–Brazil, Russia, India, and 
China–offer important lessons about the possibilities of 
transformative change for African societies in this era of 
globalization.116  At one point or another, each of these rapidly 

 

115 The sentiment here is captured by Joseph Stiglitz who admits that 
globalization is not working today for many in the world community but argues that 
the solution is not to abandon globalization, but to better manage it.  See STIGLITZ, 
supra note 36, at 214. 

116 See, e.g., Adam Wolfe, The Building BRICs of a New International System?, 
WORLD POLITICS REVIEW, May 21, 2008, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/ 
Article.aspx?id=2157; see also Goldman Sachs, BRICs, http://www2.goldmansachs 
.com/ideas/brics/index.html (last visited Nov. 12, 2008); Halia Pavliva, BRICs May 
Coordinate Response to Crisis, Kudrin Says (Update2), BLOOMBERG.COM, Nov. 8, 
2008, http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=20601080&sid= 
a92MjLFTwrkg&refer=asia.  But see AMY CHUA, WORLD ON FIRE: HOW 
EXPORTING FREE MARKET DEMOCRACY BREEDS ETHNIC HATRED AND 
GLOBAL INSTABILITY (2003) (discussing the limits of current approaches to  
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developing nations made a decision to engage international 
society while abandoning the mythologies or excuses of the past.  
While none of them have dealt completely with the fundamental 
inequities within their own societies, each has made substantial 
strides.117  African communities should be envious of their 
relative successes. 

Many explanations could be offered to account for the path of 
each of these countries.  I find the fact that each has settled on 
political arrangements that have produced some measure of 
legitimacy and stability within their respective societies to be 
most instructive.  Also instructive is their pragmatic engagement 
with the forces of globalization.  Together, they provide 
substantial evidence that some degree of economic and social 
progress can occur within the current global economic order. 
This should be a source of optimism for those dealing with the 
tragic circumstances of many African communities and trying to 
get beyond despair.118 

 
CONCLUSION 

The African continent is in crisis.  More than fifty years since 
the initial successes of the decolonization movement, persistent 
violent conflicts and pervasive social deprivation raise difficult 
questions about the nature of African politics.  This Article 
offers an explanation of the role neocolonialism has played in 
African politics over this period.  I have argued that the idea 
served largely to promote the interests of domestic political 
elites while suppressing the emergence of truly emancipatory 
politics and progressive governance.  The doctrine and discourse 
of neocolonialism promoted a mythology of African uniqueness 
based on the thin foundation of shared oppression as well as a 
Manichean vision of African politics that blocked the 

 

globalization, focusing attention on the often tragic consequences of wealth 
concentrations within and across national boundaries). 

117 See BRIC Countries are the World Economy’s Building Blocks, THE BANKER, 
May 2, 2005, http://www.thebanker.com/news/fullstory.php/aid/2780/BRIC 
_countries_are_the_world_economy_92s_building_blocks.html. 

118 Of course the current global economic crisis has shown that even these 
emerging powers are not insulated from the vagaries of the global market place, yet 
they will very likely weather the current economic difficulties much better than 
their counterparts in much of Africa.  See Beware Falling BRICs, ECONOMIST, Sept. 
18, 2008, available at http://www.economist.com/displaystory.cfm?story_id= 
12274078. 
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development of popular dynamic responses to the social 
challenges.  Neocolonialism became the shield that protected 
domestic elites from accountability for their failures to deliver 
on the promises of decolonization.  It also served as the sword 
used to destroy those who would challenge the power and 
practices of the elites.  The people of the continent have paid a 
huge price for these failed politics as seen in the depth and the 
breadth of the problems confronting its various communities.  It 
is time for African communities to reject the perspectives and 
programs of the past, recognize the strength in their diversity, 
and take advantage of opportunities offered by globalization in 
order to deal with their challenges.  Globalization offers each 
community within the continent examples, as seen from the 
experiences of newly emerging powers, of how to employ 
opportunities provided by technological change to transcend 
limitations of the past.  There are no guarantees of course, but 
the possibilities should offer alternatives to despair. 

 


