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FINANCE CAPITAL AND nfE SO-CALLED 
NATIONAL BOURGEOISIE IN KENYA* 

By 

Willy Mutunga 

One of the imperialist roles which has been imposed upon 
Kenya has been her serving as an area for exported finance 
capital. This has been called foreign investment . But the 
main reason for this export of finance capital to Kenya has 
always been to fight the tendency of rate of profit to fall in 
the countries from which capital is exported. Modern imperial
ism has its roots in this law of the tendency of rate of profit 
to fall.! (Emphasis added, Ed. K.M.) The Industrial and Com
mercial Development Corporation (!CDC) is one of the main Kenyan 
corporations through which this imperialist role is performed. 
It is one of the purposes of this paper to examine and comment 
generally upon !CDC's performance of this role and to analyQe 
specifically one of the corporation ' s management contracts . 

Related to this first purpose we also seek to relate to 
our discussion one of the very important aspects of the analyses 
so far on class formation in Kenya. This aspect is the forma
tion of the so-called indigenous (national) bourgeoisie with 
its ability to accumulate national capital. We wish to offer 
our critique on all that has been written on this issue up to 
date. In so doing we confine ourselves only to major works on 
the issue. On the ground, we use specific data from !CDC to 
back up our critique.2 

Lawyers have tried to relate the relevance of the particu
lar legal form of a corporation to its performance.3 ICDC has 
a corporate form set up by a statute and this paper attempts, 
in view of the first two purposes, to gauge the relevance of 
!CDC's legal form to its performance. 

I. CLASS FORMATION IN KENYA 

A. The Class Analyses: Swainson & Co., Ltd. 

Class analyses of the Kenyan society have been done by 
various social scientists, notably, Brett4, Leys5, Mutiso6, 
Swainson7, and Van Zwanenberg8, among others.9 Here we will seek 
to summarise the analyses as related to the sole aspect of our 
discussion on class formations in Kenya as already pointed out. 

*This is a logical sequel of Willy ' s article: "Commercial Law 
and Development in Kenya," and should be treated as an integral 
part of this. Here Willy takes a specific instrument of class
ical neo-colonialism and shows how it works in practice in a 
concrete neo-colonial situation, viz: Kenya . 
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Brett deals with clsss formations in East Africa in 
his concluding chapter (pp. 282-311) . Thi s chapte.r must be 
read closely with his introduction and generally with other 
chapters. His conclusion clearly shows that what he calls the 
national bourgeois class (using Frantz Fanon ' s expression) can 
develop on an autonomous base for the exercise of political and 
economic power . On page 284 he states : 

But external dominance in the 'l'hird World meant 
that the corrrnanding heights of the new economy 
and administratilon !Jere occupied by expatriate 
groups from the beginning; e:r:patriate groups> 
moreover> !Jith access to resources derived from 
their metropolitan base rJhich ~Jere far in excess 
of anything rJhich indigenous groups coutd hope 
to acquire in the short run. '1'he cruciat question 
for the tong term development of the society as 
a rJhote therefore retates to the effect of their 
dominance upon the emergence of indigenous sociat 
formations rJhich might be capabt e of reptacing 
them and establishing an autonomous base for the 
exercise of poUticat and economic po!Jer. 

He ties this up on page 309 with this recommendation: 

'flhat is required is not a process involving total 
separation [from the metropolitan centres] but 
one in rJhich indigenous sociat forces are abte 
to create a potiticat basis rJhich is strong enough 
to enabte them to change the terms on rJhich these 
cumutativety unequat exchanges norJ take ptace. 
(Brackets inserted by author). 

Brett again ~ers out thi s same theme on pp . 13-14 
and relies on Baran •sl exposition of the Japanese case as an 
example of how an autonomous base can be created by an indigen
ous class . 

Colin Leys ' class analysis of Kenya is brought out 
particularly in Chapters 5 and 6 . He has the following class
ification: 

1. Asian and European Bourgeoisie, that is, Asian 
business families and resident European business
men who had not sold to incoming foreign corpora
tions. These, according to Leys, formed two dis
tinct elements within the international bourgeoisie. 

2. African bourgeoisie -- new auxilliary bourgeoisie . 
This is also an element within the international 
bourgeoisie. 
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3. The Mrican petty-bourgeoisie "ensconced within 
the general system of protection and monopoly in 
such a way as to serve and complement foreign 
capital, not to replace it." (p. 149) 

4. The higher bureaucracy. "In this scenario Kenya 
was destined for continued and dramatic growth as 
a regional centre for international capital. All 
the task of the higher bureaucracy was to plan and 
facilitate this process, acting partly through 
general policy, partly through statutory boards, 
and partly direct partnerships with foreign com
panies. For this it should be paid something near 
the 'international market rate' . " (p. 197) 

5. Workers and peasants. 

Roger Van Zwanenberg's class analysis of the Kenyan 
society appears specifically in an article entitled ·~eo
colonialsm and the Origin of the National Bourgeoisie in Kenya 
Between 1940 and 1973."11 Van Zwanenberg states the theme of 
his article as follows: 

···~ the forces of neo-co~onialism (in Kenya] 
are not yet aa deepZy embedded as they appea:zt 
to be in many Latin American countries~ as a 
result there is still. room for the growth of 
an indigencus semi-autonomoua bourgeoisie. 
It is argued that detrpite the powerfUl influ
ences and importance of the branch companies 
of the MNCS (Van Zwanenberg' s abbreviation for 
multinational corporations) and other agencies 
of the metropole~ there haa evo~ved a new 
nationally based petty and grande bourgeoisie. 
(p. 161) Brackets inserted by Van Zwanenberg. 

According to Van Zwanenberg, this grande bourgeoisie 
has its national capital (p. 173) but the national capital is 
in deep contradiction with international capital. The class 
position of this bourgeoisie is not petty-bourgeois. The petty
bourgeoisie "buttresses and stabilizes the entire capitalist 
order." (p. 177) It is also admitted that 

The gror,ri;h of a national capitalist sector has 
yet neither the strength nor the vision to 
move tot.>a:rda the industria~ sector which alone 
can shift the balance of the productive forces 
towards the next stage of massive structural 
change. (p.l82) 

Nicola Swainson has also provided her analysis in the 
paper she read in Lagos in April 1976, entitled "Against the 
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Notion of a Comprador Class: T'wo Kenyan Case Studies. " Her 
argument , on page two of the paper, runs as follows : 

.zn this paper, by the use of two case studies 
I shalt argue that an indigenous bqurgeois class 
is developing in Kenya, and that the use of the 
tem 'comproador' to describe this class is in
correct and politically reactionary. 

Swainson' s stand is therefore not unlike Van Zwanen
berg's . Her two case studies are Brooke Bond (tea industry) 
and Lonrho . It is also quite clear that in her indigenous bour
geois class she bas three obvious members in mind: Njenga Karume, 
Udi Gecaga and Ngengi Muigai. 

Mutiso's analysis appears in Chapter IV of his book.12 
He first coins his own terminology: Asomil3 and non-Asomi. With
in the Asomi class, historically, were the associative Asomi and 
the dissociative Asomi, the term 'association ' being related to 
the role played by the two Asomi strata vis-a-vis the colonial 
administration during the struggle for independence. The ~
Asomi term refers to the Kenyan masses. After independence the 
two strata of the Asomi class merge to form what Mutiso calls 
the political petty-bourgeoisie. His class analysis is brought 
out forcefully on page 76: 

... there has alliJays been cleavage between the 
mass nationalist needs, basica7,7,y of the nonAst{, and the needs of the nationalists, ""'D<i"si-

y Asomi. The existence of this cleavage 
throug1iiiiitthe colonial period is the most cri
tical issue in the politics of independence 
since it allows for manipulation of the inher
itance by neo-colonial forces. It allows also 
the emergence (of) an Af'r'ican group in "formal" 
rulers hip which manipulates · the state for accum
ulation, by co-e:r:isting 'll)ith the international 
economic forces. This class has been variously 
ca7,1,ed the ''monopolistic petty-bqurgeois " by 
Leys, "aomprodor buurgeoisie" by Van Arkadie, 
''naseent 711"iditte class" by Wasserman, "gentxry" 
by Wassel'lilan, ''petty-bourgeoisie" by Okumu •... 
What we would like to suggest is that indepen
dence transforms this asomi class, into · the 
political petty-bourgeoisie fsic], as a result 
o havi control over the state machine which 
then ~ves access t e c s to ~nterna econ-
omic o~ortunities~e they or tra e or 
even diStribUtive non-sUbstantive managerial 
partnerships 'll)ith international firms . (Mutiso's 
emphasis .) 
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B. The Critique: 

In his note to the English edition (1888) of the COm
munist Manifesto Engels defined bourgeoisie as follows: 

By bourgeoiaie ie meant the et.ase of mode:m 
eapitatiets~ O!Amere of the means of social 
production and emp'tcyere of liJage-tabouzo. 1 

Marx and Engels went on to define capital as 

that kind of pPOpel'ty which exptoite liJage 
tabouzo and whioh oannot increase e:z:eept llpon 
oondition of begetting a new ~ty of liJage 
tabouzo for fresh exptoitation.l 

Marx's analysis of capital was of course developed by 
Lenin's thrgry of imperialism and the stage set for modern im
perialism.l Modern imperialism is characterised by the rise 
of a financial oligarchy with its finance capital, the dominant 
layer of the bourgeoisie which dominates and rules neo-colonies . 
Lenin's analysis of the export of capital and the rise of fin
ance capital appears in Volume 1 of his Seteeted Works, pages 
703- 719, whre he reveals the latter's constituent parts: 

The eoneentration of prcductionj the munopoUes 
ariaing therefrom; the merging or coateeotmee 
of the banks bJith industry -- such ie the hie
tory of the rise of finance YJPitat and such is 
the content of that eoncept.l 

Lenin also analysed possibilities of the emergence of 
national capitals in colonies and semi-colonies. And he made 
it clear that political liberation of colonies would not remove 
the grip of finance capital . On page forty-two of his Questions 
of Nationat Potiey and Protetarian Inte:mationatiem he states : 

• .• Thel'B was formerty an economic distinction 
between the eotonies and the EUropean peoptee 
-- at teast the majority of the tatter -- the 
eotonies 1unJing been drazm into corrmodity u
change but not into eapitatiet prodUction. Im
periatism changed this. Imperiatiem ie among 
other things the export of capitat. CapitaZ
ist production ie being tz.ansptalited to the 
eotonies at an inol'Basing rate. They eannot 
be utrieated from dependence on EUropean fin
ance eapitat. 

And addressing himself specifically to national capital in the 
colonies, on page forty-three, he states : 
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.•. in a corrmodi ty-pt'Oducing society • no in
dependent deve7,opment w even development of 
any swt whatever is possible without capital. 
In Europe the dependent nations have both their 
own aapital and easy access to it on a wia;;::
range of temzs. The colonies have no capital 
of their own. .or none to speak of, and wu:Ier 
finance capital no cot.ony can obtain any e:r:
cept on temzs of political subrrrission. 

Wadada Nabudere has correctly shown in his manuscriptlB 
and more particularly in his critiquel9 of Issa Shivji ' s book 
entitled Imperiati8111, State and Race, 20 that under the domin
ance of finance capital it is impossible to develop in the nee
colonies national capital with its national bourgeoisie . Fin
ance capital has even knocked down national capital where it 
has grown (e.g. South Africa) and even in imperialist countries 
the national bourgeoisies have been knocked down giving rise to 
financial oligarchies. 

If we adopt the Marxist-Leninist line on the issue of 
class formation in Kenya we cannot underplay the dominance of the 
international bourgeoisie which is the ruling class in Kenya. 
Historically we will find the essence of Kenyan petty-bourgeoisie 
(African, Arab, Asian, European) as agents of this ruling class, 
the agency relationship being based on the sole CONDITION: the 
exploitation of the Kenyan masses. Political independence was 
a progressive event and a stage in the struggle against imper
ialism. That the African petty-bourgeoisie control the state 
does not mesn that they have become the ruling class in Kenya . 
They have not shaken off the firm grip of finance capital and 
their rule is that of im agent of the international bourgeoisie. 

It becomes clesr, . as Mutiso correctly points out, that 
the indigenous "political petty-bourgeoisie" suffer political 
submission in the hands of finance cpaitalists, in exchange for 
immediate economic gain. Leys recognises this as well in his 
talk about "auxilliary bourgeoisie." Van Zwanenberg admits that 
his "grande bourgeoisie"· cannot bring about industrial revolu
tion in Kenya (p. 182). 

Now delving into the critique, Brett is not sure whether 
a 'national bourgeois class can arise to establish an autonomous 
base for the exercise of political and economic power . Charac
teristically apologetic of imperialism he affirms that 

what is required is not a process involving 
totaZ separation [from the metropolitan centres] 
but one i n which i ndigenous social f orce.s are 
able t o areate a political basis which is strong 
enough to enabZe them to change the terms on 
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~hioh these cumutativety unequal exchanges 
now take ptaoe. (Brackets ipserted by Hutunga.) 

How the tables are to be turned to achieve ''what is 
required" Brett does not bother to go into. He does not tell 
us how relations can be maintained with metropolitan centres 
and at the same time change the "unequal terms of exchange." 

According to Brett, we are dominated because of un
equal terms of exchange and not because of the exploitation of 
our people by monopoly capital and the plunder of our resources 
by imperialism which has turned our country into a market for 
its capital and goods as well as a sphere of raw materials. 
Brett ' s views are the mystifications and ideological reinforce
ments to the underdevelopment school of Gunder-Frank, Samir Am1n 
and Ali Mazrui, apologists of imperialism who would advise us 
to go to the UNCTAD (United Nations Conference on Trade and 
Development) to negotiate about "unequal exchange terms. " The 
experience of the last decade has shown that the solution does 
not lie at UNCTAD. Neither is the problem unequal exchange. 
Exploitation · in the·.scientific sense of the term does not take 
place at the level of exchange (in the market) but at the level 
of production. Experience shows that only when exploitation is 
eliminated can there be genuine development . A neo--colony will 
never .exchange. on equal terms with imperialism, because the 
latter exists precisely by virtue of unequal exchange. (Emp,ha
sis added, Ed. K.M. ) 

Would exchange on equal terms end the dependence of 
Brett's bourgeoisie on imperialism for technology and capital? 
Would it restore its market that has been captured by the mono
polies? Without these how will Brett's bourgeoisie create an 
"autonomous" base for the excercise of political and economic 
power. Without t'hese in what sense is this class a "bourgeoi
sie"? 

Brett's analysis is undialectical. It is just an em
piricist petty-bourgeois analysis. It is characteristic of 
petty-bourgeois intellectuals who do not understand the dia
lectical method and thus magnify small things into big ones. 
Thst is what Brett does for the Kenyan petty-bourgeoisie. It 
is deplorable but not surprising that these magnifications take 
place in the brains of imperialist apologists. 

Colin Leys' class analysis is a confused mass of eclec
ticism and contradictions . He does not seem to know who owns 
what or who is in what position. He tells us that the local 
Asian bourgeoisie owns over two-thirds of the non-African assets 
in Kenya. This would leave only one-third to foreign capital. 
It would also suggest that the Asian bourgeoisie owns the bulk 
of industry. But we soon learn that this Asian bourgeoisie 
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actually does not yet constitute industrialists but "Asian mer
chant capitalists" who are "poised to become an indigenous in
dustrial bourgeoisie of the classical type" (p. 38). Now does 
this mean that two-thirds of the non-farm assets belong to mer
chants? If they are only merchants, then who owns industry? 
Secondly, if the merchants own two- thirds of the non-farm assets, 
how come the "central contradiction of neo-colonialism" (p . 271) 
becomes "domination by foreign capital"? Furthermore how can 
this so-called commercial bourgeoisie be "poised" to become 
industrial when, as COlin Leys himself tells us, there was a 
"tacit decision" not to allow the resident Asian commercial 
bourgeoisie to exchange their commercial dominance for domin
ance in manufacturing (p.ll9) at the pre-independence settle
ment? Who made this conspiratorial (so it would seem) arrange
ment? 

As if that were not enough confusion, Col in Leys goes 
further to coin a new "a\Jxilliary" African bourgeoisie. Still 
not contented with appending a petty-bourgeoisie to it, he also 
adds a "higher bureaucracy" (p. 193). The class nature of this 
bureaucracy is not mentioned . This kind of classification of 
social classes actually shows that Colin Leys does not know wbat 
class analysis means. Indeed his analysis turns out to be no 
more than a "scenario" as he tells us on page 197 . He could not 
have used a better word! The only correct thing he bas in this 
'scenario' is the statement that "K'enya was destin.ed for con
tinued and dramatic growth as a regional centre for international 
capital" (p. 197). Once this is realised, why then does Colin 
Leys fabricate such numerous bourgeoisies in his head? It turns 
out that Colin Leys is not sure. He stumbles and falls theor eti
cally at an attempt to use materialist theory. Only he does not 
have the dialectical method and inevitably he falls prey to em
piricism. 

What Colin Leys does not realise is that his commercial 
and auxilliary bourgeoisies are small property owners heavily 
dependent on monopoly banks for their operations . In actuality 
the property belongs to these hanks on whose loans and securi
ties it is purchased. What is more, these so-called bourgeoisies 
belong almost wholly to the sphere of circulation. In other 
words they are just a . petty-bourgeoisie that snatch a portion of 
surplus value in the process of circulation while the others 
engage in the cultivation of raw materials for the captains of 
industry -- monopoly c.apital. 

Swainson's paper and Van Zwanenberg's article deserve 
more comments as both raise more directly the issue of emerging 
national capital in Kenya with its national bourgeoisie. Van 
Zwanenberg fails dismally in showing how capital is accumulated 
by this national bourgeoisie and in what sectors of the economy 
the accumulation is taking place. He does not show us when this 
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capital becomes national. He does not even show why the Euro
pean petty-bourgeoisie and the Asian commercial petty- bourgeoi
sie operating in the same economic structure did not open the 
society for national capitalism. Indeed in another work21 he 
shows how bank capital controlled the operations of the settlers. 
When did this control cease? 

Van Zwanenberg also advances the theory of a national 
bourgeoisie with its own capital and in deep contradiction with 
monopoly capital. According to him the forces of neo-colonial
ism (in Kenya) are not yet as deeply embedded as they appear in 
many Latin American countries . This is to reduce things to the 
absurd. One wonders whether Van Zwanenberg understands what 
neo-colonialism means . The comparison with Latin America is 
even more absurd for nowhere in Kenya are there as strong indi
genous capitalists as in Latin America. Thus it should be in 
Latin America where deeper contradictions with international 
capital should be. 

We would challenge Van Zwanenberg to demonstrate when 
and how this grande-bourgeoisie accumulated its capital and in 
what way it is in deep contradiction with international capital . 
All evidence available. on the role Kenya plays in relation to 
international capital proves the baselessness of Van Zwanenberg' s 
arguments . For example, Colin Leys, referring to the Ndegwa 
Commission appointed to deal with Kenya's civil service struc
ture and remuneration, notes that one of the eommission's sub
missions designated Kenya as a 1 service centre 1 for foreign cap
ital. Leys writes, "I(enya' s future • • • must be seen in part as 
that of a 'service centre' , " so that in this scenario "Kenya 
was destined for continued dramatic growth as a regional centre 
of international capital" (p. 197). 

But if, : as Van Zwanenberg himself admits, the "growth 
of a national capitalist sector has yet neither the strength 
nor the vision to move towards the industrial sector" ••• (p. 182) 
then what kind of bourgeoisie is Van Zwanenberg ' s grande-bour
geoisie? What is the nature of its capital and in what sector 
is it in contradiction with "international capital"? 

Nicola Swainson has also put forward the concept that 
there is a ' bourgeoisie' growing in Kenya and accumulating 
capital in its own right and that it is a mistake to say this 
bourgeoisie is actually a dominated petty-bourgeoisie in a nee
colony. Apart from failing to cite figures and evidence to prove 
how and what the nature of the capital being accumulated by this 
'bourgeoisie' is, Swainson makes a very unhistorical and undia
lectical analysis of this class in Kenyan society. She even has 
the intestinal fortitude to state that Lenin's analysis of im
perialism is misleading and erroneous! One wonders whether she 
has ever understood Lenin's book InrpeztiaUsm, the Highest stage 
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of capitalism, where he cites irrefutable evidence to show the 
rise of finance or monopoly capital and its domination of the 
whole world which it divided up completely at the turn of the 
last century. 

When the whole world was divided up among monopolies, 
Kenya did not remain an exception. It also became a market for 
the monopolies, among other things a sphere for the export of 
capital to exploit cheap labour, extraction of raw materials and 
export of manufactured goods. Kenya remains so today. 

When monopoly capital invaded Kenya it broke down pre
capitalist relations and established capitalist relations. In 
the process it created tbe working class as well as the petty
bourgeoisie. 

This petty-bourgeoisie did not and has never had any 
base for accumulating capital, growing into a bourgeoisie which 
can complete the bourgeois revolution as happened in Europe in 
the 19th century. This is so because this bourgeoisie has no 
technology which was the basis of capitalist development in the 
metropoles. Secondly, monopoLy capital did not subjugate Kenya 
for the needs of an indigenous bourgeoisie but for its own 
accumulation needs. It protected its market and sphere of ex
ploitation aPd raw materials by means of a colonial state. 

The struggle for self-determination ended British col
onialism. Instead of •being a sphere for British monopoly capi
tal Kenya was opened up to the exploitation of all the monopolies 
that could compete there for the market. Thus finance capital 
from all over the imperialist world competed and still competes 
in Kenya after the multilateral imperialism strategy was effected 
after World Ward II. 

So whence the capital of this petty-bourgeoisie that is 
magnified in Swainson 1 s head to the extent of challenging finance 
capital? Has she not herself shown that this bourgeoisie gets 
its bits and pieces by buying shares in some of these monopolies? 
Can she cite an example to show which monopoly or which industry 
is controLled by her so-called bourgeoisie? 

Swainson 1 s thesis is a lame thesis. Indeed it is a re
actionary thesis that blurs the domination of imperialism over 
our country. It gives false hopes to the Utopian petty-bourgeoi
sie that they might also one day become captains of industry --
a role that they were deprived of by history almost a century 
ago. 

Secondly, it is reactionary in that it misleads the 
working class into thinking its. major enemy is the local petty
bourgeoisie and not monopoly capitalism that exploits and oppres-
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ses them every day. In her example on Brooke Bond, Swainson 
actually defeats her case. She shows there that it is finance 
capital that dominates the tea industry in Kenya, namely, it is 
Brooke Bond, CDC and the 'World Bank which will effect further 
development of the tea industry. Is not this a clear demonstra
tion of the domination of finance capital? 

Swainson shows further that these monopolies allow the 
local petty-bourgeoisie or her "bourgeoisie" to purchase a few 
shares in their companies for the sake of "political insurance" 
(page four). The monopoly is only given a Kenyan image under 
which it even gets the opportunity to capitalise local money 
for itself. This is precisely what is meant by concentration 
and centralisation of capital. 

Swainson, undialectical as she is, thinks that Brooke 
Bond is being pushed out by petty-bourgeois farmers taking over 
cultivation of tea. Swainson does not know that Brooke Bond, 
being a world-wide monopoly in the production of tea and mono
polizing most markets, need not cultivate the tea itself. It 
can leave the cultivation of the raw material to the petty-bour
geoisie, very well !mowing that the tea will end up being in its 
factories and markets anyway. It has the technology, it has the 
markets, the trade marks, etc. What do the petty-bourgeois 
growers have? Even the total advanced capital, complete with 
its constant and variable components, i.e.,capital to be expend
ed on farms, machinery, transport and labour for the cultivation 
of tea, is borrowed fr6m monopoly imperialist bankers. These 
then order the petty-bourgeois growers to buy the machinery from 
'Caterpillar', another monopoly, thus completing the monopoly 
circuit. 

Swainson herself shows us that this bourgeoisie can do 
nothing but buy a few shares in foreign monopolies. Indeed we 
challenge Swainson to show what the proportion of her bourgeoisie's 
capital to the total capital of the monopolies operating in Kenya 
is -- even in the single case of Lonrho. At best Swainson shows 
that her bourgeoisie is composed of indigenous "managers" or 
regional "directors" of foreign monopolies who also own some few 
shares in the local subsidiary. We would like to point out to 
Swainson that 'ruling classes ' are not managers with a few shares 
but owners of the means of production! Who exploits the bulk of 
the Kenyan working class today? The so-called indigenous bour
geoisie or monopolies? Indeed Swainson sbows that even to pur
chase a small property her 'bourgeoisie' runs to monopolies for 
security. If she had gone further, she would have found out 
that what she calls their capital is actually finance capital , 
which is dished out in form of small loans to this petty-bourgeoi
sie and the terms of the loans are dictated by finance capital. 

The state has not been used for the accumulation needs 
of the so-called indigenous bourgeoisie. On the contrary, it is 
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a neo-colonial state that bas consolidated and facilitated the 
export of more finance capital into Kenya to exploit the work
ing lass. In an era where the whole world has been divided 
among monopolies, . there can be no chance of a neo-colony attain
ing independent cpaitalist development. This, precisely be
cause its market is already divided among monopolies which also 
monopolise teclmology. This being so, how can then an indigen
ous bourgeoisie rise to compete with monopoly capital? 

The petty~bourgeoisie realised that they had little or 
no capital at independence. As a result they had to kneel to 
their imperialist master and beg for finance to effect their 
"dev~opment plans." They also agreed to safeguard the inveat
ments 2 and repatriations of profit for monopoly capital. 

What Lenin long ago pointed out, as reiterated above, 
remains true of the neo-colony called Kenya today. Swainson 
does not seem to understand this historical rise of imperialism. 
According to her, capitalism is as competitive as it was in the 
18th. century. She does not seem to understand that it is only 
monopolies that compete in the capitalist world market today. 
Can Swainson convince us that the 'Kenyan bourgeoisie' also owns 
monopolies so as to compete in the world market? Swainson ' s 
thesis suggests that conditions of capitalist competition like 
those which Marx analysed in the 19th century can return for 
the Kenyan bourgeoisie to compete. Or does she suggest that a 
monopoly bourgeoisie exists in Kenya that can compete with the 
monopoly bourgeoisie of the imperiali.st countries? If not, will 
Swainson tell us how she is going to roll back the wheel of his
tory to create technology, finance, and markets for her bour
geoisie to emerge with its own capital in order to compete with 
monopoly capital? 

What Swainson and company do not understand is that, 
in the general formula of capital, M-C-M' , (money-commodity
more money), delineating the movement of social capital, i.e. _, 
the totality of the wealth of society, commercial capital exists 
as a special function of the commodity form of social capital. 
In this capacity it expresses the 'will' of merchants, as op
posed to industrial capital, the former being but an independent 
form of the latter. The essential point to note here is that 
finance capital, arising as it does from the sphere of circula
tion, and serving only to promote the special tasks of commer
cial and industrial capitals, remains tied to the multinational 
corporations. That is why it cannot exist as an independent en
tity in its own right to form a basis for an independent national 
bourgeoisie. 

Cowen and Kinyanjui also dispute the dominance of fin
ance capital. Thei do not agree that commercial capital serves 
industrial capital 3 and the fact that finance capital pervades 
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the entire spheres of industrial and commercial capitals, as 
we have seen. above. They advance their argument in a heavy 
footnote on page six of their paper: 

The most incisive separation between indust-rial 
(productive) ana corrvne!'Oial (merchant) capitat 
is to be found in G. Kay, Deveto~ Under-
development" A Maz>:cist Analysis , 1975. 
Now, a !'Uptu!'e between the pro"ikction of cormrod
ities ana the ci!'CU'tation of corrmodities ~thin 
the spheres of production ana realization of 
8U!'plU8 vatues -- breaks the unity between the 
two processes. The incisive separation is ne
cessary to counteract the tendencies which place 
production ana circut.ation ~thin the same O!'der 
of analysis, the tendencies which treat cormrer
ciatisation in the same moment and as equivalent 
to the capitatisation of production processes 
have bedmiiUed the concept of expt.oitation. 
Yet, by subOI'dinating ci!'CU'tating capital to 
productive capital in the form of !'Uptu!'e ana 
treating the phenomenal form of capital as a 
concrete institutional. instance, some equa't'ty 
bedevilling resut.ts are obtained . 

• . . The recent spate of radical interpretations 
of class-formation in East Africa all negate 
the phenomenOn of domestic ana in particu'tar 
indigenous capital ~th reference to dependent 
corrvnerciat. boux>geoisie, an auxiliary bou:rrgeo:i
sie, a monopolistic petit (sic) bourgeoisie. 

This argument throws some light on the form of accumu
lation that Cowen and Kinyanjui talk of. Leys, Mutiso, Swsinson 
and Van Zwanenberg also talk about accumulation. The economic 
gains the petty-bourgeoisie derive from their agency role vis
a-vis monopoly capital is seen as accumulation. According to 
the Marxist-Leninist view. accumulation takes place at the level 
of production on an ever-expanding scale through capitalization 
of surplus .value. This goes on unceasingly from year to year 
from each period of tum-over to another. Such a case has not 
been established in Kenya vis-a-vis the petty-bourgeoisie. 

Yet most of these works tell us what happens to the 
accumulated money capital of the petty-bourgeoisie: conspicuous 
consumption takes some; the church. the banks where it becomes 
finance capital. buying of farms where it performs the tradi
tional imperialist roles of providing raw materials and food
stuffs to metropolitan industries and populations. The petty
bourgeoisie become landlords and earn rent. Not to be left out 
is the ruinous living the petty-bourgeoisie engage in. The use 
of their money capital emphasizes the grip of finance capital. 
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The ideological significance. of these arguments is 
vital. Those who talk of national capital and its national 
bourgeoisie in Kenya standing up against finance capi tal would 
have us believe that Kenya is developing towards a fully-fledged 
capitalist country and will in due course independently (of 
finance capital) pursue its political and economic development 
autonomously . This view is reactionary. The imperialists would 
find nothing objectionable in this view. 

It can be seen that these social scientists imagine 
and create bourgeoisies and capital out of nothing . The fact 
remains that what we have here is a petty- bourgeoisie which is 
dominated and oppressed by the capital of the imperial ist bour
geoisie. As long as imperialism keeps its exploitative fangs 
firmly dug in our country, no bourgeoisie with its own national 
capital can emerge to become "captains of industry." The nega
tion of the bourgeoisie started at the turn of the last centurv 
when a monopolist stratum of capitalists arose with the gigantic 
concentration and centralisation of capital that led to modern 
imperialism. From that time the bourgeoisie has increasingly 
been relegated to the ranks of the petty-bourgeoisie precisely 
because their capital is not strong enough to compete with mon
opolies. Yet you still have those writers who believe that a 
petty-bourgeoisie will grow with the help of monopoly capital 
into a bourgeoisie! When will they ever learn that the exact 
opposite is happening, . and that , this is precisely what we mean 
by concentration of capital: 

II. THE CASE OF !CDC 

A. History of ICDC24 

By the Defence Regulations Act of 1944, the East African 
Industrial Management Board was made a body corporate. The 
purpose of the Board was to supply certain essential commodities 
during the then on-going war. The Board was intended to oper
ate in the East African countries. It was also to undertake 
COIIDIIercial management of such industries financed from public 
funds as might be entrusted to it. Subsequently its activities 
were confiil.ed to Kenya. 

In 1946 the Emergency Powers (Defence) Acts, 1939 and 
1940 and other related acts, ceased to operate in U.K. War-
time Defence Regulations in Kenya also expired although the 
Governor was empowered· to continue such defence regulations by 
the Supplies and Services (Transitional Powers) Act, 1945 (U.K.) 
and the Emergency La~s (Transitional Provisions) Act, 1946 (U.K. ). 
Under these acts the Governor made orders scheduling those regu
lations which he considered should be continued. These orders 
did not refer to the 1944 Defence Regulations. One of the objec
tives of the Industrial Development Bill (1954) was, therefore, 
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to legalize the activities of the Board since 1946 and to de
fine and extend its powers for the future. 

The Industrial Development Ordinance25 was assented to 
in Her Majesty's name on 21st December 1954. Section 3 of the 
ordinance, which established the Industrial Development Corpor
ation (IDC) and set out its functions, stated that 

3. (1} 'J'Iunoe shatt be estabUshed a c~ 7cnorm 
as the Industl'ial Development Cor[>oraUon~ for 
the pzaoposes of acqu{,nng and ta'k:i.ng ovezo as a 
going concem the undezotak:i.ng and business of 
the Formn- company~ 28 and the ~~ 'l'f,ghts 
and liabilities theztsof~ and of facilitating 
the industl'ia't and economic development of the 
colony by the initiation~ assistance or e:cpan
sion or by aiding in the initiation~ assistance 
or e:t:pansion of industl'ial~ cormrezteia't or othezt 
undenakings or enteztpzti.ses in the colony or 
elsBI.t1hn-e. 

The Ordinance provided for the constitution of the Cor
poration27, its powers28 , its borrowing powers29 , advances or 
grants from the government.30 The Minister responsible for 
Commerce and Industry could from time to time apply the provi
sions of the. companies ordinance31 to the corporation as long 
as the said provisions were not inconsistent with the provisions 
of the Ordinance. 

The colonial state saw in the establishment of IDC a 
vital move to provide wbat it called devel~ent in a country 
which was primarily an agricultural country. 32 Significantly, 
the colonial state stated that it looked to industry to estab
lish itself ''voluntarily" and was only going to help where 
"extreme difficulties" were met . 33 

By Legal Notice 2 of 1964 the Industrial Development 
Ordinance was renamed the Industrial Development Act. There 
was an attempt to amend the Act in 196434 which did not mater
ialize. The Act was ultimately amended in 1967.35 The debate 
on the Industrial Development (AIIlendlllent) Bill 1967 threw BOIIle 
light on the purpose of the amendment. Under Section 9 of the 
Industrial Development Ordinance the Corporation bad powers 
"subject to the approval, generally or specially, of the Minis
ter and subject to such terms and conditions as he may t.pose 
in giving such approval." Thus the Minister's power was exer
cised in practice after deliberations of the Board of the Cor
poration. It seems that this procedure worked well, but the 
independent Kenya Government wanted an amendment to wbat Mr. 
Kibaki called: 
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• . • an oversight whiah shoutd be correeted, so as 
to avoid any doubt as to who woutd be able to 
give directions if there was any aonft.ict of 
opinion. 

The Corporation was renamed by this act and given its 
present name of the Industrial and Commercial Development 
Corporation (!CDC). 36 The main amendment provision37 provided: 

8A. 'l'he Industrial and Co~m~eraiat. Deve"Wpment Cor
poration shalt., in the ea:ereiqe of its powers and 
in the performance of its duties tmder this Aat or 
any other written law, aet in acaordance with gen
eral or special direation8 that nr.ry be given to it 
by the Minister. 

It is quite certain that the Kenyan government felt 
that the Board was very autonomous and that the Board's autonomy 
should be restricted and if there was any conflict of opinion 
that of the government should prevail and dominate. The amend
ment most likely highlighted the intra-petty-bourgeois conflict 
between the European petty-bourgeoisie and the African petty
bourgeoisie at the time. 

B. Analysis of the Legal Form 

Here we will briefly discuss the legal duties and in
stitutional framework of the ICDC as set up by the act. 

Sub-section (3) of section. 3 of th~ act provides that 
the corporation shall be a body cotporate.3B With perpetual 
succession and a common seal, With power to hold land and to 
sue and be sued in its corporate name. This means that ICDC is 
an artificial person in law and can enter into contracts with 
individuals and other corporate bodies. Section 8 of the act 
sets out fully the powers of the corporation . The provisions 
of the section are reproduced fully under 

8. Without prejwiiae to the generality of the p1'ovi
sions of seetion 3 of this Ordinance the Coz.pora
tion shalt., Subject to the approval, generally 01' 
speaiat.t.y, of the ~niste1' and subject to such 
terms and conditions as he may impose in giving 
any such appl'OVat., have power 

(a) to provide eredit and finance by means of 
loans 01' the subseription of loan or share 
eapitat. or otherwise for industrial, aorrmer
ciat. or other under-takings or entePprises in 
Kenya or elsewhere; 
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(b} to subsanbe for~ aonditi.onatty or unoondi
ti.onatty to undsl'fltt'lte~ issue on cormri.ssion 
or oth6Mse take~ hotd~ dsat in and convert 
shazoes~ stocks~ obligations and secuzoities of 
att kinds~ and to enter into pannership~ or 
into any arra1'1{1ement for pazrtici,pating in 
undertakings~ s'ha:zting profits~ union of intezo
est~ reai.procat concession or co-operation 
!Ji.th any person~ pannership or company~ and 
to take or oth6Mse acquire and hotd shares 
or stocks in or obligations or secuzoities of~ 
and to subsidiae~ any person~ pannership or 
company~ ar.d to selt~ hotd~ reissue~ !Ji.th or 
!Ji.thout guarantee~ or othemse deat !Ji.th any 
such shares~ stocks~ obUgations or secuzoities~ 
and to promote ·and aid in promoting~ consti
tute~ form or organiae companies~ eyndioates 
or pazrtnerships of att kinds and to e:r:erai.se 
cw1 enforce att rights and po!~Xn's conferred 
by or inai.dent to its OtJmership of any shares~ 
stocks obZigations or secuzoities for the time 
being hetd or OIJ1n8d by the Corporation; 

(c} to adt1ance~ dsposit or Zend money~ seauri.ties 
and property to D'l' L>ith such persons~ pan
nerships or companies and on such terms as 
'lfKZ1/ seem e:r:pedimlt to ONate~ maks~ draJ.,~ 
accept~ endmtse~ ezecute~ issue~ discount, buy~ 
selZ~ negotiate and deat in bills~ notes~ biZls 
of Zading~ IJa'I'Z'ants~ coupons~ debentures and 
other nsgotiabZe or tl'ansferabZe instruments; 

(d} subject to the provisions of section to of 
this Ol>dinanoe, to guarantee or become liable 
by r.xzy of suretyehip or indemnity for the pay
ment of money or for the performance of any 
contracts or obZigations~ and generally to 
transact aZl kinds of guarantee, trust or agency 
business; 

(e} to purchase~ taks on tease~ hire or oth6Mse 
aoquizoe~ and to sett~ e:cchange~ surrender~ 
leaee~mortgage~ o'ha:ztge~ oontJerot~ turn to ac
count, dispose of and dsaZ !Ji.th, any movable 
or Umrovable property and rights of atZ kinds; 

( f} to purchase or otheMse acquire and ca:1"1'!J on 
the whole or any part of the business~ pro
peroty~ goodWiZt and assets of any person~ part
nership or company ca:1"1'!Jing on~ oro proposing 
to ca:rry on any business which the Co.rporation 
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.......... ----------~~~ ~ 
is authorised to carry on, or which can be 
conveniently carried on in connmon with such 
business or may seem calculated, directly or 
indirectly, to benefit the Corporation, or 
possessed of property suitable for the pur
poses of the Corporation, and, as part of the 
consideration for any of the acts or things 
aforesaid or properly acquired, to lD'Ifkrtake 
all or any of the liabilities of such person, 
partnership or company, or to acquire an in
terest in, CllTV1.lgamate with or enter into any 
arrangement for sharing profits or for co
operation or for limiting competition or for 
11/UWaZ aasistance with any such person, part
nership or company, and to give, issue or 
accept cash or any shares, stocks, obligations 
or securities that may be agreed upon, and to 
hold and retain or sell, mol'f;gage and deal with 
any shares; stocks, obligations or securities 
so received; 

(g) to sell, uchange, mortgage (with or without) 
power of sate), assign, tease, sublet, improve, 
rrr:mage, develop, dispose of, turn to account, 
grant rights and privileges in respect of and 
generally otherwise deal with the whole or any 
part of the business, estates, property, rights 
or U11Jkrf;a1<.ings of' the Corporation, upon any 
terms, either together or in portions, and as 
a going concern or otherwise, for such consid
eration , whether of caah, shares, stocks, 
obligations or securities, as the Corporation 
may think fit; 

(h)' to invest and deal with money upon such secur
ities in such manner aa may from time to time 
be determined; and to place money on deposit 
or current account with any bank or bttitding 
society; 

(i) subject to the provisions of section 9 of this 
Ordinance to raise or boZTOW money, with or 
without security and also to secure the pay
ment or money by the issue of or upon debentures 
or debenture stock, perpetual, terminable or 
otherWise, or bondS or other obligations charged 
or not charged upon, or by mol'f;gage charge, 
hypothecation, lien or pledge of the whole or 
any part of the undertaking, property, assets 
and rights of the Corporation, both present 
and future and general Zy in such other manner 
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and on such terms as rrny seem e:r:pedient, and 
to issue any of the Corporation's ob'tigations 
or seauri ties for such c0718ideration and on 
such terms as may be thqught fit; and atso, by 
a simitar mortgage, charge hypothecation, Uen 
or pledge, to secure and guarantee the per
fonmnce by the Curporation of any obligation 
or Ziabitity it may undertake, and to redeem 
or pay off any such sem.wities; 

(j} to act as the manager, agent or secretary of 
any undertaking and to nominate or appoint any 
person 'to act as director of, or in any other 
capacity in relation to, any undertaking, and 
to act as the agent or representative of any 
undertaking, whether carrying on business in 
Kenya or elsewhere 

(k) to do aZt or any of the above things as prin
cipals, managers, agents, contractors, trustees 
or othe!'IJYise, and either by or through trustees, 
agents, sub-contractors or othe!'IJYise, and either 
atone or in partnership or in conjunction with 
any other person, partnership or corrrpany, and 
to contract for the carrying on of any opera
tion connected with the Corporation 's 'business 
or any other person, partnership or company; 

(ZJ to do atZ such other things whether of an 
iruiwJtriaZ, cormrerciaZ or other nature as may 
be deemed to be incidental or conducive to the 
attainment of the above objects or any of them 
and to e:cercise of the rights, powers and auth
orities given by this Ordinance. 

BA. (refer to the penultimate paragraph under A. Hist
ory of !CDC) 

Secion 9 also indicates the powers of the Kenyan govern
ment vis-a-vis the Corporation. The section deals with borrow
ing powers of the Corporation . These borrowing powers, the sec
tion provides, can only be exercised with the approval of the 
Minister of Finance who has to approve not only the amount bor
rowed but also the source of borrowing and the conditions on 
which the borrowing is exercised . By secti on 11 of the Act , 
the Minister for Finance may with the consent of the National 
Assembly make advances or grants to the Corporation . This is 
to enable the Corporation to exercise its powers or to fulfill 
any of its obligations . By section 12 of the Act the Minister 
for Finance may also from time to time, after consultation with 
the Minister for Commerce and Industry, direct the Corporation 
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to pay into the consolidated Fund any money held by the Corpor
ation and deemed by the Minister for Finance to be surplus to 
its existing or anticipated requirement. 

Section 4 of the Act provides for the constitution of the 
Corporation. The Corporation consists of a chairman, who is 
also a director under the Act, and not less than five or more 
than nine other directors. The Minister for Commerce and Indus
try appoints all directors after consultation with the Corpora
tion. Each director can appoint an alternate director in his 
place during his absence or his inability to attend any meeting. 
A director can only exercise this power subject to the approval 
of the Minister. The alternate director can be either another 
director or any person approved by other directors or the major
ity of them. 39 · 

It is clear from the. analysis of these legal provisions 
that the Corporation has power to borrow money from any source 
subject to the approval of the government. It has also wide 
powers as set out under Section 8. An illustration of the Cor
poration's exercise of its powers vis-a-vis the government is 
in the area of Joint Venture Agreements to which we now turn. 

C. The Joint Venture Agreement 

We have before us a Joint Venture Agreement. between the 
government of Kenya, ICDC, and the Industrial Development Bank 
(IDB), Soci~t~ Internationale Financiere Pour Les Investisse
ments et le Developpement en Afrique, S.A. (a corporation of the 
State of Luxembourg), Deutsche Gesellschaft fur Wirtschaftliche 
Zusammenarbeit Mba, International Finance Corporation, Seditex 
Engineering GMBH (a corporation of the Federal Republic of West 
Germany) and Rift Valley Textile Mills Limited . This Joint Ven
ture Agreement was for the purposes of realizing the project of 
setting up a textile mill in Eldoret, Kenya, to be run by the 
Rift Valley Textile Mills Limited. Part of this Joint Ventur.e 
was a Management Agreement between the Rift Valley Textile Mills 
Limited and Siditex, etc. in which the former appointed the 
latter to plan, design, carry out and complete the project and 
to manage all aspects of the business of the former. 

All these agreements are standard form contracts drawn 
by the foreign parties to the contract and imposed upon the 
Kenya government, ICDC and IDB. The foreign parties, in drawing 
the contracts, had their interests as paramount . This is now 
an obvious legal point. Standard form contracts emphasize the 
doctrine of freedom of contract which has been demystified to 
mean freedom to exploit and to be exploited . 40 

The documents we have are bulky and we cannot reproduce 
all the essential terms in the limited scope of this paper . But 
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we will draw out a few teras which emphasize the glaring doain
ance of finance capital: 

1. Not only is capital exported but along with it 
technology, technical facilities, personnel, etc., required for 
the construction, setting up and operation of the project. 

2 . Title to the plot of land in El.doret where the 
factory stands was given without cost to the investors! 

3. Iaportation of machinery bas been on duty free 

~-

4. Kenya market is protected for the investors. Other 
imported textiles are not allowed to compete. 

5. Maximization of profits and their repatriation has 
been guaranteed as under: 

a. Exemption or lllin:laizing of the impact of sales 
tax on imported ~~achinery, etc. 

b . Repatriation of co.aitment fees, loans and sup
pliers credits and interest payaent thereon and pay
aent of dividends, salaries to expatriate staff (i.e., 
their savings, relative school fees, social security 
subscriptions and other justified expenditure) . 

6. 
at llldoret. 

t.plied also has been the provision of c~eap labour 
Cheap labour has actually been provided. 1 

D. The Data 

1. Present Operations of ICDC - these are shown in 
Appendix A. The following paragraphs refer to heacllngs under 
' Investments' in that appendix . 

(a) Capital shareholdf.ngs involved wholly-owed 
subsidiaries which in fiscal year 1974- 1975 accounted for over 
Shs. 47 million of the Corporation's total net assets, and 
associated c01apa.11ies which in the same year accounted for nearly 
Shs. 86 million. The aim of this part of the Corporation's 
operations is to increase the "degree of local control" and/or 
"to enable citizens to have a stake in owership of existing 
profitable companies." In 1975, the Corporation established 
a scheme whereby citizens could buy shares in its enterprises, 
as another way of encouraging the participation of nationals in 
the economy. This was also meant to fuUil the role of mobilis
ing local savings for investment in industry. 

In 1975, !CDC's capital shareholdings were: 
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Wholly Owned Subsidiaries 

Kenya National Trading Corporation 
Kenya Film Corporation Limited 
Kenya Industrial Estates 
Kenya National Properties Ltd. 
Pulp and Paper Company of E.A. Ltd. 

Other Subsidiaries 

Kenya Wine Agencies Ltd. 
Fluorspar Company of Kenya Ltd. 
Kenatco Transport Co. Ltd. 
Kenya Mining Company Ltd . 
ICDC Investment Company Ltd. 
Wananchi Saw Mills Ltd. 
Industrial Development Bank Ltd. 
Mining Corporation of Kenya Ltd. 

Other Companies (Associates) 

Development Finance CO . of Kenya Ltd . 
Kenya Engineering Industries Ltd . 
Metal Box Kenya Lt~. 

NAS Airport Services Ltd. 
E.A. Industries Ltd . 
J. H. Minet and Company (E.A.) Ltd. 

(Now wholly-owned as Minet ICDC CO.) 
Onion Carbide Kenya Ltd. 
Block Hotels Ltd. 
Elson Plastics of Kenya Ltd . 
Firestone East Africa (1969) Ltd. 
Ceramic Industries of E.A. Ltd. 
The Raymond Wollen Mills (Kenya) Ltd. 
Lake Baringo Fisheries Ltd. 
African Radio Manufacturing Co. Ltd. 
Kenya Industrial Plastics Ltd. 
E.S.A. Ltd. 
Kearsley Ltd. 
J. W. Kearsley (Kenya) Ltd. 
Mea Garments Ltd. 
Kenya Toray Mills Ltd. 
Pan African Paper Mills (E.A.) Ltd. 
Polysyntbetics Easlein Africa Ltd. 
Kenya Fisheries Industrial Ltd. 
Kenya Fishing Industries Ltd. 

72 

Amount 
(Shs.) 

200 , 000 
40,000 

80 
2,000,000 

2,240,120 

4,657,820 
8,160,000 
6,660, 000 
7,150,000 
1,682,560 

132,240 
15,300,000 
1,333,440 

45,076,060 

10,000,000 
3,780,000 
4,635,000 
3,116,300 
3,034,600 
1,058,760 

4,887 , 060 
612,500 
506,000 

8,435,860 
600,000 
300,000 
140,000 
818,680 
100,000 
245,000 
197,640 
38,600 
45,000 

5,180,000 
3,582,380 

643,000 
860,000 
400,000 



Nakuru Chrome Tanning Co. Ltd. 
B.A. Fine Spinners Ltd. 
Brollo Kenya Limited 
Kenya Peanuts Company Ltd. 
Seracoatings Ltd. 
Associated Battery Manufacturers 
(B.A. ) Limited 
Sokoro Fibreboards Ltd . 
Kenya Cashewnuts Ltd. 
Kenya Bowling Centres Ltd . 
C.P.C. Industrial Products Ltd. 
Somerset Africa Ltd . 
Panafrica Vegetable Products Ltd. 
Dawa Pharmaceuticals Ltd. 
Tanneries of Kenya Limited 
Salt Manufacturers (Kenya) Ltd. 
Infusion Kenya Ltd. 
Tiger Shoe Company Ltd. 

200,000 
6,601,100 
6,666,660 

625,000 
800,000 
855,000* 

3,214 , 800 
4,400, 000 
4,400,000 

200,000 
2,784,000 

256,000 
4,100,000 

666,000 
600,000 
363,140 
100,000 

70,000 

85,893,740 

As shown in the table, !CDC ' s equity capital in 
joint ventures exceeds by far its capital investments in the 
wholly-owned subsidiaries. The Joint Ventures are usually with 
multinational (transnational) corporations such as Firestone 
(ICDC equity 40 percent), Union Carbide (26 percent), Unllever 's 
Bast African Industries (14 percent), etc . The objective, ac
cording to ICDC, is to attract investment funds as well as tech
nology. The result is that ICDC provides finance for these(pre
dominantly multinational) firms as well as a certain immunity 
from enforced takeover or other pressures from the government. 

(b) Large and Medium Loans in 1975 ranged between 
82,380 Shs. and over 34 million Shs. each, given to seven sub
sidiaries and twelve associated companies. 

(c) Kenya Industrial Estates. This is a wholly
owned project of the ICDC which "provides not only finance to 
purchase equipment but also ready-made factory premises." 
Started in 1968, the project now has establishments in Nairobi, 
Nakuru, Kisumu , Eldoret and Mombasa. Bach of the estates have 
between twenty-five and fifty-five factory units for the use of 
industrial entrepreneurs who have already been provided with 
loans to purchase machinery. As shown in the table, these loans 
accounted for a total of 24 million Shs, while the infrastruc
tural investment amounted to 34.7 million Shs. The scheme, 
which is eventually expected to have in production 150 citizen-

*Evidently a typographical error in the original manuscript, as 
this figure corresponds to no real company name. (Ed . K.M. ) 
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owned factory units, is associated with the Rural Industrial 
Development Centres, which is the same operation on a smaller 
scale in the rural areas. 

(d) ·The Small Loans -Scheme is what bas made the 
ICDC famous among the African petty-bourgeoisie. It comprises 
short-term (five to eight years~ loans of between 10, 000 Shs. 
and 750,000. Shs. to property, industrial, commericial and mach
inery enterprises. By the. end 6f fiscal year ending 1975, these 
accounted for the largest pr9portion (53 percent} of the ~r
poration~ total ~et assets. The scheme was established to meet 
the ••ev-er-increasing" demand for funds by busineasmen in t'he 
country. Therefore, it is the scheme in the on-going intra
petty--bourg-eoisie ·confli cts in Kenya enabling the African petty
bourg~oisie to buy out business .of non-citizen Asians or Euro
peans whose business licences have been withdrawn by the state. 
By the beginning of 197~, this scheme bad financed 5,685 commer
cial loans, 1,271 property loans, 477 machinery loans, and 8Q9 
industrial loans . The regional distribution of the loans was 
as follows : 

Province·· 

Coast 
Eastern 
Central 
"Nor th-eastern 
Rift Valley 
N;yanza· 
We:>tern 
Nairobi 

7,884 , 980 
27,578 .. 240 
29,305,54() 

6,Hi7 ,480 
36,41'6,160 
32", 224,660 
13 '"924 '580 
71, 661;34"0· . 

224,661, 340 

In contradi ction to !CDC ' s proclaimed priorities 
this scheme was discontinued in mid 1976 when no requests from 
small African busines8men were being processed. Although the 
reason given -was that there was a fi:ilancial squeeze·, the Cor
poration continued to lend to its associates, . mainly large com
panies with private foreign and local participation. Thus the 
big industrialists were being helped while the petty-bourgeoisie 
were momentarily abandoned . It is important to note about 70 
percent of the' funds in this category go to the purchase of 
machinery from foreign firms . 

2. Sources ·of · Funds 

The government is the major source of !CDC' s funds. 
Its annual contribution since 1968 has always been over 55 per
cent of the Corporation ' s total fresh fund. Next major sources 
were bank loans and the Federal German government and, of course, 
the Corporation's own capital and revenue reserves . A category 
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of diverse but small financiers of ICDC included SIDA, Eldoret 
Municipal Council , Mackenzie (Kenya) Ltd . , and the U. S. govern
ment . These accounted for no more than four percent of the 
total fresh funds each year . In 1975, ICDC net fresh funds 
amounted to just over six million shs. The Ministry of Finance 
has not fully discolosed the sources of the ICDC ' s funds. But 
it is known that foreign loans and state capital form the sources. 

a. Terms of Loans 

Although many are called, few are chosen . The 
terms formally make every Kenyan eligible for loans, but the 
reality is that only the petty-bourgeoisie (particularly the 
higher and medium layers) qualify for loans. Repayment period 
in the small loans scheme is five years for loans below 50,000 
Shs . and eight years for those above that amount. The rate of 
interest is 9 1/2 percent per year for industrial loans , and 
10 1/2 percent for property and commercial loans. A period of 
grace of six months is given on capital repayments. Emphasis 
is on high financial returns. The Corporation finances no more 
than 70 percent of all financial requirements of the project, 
which means that the proprietor must be prepared to finance 30 
percent of the project costs. Thus local money capital of the 
petty-bourgeoisie, if any, becomes finance capital. Land titles 
were the predominant security offered for the loans, followed 
by plots and machinery, and developments on land. As an example, 
projects which were given loans in the Small Industrial Scheme 
were posho-mills, printing, sawmilling, garage and vehicle re
pairs, carpentry, clothing and tailoring, dry cleaning, concrete 
making and quarrying, leather goods, baking and jaggery. For 
purposes of processing loans , industrial projects were defined 
liberally as those where machinery was involved. 

b. Default Rate 

The Corporation has constantly been perturbed 
by the high rate of default in the small loans scheme. This 
was 34 percent for industrial loans in February 1976 involving 
23,640,000 Shs., 50 percent in commerical loans, nine percent 
in property loans and 12 percent in machinery loans. Default 
in the whole scheme at that time involved 175,277 , 000 Shs. of 
the Corporation's funds. Between 1975 and 1976 default cost 
the Corporation a loss of 2.5 million Shs. in doubtful debts 
and 0.5 million in bad debts. Now the Corporation has estab
lished a debt-collection department, which also runs an exten
sion service to 'small' businessmen as one of the several de
vices to caution the high default rates. 

III. CONCLUSION 

In view of the material evidence given in our discussion, 
we feel that a conclusion for our analyses is, so to speak, a 
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foregone conclusion. But to recapitulate: We feel that the 
data, coupled with the theoretical discussion before it, speak 
for themselves. The emphasis on dominance of finance capital 
in the activities of the corporation is irrefutable. Ther e is 
no iota of evidence that ICDC in its operations is extricating 
the Kenyan economy from the Imperialist System. There is no 
iota of evidence that ICDC is "accumulating" capital for the 
local pet ty-bourgeoisie helping them to become "captains of 
industry". Evidence of accumulation is only by finance capital. 
ICDC clearly is facilitating the export of finance capital here 
and the sale of foreign manufactured goods. These are the 
traditional roles imposed upon Kenya by imperialism for the 
last 90 years. Lenin is undeniably vindicated. (Emphasis 
added. Ed. K.M. ) 

It is also clear that the ICDC legal form facilitates the 
role the corporation has to play . The debate on legal forms of 
corporations is a formal debate. All the legal forms express 
the Will of finance capital and that is their essence. 
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!CDC's Qeerations As Seen From the Distribution of Investments APPENDIX A 

Investments 1975 1974 Increase % -.- -
(a) Capital share-

holdings 

(i) Subsidiaries 47,316,180 35,705,820 11,610 , 360 33 
(11) Associates 85,893,740 74,475,060 11,418 ,.680 15 

(b) Large and Medium-
size Loans 50,566,548 24,336, 680 26,229,868 108 

(c) Kenya Industrial 
(ID 
0 

Estates 

(i) Infrastructure 34,681,178 18,860,740 15,820,438 84 
(ii) Machinery Loans 24,162,757 111,700,280 12,462,477 107 

(d) Small Loans 

( i) Industrial 35,685,336 30,058 , 320 5,627,016 19 
( 11) Collllllercial 77,338,791 67,104,500 10,234,291 15 

(iii) Property 87,445,732 78 , 017,800 9,427,932 12 
(iv) Share Purchase 28,726 33,033,220 4,494 

(e) Fixed Assets 26, 501, 521 26, 292 , 080 209,441 1 

TOTAL 469,620,509 366,584,500 103,036 , 009 
Source: Report and Accounts 1974/75 p. 27. 




