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Abstract	
  	
  
The	
  startling	
  resuscitation	
  of	
  capital	
  controls	
  during	
  the	
  global	
  crisis	
  has	
  substantially	
  
widened	
  policy	
  space	
  in	
  the	
  global	
  north	
  and	
  south.	
  The	
  paper	
  highlights	
  five	
  factors	
  that	
  
contribute	
  to	
  the	
  evolving	
  rebranding	
  of	
  capital	
  controls.	
  These	
  include:	
  (1)	
  the	
  rise	
  of	
  
increasingly	
  autonomous	
  developing	
  states,	
  largely	
  as	
  a	
  consequence	
  of	
  their	
  successful	
  
response	
  to	
  the	
  Asian	
  crisis;	
  (2)	
  the	
  increasing	
  confidence	
  and	
  assertiveness	
  of	
  their	
  
policymakers	
  in	
  part	
  as	
  a	
  consequence	
  of	
  their	
  relative	
  success	
  in	
  responding	
  to	
  the	
  global	
  
crisis	
  at	
  a	
  time	
  when	
  many	
  advanced	
  economies	
  have	
  and	
  still	
  are	
  stumbling;	
  (3)	
  a	
  
pragmatic	
  adjustment	
  by	
  the	
  IMF	
  to	
  an	
  altered	
  global	
  economy	
  in	
  which	
  the	
  geography	
  of	
  
its	
  influence	
  has	
  been	
  severely	
  restricted;	
  (4)	
  the	
  intensification	
  of	
  the	
  need	
  for	
  capital	
  
controls	
  during	
  the	
  crisis	
  not	
  just	
  by	
  countries	
  facing	
  fragility	
  or	
  implosion,	
  but	
  also	
  by	
  
those	
  that	
  fared	
  “too	
  well”;	
  and	
  (5)	
  the	
  evolution	
  in	
  the	
  ideas	
  of	
  academic	
  economists	
  and	
  
IMF	
  staff.	
  The	
  paper	
  explores	
  tensions	
  around	
  the	
  rebranding	
  of	
  capital	
  controls.	
  These	
  are	
  
exemplified	
  by	
  efforts	
  to	
  develop	
  a	
  hierarchy	
  in	
  which	
  controls	
  on	
  inflows	
  that	
  are	
  a	
  last	
  
resort	
  and	
  are	
  targeted,	
  temporary,	
  and	
  non-­‐discriminatory	
  are	
  more	
  acceptable	
  than	
  those	
  
that	
  are	
  blunt,	
  enduring,	
  discriminatory,	
  and	
  that	
  target	
  outflows.	
  In	
  addition,	
  tensions	
  have	
  
increasingly	
  focused	
  on	
  whether	
  controls	
  should	
  be	
  used	
  by	
  capital-­‐source	
  rather	
  than	
  just	
  
capital-­‐recipient	
  countries.	
  
	
  
Keywords:	
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  controls;	
  IMF;	
  global	
  financial	
  crisis;	
  policy	
  space	
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  development;	
  
developing	
  economies;	
  policy	
  and	
  ideational	
  change;	
  financial	
  liberalization	
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1.	
  INTRODUCTION	
  
The	
  implosion	
  of	
  the	
  US’	
  highly	
  liberalized,	
  liquid,	
  and	
  internationally	
  integrated	
  financial	
  
system	
  severely	
  damaged	
  the	
  case	
  that	
  neoclassical	
  economists	
  had	
  made	
  for	
  several	
  
decades	
  that	
  the	
  country’s	
  financial	
  system	
  was	
  the	
  ideal	
  to	
  which	
  all	
  other	
  countries	
  
should	
  aspire.	
  The	
  global	
  crisis	
  has	
  posed	
  a	
  particularly	
  strong	
  challenge	
  to	
  true	
  believers	
  
in	
  the	
  universal	
  desirability	
  of	
  unrestrained	
  international	
  private	
  capital	
  flows,	
  a	
  central	
  
component	
  of	
  the	
  financial	
  liberalization	
  prescription.	
  	
  
	
  
During	
  the	
  long	
  neoliberal	
  era,	
  capital	
  controls	
  were	
  largely	
  discredited	
  as	
  a	
  vestigial	
  organ	
  
of	
  wrong-­‐headed,	
  dirigiste	
  economic	
  meddling.	
  And	
  so	
  it	
  was	
  that	
  until	
  the	
  global	
  crisis	
  one	
  
had	
  to	
  look	
  to	
  the	
  work	
  of	
  the	
  Keynesian	
  minority	
  within	
  the	
  academic	
  wing	
  of	
  the	
  
economics	
  profession	
  and	
  to	
  the	
  world’s	
  heretical	
  governments,	
  central	
  banks,	
  and	
  finance	
  
ministries	
  for	
  forceful,	
  consistent	
  support	
  of	
  the	
  management	
  of	
  international	
  capital	
  flows.	
  
Enter	
  the	
  global	
  financial	
  crisis.	
  Many	
  extraordinary	
  things	
  happened	
  during	
  the	
  crisis,	
  one	
  
of	
  which	
  is	
  that	
  Keynesian-­‐inflected	
  ideas	
  about	
  the	
  legitimacy	
  and	
  necessity	
  of	
  managing	
  
international	
  capital	
  flows	
  began	
  to	
  infuse	
  the	
  work	
  of	
  a	
  broader	
  set	
  of	
  economists	
  in	
  
academia	
  and	
  in	
  the	
  policy	
  community.	
  Notably,	
  views	
  on	
  capital	
  controls	
  at	
  the	
  IMF	
  
evolved	
  significantly	
  during	
  the	
  crisis,	
  though	
  in	
  some	
  respects	
  (and	
  as	
  I	
  will	
  argue	
  below)	
  
this	
  was	
  a	
  grudging	
  evolution	
  revealing	
  of	
  continuing	
  discomfort	
  (see	
  	
  Chwieroth	
  2014,	
  
Gallagher	
  2014,	
  Grabel	
  2011,	
  2015b,	
  Moschella	
  2014).	
  The	
  new	
  view	
  recognizes	
  that	
  
capital	
  controls	
  are	
  a	
  “legitimate	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  policy	
  toolkit”	
  (to	
  borrow	
  a	
  now	
  oft-­‐cited	
  
phrase	
  from	
  IMF	
  research	
  on	
  the	
  subject	
  during	
  the	
  crisis)	
  (e.g.	
  Ostry	
  et	
  al.	
  2010).	
  Greater	
  
tolerance	
  for	
  controls	
  is	
  also	
  reflected	
  in	
  the	
  pronouncements	
  of	
  officials	
  associated	
  with	
  
other	
  multilateral	
  institutions,	
  important	
  figures	
  in	
  the	
  world	
  of	
  central	
  banking,	
  analysts	
  at	
  
credit	
  rating	
  agencies,	
  in	
  reports	
  in	
  the	
  financial	
  press,	
  and	
  in	
  the	
  recent	
  research	
  of	
  
economists	
  that	
  one	
  would	
  not	
  have	
  associated	
  with	
  Keynesian	
  thought.	
  	
  

	
  
A	
  large	
  group	
  of	
  developing	
  and	
  emerging	
  economies	
  and	
  several	
  countries	
  on	
  the	
  
European	
  periphery	
  implemented	
  far-­‐reaching,	
  heterogeneous	
  controls	
  on	
  capital	
  inflows	
  
and	
  outflows	
  in	
  response	
  to	
  diverse	
  economic	
  challenges.	
  From	
  a	
  pre-­‐crisis	
  vantage	
  point,	
  
the	
  boldness,	
  range,	
  and	
  creativity	
  of	
  the	
  policy	
  interventions	
  across	
  a	
  significant	
  swath	
  of	
  
economies	
  were	
  unexpected.	
  But	
  a	
  longer	
  run	
  perspective	
  on	
  what	
  appears	
  to	
  be	
  the	
  “new	
  
normal”	
  (Grabel	
  2011)	
  situates	
  the	
  new	
  openness	
  and	
  policy	
  practice	
  in	
  the	
  context	
  of	
  a	
  
longer-­‐run	
  process	
  of	
  legitimation	
  that	
  began	
  slowly	
  and	
  unevenly	
  after	
  the	
  East	
  Asian	
  
crisis	
  (Abdelal	
  2007,	
  Chwieroth	
  2010,	
  Moschella	
  2009).	
  Hence,	
  the	
  global	
  crisis	
  has	
  
intensified	
  a	
  process	
  of	
  legitimation	
  that	
  predated	
  it.	
  The	
  complex	
  processes	
  of	
  change	
  can	
  
most	
  accurately	
  be	
  understood	
  as	
  “messy,”	
  uneven,	
  contested,	
  and	
  evolving.	
  That	
  said,	
  the	
  
degree	
  of	
  ideational	
  and	
  practical	
  change	
  around	
  capital	
  controls	
  is	
  far	
  greater	
  and	
  more	
  
consistent	
  than	
  in	
  the	
  years	
  following	
  the	
  East	
  Asian	
  crisis.	
  In	
  the	
  language	
  of	
  marketing	
  
capital	
  controls	
  have	
  been	
  “rebranded”	
  during	
  the	
  global	
  crisis.	
  
	
  
The	
  rebranding	
  of	
  capital	
  controls	
  has	
  occurred	
  against	
  a	
  broader	
  backdrop	
  of	
  uncertainty	
  
and	
  economic,	
  political	
  and	
  ideational	
  change.	
  This	
  state	
  of	
  affairs—which	
  I	
  have	
  elsewhere	
  
termed	
  “productive	
  incoherence”-­‐-­‐constitutes	
  the	
  broader	
  environment	
  in	
  which	
  thinking	
  
and	
  practice	
  on	
  capital	
  controls	
  are	
  evolving	
  (Grabel	
  2011).	
  By	
  productive	
  incoherence	
  I	
  
refer	
  to	
  the	
  proliferation	
  of	
  responses	
  to	
  the	
  crisis	
  by	
  national	
  governments,	
  multilateral	
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institutions,	
  rating	
  agencies	
  and	
  the	
  economics	
  profession	
  that	
  have	
  not	
  yet	
  congealed	
  into	
  
a	
  consistent	
  vision	
  or	
  model.	
  Instead,	
  and	
  in	
  response	
  to	
  diverse	
  economic	
  challenges,	
  we	
  
find	
  a	
  proliferation	
  of	
  strategies	
  that	
  defy	
  encapsulation	
  in	
  a	
  unified	
  narrative.	
  I	
  argue	
  that	
  
incoherence	
  is	
  productive	
  because	
  it	
  has	
  widened	
  the	
  policy	
  space	
  to	
  a	
  greater	
  and	
  more	
  
consistent	
  degree	
  than	
  in	
  the	
  years	
  following	
  the	
  East	
  Asian	
  crisis	
  (cf.	
  Chwieroth	
  2015,	
  
Moschella	
  2014,	
  Gallagher	
  2014).	
  	
  
	
  
How	
  are	
  we	
  to	
  account	
  for	
  this	
  extraordinary	
  evolution	
  regarding	
  capital	
  controls?1	
  	
  In	
  
what	
  follows	
  I	
  examine	
  five	
  factors	
  that,	
  in	
  my	
  view,	
  must	
  appear	
  in	
  any	
  comprehensive	
  
account.	
  These	
  include:	
  (1)	
  the	
  rise	
  of	
  increasingly	
  autonomous	
  developing	
  states,	
  largely	
  
as	
  a	
  consequence	
  of	
  their	
  successful	
  response	
  to	
  the	
  Asian	
  crisis;	
  (2)	
  the	
  increasing	
  
confidence	
  and	
  assertiveness	
  of	
  their	
  policymakers	
  in	
  part	
  as	
  a	
  consequence	
  of	
  their	
  
relative	
  success	
  in	
  responding	
  to	
  the	
  global	
  crisis	
  at	
  a	
  time	
  when	
  many	
  advanced	
  
economies	
  have	
  and	
  are	
  still	
  stumbling;	
  (3)	
  a	
  pragmatic	
  adjustment	
  by	
  the	
  IMF	
  to	
  an	
  
altered	
  global	
  economy	
  in	
  which	
  the	
  geography	
  of	
  its	
  influence	
  has	
  been	
  severely	
  
restricted,	
  and	
  in	
  which	
  it	
  has	
  become	
  financially	
  dependent	
  on	
  its	
  former	
  clients;	
  (4)	
  the	
  
intensification	
  of	
  the	
  need	
  for	
  capital	
  controls	
  by	
  countries	
  facing	
  a	
  range	
  of	
  
circumstances—not	
  just	
  those	
  that	
  confront	
  financial	
  fragility	
  or	
  implosion	
  and	
  those	
  that	
  
have	
  been	
  buffeted	
  by	
  the	
  spillover	
  effects	
  of	
  policy	
  choices	
  in	
  wealthy	
  economies,	
  but	
  also	
  
those	
  that	
  fared	
  “too	
  well”	
  during	
  the	
  first	
  many	
  years	
  of	
  the	
  crisis;	
  and	
  (5)	
  the	
  evolution	
  in	
  
the	
  ideas	
  of	
  academic	
  economists	
  and	
  IMF	
  staff.	
  I	
  will	
  also	
  explore	
  in	
  passing	
  important	
  
tensions	
  that	
  have	
  emerged	
  in	
  conjunction	
  with	
  rebranding.	
  Paramount	
  in	
  this	
  regard	
  are	
  
attempts	
  to	
  develop	
  a	
  hierarchy	
  in	
  which	
  controls	
  are	
  more	
  acceptable	
  if	
  they	
  focus	
  on	
  
inflows	
  and	
  are	
  implemented	
  only	
  as	
  a	
  last	
  resort,	
  are	
  temporary,	
  targeted,	
  and	
  non-­‐
discriminatory.	
  Less	
  acceptable	
  are	
  those	
  that	
  target	
  outflows	
  and	
  are	
  blunt,	
  
comprehensive,	
  lasting,	
  and	
  discriminatory.	
  In	
  addition,	
  tensions	
  have	
  emerged	
  over	
  the	
  
question	
  whether	
  controls	
  should	
  be	
  used	
  by	
  capital-­‐source	
  rather	
  than	
  just	
  capital-­‐
recipient	
  countries.	
  
	
  
Others	
  have	
  earlier	
  sought	
  to	
  rebrand	
  controls,	
  though	
  these	
  efforts	
  did	
  not	
  prove	
  sticky	
  
outside	
  the	
  Keynesian	
  minority.	
  For	
  instance,	
  Epstein,	
  Grabel	
  and	
  Jomo	
  KS	
  (2004)	
  use	
  the	
  
term	
  “capital	
  management	
  techniques”	
  to	
  refer	
  to	
  two	
  complementary	
  (and	
  often	
  
overlapping)	
  types	
  of	
  financial	
  policies:	
  capital	
  controls	
  and	
  those	
  that	
  enforce	
  prudential	
  
management	
  of	
  domestic	
  financial	
  institutions.	
  Ocampo	
  (2003,	
  2010)	
  has	
  long	
  used	
  the	
  
term	
  “capital	
  account	
  regulations”	
  to	
  refer	
  to	
  a	
  family	
  of	
  policies	
  which	
  includes	
  capital	
  
controls.	
  The	
  IMF	
  now	
  refers	
  to	
  capital	
  controls	
  matter-­‐of-­‐factly	
  as	
  “capital	
  flow	
  
management”	
  techniques	
  (IMF	
  2011b).	
  IMF	
  rebranding	
  is	
  particularly	
  significant.	
  The	
  new,	
  
entirely	
  innocuous	
  term	
  is	
  suggestive	
  of	
  a	
  neutral,	
  technocratic	
  approach	
  to	
  a	
  policy	
  
instrument	
  that	
  had	
  long	
  been	
  discredited	
  as	
  a	
  vestigial	
  organ	
  of	
  wrong-­‐headed,	
  dirigiste	
  
economic	
  meddling	
  in	
  otherwise	
  efficient	
  markets.	
  
	
  
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
1 Discussion	
  in	
  this	
  paper	
  draws	
  heavily	
  on	
  though	
  extends	
  and	
  updates	
  discussion	
  in	
  Grabel	
  (2011,	
  2015b)	
  
and	
  parts	
  of	
  Grabel	
  (2015,	
  2013b,	
  2003b,	
  2013c).	
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2. THE ORIGINS OF CHANGE:  CAPITAL CONTROLS AND THE EAST ASIAN 
CRISIS 
The	
  Asian	
  crisis	
  stimulated	
  new	
  thinking	
  about	
  capital	
  flow	
  liberalization.	
  Key	
  mainstream	
  
economists,	
  such	
  as	
  Jagdish	
  Bhagwati	
  (1998)	
  and	
  Martin	
  Feldstein	
  (1998)	
  began	
  to	
  be	
  
openly	
  critical	
  of	
  the	
  way	
  in	
  which	
  powerful	
  interest	
  groups	
  and	
  the	
  IMF	
  used	
  the	
  Asian	
  
(and	
  other)	
  crises	
  to	
  press	
  for	
  capital	
  account	
  liberalization,	
  and	
  caused	
  others	
  to	
  reassess	
  
the	
  case	
  for	
  capital	
  liberalization	
  (Obstfeld	
  1998,	
  Krugman	
  1998).	
  IMF	
  research	
  staff	
  
started	
  to	
  change	
  their	
  views	
  on	
  capital	
  controls,	
  albeit	
  subtly,	
  unevenly,	
  and	
  inconsistently.	
  
In	
  the	
  post-­‐Asian	
  crisis	
  context,	
  the	
  center	
  of	
  gravity	
  at	
  the	
  Fund	
  and	
  in	
  the	
  academic	
  wing	
  
of	
  the	
  economics	
  profession	
  shifted	
  away	
  from	
  an	
  unequivocal,	
  fundamentalist	
  opposition	
  
to	
  any	
  interference	
  with	
  the	
  free	
  flow	
  of	
  capital	
  to	
  a	
  tentative,	
  conditional	
  acceptance	
  of	
  
temporary,	
  “market-­‐friendly,”	
  inflows	
  controls	
  (Rogoff	
  et	
  al.	
  2003).	
  Academic	
  literature	
  on	
  
capital	
  controls	
  after	
  the	
  Asian	
  crisis	
  reflected	
  this	
  gradually	
  evolving	
  view	
  (Chwieroth	
  
2010,	
  ch8,	
  Epstein,	
  Grabel,	
  and	
  KS	
  2004,	
  Magud	
  and	
  Reinhart	
  2006,	
  Kaplan	
  and	
  Rodrik	
  
2001).	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  new	
  pragmatism	
  immediately	
  encountered	
  push	
  back	
  from	
  other	
  leading	
  economists	
  
(e.g.,	
  Edwards	
  1999,	
  Forbes	
  2005),	
  and	
  certainly	
  did	
  not	
  generate	
  anything	
  like	
  a	
  new	
  
consensus.	
  Instead,	
  we	
  find	
  halting	
  steps	
  away	
  from	
  financial	
  liberalization	
  orthodoxy.	
  This	
  
unevenness	
  is	
  apparent	
  in	
  the	
  work	
  of	
  the	
  IMF	
  during	
  the	
  Asian	
  crisis,	
  for	
  instance,	
  as	
  
illuminated	
  in	
  a	
  2005	
  study	
  by	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  Independent	
  Evaluation	
  Office	
  (IEO	
  2005).	
  For	
  
instance,	
  there	
  was	
  disconnect	
  between	
  IMF	
  research,	
  on	
  the	
  one	
  hand,	
  and	
  the	
  creeping	
  
tolerance	
  for	
  controls	
  by	
  the	
  institution’s	
  economists	
  when	
  they	
  worked	
  with	
  particular	
  
countries	
  on	
  the	
  other,	
  as	
  the	
  IEO	
  (2005,	
  48)	
  acknowledges.	
  Moreover,	
  policymakers	
  from	
  
different	
  parts	
  of	
  the	
  world	
  crafted	
  different	
  etiologies	
  of	
  the	
  Asian	
  crisis.	
  Those	
  from	
  the	
  
US	
  emphasized	
  crony	
  capitalism	
  and	
  over-­‐regulated	
  banking	
  systems,	
  whereas	
  the	
  analysis	
  
in	
  Asia	
  and	
  Europe	
  focused	
  on	
  radical	
  financial	
  liberalization	
  (Wade	
  1998-­‐9).	
  These	
  
divergent	
  origin	
  stories	
  generated	
  conflicting	
  interpretations	
  of	
  financial	
  liberalization	
  and	
  
contending	
  perspectives	
  on	
  the	
  need	
  for	
  reforms	
  to	
  the	
  global	
  financial	
  architecture.	
  	
  
	
  
Despite	
  the	
  modest	
  intellectual	
  progress	
  on	
  capital	
  controls	
  that	
  began	
  after	
  the	
  Asian	
  
crisis,	
  controls	
  remained	
  an	
  exceptional	
  and	
  contested	
  measure.	
  But	
  things	
  begin	
  to	
  change	
  
during	
  the	
  global	
  crisis,	
  when	
  circumstances	
  coalesce	
  so	
  as	
  to	
  legitimate	
  controls	
  to	
  a	
  far	
  
greater	
  and	
  more	
  consistent	
  degree.	
  	
  

	
  
The	
  evolution	
  in	
  thinking	
  and	
  practice	
  on	
  capital	
  controls	
  during	
  the	
  global	
  crisis	
  
represents	
  an	
  important	
  turn	
  in	
  the	
  direction	
  of	
  post-­‐WWII	
  support	
  for	
  the	
  measure.	
  
Capital	
  controls	
  were	
  the	
  norm	
  in	
  developing	
  and	
  wealthy	
  countries	
  in	
  the	
  decades	
  that	
  
followed	
  WWII	
  (Helleiner	
  1994).	
  In	
  the	
  first	
  several	
  decades	
  of	
  its	
  existence,	
  the	
  IMF	
  
supported	
  capital	
  controls,	
  a	
  position	
  that	
  was	
  consistent	
  with	
  and	
  reflected	
  the	
  views	
  of	
  
the	
  economics	
  profession	
  (and	
  notably,	
  the	
  views	
  of	
  John	
  Maynard	
  Keynes)	
  and	
  public	
  
figures	
  (such	
  as	
  the	
  US	
  Treasury’s	
  Harry	
  Dexter	
  White).	
  Both	
  Keynes	
  and	
  White	
  not	
  only	
  
saw	
  capital	
  controls	
  as	
  a	
  central	
  feature	
  of	
  postwar	
  economic	
  policy,	
  but	
  also	
  understood	
  
that	
  controls	
  on	
  both	
  sending	
  and	
  receiving	
  ends	
  could	
  be	
  warranted,	
  and	
  that	
  cooperation	
  
by	
  capital	
  source	
  and	
  recipient	
  countries	
  was	
  essential.	
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3.	
  REBRANDING	
  CAPITAL	
  CONTROLS	
  DURING	
  THE	
  GLOBAL	
  CRISIS	
  	
  
Several	
  factors	
  have	
  facilitated	
  the	
  resurrection	
  and	
  legitimation	
  of	
  capital	
  controls	
  during	
  
the	
  global	
  crisis.	
  In	
  the	
  interests	
  of	
  clarity,	
  I	
  discuss	
  these	
  factors	
  separately	
  in	
  what	
  
follows,	
  even	
  though	
  I	
  see	
  them	
  as	
  fully	
  interdependent	
  and	
  cumulative.	
  
	
  
Increasing	
  State	
  Autonomy	
  in	
  the	
  Global	
  South	
  and	
  East	
  	
  
Dismal	
  experiences	
  with	
  the	
  IMF,	
  especially	
  during	
  the	
  Asian	
  crisis,	
  led	
  policymakers	
  in	
  the	
  
developing	
  world	
  to	
  pursue	
  strategies	
  that	
  would	
  minimize	
  the	
  chance	
  of	
  future	
  
encroachments	
  on	
  their	
  policy	
  autonomy.	
  The	
  chief	
  way	
  in	
  which	
  this	
  goal	
  was	
  
operationalized	
  was	
  through	
  the	
  self-­‐insurance	
  provided	
  by	
  the	
  over-­‐accumulation	
  of	
  
currency	
  reserves.	
  Self-­‐insurance	
  strategies	
  collectively	
  promote	
  resilience	
  and	
  even	
  what	
  
Nassim	
  Taleb	
  (2012)	
  refers	
  to	
  as	
  “anti-­‐fragility,”	
  or	
  the	
  ability	
  to	
  thrive	
  in	
  periods	
  of	
  
instability.	
  This	
  strategy	
  of	
  building	
  anti-­‐fragility	
  was	
  validated	
  during	
  the	
  first	
  many	
  years	
  
of	
  the	
  global	
  crisis.	
  

Between	
  2000	
  and	
  the	
  second	
  quarter	
  of	
  2013,	
  developing	
  and	
  emerging	
  economies	
  added	
  
about	
  US$6.5	
  trillion	
  to	
  their	
  reserve	
  holdings,	
  with	
  China	
  accounting	
  for	
  about	
  half	
  of	
  this	
  
increase	
  (Prasad	
  2014a).	
  Emerging	
  and	
  developing	
  economies	
  (with	
  reserves	
  of	
  US$7.7	
  
trillion	
  in	
  2014)	
  accounted	
  for	
  72%	
  of	
  the	
  increase	
  in	
  global	
  reserves	
  between	
  2000	
  and	
  
2014	
  (IMF	
  COFER,	
  author	
  calculation).	
  As	
  with	
  reserve	
  holdings,	
  the	
  assets	
  of	
  developing	
  
country	
  sovereign	
  wealth	
  funds	
  grew	
  significantly	
  in	
  the	
  post-­‐Asian	
  crisis	
  period.	
  	
  

The	
  resources	
  held	
  by	
  a	
  group	
  of	
  developing	
  countries	
  help	
  to	
  create	
  an	
  environment	
  
wherein	
  policymakers	
  have	
  the	
  material	
  means	
  to	
  enjoy	
  increasing	
  policy	
  autonomy	
  
relative	
  to	
  the	
  IMF.	
  Not	
  least,	
  this	
  has	
  meant	
  that	
  policymakers	
  have	
  been	
  able	
  to	
  deploy	
  
capital	
  controls	
  without	
  worrying	
  about	
  negative	
  reactions	
  by	
  the	
  IMF	
  or	
  investors.	
  The	
  
resilience	
  and	
  even	
  the	
  anti-­‐fragility	
  and	
  the	
  policy	
  space	
  created	
  by	
  these	
  resources	
  may	
  
prove	
  essential	
  if	
  current	
  turbulence	
  intensifies.	
  
	
  
Increasing	
  Assertiveness	
  in	
  the	
  Developing	
  World	
  	
  
During	
  the	
  global	
  crisis	
  developing	
  country	
  policymakers	
  took	
  advantage	
  of	
  their	
  increased	
  
autonomy	
  in	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  ways.	
  The	
  use	
  of	
  capital	
  controls	
  was	
  one	
  and	
  perhaps	
  the	
  most	
  
dramatic	
  “indicator”	
  of	
  increased	
  autonomy,	
  and	
  we	
  consider	
  this	
  matter	
  below.	
  But	
  we	
  
turn	
  now	
  to	
  a	
  brief	
  consideration	
  of	
  three	
  other	
  indicators	
  of	
  increasing	
  assertiveness:	
  	
  the	
  
use	
  of	
  counter-­‐cyclical	
  macroeconomic	
  policies;	
  innovation	
  in	
  financial	
  architecture;	
  and	
  
new	
  activism	
  at	
  the	
  IMF.	
  
	
  
Counter-­‐cyclical	
  policies	
  	
  
The	
  developing	
  countries	
  that	
  have	
  enjoyed	
  the	
  ability	
  to	
  protect	
  and	
  even	
  expand	
  their	
  
autonomy	
  during	
  the	
  global	
  crisis	
  used	
  the	
  resulting	
  policy	
  space	
  to	
  pursue	
  a	
  range	
  of	
  
counter-­‐cyclical	
  macroeconomic	
  policies.	
  Ocampo	
  et	
  al.	
  (2012)	
  concludes	
  that	
  when	
  we	
  
look	
  across	
  the	
  developing	
  world	
  we	
  find	
  diverse,	
  uneven	
  counter-­‐cyclical	
  policy	
  responses.	
  
This	
  is	
  a	
  radical	
  departure	
  from	
  the	
  past	
  insofar	
  as	
  developing	
  country	
  policymakers	
  
generally	
  had	
  no	
  alternative	
  but	
  to	
  implement	
  strongly	
  pro-­‐cyclical	
  policies,	
  most	
  often	
  as	
  
per	
  the	
  conditions	
  of	
  IMF	
  assistance.	
  Policymakers	
  could	
  implement	
  counter-­‐cyclical	
  and	
  
other	
  protective	
  policies	
  that	
  were	
  previously	
  unavailable	
  to	
  them	
  precisely	
  because	
  of	
  the	
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enabling	
  effects	
  of	
  prior	
  reserve	
  accumulation	
  strategies	
  and	
  the	
  related	
  growth	
  in	
  SWFs.	
  
Indeed,	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  resources	
  of	
  SWFs	
  were	
  used	
  to	
  stabilize	
  domestic	
  stock	
  markets	
  and	
  
banking	
  systems	
  (Park	
  and	
  van	
  der	
  Hoorn	
  2012).	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  sheer	
  scale	
  of	
  the	
  crisis,	
  the	
  bold	
  rhetoric	
  around	
  the	
  need	
  for	
  new	
  strategies	
  to	
  combat	
  
it,	
  and	
  the	
  range	
  of	
  unorthodox	
  policy	
  responses	
  pursued	
  across	
  the	
  globe	
  may	
  have	
  
provided	
  broader	
  validation	
  for	
  the	
  protective	
  national	
  policy	
  responses	
  pursued	
  in	
  the	
  
developing	
  world.	
  The	
  G-­‐20’s	
  brief	
  “Keynesian	
  moment”	
  in	
  2008-­‐09	
  opened	
  space	
  for	
  
capital	
  controls	
  and	
  counter-­‐cyclical	
  responses	
  in	
  the	
  developing	
  world.	
  Similarly,	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  
rhetorical	
  attention	
  to	
  pro-­‐poor	
  spending	
  during	
  the	
  crisis	
  began	
  to	
  legitimate	
  counter-­‐
cyclical	
  responses	
  (Grabel	
  2013a).	
  Expansionary	
  monetary	
  policies	
  in	
  the	
  USA	
  and	
  other	
  
wealthy	
  countries	
  likewise	
  helped	
  to	
  normalize	
  protective	
  responses	
  to	
  the	
  crisis	
  in	
  the	
  
developing	
  world.	
  What	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  Lagarde	
  termed	
  the	
  rise	
  of	
  “unconventional	
  monetary	
  
policies”	
  (i.e.,	
  negative	
  interest	
  rates)	
  in	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  wealthy	
  countries	
  provided	
  cover	
  for	
  
other	
  unorthodox	
  policies,	
  such	
  as	
  capital	
  controls.	
  Finally,	
  the	
  rising	
  chorus	
  of	
  criticism	
  
around	
  the	
  cross-­‐border	
  spillover	
  effects	
  of	
  monetary	
  policy	
  decisions	
  (especially	
  by	
  the	
  
US)	
  have	
  made	
  capital	
  controls	
  appear	
  as	
  a	
  reasonable	
  protective	
  response.	
  
	
  
Architectural	
  innovations	
  	
  
As	
  with	
  the	
  Asian	
  crisis,	
  the	
  global	
  crisis	
  has	
  promoted	
  interest	
  in	
  the	
  expansion	
  of	
  existing	
  
and	
  the	
  creation	
  of	
  new	
  institutions	
  that	
  deliver	
  liquidity	
  support	
  and	
  long-­‐term	
  project	
  
finance	
  in	
  ways	
  that	
  complement	
  the	
  IMF	
  and	
  the	
  World	
  Bank,	
  respectively.	
  The	
  initiatives	
  
have	
  been	
  given	
  life	
  by	
  the	
  economic	
  and	
  political	
  environment	
  in	
  which	
  many	
  developing	
  
country	
  policymakers	
  found	
  themselves	
  during	
  the	
  global	
  crisis.	
  	
  
	
  
These	
  initiatives	
  range	
  from	
  reserve	
  pooling	
  arrangements	
  such	
  as	
  the	
  Chiang	
  Mai	
  
Initiative	
  Multilateralisation	
  among	
  members	
  of	
  the	
  Association	
  of	
  Southeast	
  Asian	
  Nations	
  
(ASEAN)+	
  Japan,	
  China,	
  and	
  South	
  Korea,	
  the	
  Latin	
  American	
  Reserve	
  Fund,	
  the	
  Arab	
  
Monetary	
  Fund,	
  and	
  the	
  Contingent	
  Reserve	
  Arrangement	
  (CRA),	
  which	
  involves	
  Brazil,	
  
Russia,	
  India,	
  China,	
  and	
  South	
  Africa	
  (the	
  BRICS);	
  to	
  development	
  or	
  
project/infrastructure	
  finance	
  banks,	
  such	
  as	
  the	
  Latin	
  American	
  Development	
  Bank,	
  the	
  
New	
  Development	
  Bank	
  (NDB)	
  of	
  the	
  BRICS,	
  and	
  the	
  China-­‐led	
  Asian	
  Infrastructure	
  
Investment	
  Bank	
  and	
  the	
  Silk	
  Road	
  Fund/One	
  Belt,	
  One	
  Road	
  initiative;	
  to	
  hybrid	
  
arrangements	
  that	
  have	
  both	
  liquidity	
  support	
  and	
  project	
  finance	
  facilities,	
  such	
  as	
  the	
  
Eurasian	
  Fund	
  for	
  Stabilization	
  and	
  Development	
  among	
  members	
  of	
  the	
  Eurasian	
  
Economic	
  Community.2	
  	
  
	
  
Collectively,	
  these	
  innovations	
  indicate	
  the	
  extent	
  to	
  which	
  developing	
  country	
  
governments	
  have	
  been	
  stimulated	
  by	
  the	
  crisis	
  to	
  pursue	
  architectural	
  initiatives	
  that	
  
express	
  an	
  increasing	
  self-­‐confidence	
  and	
  a	
  desire	
  for	
  autonomy	
  from	
  the	
  Bretton	
  Woods	
  
institutions	
  (BWIs).	
  Moreover,	
  it	
  is	
  conceivable	
  that	
  recent	
  changes	
  in	
  IMF	
  views	
  and	
  
practice	
  on	
  capital	
  controls	
  stem	
  partly	
  from	
  attempts	
  to	
  protect	
  the	
  institution’s	
  franchise	
  
from	
  actual	
  or	
  potential	
  competition	
  from	
  these	
  institutional	
  innovations.	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
2	
  See	
  Grabel	
  (2013a,	
  2015a)	
  and	
  Chin	
  (2010)	
  for	
  an	
  examination	
  of	
  these	
  and	
  other	
  initiatives.	
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New	
  lenders,	
  renewed	
  pressures	
  
The	
  increasing	
  assertiveness	
  of	
  developing	
  countries	
  is	
  also	
  given	
  expression	
  in	
  the	
  new	
  
and	
  historically	
  unprecedented	
  role	
  that	
  they	
  have	
  taken	
  on	
  at	
  the	
  IMF.	
  Developing	
  
countries	
  were	
  twice	
  called	
  upon	
  to	
  and	
  did	
  in	
  fact	
  commit	
  funds	
  to	
  the	
  institution	
  (in	
  April	
  
2009	
  and	
  June	
  2012).	
  The	
  new	
  commitments	
  reflect	
  evolving	
  power	
  dynamics	
  in	
  the	
  global	
  
economy	
  and	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  evolving	
  relationships	
  with	
  former	
  clients.	
  It	
  is	
  not	
  inconsequential	
  
that	
  most	
  of	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  new	
  lenders	
  have	
  been	
  utilizing	
  capital	
  controls	
  during	
  the	
  crisis,	
  
and	
  more	
  broadly	
  have	
  pursued	
  various	
  forms	
  of	
  dirigiste	
  economic	
  policy.	
  	
  
	
  
At	
  the	
  same	
  time	
  that	
  developing	
  countries	
  took	
  on	
  a	
  new	
  role	
  at	
  the	
  IMF	
  they	
  became	
  
more	
  assertive	
  in	
  pressing	
  the	
  long-­‐standing	
  case	
  for	
  reform	
  of	
  the	
  institution’s	
  formal	
  
governance.	
  The	
  2012	
  contributions	
  to	
  the	
  IMF	
  by	
  the	
  BRICS	
  were	
  pointedly	
  conditioned	
  
on	
  governance	
  reform,	
  particularly	
  implementation	
  of	
  the	
  very	
  modest	
  governance	
  reforms	
  
agreed	
  to	
  in	
  2010	
  (Giles	
  2012).	
  The	
  US	
  Congress	
  blocked	
  implementation	
  of	
  these	
  reforms	
  
until	
  December	
  2015,	
  and	
  this	
  long	
  period	
  of	
  gridlock	
  was	
  explicitly	
  referenced	
  when	
  the	
  
BRICS	
  announced	
  in	
  July	
  2014	
  that	
  they	
  would	
  launch	
  the	
  NDB	
  and	
  CRA.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  IMF’s	
  Constrained	
  Geography	
  of	
  Influence	
  	
  
An	
  important	
  consequence	
  of	
  the	
  Asian	
  crisis	
  and	
  subsequent	
  changes	
  in	
  the	
  global	
  
economy	
  was	
  the	
  loss	
  of	
  purpose,	
  standing	
  and	
  relevance	
  of	
  the	
  IMF.	
  Prior	
  to	
  the	
  global	
  
crisis,	
  demand	
  for	
  the	
  institution’s	
  resources	
  was	
  at	
  an	
  historic	
  low.	
  During	
  the	
  crisis	
  itself	
  
developing	
  countries	
  did	
  their	
  best	
  to	
  stay	
  clear	
  of	
  IMF	
  oversight.	
  The	
  enduring	
  memory	
  of	
  
prior	
  experience	
  and	
  the	
  stigma	
  of	
  being	
  an	
  IMF	
  client	
  are	
  strikingly	
  apparent	
  in	
  the	
  limited	
  
demand	
  for	
  the	
  institution’s	
  new	
  (precautionary)	
  Flexible	
  Credit	
  Line.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  global	
  crisis	
  nonetheless	
  reestablished	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  central	
  place	
  as	
  first	
  responder	
  to	
  
financial	
  distress.	
  The	
  Fund	
  was	
  able	
  to	
  leverage	
  its	
  prior	
  experience	
  in	
  responding	
  to	
  
financial	
  distress.	
  Notably,	
  the	
  restoration	
  of	
  the	
  IMF	
  was	
  largely	
  due	
  to	
  events	
  in	
  and	
  on	
  
the	
  periphery	
  of	
  Europe	
  rather	
  than	
  across	
  the	
  developing	
  world.	
  European	
  institutions	
  
found	
  themselves	
  in	
  need	
  of	
  the	
  expertise,	
  financial	
  resources,	
  and	
  authority	
  of	
  the	
  IMF	
  
(Lütz	
  and	
  Kranke	
  2014).	
  The	
  April	
  2009	
  G-­‐20	
  meeting	
  not	
  only	
  gave	
  the	
  IMF	
  pride	
  of	
  place	
  
in	
  crisis	
  response	
  efforts,	
  but	
  also	
  yielded	
  massive	
  funding	
  commitments	
  to	
  the	
  institution.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  IMF’s	
  staff	
  faces	
  the	
  challenges	
  of	
  protecting	
  its	
  restored	
  franchise	
  and	
  image	
  in	
  an	
  
environment	
  in	
  which	
  many	
  of	
  its	
  former	
  clients	
  have	
  pursued	
  strategies	
  that	
  insulate	
  them	
  
from	
  the	
  institution,	
  are	
  among	
  its	
  lenders,	
  and	
  have	
  exercised	
  increasing	
  assertiveness	
  in	
  
several	
  domains.	
  The	
  IMF	
  has	
  been	
  forced	
  to	
  negotiate	
  to	
  retain	
  the	
  influence	
  that,	
  until	
  the	
  
East	
  Asian	
  crisis,	
  it	
  was	
  able	
  to	
  take	
  for	
  granted.	
  This	
  negotiation	
  is	
  especially	
  apparent	
  in	
  
the	
  domain	
  of	
  capital	
  controls,	
  where	
  the	
  IMF	
  has	
  often	
  responded	
  after	
  the	
  fact	
  to	
  
unilateral	
  decisions	
  made	
  by	
  national	
  authorities.	
  Even	
  where	
  it	
  retains	
  substantial	
  
authority,	
  its	
  economists	
  are	
  responding	
  to	
  capital	
  controls	
  in	
  ways	
  that	
  diverge	
  from	
  past	
  
practice.	
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Winners,	
  Losers,	
  Spillovers,	
  and	
  Capital	
  Controls	
  	
  
During	
  2009-­‐14,	
  developing	
  and	
  emerging	
  countries	
  received	
  net	
  capital	
  inflows	
  of	
  US$2.2	
  
trillion	
  (Stiglitz	
  and	
  Rashid	
  2016).	
  The	
  vast	
  inflows	
  meant	
  that	
  many	
  developing	
  countries	
  
were	
  confronted	
  with	
  surges	
  of	
  liquidity,	
  asset	
  bubbles,	
  inflationary	
  pressures,	
  and	
  
currency	
  appreciations.	
  That	
  the	
  market	
  capitalization	
  of	
  stock	
  exchanges	
  in	
  Mumbai,	
  
Johannesburg,	
  São	
  Paulo,	
  and	
  Shanghai	
  nearly	
  tripled	
  in	
  the	
  years	
  that	
  followed	
  the	
  global	
  
crisis	
  is	
  just	
  one	
  indicator	
  of	
  the	
  type	
  of	
  fragility	
  induced	
  by	
  these	
  inflows	
  (Stiglitz	
  and	
  
Rashid	
  2016).	
  Expansionary	
  monetary	
  policies	
  in	
  wealthy	
  countries	
  fed	
  this	
  flood	
  of	
  capital	
  
to	
  developing	
  country	
  markets.	
  In	
  a	
  departure	
  from	
  the	
  old	
  script,	
  capital	
  controls	
  were	
  
necessitated	
  by	
  the	
  side	
  effects	
  of	
  the	
  relative	
  success	
  with	
  which	
  many	
  developing	
  
countries	
  navigated	
  the	
  global	
  crisis	
  and	
  their	
  own	
  good	
  fortune	
  when	
  it	
  came	
  to	
  
commodity	
  prices	
  and	
  economic	
  growth.	
  This	
  success,	
  coupled	
  with	
  economic	
  weakness	
  
and	
  low	
  returns	
  on	
  assets	
  in	
  wealthy	
  countries,	
  drove	
  investors	
  and	
  speculators	
  to	
  
developing	
  country	
  markets.	
  The	
  use	
  of	
  capital	
  controls	
  by	
  what	
  we	
  might	
  think	
  of	
  as	
  
“winning	
  economies”	
  has,	
  in	
  my	
  view,	
  contributed	
  importantly	
  to	
  the	
  legitimation	
  of	
  this	
  
policy	
  instrument	
  in	
  the	
  eyes	
  of	
  policymakers,	
  the	
  IMF,	
  the	
  international	
  investment	
  
community,	
  and	
  the	
  neoclassical	
  core	
  of	
  the	
  economics	
  profession.	
  
	
  
Now	
  the	
  tide	
  is	
  turning.	
  In	
  2015	
  net	
  capital	
  outflows	
  from	
  the	
  developing	
  world	
  exceeded	
  
US$600	
  billion,	
  which	
  was	
  more	
  than	
  25%	
  of	
  the	
  capital	
  inflows	
  that	
  they	
  received	
  during	
  
the	
  pervious	
  six	
  years	
  (Stiglitz	
  and	
  Rashid	
  2016).	
  Taking	
  previously	
  unrecorded	
  flows	
  into	
  
account,	
  the	
  Institute	
  for	
  International	
  Finance	
  (IIF)	
  estimates	
  that	
  total	
  net	
  capital	
  
outflows	
  from	
  developing	
  and	
  emerging	
  economies	
  amounted	
  to	
  US$735	
  billion	
  in	
  2015.	
  
By	
  comparison,	
  total	
  net	
  outflows	
  from	
  developing	
  and	
  emerging	
  economies	
  as	
  a	
  whole	
  
were	
  valued	
  at	
  US$111	
  billion	
  in	
  2014	
  (IIF	
  2016),	
  and	
  East	
  Asian	
  economies	
  experienced	
  
net	
  capital	
  outflows	
  of	
  only	
  US$12	
  billion	
  in	
  1997	
  (Stiglitz	
  and	
  Rashid	
  2016).	
  	
  
	
  
In	
  this	
  context,	
  some	
  developing	
  countries	
  have	
  abandoned	
  or	
  loosened	
  the	
  inflow	
  controls	
  
that	
  they	
  put	
  in	
  place	
  during	
  good	
  times,	
  and	
  some	
  have	
  begun	
  to	
  implement	
  new	
  controls,	
  
particularly	
  on	
  outflows.	
  These	
  new	
  controls	
  have	
  been	
  implemented	
  in	
  response	
  to	
  the	
  
accelerating	
  pace	
  of	
  outflows	
  and	
  the	
  combined	
  effects	
  of	
  slowing	
  growth,	
  falling	
  
commodity	
  and	
  asset	
  prices,	
  weakening	
  currencies,	
  and	
  reserve	
  dis-­‐accumulation.	
  The	
  
excess	
  liquidity	
  and	
  asset	
  bubbles	
  generated	
  during	
  good	
  times	
  have	
  inevitably	
  given	
  way	
  
to	
  public	
  and	
  private	
  debt	
  overhangs,	
  which	
  are	
  aggravated	
  by	
  the	
  locational	
  mismatch	
  that	
  
is	
  made	
  worse	
  by	
  the	
  weakening	
  of	
  developing	
  country	
  currencies.	
  In	
  addition,	
  these	
  
pressures	
  have	
  been	
  both	
  induced	
  and	
  magnified	
  by	
  the	
  unsettled	
  state	
  of	
  international	
  
financial	
  markets	
  and	
  the	
  spillover	
  effects	
  of	
  the	
  monetary	
  policy	
  environment	
  in	
  wealthy	
  
countries	
  (i.e.,	
  negative	
  interest	
  rates,	
  Federal	
  Reserve	
  tapering	
  and	
  tightening).	
  In	
  this	
  new	
  
environment	
  we	
  have	
  reason	
  to	
  expect	
  familiar,	
  vicious	
  macroeconomic	
  cycles	
  in	
  the	
  
developing	
  world.	
  The	
  experience	
  with	
  and	
  the	
  widening	
  of	
  policy	
  space	
  around	
  capital	
  
controls	
  may	
  well	
  pay	
  dividends	
  in	
  the	
  coming	
  period.	
  	
  

“Too	
  much	
  of	
  a	
  good	
  thing”	
  	
  
Policymakers	
  in	
  a	
  large	
  set	
  of	
  developing	
  countries	
  deployed	
  capital	
  controls	
  to	
  mitigate	
  
the	
  financial	
  fragility	
  and	
  vulnerabilities	
  induced	
  by	
  the	
  large	
  capital	
  inflows	
  that	
  they	
  
received	
  during	
  much	
  of	
  the	
  global	
  crisis.	
  In	
  several	
  country	
  settings,	
  controls	
  were	
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“dynamic”	
  (as	
  per	
  Epstein,	
  Grabel,	
  and	
  KS	
  2004)	
  such	
  that	
  policymakers	
  tightened,	
  
broadened,	
  or	
  layered	
  new	
  controls	
  over	
  existing	
  measures	
  as	
  new	
  sources	
  of	
  financial	
  
fragility	
  and	
  channels	
  of	
  evasion	
  were	
  identified	
  and/or	
  when	
  existing	
  measures	
  proved	
  
too	
  tepid	
  to	
  discourage	
  undesirable	
  financial	
  activities.	
  Controls	
  were	
  also	
  removed	
  as	
  
circumstances	
  changed.	
  	
  
	
  
Brazil	
  is	
  a	
  notable	
  exemplar	
  of	
  dynamic	
  capital	
  controls.	
  The	
  country	
  is	
  an	
  interesting	
  case	
  
because	
  the	
  government	
  (particularly	
  former	
  Finance	
  Minister	
  Guido	
  Mantega)	
  staked	
  out	
  
a	
  strong	
  position	
  on	
  policy	
  space	
  for	
  controls	
  throughout	
  the	
  crisis,	
  and	
  because	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  
response	
  to	
  the	
  country’s	
  controls	
  exemplifies	
  the	
  evolution	
  and	
  equivocation	
  in	
  the	
  views	
  
of	
  Fund	
  staff.3	
  	
  
	
  
In	
  late	
  October	
  2009,	
  Brazil	
  began	
  to	
  utilize	
  capital	
  controls	
  by	
  imposing	
  a	
  tax	
  on	
  inflows	
  of	
  
portfolio	
  investment.	
  They	
  were	
  intended	
  to	
  slow	
  the	
  appreciation	
  of	
  the	
  currency	
  in	
  the	
  
face	
  of	
  significant	
  capital	
  inflows.	
  Brazil	
  imposed	
  a	
  2%	
  tax	
  on	
  money	
  entering	
  the	
  country	
  
to	
  invest	
  in	
  equities	
  and	
  fixed-­‐income	
  investments	
  and	
  later	
  a	
  1.5%	
  tax	
  on	
  certain	
  trades	
  
involving	
  American	
  Depository	
  Receipts,	
  while	
  leaving	
  FDI	
  untaxed.	
  The	
  IMF’s	
  initial	
  
reaction	
  to	
  Brazil’s	
  inflow	
  controls	
  was	
  mildly	
  disapproving.	
  A	
  senior	
  official	
  said:	
  	
  “These	
  
kinds	
  of	
  taxes	
  provide	
  some	
  room	
  for	
  maneuver,	
  but	
  it	
  is	
  not	
  very	
  much,	
  so	
  governments	
  
should	
  not	
  be	
  tempted	
  to	
  postpone	
  other	
  more	
  fundamental	
  adjustments.	
  Second	
  it	
  is	
  very	
  
complex	
  to	
  implement	
  those	
  kinds	
  of	
  taxes,	
  because	
  they	
  have	
  to	
  be	
  applied	
  to	
  every	
  
possible	
  financial	
  instrument,”	
  adding	
  that	
  such	
  taxes	
  have	
  proven	
  to	
  be	
  “porous”	
  over	
  time	
  
in	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  countries.	
  In	
  response,	
  John	
  Williamson	
  and	
  Arvind	
  Subramanian	
  indicted	
  
the	
  IMF	
  for	
  its	
  doctrinaire	
  and	
  wrong-­‐headed	
  position	
  on	
  the	
  Brazilian	
  controls,	
  taking	
  the	
  
institution	
  to	
  task	
  for	
  squandering	
  the	
  opportunity	
  to	
  think	
  reasonably	
  about	
  capital	
  
controls	
  (Subramanian	
  and	
  Williamson	
  2009).	
  A	
  week	
  later	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  then	
  Managing	
  
Director	
  Dominique	
  Strauss-­‐Kahn	
  reframed	
  the	
  message	
  on	
  Brazil’s	
  controls.	
  The	
  new	
  
message	
  was,	
  in	
  a	
  word,	
  stunning:	
  	
  “I	
  have	
  no	
  ideology	
  on	
  this”;	
  capital	
  controls	
  are	
  “not	
  
something	
  that	
  come	
  from	
  hell”	
  (cited	
  in	
  Guha	
  2009).	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  Brazilian	
  government	
  continued	
  to	
  strengthen	
  and	
  layer	
  new	
  controls	
  over	
  existing	
  
measures	
  during	
  October	
  2010	
  and	
  July	
  2011.	
  These	
  included	
  controls	
  that	
  specifically	
  
targeted	
  derivative	
  transactions	
  and	
  others	
  that	
  closed	
  identified	
  loopholes	
  as	
  they	
  became	
  
apparent.4	
  For	
  example,	
  in	
  October	
  2010	
  the	
  tax	
  charged	
  on	
  foreign	
  purchases	
  of	
  fixed-­‐
income	
  bonds	
  was	
  tripled	
  (from	
  2	
  to	
  6%),	
  the	
  tax	
  on	
  margin	
  requirements	
  for	
  foreign	
  
exchange	
  derivatives	
  was	
  increased,	
  and	
  some	
  loopholes	
  on	
  the	
  tax	
  on	
  margin	
  
requirements	
  for	
  foreign	
  investors	
  were	
  closed.	
  In	
  January	
  2011	
  Brazil	
  introduced	
  curbs	
  on	
  
short	
  selling	
  in	
  foreign	
  exchange	
  markets	
  through	
  the	
  requirement	
  that	
  Brazilian	
  financial	
  
institutions	
  deposit	
  the	
  equivalent	
  of	
  60	
  per	
  cent	
  of	
  their	
  short	
  dollar	
  positions	
  in	
  a	
  non-­‐
interest	
  bearing	
  account	
  at	
  the	
  central	
  bank.	
  Despite	
  this	
  array	
  of	
  ever	
  increasing	
  controls,	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
3	
  See	
  Chwieroth	
  (2015)	
  for	
  a	
  related	
  discussion	
  of	
  how	
  the	
  country	
  successfully	
  “counter-­‐stigmatized”	
  
controls,	
  and	
  see	
  also	
  Gallagher	
  (2014)	
  and	
  especially	
  Fritz	
  and	
  Prates	
  (2014)	
  on	
  the	
  political	
  economy	
  of	
  the	
  
country’s	
  controls.	
  	
  
4	
  Fritz	
  and	
  Prates	
  (2014)	
  see	
  controls	
  on	
  derivatives	
  as	
  distinct	
  from	
  (though	
  complementary	
  to)	
  capital	
  
controls	
  and	
  prudential	
  financial	
  regulations.	
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IMF	
  economists	
  called	
  its	
  use	
  of	
  controls	
  “appropriate”	
  in	
  an	
  August	
  2011	
  review	
  of	
  Brazil	
  
(Ragir	
  2011).5	
  	
  
	
  
Brazilian	
  policymakers	
  began	
  to	
  narrow	
  some	
  capital	
  controls	
  in	
  December	
  2011,	
  though	
  at	
  
the	
  same	
  time	
  continued	
  to	
  extend	
  others.	
  In	
  December	
  2011	
  the	
  tax	
  on	
  equity	
  and	
  fixed	
  
income	
  portfolio	
  inflows	
  was	
  lowered	
  to	
  zero	
  percent,	
  in	
  March	
  2012	
  the	
  hedge	
  operations	
  
of	
  exporters	
  were	
  exempted	
  (to	
  a	
  limit)	
  from	
  the	
  tax	
  on	
  inflows,	
  and	
  the	
  tax	
  on	
  new	
  and	
  
renewed	
  foreign	
  loans	
  was	
  extended	
  to	
  loans	
  with	
  a	
  maturity	
  of	
  up	
  to	
  five	
  years.	
  
	
  
Many	
  other	
  developing	
  countries	
  implemented	
  and	
  adjusted	
  controls	
  on	
  outflows	
  and	
  
especially	
  on	
  inflows	
  during	
  propitious	
  economic	
  times.	
  Some	
  strengthened	
  existing	
  
controls,	
  while	
  others	
  introduced	
  new	
  measures.	
  For	
  some	
  countries	
  (such	
  as	
  Argentina,	
  
Ecuador,	
  Venezuela,	
  China,	
  and	
  Taiwan)	
  these	
  measures	
  are	
  part	
  of	
  broader	
  dirigiste	
  
approaches	
  to	
  policy.	
  For	
  most	
  other	
  countries	
  (e.g.,	
  Brazil,	
  South	
  Korea,	
  Indonesia,	
  Costa	
  
Rica,	
  Uruguay,	
  the	
  Philippines,	
  Peru,	
  and	
  Thailand),	
  controls	
  were	
  part	
  of	
  a	
  dynamic,	
  multi-­‐
pronged	
  effort	
  to	
  respond	
  to	
  the	
  challenges	
  of	
  attracting	
  too	
  much	
  foreign	
  investment	
  and	
  
carry	
  trade.	
  	
  
	
  
In	
  December	
  2008	
  Ecuador	
  doubled	
  the	
  tax	
  on	
  currency	
  outflows,	
  established	
  a	
  monthly	
  
tax	
  on	
  the	
  funds	
  and	
  investments	
  that	
  firms	
  kept	
  overseas,	
  discouraged	
  firms	
  from	
  
transferring	
  US	
  dollar	
  holdings	
  abroad	
  by	
  granting	
  tax	
  reductions	
  to	
  firms	
  that	
  re-­‐invest	
  
their	
  profits	
  domestically,	
  and	
  established	
  a	
  reserve	
  requirement	
  tax	
  (Tussie	
  2010).	
  In	
  
October	
  2010,	
  Argentina	
  and	
  Venezuela	
  implemented	
  outflow	
  controls.	
  Controls	
  in	
  
Argentina	
  involved	
  stricter	
  limits	
  on	
  US	
  dollar	
  purchases;	
  Venezuelan	
  controls	
  involved	
  
new	
  restrictions	
  on	
  access	
  to	
  foreign	
  currency	
  and	
  tiered	
  exchange	
  rates.	
  Argentina’s	
  
controls	
  were	
  strengthened	
  in	
  October	
  2011.	
  Argentina’s	
  capital	
  and	
  exchange	
  controls	
  
were	
  lifted	
  in	
  December	
  2015	
  following	
  the	
  Presidential	
  election	
  of	
  Mauricio	
  Macri.	
  
Venezuelan	
  capital	
  and	
  currency	
  controls	
  remain	
  in	
  force.	
  
	
  
Peru	
  began	
  to	
  impose	
  inflow	
  controls	
  in	
  early	
  2008.	
  The	
  country’s	
  central	
  bank	
  raised	
  the	
  
reserve	
  requirement	
  tax	
  four	
  times	
  between	
  June	
  2010	
  and	
  May	
  2012.	
  The	
  May	
  2012	
  
measures	
  included	
  a	
  60%	
  reserve	
  ratio	
  on	
  overseas	
  financing	
  of	
  all	
  loans	
  with	
  a	
  maturity	
  of	
  
up	
  to	
  three	
  years	
  (compared	
  to	
  two	
  years	
  previously)	
  and	
  curbs	
  on	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  a	
  particular	
  
derivative	
  (Yuk	
  2012).	
  What	
  is	
  particularly	
  interesting	
  about	
  Peru’s	
  measures	
  is	
  the	
  way	
  in	
  
which	
  they	
  were	
  branded	
  by	
  the	
  central	
  bank.	
  In	
  numerous	
  public	
  statements	
  the	
  Central	
  
Bank	
  President	
  maintained	
  that	
  the	
  country	
  did	
  not	
  need	
  capital	
  controls	
  even	
  while	
  it	
  
implemented	
  and	
  sustained	
  its	
  reserve	
  requirement	
  tax	
  (Quigley	
  2013).	
  	
  
	
  
In	
  August	
  2012,	
  Uruguay	
  imposed	
  a	
  reserve	
  requirement	
  tax	
  of	
  40%	
  on	
  foreign	
  investment	
  
in	
  one	
  type	
  of	
  short-­‐term	
  debt	
  (Reuters	
  2012).	
  Like	
  Peru,	
  its	
  bilateral	
  agreement	
  with	
  the	
  
US	
  could	
  have	
  made	
  this	
  control	
  actionable.	
  Currency	
  pressures	
  also	
  induced	
  Costa	
  Rica	
  to	
  
use	
  capital	
  controls	
  for	
  the	
  first	
  time	
  in	
  twenty	
  years.	
  The	
  country	
  began	
  to	
  use	
  controls	
  in	
  
September	
  2011	
  when	
  it	
  imposed	
  a	
  15%	
  reserve	
  requirement	
  tax	
  on	
  short-­‐term	
  foreign	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
5	
  In	
  an	
  example	
  of	
  the	
  resilience	
  of	
  old	
  views,	
  in	
  August	
  2010	
  Canadian	
  Prime	
  Minister	
  Harper	
  used	
  some	
  of	
  
his	
  time	
  in	
  Brazil	
  to	
  lecture	
  the	
  government	
  about	
  dismantling	
  controls	
  (Mayeda	
  2011).	
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loans	
  received	
  by	
  banks	
  and	
  other	
  financial	
  institutions	
  (LatinDADD-­‐BWP	
  2011).	
  In	
  
January	
  2013,	
  the	
  Costa	
  Rican	
  President	
  began	
  to	
  seek	
  Congressional	
  approval	
  to	
  raise	
  the	
  
reserve	
  requirement	
  tax	
  to	
  25%,	
  while	
  also	
  seeking	
  authorization	
  to	
  increase	
  from	
  8%	
  to	
  
38%	
  a	
  levy	
  on	
  foreign	
  investors	
  transferring	
  profits	
  from	
  capital	
  inflows	
  out	
  of	
  the	
  country.	
  
	
  
In	
  another	
  sign	
  of	
  changing	
  sentiments	
  during	
  the	
  crisis,	
  the	
  rating	
  agency	
  Moody’s	
  
recommended	
  that	
  South	
  East	
  Asian	
  countries	
  use	
  controls	
  to	
  temper	
  currency	
  
appreciation	
  (Magtulis	
  2013).	
  Indeed,	
  numerous	
  Asian	
  countries	
  deployed	
  new	
  or	
  
strengthened	
  existing	
  controls	
  during	
  good	
  times.	
  	
  
	
  
For	
  instance,	
  in	
  November	
  2009	
  Taiwan	
  imposed	
  new	
  inflow	
  restrictions	
  that	
  preclude	
  
foreign	
  investors	
  from	
  placing	
  funds	
  in	
  time	
  deposits.	
  At	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  2010	
  controls	
  on	
  
currency	
  holdings	
  were	
  strengthened	
  twice	
  (Gallagher	
  2011).	
  China	
  has	
  been	
  pursuing	
  
what	
  its	
  officials	
  term	
  “managed	
  convertibility,”	
  which	
  has	
  involved	
  both	
  loosening	
  some	
  
types	
  of	
  capital	
  controls	
  while	
  tightening	
  others	
  (Subacchi	
  2016).	
  In	
  2010,	
  China	
  added	
  to	
  
its	
  existing	
  and	
  largely	
  quantitative	
  inflow	
  and	
  outflow	
  controls	
  (Gallagher	
  2011).	
  In	
  2013	
  
China’s	
  State	
  Administration	
  of	
  Foreign	
  Exchange	
  (SAFE,	
  which	
  is	
  the	
  PBOC	
  unit	
  that	
  
manages	
  the	
  RMB)	
  took	
  new	
  steps	
  to	
  control	
  “hot	
  money”	
  flows	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  manage	
  the	
  
appreciation	
  of	
  the	
  currency,	
  reduce	
  external	
  risks,	
  and	
  curb	
  efforts	
  to	
  bring	
  capital	
  into	
  the	
  
country	
  via	
  trade	
  mis-­‐invoicing	
  (Monan	
  2013).	
  
	
  
In	
  June	
  2010,	
  Indonesia	
  announced	
  what	
  its	
  officials	
  termed	
  a	
  “quasi	
  capital	
  control”	
  via	
  a	
  
one-­‐month	
  holding	
  period	
  for	
  central	
  bank	
  money	
  market	
  securities	
  (raised	
  to	
  six	
  months	
  
in	
  2011)	
  and	
  new	
  limits	
  on	
  the	
  sales	
  of	
  central	
  bank	
  paper	
  by	
  investors	
  and	
  on	
  the	
  interest	
  
rate	
  on	
  funds	
  deposited	
  at	
  the	
  central	
  bank.	
  During	
  2011	
  it	
  reintroduced	
  a	
  30%	
  cap	
  on	
  
short-­‐term	
  foreign	
  exchange	
  borrowing	
  by	
  domestic	
  banks,	
  and	
  raised	
  a	
  reserve	
  
requirement	
  on	
  foreign	
  currency	
  deposits	
  (Batunanggar	
  2013).	
  The	
  awkward	
  labeling	
  of	
  
controls	
  in	
  Indonesia	
  suggested	
  its	
  government	
  was	
  still	
  afraid	
  of	
  the	
  stigma	
  that	
  long	
  
attached	
  to	
  capital	
  controls.	
  	
  
	
  
Thailand	
  introduced	
  a	
  15%	
  withholding	
  tax	
  on	
  capital	
  gains	
  and	
  interest	
  payments	
  on	
  
foreign	
  holdings	
  of	
  government	
  and	
  state-­‐owned	
  company	
  bonds	
  in	
  October	
  2010.	
  In	
  
December	
  2012,	
  the	
  Philippines	
  announced	
  limits	
  on	
  foreign	
  currency	
  forward	
  positions	
  by	
  
banks	
  and	
  restrictions	
  on	
  foreign	
  deposits	
  (Aquino	
  and	
  Batino	
  2012).	
  	
  
	
  
As	
  in	
  Brazil,	
  Korean	
  authorities	
  took	
  a	
  dynamic,	
  layered	
  approach	
  to	
  capital	
  controls,	
  while	
  
also	
  targeting	
  the	
  particular	
  risks	
  of	
  derivatives.	
  But	
  unlike	
  Brazil,	
  authorities	
  reframed	
  
these	
  measures	
  as	
  macroprudential	
  and	
  not	
  as	
  capital	
  controls	
  (see	
  Chwieroth	
  2015).	
  In	
  
2010	
  Korean	
  regulators	
  began	
  to	
  audit	
  lenders	
  working	
  with	
  foreign	
  currency	
  derivatives,	
  
placed	
  a	
  ceiling	
  on	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  this	
  instrument,	
  and	
  imposed	
  a	
  levy	
  on	
  what	
  it	
  termed	
  
“noncore”	
  foreign	
  currency	
  liabilities	
  held	
  by	
  banks.	
  In	
  2011	
  Korea	
  also	
  levied	
  a	
  tax	
  of	
  up	
  to	
  
.2%	
  on	
  holdings	
  of	
  short-­‐term	
  foreign	
  debt	
  by	
  domestic	
  banks,	
  banned	
  “naked”	
  short	
  
selling,	
  and	
  reintroduced	
  a	
  14%	
  withholding	
  tax	
  on	
  foreign	
  investment	
  in	
  government	
  
bonds	
  sold	
  abroad	
  and	
  a	
  20%	
  capital	
  gains	
  tax	
  on	
  foreign	
  purchases	
  of	
  government	
  bonds	
  
(Lee	
  2011,	
  ADB	
  2011).	
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“Stopping	
  the	
  bleeding”	
  	
  
Some	
  countries	
  have	
  and	
  are	
  using	
  capital	
  controls	
  during	
  the	
  global	
  crisis	
  for	
  the	
  more	
  
customary	
  reason	
  of	
  stemming	
  a	
  financial	
  or	
  economic	
  collapse.	
  In	
  these	
  cases,	
  the	
  IMF	
  has	
  
tolerated	
  controls	
  on	
  capital	
  outflows.	
  This	
  is	
  notable	
  insofar	
  as	
  the	
  Fund	
  and	
  the	
  
neoclassical	
  heart	
  of	
  the	
  economics	
  profession	
  have	
  long	
  seen	
  outflow	
  controls	
  as	
  far	
  worse	
  
than	
  inflow	
  controls.	
  	
  
	
  
Iceland’s	
  policymakers	
  put	
  outflow	
  controls	
  in	
  place	
  to	
  slow	
  the	
  implosion	
  of	
  the	
  economy	
  
before	
  signing	
  an	
  SBA	
  with	
  the	
  IMF	
  in	
  October	
  2008.	
  The	
  SBA	
  made	
  a	
  very	
  strong	
  case	
  for	
  
the	
  extension	
  of	
  these	
  controls	
  as	
  means	
  to	
  restore	
  stability	
  and	
  to	
  protect	
  the	
  krona	
  (IMF	
  
2012a,	
  Sigurgeirsdóttir	
  and	
  Wade	
  2015).	
  In	
  public	
  statements	
  on	
  the	
  matter,	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  staff	
  
repeatedly	
  said	
  that	
  the	
  country’s	
  outflow	
  controls	
  were	
  crucial	
  to	
  prevent	
  a	
  collapse	
  of	
  the	
  
currency,	
  that	
  they	
  were	
  temporary,	
  and	
  that	
  it	
  was	
  a	
  priority	
  to	
  end	
  all	
  restrictions	
  as	
  soon	
  
as	
  possible.	
  The	
  IMF’s	
  Mission	
  Chief	
  in	
  the	
  country	
  commented	
  that	
  “capital	
  controls	
  as	
  part	
  
of	
  an	
  overall	
  strategy	
  worked	
  very,	
  very	
  well”	
  (Forelle	
  2012),	
  and	
  the	
  institution’s	
  Deputy	
  
Managing	
  Director	
  stated	
  that	
  “unconventional	
  measures	
  (as	
  in	
  Iceland)	
  must	
  not	
  be	
  shied	
  
away	
  from	
  when	
  needed”	
  (IMF	
  2011a).	
  The	
  rating	
  agency,	
  Fitch,	
  praised	
  the	
  country’s	
  
“unorthodox	
  crisis	
  policies”	
  when	
  announcing	
  that	
  it	
  had	
  raised	
  its	
  credit	
  rating	
  to	
  
investment	
  grade	
  in	
  February	
  2012	
  (Valdimarsson	
  2012).	
  It	
  should	
  be	
  said	
  that	
  neoliberals	
  
in	
  the	
  country	
  did	
  not	
  share	
  this	
  enthusiasm	
  for	
  the	
  unorthodox	
  response	
  or	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  
advice	
  (Arnason	
  and	
  Danielson	
  2011).6	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  IMF’s	
  characterization	
  of	
  and	
  role	
  in	
  strengthening	
  Iceland’s	
  outflow	
  controls	
  marked	
  a	
  
dramatic	
  precedent	
  and	
  revealed	
  a	
  fundamental	
  change	
  in	
  thinking	
  about	
  capital	
  controls.	
  
The	
  December	
  2008	
  SBA	
  with	
  Latvia	
  allowed	
  for	
  the	
  maintenance	
  of	
  pre-­‐existing	
  
restrictions	
  arising	
  from	
  a	
  partial	
  deposit	
  freeze	
  at	
  the	
  largest	
  domestic	
  bank	
  (IMF	
  2009b).	
  
Soon	
  thereafter,	
  a	
  Fund	
  report	
  acknowledged	
  that	
  Iceland,	
  Indonesia,	
  the	
  Russian	
  
Federation,	
  Argentina	
  and	
  Ukraine	
  all	
  put	
  outflow	
  controls	
  in	
  place	
  to	
  “stop	
  the	
  bleeding”	
  
related	
  to	
  the	
  crisis	
  (IMF	
  2009a).	
  The	
  report	
  neither	
  offers	
  details	
  on	
  the	
  nature	
  of	
  these	
  
controls	
  nor	
  commentary	
  on	
  their	
  ultimate	
  efficacy,	
  something	
  that	
  suggests	
  that	
  
controls—even	
  and	
  most	
  notably	
  on	
  outflows—are	
  being	
  destigmatized	
  by	
  the	
  context	
  in	
  
which	
  they	
  are	
  being	
  used,	
  and	
  by	
  the	
  Fund’s	
  and,	
  in	
  the	
  cases	
  of	
  Cyprus	
  and	
  Greece,	
  the	
  EU	
  
and	
  the	
  ECB’s	
  measured	
  reaction	
  to	
  them.7	
  	
  Indeed,	
  a	
  recent	
  report	
  by	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  IEO	
  (2015)	
  
takes	
  note	
  of	
  the	
  institution’s	
  greater	
  tolerance	
  for	
  outflow	
  controls	
  during	
  the	
  global	
  
financial	
  crisis	
  as	
  exemplified	
  by	
  its	
  support	
  for	
  outflow	
  controls	
  in	
  Iceland,	
  Cyprus,	
  and	
  
Latvia.8	
  
	
  
Cyprus	
  was	
  the	
  first	
  country	
  in	
  the	
  Eurozone	
  to	
  implement	
  capital	
  controls	
  during	
  the	
  
global	
  crisis.	
  The	
  IMF	
  and	
  the	
  EU	
  did	
  not	
  flinch	
  when	
  stringent	
  outflow	
  controls	
  were	
  
implemented	
  as	
  the	
  country’s	
  economy	
  imploded	
  in	
  March	
  2013.	
  Cyprus’	
  capital	
  controls	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
6	
  Temporary	
  outflow	
  controls	
  have	
  turned	
  out	
  to	
  be	
  rather	
  long	
  lived—indeed	
  the	
  central	
  bank	
  and	
  the	
  
Finance	
  Ministry	
  are	
  planning	
  to	
  phase	
  out	
  the	
  controls	
  during	
  2016.	
  
7	
  See	
  Chwieroth	
  (2015)	
  on	
  the	
  process	
  of	
  destigmitizing	
  capital	
  controls.	
  	
  
8	
  The	
  IEO	
  (2015,	
  13)	
  noted	
  that	
  staff	
  did	
  not	
  approve	
  of	
  outflow	
  and	
  exchange	
  controls	
  in	
  2008	
  in	
  Ukraine	
  
(see	
  also	
  Saborowski	
  et	
  al.	
  2014).	
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evolved	
  in	
  the	
  months	
  that	
  followed	
  the	
  March	
  collapse	
  and	
  after	
  it	
  began	
  to	
  receive	
  
support	
  in	
  May	
  2013	
  under	
  an	
  IMF	
  Extended	
  Fund	
  Facility.	
  Capital	
  controls	
  began	
  to	
  be	
  
removed	
  in	
  March	
  2014,	
  and	
  the	
  remaining	
  controls	
  were	
  lifted	
  in	
  April	
  2015.	
  Standard	
  
and	
  Poors	
  upgraded	
  Cyprus’	
  sovereign	
  debt	
  rating	
  to	
  BB-­‐	
  in	
  September	
  2015,	
  and	
  in	
  doing	
  
so	
  cited	
  the	
  removal	
  of	
  capital	
  controls	
  (Zikakou	
  2015).	
  Greece	
  became	
  the	
  second	
  
Eurozone	
  country	
  to	
  implement	
  capital	
  controls.	
  These	
  were	
  put	
  in	
  place	
  at	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  June	
  
2015.	
  Stringent	
  outflow	
  controls	
  were	
  put	
  in	
  place	
  once	
  Eurozone	
  leaders	
  announced	
  that	
  
they	
  would	
  not	
  extend	
  Greece’s	
  then	
  current	
  assistance	
  package	
  beyond	
  June	
  30	
  when	
  it	
  
was	
  scheduled	
  to	
  expire,	
  and	
  that	
  the	
  ECB	
  would	
  cap	
  emergency	
  liquidity	
  assistance	
  to	
  the	
  
country’s	
  banks.	
  	
  
	
  
“Taper	
  tantrums”	
  and	
  the	
  new	
  outflow	
  rout	
  	
  	
  
Beginning	
  in	
  2013,	
  developing	
  countries	
  again	
  began	
  to	
  adjust,	
  experiment,	
  and/or	
  create	
  
space	
  for	
  diverse	
  types	
  of	
  capital	
  controls	
  against	
  the	
  backdrop	
  of	
  growing	
  financial	
  
fragility,	
  weakening	
  economies,	
  depreciating	
  currencies,	
  and	
  turmoil	
  induced	
  by	
  
international	
  policy	
  spillovers.	
  New	
  or	
  tightened	
  capital	
  controls	
  were	
  implemented	
  by	
  
policymakers	
  in	
  the	
  context	
  of	
  the	
  growing	
  fragility	
  in	
  2015	
  and	
  early	
  2016.	
  Some	
  controls	
  
that	
  were	
  put	
  in	
  place	
  in	
  good	
  times	
  were	
  loosened	
  or	
  abandoned.	
  
 
For	
  example,	
  in	
  June	
  2013	
  Brazil	
  eliminated	
  some	
  remaining	
  capital	
  controls	
  that	
  were	
  left	
  
over	
  from	
  the	
  country’s	
  heady	
  days.	
  It	
  reduced	
  the	
  tax	
  on	
  overseas	
  investments	
  in	
  domestic	
  
bonds	
  from	
  6%	
  to	
  zero,	
  and	
  removed	
  a	
  1%	
  tax	
  on	
  bets	
  against	
  the	
  dollar	
  in	
  the	
  futures	
  
market	
  (Leahy	
  and	
  Pearson	
  2013,	
  Biller	
  and	
  Rabello	
  2013).	
  In	
  March	
  2014,	
  Costa	
  Rica	
  put	
  
in	
  place	
  a	
  framework	
  for	
  new	
  capital	
  controls	
  aimed	
  at	
  giving	
  the	
  central	
  bank	
  the	
  ability	
  to	
  
curb	
  speculative	
  money	
  flows	
  from	
  abroad	
  (Reuters	
  2014).	
  And,	
  in	
  an	
  indication	
  of	
  
changing	
  sentiments	
  in	
  challenging	
  times,	
  the	
  governor	
  of	
  the	
  Bank	
  of	
  Mexico,	
  Agustín	
  
Carstens,	
  said	
  in	
  January	
  2016	
  that	
  it	
  might	
  soon	
  be	
  time	
  for	
  central	
  bankers	
  in	
  the	
  
developing	
  world	
  “to	
  become	
  unconventional”	
  to	
  stem	
  the	
  vast	
  tide	
  of	
  capital	
  outflows	
  
(Wheatley	
  and	
  Donnan	
  2016).	
  (This	
  is	
  particularly	
  notable	
  since	
  as	
  recently	
  as	
  2015	
  he	
  had	
  
spoken	
  strongly	
  against	
  capital	
  controls;	
  see	
  below).	
  
	
  
China’s	
  strategy	
  of	
  managed	
  convertibility	
  has	
  become	
  increasingly	
  difficult	
  for	
  officials	
  to	
  
navigate	
  in	
  the	
  wake	
  of	
  growing	
  national	
  and	
  global	
  economic	
  turbulence	
  and	
  missteps	
  by	
  
national	
  policymakers,	
  particularly	
  involving	
  decisions	
  to	
  devalue	
  the	
  currency	
  in	
  August	
  
2015	
  and	
  again	
  in	
  late	
  December	
  and	
  early	
  January	
  2016.	
  This	
  strategy	
  involves	
  a	
  complex	
  
mix	
  of	
  liberalizing	
  capital	
  controls	
  so	
  as	
  to	
  increase	
  the	
  convertibility	
  of	
  the	
  RMB	
  and	
  
increase	
  its	
  flow	
  and	
  use	
  across	
  borders,	
  while	
  also	
  tightening	
  existing	
  and	
  implementing	
  
new	
  controls	
  to	
  protect	
  the	
  economy	
  and	
  the	
  currency	
  from	
  volatile	
  capital	
  flows	
  (Subacchi	
  
2015).	
  Liberalizing	
  capital	
  controls	
  was	
  also	
  necessitated	
  by	
  policymakers’	
  long-­‐held	
  goal	
  
of	
  having	
  the	
  IMF	
  agree	
  to	
  include	
  the	
  RMB	
  in	
  the	
  SDR	
  alongside	
  other	
  currencies	
  that	
  it	
  
had	
  long	
  designated	
  as	
  having	
  “global	
  reserve	
  currency”	
  status.	
  In	
  November	
  2015,	
  China	
  
achieved	
  this	
  (largely	
  symbolic)	
  goal.	
  Against	
  this	
  backdrop	
  and	
  in	
  a	
  series	
  of	
  
announcements	
  in	
  2014,	
  the	
  country’s	
  policymakers	
  eased	
  some	
  capital	
  controls,	
  such	
  as	
  
those	
  that	
  restricted	
  domestic	
  investors	
  from	
  investing	
  in	
  foreign	
  stocks	
  and	
  properties,	
  
firms	
  from	
  selling	
  RMB	
  denominated	
  shares	
  abroad,	
  and	
  doubling	
  the	
  daily	
  range	
  in	
  which	
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the	
  RMB	
  could	
  trade	
  (Barboza	
  2014,	
  Bloomberg	
  2014).	
  After	
  the	
  surprise	
  decision	
  to	
  allow	
  
the	
  RMB	
  to	
  devalue	
  in	
  August	
  2015,	
  SAFE	
  expended	
  up	
  to	
  US$200	
  billion	
  in	
  reserves	
  
defending	
  the	
  currency	
  during	
  the	
  next	
  month,	
  increased	
  monitoring	
  and	
  controls	
  on	
  
foreign	
  exchange	
  transactions,	
  imposed	
  a	
  20%	
  reserve	
  on	
  currency	
  forward	
  positions	
  in	
  
the	
  hopes	
  of	
  curbing	
  intense	
  speculation	
  against	
  the	
  currency	
  (Anderlini	
  2015).	
  And	
  
following	
  another	
  round	
  of	
  large	
  capital	
  outflows	
  in	
  January	
  2016,	
  SAFE	
  implemented	
  
several	
  new,	
  ad	
  hoc,	
  and	
  stringent	
  capital	
  controls.	
  In	
  a	
  widely	
  reported	
  speech	
  at	
  the	
  2016	
  
World	
  Economic	
  Forum	
  in	
  Davos,	
  the	
  Governor	
  of	
  the	
  Bank	
  of	
  Japan,	
  Haruhiko	
  Kuroda,	
  
suggested	
  that	
  China	
  use	
  capital	
  controls	
  to	
  support	
  its	
  currency	
  in	
  the	
  face	
  of	
  growing	
  
pressure	
  against	
  the	
  RMB	
  and	
  the	
  economy.	
  	
  
	
  	
  
In	
  August	
  2013	
  India	
  implemented	
  capital	
  controls	
  on	
  some	
  types	
  of	
  outward	
  flows.	
  These	
  
restricted	
  the	
  amount	
  that	
  Indian-­‐domiciled	
  companies	
  and	
  residents	
  could	
  invest	
  abroad	
  
(Financial	
  Times	
  2013).	
  Interestingly,	
  then	
  governor	
  of	
  the	
  Reserve	
  Bank	
  of	
  India,	
  Duvvuri	
  
Subbarao,	
  took	
  pains	
  to	
  explain	
  that	
  these	
  measures	
  should	
  not	
  be	
  labeled	
  as	
  capital	
  
controls	
  (despite	
  the	
  obvious	
  point).	
  In	
  his	
  last	
  speech	
  as	
  central	
  bank	
  governor	
  he	
  said	
  of	
  
these	
  measures:	
  "I	
  must	
  reiterate	
  here	
  that	
  it	
  is	
  not	
  the	
  policy	
  of	
  the	
  Reserve	
  Bank	
  to	
  resort	
  
to	
  capital	
  controls	
  or	
  reverse	
  the	
  direction	
  of	
  capital	
  account	
  liberalization,"	
  and	
  he	
  
emphasized	
  that	
  the	
  measures	
  did	
  not	
  restrict	
  inflows	
  or	
  outflows	
  by	
  non-­‐residents	
  
(Reuters	
  2013b).	
  Market	
  observers	
  nevertheless	
  dubbed	
  them	
  “partial	
  capital	
  
controls”(Ray	
  2013).	
  When	
  the	
  new	
  central	
  bank	
  governor,	
  Raghuram	
  Rajan	
  took	
  his	
  place	
  
in	
  September	
  2013,	
  he	
  promptly	
  rolled	
  back	
  the	
  new	
  outflow	
  controls	
  (ibid).	
  
	
  
Tajikistan	
  deployed	
  several	
  types	
  of	
  outflow	
  controls	
  during	
  2015	
  and	
  2016	
  in	
  the	
  context	
  
of	
  the	
  turmoil	
  induced	
  by	
  falling	
  oil	
  prices.	
  These	
  involve	
  administrative	
  measures	
  that	
  
attempt	
  to	
  stabilize	
  the	
  currency,	
  closure	
  of	
  private	
  currency	
  exchange	
  offices,	
  the	
  
requirement	
  that	
  rouble-­‐denominated	
  remittances	
  be	
  converted	
  to	
  the	
  national	
  currency,	
  
restrictions	
  on	
  foreign	
  currency	
  transactions,	
  and	
  termination	
  of	
  the	
  direct	
  sale	
  of	
  foreign	
  
currency	
  to	
  the	
  population	
  (IntelliNews	
  2016,	
  UNCTAD	
  2015,	
  National	
  Bank	
  of	
  Tajikistan	
  
2015).	
  Here,	
  too,	
  authorities	
  attempted	
  to	
  brand	
  these	
  measures	
  as	
  something	
  other	
  than	
  
capital	
  controls.	
  Indeed,	
  First	
  Deputy	
  Chairman	
  of	
  the	
  country’s	
  central	
  bank,	
  Nuraliev	
  
Kamolovich, denied	
  that	
  these	
  moves	
  amounted	
  to	
  capital	
  control	
  in	
  an	
  interview	
  with	
  the	
  
Financial	
  Times	
  (Farchy	
  2016).	
  	
  
	
  
In	
  December	
  2014,	
  the	
  Russian	
  government	
  put	
  outflow	
  controls	
  in	
  place,	
  though	
  these	
  are	
  
being	
  referred	
  to	
  in	
  the	
  country’s	
  press	
  as	
  “informal”	
  capital	
  controls.	
  The	
  government	
  set	
  
limits	
  on	
  net	
  foreign	
  exchange	
  assets	
  for	
  state-­‐owned	
  exporters,	
  required	
  that	
  large	
  state	
  
exporting	
  companies	
  report	
  to	
  the	
  central	
  bank	
  on	
  a	
  weekly	
  basis	
  and	
  reduce	
  their	
  net	
  
foreign	
  exchange	
  assets	
  to	
  the	
  lower	
  level	
  that	
  prevailed	
  earlier	
  in	
  the	
  year,	
  and	
  the	
  central	
  
bank	
  installed	
  supervisors	
  at	
  currency	
  trading	
  desks	
  of	
  top	
  state	
  banks	
  (Kelly,	
  
Korsunskaya,	
  and	
  Fabrichnaya	
  2014).	
  
	
  
Ukraine	
  deployed	
  several	
  outflow	
  controls	
  in	
  February	
  2014.	
  These	
  measures	
  include	
  a	
  
ceiling	
  on	
  foreign	
  currency	
  purchases	
  by	
  individuals;	
  a	
  ban	
  on	
  buying	
  foreign	
  exchange	
  to	
  
invest	
  overseas	
  or	
  repay	
  foreign	
  debt	
  early;	
  a	
  five	
  day	
  waiting	
  period	
  before	
  companies	
  can	
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receive	
  the	
  foreign	
  exchange	
  that	
  they	
  have	
  purchased;	
  and	
  limit	
  on	
  foreign	
  currency	
  
withdrawals	
  from	
  bank	
  deposits	
  (to	
  around	
  US$1500	
  per	
  day;	
  (Strauss	
  2014)).9	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  case	
  of	
  Azerbaijan	
  is	
  illustrative	
  of	
  the	
  continued	
  tensions	
  over	
  capital	
  controls	
  within	
  
some	
  countries	
  and	
  also	
  of	
  the	
  rating	
  agencies’	
  new	
  measured	
  responses	
  to	
  them.	
  In	
  
January	
  2016	
  the	
  country’s	
  Parliament	
  passed	
  a	
  bill	
  that	
  would	
  impose	
  a	
  20%	
  tax	
  on	
  
foreign	
  currency	
  outflows	
  and	
  allow	
  repayment	
  of	
  dollar	
  loans	
  up	
  to	
  US$5,000	
  at	
  the	
  
exchange	
  rate	
  that	
  prevailed	
  prior	
  to	
  the	
  currency’s	
  devaluation.	
  The	
  country’s	
  President,	
  
Ilham	
  Aliyev,	
  rejected	
  the	
  bill	
  the	
  next	
  month.	
  In	
  doing	
  so,	
  the	
  President	
  said	
  that	
  “[it]	
  was	
  a	
  
mistake	
  to	
  tax	
  foreign-­‐currency	
  outflows	
  as	
  it	
  would	
  scare	
  away	
  foreign	
  investors…[and]	
  
cause	
  problems	
  for	
  large	
  companies	
  like	
  BP”	
  (Agayev	
  2016).	
  In	
  the	
  period	
  between	
  the	
  
Parliament’s	
  passage	
  and	
  the	
  President’s	
  rejection,	
  the	
  rating	
  agencies	
  had	
  a	
  measured	
  
reaction	
  to	
  the	
  prospect	
  of	
  outflow	
  controls	
  in	
  the	
  country.	
  Standard	
  and	
  Poors	
  lowered	
  the	
  
countries	
  rating,	
  but	
  cited	
  low	
  oil	
  prices	
  in	
  doing	
  so,	
  and	
  Fitch	
  did	
  not	
  change	
  their	
  rating	
  
saying	
  that	
  “the	
  introduction	
  of	
  the	
  capital	
  controls	
  does	
  not	
  ‘automatically’	
  have	
  
consequences	
  for	
  the	
  country’s	
  sovereign	
  rating’”	
  (Eglitis	
  2016,	
  Financial	
  Times	
  2016).	
  
	
  
Beginning	
  in	
  late	
  2014,	
  Nigeria	
  began	
  to	
  implement	
  outflow	
  controls	
  as	
  falling	
  oil	
  prices	
  
and	
  a	
  concomitant	
  drop	
  in	
  foreign	
  reserves	
  destabilized	
  its	
  economy.	
  In	
  December	
  2014	
  
limits	
  on	
  currency	
  trading	
  were	
  imposed.	
  And	
  starting	
  in	
  April	
  2015	
  and	
  continuing	
  
through	
  the	
  year,	
  new	
  outflow	
  controls	
  were	
  put	
  in	
  place.	
  These	
  included	
  limits	
  on	
  what	
  
Nigerians	
  could	
  spend	
  on	
  credit	
  cards	
  abroad;	
  restrictions	
  on	
  access	
  to	
  hard	
  currency	
  and	
  
cross-­‐border	
  payments;	
  limits	
  on	
  dollar	
  denominated	
  transactions	
  using	
  ATM	
  cards	
  and	
  
daily	
  limits	
  on	
  foreign	
  ATM	
  withdrawals;	
  foreign	
  currency	
  quotas	
  and	
  restrictions	
  on	
  
access	
  to	
  dollars	
  (Ferro	
  2014,	
  Reuters	
  2015,	
  Johnson	
  2015).10	
  In	
  February	
  2016,	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  
Lagarde	
  began	
  to	
  call	
  publicly	
  on	
  the	
  government	
  to	
  remove	
  capital	
  and	
  exchange	
  controls,	
  
abandon	
  the	
  currency	
  peg,	
  and	
  borrowing	
  from	
  an	
  old	
  script-­‐-­‐to	
  pursue	
  fiscal	
  discipline	
  
and	
  structural	
  reform	
  to	
  bolster	
  growth	
  (Reuters	
  2016).	
  
	
   	
  
Similar	
  pressures,	
  dissimilar	
  responses,	
  and	
  legal	
  constraints	
  	
  
Not	
  all	
  policymakers	
  have	
  and	
  are	
  responding	
  to	
  the	
  pressures	
  induced	
  by	
  large	
  inflows,	
  
outflows,	
  and	
  policy	
  spillovers	
  with	
  capital	
  controls.	
  Policymakers	
  in	
  some	
  countries	
  that	
  
enjoyed	
  high	
  inflows	
  during	
  much	
  of	
  the	
  global	
  crisis,	
  such	
  as	
  Turkey,	
  Chile,	
  Mexico,	
  and	
  
Colombia	
  publicly	
  rejected	
  inflow	
  controls.	
  Instead	
  they	
  increased	
  their	
  purchases	
  of	
  
dollars	
  and	
  used	
  expansionary	
  monetary	
  policy.	
  These	
  divergent	
  responses	
  to	
  similar	
  
pressures	
  reflect	
  many	
  factors,	
  not	
  least	
  of	
  which	
  are	
  differing	
  internal	
  political	
  economies,	
  
the	
  continued	
  sway	
  of	
  neoliberal	
  ideas,	
  and	
  the	
  long	
  shadow	
  cast	
  by	
  the	
  belief	
  that	
  central	
  
banks	
  must	
  signal	
  their	
  commitment	
  to	
  neoliberalism.	
  	
  
	
  
There	
  is	
  far	
  more	
  to	
  the	
  matter	
  of	
  resisting	
  capital	
  controls	
  than	
  the	
  long	
  half-­‐life	
  of	
  
neoliberalism,	
  however.	
  Some	
  countries	
  simply	
  cannot	
  introduce	
  capital	
  controls—either	
  
on	
  inflows	
  or	
  outflows-­‐-­‐	
  because	
  of	
  bi-­‐	
  or	
  multilateral	
  trade	
  and	
  investment	
  treaties	
  with	
  
the	
  US	
  (such	
  as	
  the	
  North	
  American	
  Free	
  Trade	
  Agreement,	
  NAFTA,	
  and	
  the	
  Dominican	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
9	
  Some	
  of	
  these	
  measures	
  were	
  loosened	
  in	
  2015. 
10	
  Thanks	
  to	
  Michael	
  Akume	
  for	
  research	
  on	
  Nigeria.	
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Republic-­‐Central	
  American	
  Free	
  Trade	
  Agreement),	
  the	
  EU,	
  and	
  the	
  OECD	
  (Gallagher	
  2014,	
  
ch8,	
  2012,	
  Shadlen	
  2005,	
  Wade	
  2003).	
  The	
  scope	
  of	
  these	
  constraints	
  could	
  be	
  expanded	
  if	
  
the	
  pending	
  multilateral	
  trade	
  agreement,	
  the	
  Trans-­‐Pacific	
  Partnership	
  (TTP),	
  goes	
  into	
  
effect.11	
  
	
  
Governments	
  face	
  other	
  restrictions	
  on	
  controls	
  from	
  the	
  obligations	
  to	
  liberalize	
  financial	
  
services	
  under	
  the	
  WTO	
  (Gallagher	
  2012).	
  Article	
  63	
  of	
  the	
  Lisbon	
  Treaty	
  of	
  the	
  EU	
  
enforces	
  open	
  capital	
  accounts	
  across	
  the	
  union	
  and	
  requires	
  that	
  members	
  not	
  restrict	
  
capital	
  transactions	
  with	
  other	
  countries.	
  However,	
  Cyprus	
  and	
  Greece	
  are	
  members	
  of	
  the	
  
EU,	
  and	
  they	
  did	
  deploy	
  stringent	
  outflow	
  controls	
  in	
  2013	
  and	
  2015	
  (respectively)	
  when	
  
their	
  banking	
  systems	
  imploded.	
  Indeed,	
  the	
  EC	
  and	
  the	
  ECB	
  gave	
  their	
  blessing	
  to	
  capital	
  
controls	
  on	
  the	
  grounds	
  that	
  controls	
  were	
  temporary	
  and	
  essential	
  to	
  preventing	
  large	
  
scale	
  exit	
  of	
  capital	
  and	
  the	
  collapse	
  of	
  the	
  banking	
  system.	
  Other	
  restrictions	
  appear	
  in	
  the	
  
OECD’s	
  Code	
  of	
  Liberalisation	
  of	
  Capital	
  Movements,	
  though	
  since	
  it	
  is	
  not	
  a	
  treaty	
  the	
  
obligations	
  are	
  not	
  actionable	
  (Abdelal	
  2007,	
  Gallagher	
  2012).	
  	
  
	
  
At	
  the	
  time	
  when	
  many	
  of	
  these	
  agreements	
  were	
  negotiated,	
  their	
  restrictions	
  on	
  capital	
  
controls	
  no	
  doubt	
  seemed	
  redundant	
  since	
  controls	
  were	
  effectively	
  blocked	
  by	
  the	
  
effective	
  constraints	
  imposed	
  by	
  the	
  IMF,	
  rating	
  agencies	
  and	
  investors.	
  Today,	
  however,	
  in	
  
the	
  face	
  of	
  reversals	
  by	
  the	
  previous	
  enforcers	
  of	
  neoliberalism,	
  the	
  provisions	
  are	
  
consequential.	
  Chile’s	
  refusal	
  to	
  use	
  controls	
  during	
  the	
  global	
  crisis	
  may	
  have	
  as	
  much	
  to	
  
do	
  with	
  its	
  2004	
  trade	
  agreement	
  with	
  the	
  US	
  as	
  with	
  neoliberal	
  ideology.	
  But	
  the	
  US-­‐Chile	
  
free	
  trade	
  agreement	
  exposes	
  the	
  country	
  to	
  lawsuits	
  by	
  investors	
  who	
  are	
  able	
  to	
  
demonstrate	
  that	
  they	
  are	
  harmed	
  by	
  controls.	
  Mexico’s	
  situation	
  is	
  similar.	
  Here	
  neoliberal	
  
views	
  are	
  backed	
  up	
  by	
  the	
  strictures	
  in	
  NAFTA	
  that	
  threaten	
  to	
  punish	
  any	
  change	
  in	
  its	
  
policy	
  stance.12	
  	
  By	
  contrast,	
  Brazil	
  was	
  free	
  to	
  utilize	
  controls	
  during	
  the	
  global	
  crisis	
  
because	
  it	
  has	
  not	
  signed	
  bilateral	
  treaties	
  with	
  the	
  US.	
  	
  
	
  
Reframing	
  controls	
  as	
  something	
  other	
  than	
  controls	
  seems	
  to	
  be	
  one	
  viable	
  avenue	
  in	
  
cases	
  where	
  policymakers	
  do	
  not	
  have	
  the	
  appetite	
  to	
  push	
  the	
  limits	
  of	
  trade/investment	
  
agreements	
  (as	
  with	
  Peru	
  and	
  Uruguay),	
  or	
  where	
  they	
  otherwise	
  fear	
  the	
  anti-­‐free	
  market	
  
stigma.	
  Hence,	
  Korea’s	
  macroprudential	
  measures13;	
  Indonesia’s	
  quasi-­‐controls;	
  
Tajikistan’s	
  denial	
  that	
  it	
  is	
  using	
  controls;	
  India’s	
  use	
  of	
  partial	
  controls,	
  and	
  the	
  Central	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
11	
  A	
  separate	
  annex	
  (i.e.,	
  a	
  “carve	
  out”)	
  to	
  the	
  TPP	
  allows	
  Chile	
  to	
  maintain	
  or	
  enact	
  capital	
  controls	
  that	
  are	
  
consistent	
  with	
  its	
  own	
  domestic	
  laws	
  to	
  ensure	
  financial	
  stability,	
  but	
  such	
  a	
  carve	
  out	
  was	
  not	
  negotiated	
  for	
  
other	
  TPP	
  signatories.	
  
12	
  NAFTA	
  includes	
  a	
  balance	
  of	
  payments	
  exception	
  that	
  allows	
  capital	
  controls	
  when	
  the	
  host	
  states	
  
“experience	
  serious	
  balance	
  of	
  payments	
  difficulties,	
  or	
  the	
  threat	
  thereof,”	
  but	
  use	
  of	
  this	
  exception	
  must	
  be	
  
temporary	
  and	
  non-­‐discriminatory	
  (Gallagher	
  2014,	
  181).	
  	
  
13	
  Korea’s	
  2007	
  free	
  trade	
  agreement	
  with	
  the	
  US	
  allows	
  temporary	
  controls	
  under	
  certain	
  circumstances.	
  
Note	
  also	
  that	
  though	
  Korea	
  is	
  an	
  OECD	
  member,	
  it	
  was	
  nevertheless	
  able	
  to	
  implement	
  capital	
  controls	
  
during	
  the	
  global	
  crisis	
  without	
  raising	
  the	
  ire	
  of	
  other	
  members;	
  some	
  of	
  this	
  may	
  be	
  explained	
  by	
  its	
  
successful	
  rebranding	
  of	
  these	
  controls	
  as	
  prudential	
  measures.	
  Indeed,	
  Korea	
  was	
  the	
  only	
  OECD	
  member	
  to	
  
use	
  capital	
  controls	
  during	
  the	
  global	
  financial	
  crisis.	
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Bank	
  governor’s	
  message	
  to	
  foreign	
  investors;	
  and	
  Azerbajan’s	
  President	
  blocking	
  capital	
  
controls	
  because	
  of	
  the	
  perceived	
  reaction	
  by	
  foreign	
  investors.14	
   
	
  
Revising	
  the	
  rule	
  book	
  	
  
Since	
  2008	
  many	
  developing	
  countries	
  have	
  implemented	
  controls	
  without	
  seeking	
  
permission	
  from	
  the	
  IMF.	
  For	
  many	
  (but	
  not	
  all)	
  countries,	
  controls	
  were	
  a	
  response	
  to	
  the	
  
costs	
  of	
  their	
  relative	
  economic	
  success	
  during	
  much	
  of	
  the	
  global	
  crisis.	
  It’s	
  hard	
  to	
  
imagine	
  that	
  capital	
  controls	
  could	
  have	
  been	
  rebranded	
  as	
  legitimate	
  policy	
  tools	
  as	
  
quickly	
  and	
  deeply	
  as	
  has	
  been	
  the	
  case	
  had	
  it	
  not	
  been	
  for	
  the	
  divergent	
  effects	
  of	
  the	
  crisis	
  
across	
  the	
  globe,	
  and	
  the	
  initiatives	
  of	
  many	
  of	
  the	
  winners	
  from	
  the	
  crisis	
  to	
  assert	
  control	
  
over	
  financial	
  flows.	
  Just	
  as	
  history	
  is	
  written	
  by	
  the	
  victors,	
  so	
  may	
  it	
  be	
  the	
  case	
  that	
  the	
  
rebranding	
  and	
  re-­‐legitimizing	
  of	
  a	
  forbidden	
  policy	
  tool	
  depends	
  primarily	
  on	
  the	
  
practices	
  and	
  strategies	
  of	
  those	
  countries	
  whose	
  success	
  grants	
  them	
  the	
  latitude	
  and	
  
confidence,	
  and	
  the	
  influence	
  over	
  other	
  countries,	
  not	
  just	
  to	
  “cheat”	
  in	
  a	
  policy	
  domain	
  
but	
  to	
  revise	
  the	
  rule	
  book	
  completely.	
  Thus,	
  whether	
  the	
  IMF	
  and	
  the	
  economics	
  
profession	
  have	
  changed	
  fundamentally	
  on	
  capital	
  controls	
  matters	
  less	
  than	
  the	
  context	
  in	
  
which	
  they	
  are	
  being	
  utilized.	
  	
  
	
  
Outflow	
  controls	
  have	
  also	
  been	
  legitimized	
  by	
  widespread	
  acknowledgement	
  of	
  their	
  
success	
  in	
  Iceland	
  and	
  elsewhere.	
  Outflow	
  controls	
  are	
  nevertheless	
  still	
  seen	
  in	
  a	
  different	
  
light	
  than	
  inflow	
  controls,	
  but	
  the	
  crisis	
  has	
  catalyzed	
  a	
  degree	
  of	
  rethinking	
  on	
  this	
  
controversial	
  instrument	
  as	
  well.	
  It	
  may	
  be	
  that	
  outflow	
  controls	
  become	
  necessary	
  in	
  more	
  
national	
  contexts	
  if	
  present	
  turbulence	
  accelerates,	
  as	
  seems	
  likely.	
  This	
  may	
  test	
  the	
  limits	
  
of	
  the	
  policy	
  space	
  around	
  this	
  tool.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  rebranding	
  of	
  controls	
  has	
  also	
  been	
  facilitated	
  by	
  the	
  fact	
  that	
  carry	
  trade	
  pressures	
  
caused	
  central	
  bankers	
  in	
  wealthy	
  countries	
  to	
  reconsider	
  their	
  long-­‐held	
  opposition	
  to	
  
capital	
  controls.	
  For	
  example,	
  the	
  head	
  of	
  the	
  Swiss	
  National	
  Bank	
  announced	
  that	
  it	
  was	
  
considering	
  controls	
  on	
  foreign	
  deposits	
  when	
  the	
  currency	
  was	
  under	
  pressure,	
  though	
  
these	
  have	
  not	
  been	
  used	
  (Ross	
  and	
  Simonian	
  2012).	
  A	
  top	
  Bundesbank	
  official	
  signaled	
  a	
  
softening	
  in	
  its	
  traditional	
  position	
  in	
  stating	
  that	
  “limited	
  use	
  of	
  controls	
  could	
  sometimes	
  
be	
  appropriate”	
  to	
  counter	
  currency	
  pressures	
  (Reuters	
  2013a).	
  Moreover,	
  the	
  emergence	
  
of	
  unconventional	
  monetary	
  policies	
  and	
  the	
  growing	
  discussion	
  of	
  their	
  spillover	
  effects	
  
may	
  have	
  triggered	
  recognition	
  that	
  desperate	
  times	
  require	
  desperate	
  measures.	
  This	
  may	
  
reflect	
  what	
  Benlialper	
  and	
  Comert	
  (2016)	
  term	
  a	
  broadening	
  of	
  central	
  bank	
  practice	
  and	
  
policy	
  targets	
  during	
  the	
  crisis.	
   
	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
14	
  In	
  some	
  cases,	
  this	
  reframing	
  may	
  be	
  less	
  instrumental	
  than	
  I	
  suggest.	
  Chwieroth	
  (2015)	
  argues	
  that	
  
Korean	
  authorities	
  see	
  the	
  measures	
  they	
  put	
  in	
  place	
  during	
  the	
  global	
  crisis	
  as	
  prudential	
  and	
  consistent	
  
with	
  their	
  acceptance	
  of	
  the	
  norm	
  of	
  liberalization.	
  I	
  should	
  add	
  here	
  that	
  the	
  re-­‐normalization	
  of	
  capital	
  
controls	
  may	
  involve	
  rebranding,	
  the	
  focus	
  of	
  this	
  paper,	
  and/or	
  re-­‐framing	
  of	
  capital	
  controls	
  as	
  something	
  
other	
  than	
  capital	
  controls.	
  The	
  former	
  represents	
  a	
  more	
  direct	
  assault	
  on	
  the	
  pre-­‐existing	
  neoliberal	
  
ideology,	
  and	
  is	
  expected	
  where	
  states	
  have	
  achieved	
  substantial	
  policy	
  autonomy.	
  The	
  latter	
  amounts	
  to	
  
“cheating”	
  –	
  attempting	
  to	
  use	
  a	
  strategy	
  that	
  is	
  not	
  permitted	
  under	
  the	
  neoliberal	
  rules	
  of	
  the	
  game	
  without	
  
admitting	
  it.	
  We	
  should	
  expect	
  this	
  strategy	
  in	
  cases	
  where	
  states	
  have	
  not	
  achieved	
  substantial	
  policy	
  
autonomy.	
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The	
  Economics	
  Profession,	
  the	
  IMF,	
  and	
  the	
  New	
  Pragmatism	
  on	
  Capital	
  Controls	
  
Today	
  IMF	
  staff	
  economists	
  and	
  leading	
  academic	
  economists	
  have	
  taken	
  steps	
  toward	
  
elaborating	
  a	
  theoretical	
  and	
  empirical	
  case	
  for	
  capital	
  controls.	
  	
  
	
  
Neoclassical	
  economics	
  and	
  capital	
  controls	
  
Two	
  views	
  on	
  capital	
  controls	
  have	
  predominated	
  among	
  academic	
  economists	
  who	
  
advocate	
  neoliberalism.	
  The	
  first,	
  and	
  minority	
  view,	
  is	
  associated	
  with	
  libertarian	
  thought.	
  
The	
  libertarian	
  case	
  against	
  capital	
  controls	
  is	
  a	
  principled	
  rather	
  than	
  a	
  welfare	
  
consequentialist	
  view.	
  From	
  the	
  libertarian	
  perspective,	
  controls	
  are	
  a	
  violation	
  of	
  investor	
  
rights.	
  The	
  case	
  against	
  them	
  is	
  therefore	
  impervious	
  to	
  new	
  empirical	
  evidence	
  or	
  a	
  
change	
  in	
  economic	
  conditions.	
  In	
  contrast,	
  neoclassical	
  welfarist	
  critics	
  have	
  long	
  held	
  that	
  
capital	
  controls	
  are	
  counter-­‐productive.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  neoliberal	
  case	
  against	
  capital	
  controls	
  seems	
  to	
  have	
  lost	
  some	
  of	
  its	
  luster	
  during	
  the	
  
global	
  crisis,	
  though	
  some	
  ardent	
  defenders	
  have	
  been	
  left	
  standing.	
  For	
  instance,	
  in	
  a	
  
discussion	
  of	
  inflow	
  controls,	
  Mexico’s	
  Central	
  Bank	
  Governor	
  Carstens	
  said:	
  “I	
  have	
  only	
  
eight	
  seconds	
  left	
  to	
  talk	
  about	
  capital	
  controls.	
  But	
  that’s	
  OK.	
  I	
  don’t	
  need	
  more	
  time	
  than	
  
that	
  to	
  tell	
  you:	
  they	
  don’t	
  work,	
  I	
  wouldn’t	
  use	
  them,	
  I	
  wouldn’t	
  recommend	
  them”	
  
(Carstens	
  2015).	
  In	
  the	
  same	
  speech	
  he	
  indicted	
  outflow	
  controls:	
  “when	
  investors	
  come	
  in	
  
[to	
  a	
  new	
  country]	
  they	
  first	
  look	
  to	
  see	
  where	
  the	
  exit	
  is	
  and	
  if	
  it	
  doesn’t	
  exist,	
  they	
  won’t	
  
come	
  in.”15	
  	
  Some	
  neoliberals	
  (as	
  we	
  have	
  seen	
  earlier)	
  have	
  rebuked	
  the	
  IMF	
  for	
  its	
  
support	
  of	
  capital	
  controls	
  in	
  Brazil	
  and	
  Iceland,	
  and	
  others,	
  such	
  as	
  William	
  Cline	
  (2010),	
  
have	
  rebuked	
  the	
  IMF	
  for	
  its	
  new	
  acceptance	
  of	
  controls.	
  The	
  conservative	
  US	
  think	
  tank,	
  
the	
  Heritage	
  Foundation,	
  has	
  been	
  sharply	
  critical	
  of	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  recent	
  acceptance	
  of	
  capital	
  
controls)	
  and	
  in	
  an	
  issue	
  brief	
  highlights	
  with	
  horror	
  a	
  2012	
  speech	
  made	
  by	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  
Lagarde	
  in	
  praise	
  of	
  Malaysia’s	
  1998	
  controls	
  (Olson	
  and	
  Kim	
  2013).	
  
	
  
Despite	
  this	
  notable	
  camp	
  of	
  holdouts,	
  we	
  find	
  evidence	
  within	
  neoclassical	
  thought	
  of	
  a	
  
new	
  pragmatism	
  as	
  concerns	
  capital	
  controls.	
  Prior	
  to	
  the	
  global	
  crisis,	
  neoclassical	
  
economists	
  almost	
  universally	
  held	
  that	
  controls	
  were	
  costly	
  interventions	
  in	
  the	
  market	
  
because	
  they	
  raise	
  the	
  cost	
  of	
  capital,	
  especially	
  for	
  small	
  and	
  medium-­‐sized	
  firms,	
  and	
  
generate	
  costly	
  evasion	
  strategies	
  (Forbes	
  2005,	
  Edwards	
  1999).	
  Capital	
  controls	
  were	
  
therefore	
  imprudent	
  since	
  developing	
  countries	
  could	
  hardly	
  afford	
  to	
  introduce	
  new	
  
sources	
  of	
  inefficiency	
  and	
  distributional	
  disparities.	
  	
  
	
  
Recent	
  research	
  in	
  neoclassical	
  economics	
  challenges	
  the	
  critique	
  by	
  emphasizing	
  the	
  
negative	
  externalities	
  associated	
  with	
  highly	
  liberalized	
  international	
  financial	
  flows,	
  
particularly	
  in	
  the	
  absence	
  of	
  international	
  coordination	
  of	
  monetary	
  policies.	
  The	
  research	
  	
  
has	
  helped	
  to	
  legitimize	
  capital	
  controls,	
  particularly	
  targeted,	
  temporary	
  controls,	
  and	
  
some	
  of	
  this	
  research	
  also	
  offers	
  support	
  for	
  international	
  policy	
  coordination	
  and/or	
  
regulations	
  on	
  capital	
  flows	
  in	
  both	
  source	
  and	
  recipient	
  countries.	
  	
  
	
  
There	
  are	
  three	
  dimensions	
  to	
  the	
  new	
  academic	
  research.	
  The	
  first	
  strand	
  is	
  associated	
  
with	
  the	
  work	
  of	
  Anton	
  Korinek,	
  and	
  is	
  termed	
  the	
  “new	
  welfare	
  economics	
  of	
  capital	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
15	
  Recall	
  that	
  (as	
  earlier	
  noted)	
  Carsten’s	
  spoke	
  more	
  catholically	
  about	
  controls	
  in	
  January	
  2016.	
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controls.”	
  It	
  assumes	
  that	
  in	
  an	
  environment	
  of	
  uncertainty,	
  imperfect	
  information	
  and	
  
volatility,	
  unstable	
  capital	
  flows	
  have	
  negative	
  externalities	
  on	
  recipient	
  economies	
  
(Korinek	
  2011,	
  Aizenman	
  2009).	
  In	
  this	
  approach	
  liberalized	
  short-­‐term	
  capital	
  flows	
  are	
  
recognized	
  to	
  induce	
  ambient	
  risk	
  that	
  can	
  destabilize	
  economies.	
  Inflow	
  controls	
  induce	
  
borrowers	
  to	
  internalize	
  the	
  externalities	
  of	
  risky	
  capital	
  flows,	
  and	
  thereby	
  promote	
  
macroeconomic	
  stability	
  and	
  enhance	
  welfare	
  (Korinek	
  2011).	
  
	
  
A	
  second	
  strand	
  of	
  research,	
  associated	
  with	
  Korinek	
  (2011,	
  2014)	
  and	
  Hélène	
  Rey	
  (2014,	
  
2015),	
  emphasizes	
  the	
  way	
  in	
  which	
  capital	
  controls	
  protect	
  developing	
  countries	
  from	
  the	
  
international	
  spillover	
  effects	
  of	
  monetary	
  policy	
  in	
  wealthy	
  countries,	
  and	
  it	
  explicitly	
  
takes	
  up	
  the	
  absence	
  of	
  multilateral	
  mechanisms	
  to	
  coordinate	
  monetary,	
  capital	
  control,	
  
and	
  other	
  prudential	
  policies.	
  Research	
  by	
  Korinek	
  and	
  Rey	
  provides	
  rigorous	
  academic	
  
support	
  for	
  the	
  claims	
  of	
  Brazil’s	
  Mantega	
  and	
  India’s	
  Rajan	
  (among	
  others)	
  regarding	
  
currency	
  wars	
  and	
  spillover	
  effects.	
  An	
  article	
  in	
  the	
  Economist	
  put	
  the	
  connection	
  between	
  
these	
  spillover	
  effects	
  and	
  capital	
  controls	
  quite	
  clearly:	
  	
  “QE	
  has	
  helped	
  to	
  make	
  capital	
  
controls	
  intellectually	
  respectable	
  again”(Economist	
  2013).	
  	
  
	
  
Korinek	
  argues	
  that	
  the	
  negative	
  international	
  spillover	
  affects	
  of	
  expansionary	
  monetary	
  
policy	
  during	
  the	
  global	
  crisis	
  highlights	
  the	
  need	
  for	
  multilateral	
  coordination	
  (Korinek	
  
2013).	
  An	
  IMF	
  Staff	
  Discussion	
  Note	
  (in	
  which	
  Korinek	
  is	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  authors)(Ostry,	
  Ghosh,	
  
and	
  Korinek	
  2012)	
  extends	
  these	
  themes.	
  Citing	
  Keynes	
  and	
  White,	
  the	
  report	
  argues	
  that	
  
spillovers	
  and	
  the	
  absence	
  of	
  coordinating	
  mechanisms	
  justifies	
  regulating	
  capital	
  flows	
  at	
  
both	
  ends.	
  In	
  this	
  view,	
  coordination	
  of	
  capital	
  controls	
  between	
  source	
  and	
  recipient	
  is	
  
welfare	
  improving	
  since	
  the	
  costs	
  of	
  controls	
  increase	
  at	
  an	
  increasing	
  rate	
  with	
  the	
  
intensity	
  of	
  controls.	
  Thus,	
  a	
  more	
  efficient	
  outcome	
  is	
  to	
  spread	
  the	
  costs	
  of	
  controls	
  
across	
  countries	
  so	
  that	
  no	
  one	
  country	
  shoulders	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  costs.	
  In	
  a	
  similar	
  vein,	
  using	
  
data	
  from	
  1995-­‐2012,	
  Ghosh,	
  Qureshi,	
  and	
  Sugawara	
  (2014)	
  find	
  that	
  imposing	
  capital	
  
controls	
  on	
  both	
  source	
  and	
  recipient	
  countries	
  can	
  achieve	
  a	
  larger	
  decrease	
  in	
  the	
  volume	
  
of	
  flows,	
  or	
  the	
  same	
  decrease	
  with	
  less	
  intrusive	
  measures	
  on	
  either	
  end.	
  Thus,	
  
international	
  coordination	
  or	
  cooperation	
  achieves	
  globally	
  more	
  efficient	
  outcomes,	
  and	
  
what	
  they	
  term	
  costly	
  “capital	
  control	
  wars”	
  can	
  be	
  avoided.	
  
	
  
Rey’s	
  (2015)	
  work	
  is	
  also	
  motivated	
  by	
  the	
  unwelcome	
  international	
  spillover	
  effects	
  of	
  
wealthy	
  country	
  monetary	
  policy.	
  These	
  spillover	
  effects	
  necessitate	
  use	
  of	
  targeted	
  capital	
  
controls	
  on	
  inflows	
  and	
  outflows,	
  particularly	
  since	
  she	
  sees	
  international	
  coordination	
  on	
  
monetary	
  policy	
  spillovers	
  as	
  being	
  “out	
  of	
  reach.”	
  Capital	
  controls	
  are	
  necessary	
  to	
  protect	
  
developing	
  countries	
  from	
  what	
  she	
  terms	
  the	
  “global	
  financial	
  cycle,”	
  i.e.,	
  the	
  instability	
  
triggered	
  by	
  large,	
  sudden	
  inflows	
  associated	
  with	
  carry	
  trade	
  activity	
  and	
  their	
  equally	
  
sudden	
  exit	
  (ibid).	
  In	
  a	
  lecture	
  at	
  the	
  IMF,	
  Rey	
  argued	
  that	
  the	
  negative	
  spillover	
  effects	
  of	
  
the	
  global	
  financial	
  cycle	
  are	
  not	
  related	
  to	
  the	
  choice	
  of	
  exchange	
  rate	
  regimes	
  in	
  
developing	
  countries	
  (Rey	
  2014).	
  In	
  a	
  lecture	
  at	
  the	
  IMF	
  the	
  next	
  year,	
  former	
  Federal	
  
Reserve	
  Chair	
  Bernanke	
  criticized	
  Rey	
  and	
  Mantega	
  by	
  name	
  for	
  being	
  too	
  willing	
  to	
  
portray	
  policymakers	
  in	
  developing	
  countries	
  as	
  “passive	
  objects	
  of	
  the	
  effects	
  of	
  Fed	
  policy	
  
decisions”	
  (Bernanke	
  2015,especially24,30,33,36,44).	
  Moreover,	
  he	
  argued	
  that	
  the	
  
developing	
  countries	
  that	
  experienced	
  the	
  most	
  turbulence	
  already	
  had	
  fragile	
  economies	
  
because	
  of	
  domestic	
  economic	
  problems.	
  Thus,	
  international	
  cooperation	
  on	
  monetary	
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policy	
  was	
  neither	
  necessary	
  nor	
  appropriate.	
  Instead,	
  Bernanke	
  called	
  for	
  increased	
  
communication	
  among	
  central	
  bankers,	
  while	
  also	
  noting	
  that	
  a	
  great	
  deal	
  of	
  it	
  occurs.	
  
Bernanke	
  endorsed	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  targeted	
  capital	
  controls	
  to	
  tackle	
  the	
  unwelcome	
  
international	
  spillover	
  effects	
  of	
  monetary	
  policy,	
  though	
  he	
  also	
  noted	
  the	
  importance	
  of	
  
regulatory	
  and	
  other	
  macroprudential	
  measures.	
  
	
  
Other	
  neoclassical	
  economists	
  have	
  wrestled	
  with	
  the	
  international	
  spillover	
  effects	
  of	
  
monetary	
  policy	
  and	
  capital	
  controls	
  during	
  the	
  crisis.	
  Nobel	
  Laureate	
  Michael	
  Spence	
  
wrote	
  of	
  the	
  troubling	
  “financial	
  protectionism”	
  that	
  was	
  occasioned	
  by	
  expansionary	
  
monetary	
  policy	
  in	
  rich	
  countries.	
  He	
  (and	
  his	
  co-­‐author)	
  worried	
  that	
  such	
  financial	
  
protectionism	
  would	
  accelerate	
  as	
  the	
  era	
  of	
  cheap	
  capital	
  came	
  to	
  a	
  close	
  (Dobbs	
  and	
  
Spence	
  2011).	
  But	
  despite	
  characterizing	
  controls	
  as	
  financial	
  protectionism,	
  Spence	
  spoke	
  
favorably	
  about	
  their	
  utility	
  in	
  developing	
  countries	
  during	
  a	
  2010	
  speech	
  at	
  the	
  Reserve	
  
Bank	
  of	
  India.	
  There	
  he	
  called	
  capital	
  controls	
  on	
  such	
  flows	
  “essential	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  
process	
  of	
  maintaining	
  control”	
  in	
  developing	
  countries,	
  and	
  also	
  noted	
  that	
  most	
  of	
  the	
  
high	
  growth	
  developing	
  countries	
  have	
  had	
  capital	
  controls	
  (Spence	
  2010).	
  

A	
  third	
  strand	
  of	
  new	
  neoclassical	
  research	
  is	
  empirical	
  and	
  substantiates	
  the	
  theoretical	
  
claims	
  of	
  the	
  welfarist	
  approach.	
  Ghosh	
  and	
  Qureshi	
  (2016)	
  review	
  a	
  large	
  body	
  of	
  
empirical	
  evidence	
  that	
  shows	
  that	
  inflow	
  controls	
  change	
  the	
  composition	
  of	
  capital	
  
inflows	
  and	
  do	
  not	
  discourage	
  investors.	
  They	
  argue	
  that	
  the	
  evidence	
  on	
  the	
  efficacy	
  of	
  
outflow	
  controls	
  is	
  more	
  mixed.	
  Even	
  Forbes,	
  a	
  longstanding	
  critic	
  of	
  controls,	
  finds	
  that	
  
Brazilian	
  taxes	
  on	
  foreign	
  purchases	
  of	
  fixed-­‐income	
  assets	
  between	
  2006-­‐11	
  achieved	
  one	
  
of	
  its	
  key	
  goals	
  of	
  reducing	
  the	
  purchase	
  of	
  Brazilian	
  bonds	
  (Forbes	
  et	
  al.	
  2011).	
  Another	
  
type	
  of	
  empirical	
  work	
  involves	
  “meta	
  analysis”	
  of	
  a	
  large	
  volume	
  of	
  existing	
  studies.	
  
Magud	
  and	
  Reinhart	
  (2006)	
  find	
  that	
  inflow	
  controls	
  enhanced	
  monetary	
  policy	
  
independence,	
  altered	
  the	
  composition	
  of	
  inflows,	
  reduced	
  real	
  exchange	
  rate	
  pressures,	
  
and	
  did	
  not	
  reduce	
  the	
  aggregate	
  volume	
  of	
  net	
  inflows.	
  Magud	
  and	
  Reinhart	
  (2011)	
  find	
  
the	
  same	
  results	
  over	
  a	
  larger	
  number	
  of	
  studies,	
  including	
  some	
  that	
  focus	
  on	
  the	
  global	
  
crisis.16	
  	
  

Empirical	
  research	
  by	
  economists	
  outside	
  the	
  profession’s	
  mainstream	
  reaches	
  beyond	
  the	
  
tepid,	
  conditional	
  endorsement	
  of	
  capital	
  controls	
  that	
  we	
  find	
  in	
  the	
  recent	
  work	
  of	
  
neoclassical	
  economists	
  (e.g.,	
  Epstein	
  2012,	
  Erten	
  and	
  Ocampo	
  2013,	
  Gallagher	
  2014,	
  
Grabel	
  2015b).	
  Bilge	
  Erten	
  and	
  José	
  Antonio	
  Ocampo	
  (ibid)	
  provide	
  what	
  is	
  perhaps	
  the	
  
most	
  expansive	
  support	
  for	
  the	
  achievements	
  of	
  a	
  range	
  of	
  capital	
  controls,	
  including	
  those	
  
on	
  outflows.	
  Using	
  data	
  from	
  51	
  emerging	
  and	
  developing	
  economies	
  from	
  1995-­‐2011,	
  
they	
  find	
  that	
  capital	
  controls	
  that	
  target	
  inflows,	
  outflows,	
  and	
  foreign	
  exchange-­‐related	
  
measures	
  were	
  associated	
  with	
  lower	
  foreign	
  exchange	
  pressures,	
  and	
  reduced	
  exchange	
  
rate	
  appreciation.	
  They	
  also	
  claim	
  that	
  outflow	
  regulations	
  had	
  larger	
  effects	
  than	
  inflow	
  
regulations.	
  They	
  also	
  find	
  that	
  these	
  three	
  types	
  of	
  measures	
  enhanced	
  monetary	
  policy	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
16	
  Adair	
  Turner,	
  former	
  chair	
  of	
  the	
  UK’s	
  Financial	
  Services	
  Authority,	
  takes	
  note	
  of	
  the	
  enduring	
  resilience	
  of	
  
the	
  liberalization	
  ideal	
  despite	
  empirical	
  evidence	
  (Turner	
  2014).	
  Ghosh	
  and	
  Qureshi	
  (2016)	
  root	
  the	
  
demonization	
  of	
  inflow	
  controls	
  in	
  a	
  “guilt	
  by	
  association”	
  with	
  outflow	
  controls.	
  They	
  endorse	
  the	
  former,	
  
whereas	
  they	
  distance	
  themselves	
  from	
  the	
  latter,	
  which	
  they	
  see	
  as	
  broad	
  based	
  and	
  difficult	
  to	
  reverse.	
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autonomy,	
  that	
  increasing	
  their	
  restrictiveness	
  in	
  the	
  run-­‐up	
  to	
  the	
  global	
  crisis	
  reduced	
  
the	
  growth	
  decline	
  during	
  the	
  crisis	
  (and	
  thereby	
  enhanced	
  crisis	
  resilience),	
  and	
  that	
  
countries	
  that	
  used	
  these	
  measures	
  experienced	
  less	
  overheating	
  during	
  post-­‐crisis	
  
recovery	
  when	
  a	
  new	
  surge	
  in	
  capital	
  inflows	
  occurred.	
  	
  

The	
  IMF	
  and	
  capital	
  controls	
  
The	
  evolution	
  in	
  thinking	
  on	
  capital	
  controls	
  by	
  academic	
  economists	
  is	
  reflected	
  in	
  and	
  
reinforced	
  by	
  developments	
  at	
  three	
  over-­‐lapping	
  levels	
  of	
  practice	
  at	
  the	
  IMF:	
  	
  research,	
  
official	
  statements	
  by	
  key	
  officials,	
  and	
  policy	
  recommendations	
  by	
  its	
  staff.	
  We	
  find	
  
continued	
  evidence	
  of	
  discomfort	
  or	
  tension	
  around	
  capital	
  controls	
  that	
  is	
  reflected	
  in	
  
efforts	
  to	
  develop	
  a	
  hierarchy	
  among	
  types	
  of	
  capital	
  controls	
  and	
  the	
  circumstances	
  under	
  
which	
  they	
  are	
  most	
  acceptable.	
  	
  
	
  
In	
  February	
  2010	
  a	
  team	
  of	
  IMF	
  economists	
  published	
  a	
  thorough	
  survey	
  of	
  econometric	
  
evidence	
  that	
  commended	
  inflow	
  controls	
  for	
  preventing	
  crises	
  and	
  ultimately	
  reducing	
  the	
  
risk	
  and	
  severity	
  of	
  crisis-­‐induced	
  recessions,	
  and	
  for	
  reducing	
  fragility	
  by	
  lengthening	
  the	
  
maturity	
  structure	
  of	
  countries’	
  external	
  liabilities	
  and	
  improving	
  the	
  composition	
  of	
  
inflows	
  (Ostry	
  et	
  al.	
  2010).	
  These	
  findings	
  pertain	
  to	
  controls	
  prior	
  to	
  and	
  after	
  the	
  Asian	
  
crisis,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  during	
  the	
  global	
  crisis.	
  After	
  Ostry	
  et	
  al.	
  (2010)	
  was	
  released,	
  prominent	
  
IMF	
  watchers	
  praised	
  the	
  Fund	
  for	
  finally	
  embracing	
  a	
  sensible	
  view	
  of	
  controls.	
  For	
  
example,	
  Ronald	
  McKinnon	
  stated	
  “I	
  am	
  delighted	
  that	
  the	
  IMF	
  has	
  recanted”	
  (cited	
  in	
  
Rappeport	
  2010);	
  former	
  IMF	
  official,	
  Eswar	
  Prasad	
  states	
  that	
  the	
  paper	
  represented	
  a	
  
“marked	
  change”	
  in	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  advice	
  (cited	
  in	
  Wroughton	
  2010),	
  while	
  Dani	
  Rodrik	
  stated	
  
that	
  the	
  “the	
  stigma	
  on	
  capital	
  controls	
  (is)	
  gone,”	
  and	
  that	
  the	
  report	
  “is	
  a	
  stunning	
  
reversal	
  –	
  as	
  close	
  as	
  an	
  institution	
  can	
  come	
  to	
  recanting	
  without	
  saying,	
  ‘Sorry,	
  we	
  
messed	
  up’”	
  (Rodrik	
  2010).	
  Rodrik	
  also	
  noted	
  that	
  “(j)ust	
  as	
  John	
  Maynard	
  Keynes	
  said	
  in	
  
1945—capital	
  controls	
  are	
  now	
  orthodox”	
  (cited	
  in	
  Thomas	
  2010).	
  No	
  less	
  telling	
  is	
  the	
  
sharp	
  rebuke	
  to	
  Ostry	
  et	
  al.	
  (2010)	
  by	
  Cline,	
  which	
  is	
  illustrative	
  of	
  the	
  discomfort	
  that	
  
“true	
  believers”	
  in	
  capital	
  liberalization	
  have	
  with	
  what	
  they	
  see	
  as	
  the	
  Fund’s	
  troubling,	
  
wrong-­‐headed	
  new	
  embrace	
  of	
  controls	
  (Cline	
  2010).	
  	
  
	
  
Research	
  on	
  controls	
  spilled	
  out	
  from	
  various	
  quarters	
  of	
  the	
  IMF	
  through	
  2011-­‐2015.	
  The	
  
IMF’s	
  crisis-­‐induced	
  research	
  on	
  controls	
  culminated	
  in	
  a	
  December	
  2012	
  report	
  of	
  the	
  
Executive	
  Board,	
  which	
  the	
  IMF	
  terms	
  the	
  “Institutional	
  View”	
  (IMF	
  2012c,	
  b).	
  The	
  
institutional	
  view	
  report	
  makes	
  clear	
  that	
  inflow	
  and	
  outflow	
  surges	
  induce	
  instability;	
  that	
  
countries	
  should	
  not	
  consider	
  capital	
  liberalization	
  prematurely;	
  that	
  temporary,	
  targeted,	
  
and	
  transparent	
  inflow	
  and	
  even	
  outflow	
  controls	
  may	
  be	
  warranted	
  during	
  turbulence,	
  
though	
  they	
  should	
  not	
  discriminate	
  against	
  foreign	
  investors;	
  that	
  countries	
  retain	
  the	
  
right	
  under	
  Article	
  VI	
  to	
  put	
  controls	
  in	
  place;	
  and	
  that	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  new,	
  more	
  permissive	
  
stance	
  on	
  controls	
  may	
  conflict	
  with	
  and	
  be	
  subsumed	
  by	
  trade	
  and	
  other	
  agreements.	
  
Particularly	
  notable	
  is	
  the	
  fact	
  that	
  the	
  report	
  refrains	
  from	
  denigrating	
  capital	
  controls	
  as	
  a	
  
last	
  resort	
  measure—a	
  theme	
  that	
  had	
  recurred	
  throughout	
  IMF	
  research	
  in	
  2010	
  and	
  
2011-­‐-­‐and	
  that	
  it	
  sanctions	
  the	
  deployment	
  of	
  outflow	
  controls	
  during	
  crises.	
  	
  
	
  
There	
  is	
  clear	
  evidence	
  in	
  the	
  institutional	
  view	
  of	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  continued	
  effort	
  to	
  
“domesticate”	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  controls	
  in	
  the	
  language	
  around	
  targeted,	
  transparent,	
  temporary,	
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and	
  non-­‐discriminatory	
  measures.	
  Moreover,	
  arguments	
  in	
  the	
  report	
  continue	
  to	
  be	
  
guided	
  by	
  the	
  view	
  that	
  capital	
  liberalization	
  is	
  ultimately	
  desirable,	
  though	
  claims	
  to	
  this	
  
effect	
  are	
  more	
  nuanced	
  than	
  in	
  the	
  past.17	
  Not	
  least,	
  the	
  report	
  rejects	
  the	
  presumption	
  
that	
  this	
  is	
  the	
  right	
  policy	
  for	
  all	
  countries	
  at	
  all	
  times.	
  Tensions	
  over	
  these	
  and	
  other	
  
matters	
  among	
  members	
  of	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  Executive	
  Board	
  were	
  given	
  an	
  oblique	
  airing	
  in	
  a	
  
Public	
  Information	
  Notice	
  released	
  by	
  the	
  Fund,	
  and	
  more	
  directly	
  in	
  press	
  accounts,	
  many	
  
of	
  which	
  focused	
  on	
  criticisms	
  of	
  the	
  report	
  by	
  Paulo	
  Nogueira	
  Batista,	
  then	
  IMF	
  Executive	
  
Director	
  for	
  Brazil	
  and	
  ten	
  other	
  countries	
  (IMF	
  2012b).	
  Criticism	
  by	
  Nogueira	
  Batista	
  also	
  
focused	
  on	
  the	
  failure	
  of	
  the	
  institutional	
  view	
  to	
  consider	
  the	
  role	
  of	
  push	
  factors	
  from	
  
wealthy	
  countries	
  and	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  lack	
  of	
  evenhandedness	
  (Prasad	
  2014b,	
  195).	
  That	
  said,	
  
the	
  fact	
  that	
  the	
  IMF	
  has	
  shifted	
  the	
  discussion	
  of	
  capital	
  controls	
  away	
  from	
  straight	
  
economics	
  and	
  toward	
  the	
  legal	
  and	
  institutional	
  conditions	
  required	
  for	
  their	
  success	
  is	
  
further	
  evidence	
  that	
  the	
  most	
  stubborn	
  form	
  of	
  resistance	
  to	
  controls	
  on	
  economic	
  
grounds	
  has	
  been	
  overcome.18	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  IMF	
  continues	
  to	
  wrestle	
  with	
  the	
  interpretation	
  and	
  practical	
  implications	
  of	
  its	
  own	
  
institutional	
  view.	
  An	
  April	
  2013	
  “Staff	
  Guidance	
  Note”	
  aimed	
  at	
  providing	
  guidance	
  as	
  to	
  
how	
  IMF	
  staff	
  should	
  interpret	
  the	
  institutional	
  view	
  (IMF	
  2013).	
  The	
  guidance	
  note	
  
reiterates	
  that	
  	
  “staff	
  advice	
  should	
  not	
  presume	
  that	
  full	
  liberalization	
  is	
  an	
  appropriate	
  
goal	
  for	
  all	
  countries	
  at	
  all	
  times,”	
  made	
  allowance	
  for	
  ”a	
  temporary	
  re-­‐imposition”	
  of	
  
[capital	
  flow	
  measures]	
  under	
  certain	
  circumstances,	
  but	
  reiterates	
  that	
  they	
  should	
  be	
  
“transparent,	
  targeted,	
  temporary,	
  and	
  preferably	
  non-­‐discriminatory.”	
  Despite	
  the	
  
growing	
  acknowledgement	
  of	
  spillover	
  effects,	
  the	
  guidance	
  note	
  rejects	
  the	
  view	
  that	
  
capital	
  source	
  countries	
  should	
  be	
  expected	
  to	
  take	
  spillover	
  effects	
  into	
  account	
  when	
  
pursuing	
  policies	
  in	
  line	
  with	
  their	
  “primary	
  domestic	
  objectives.”	
  A	
  December	
  2015	
  report	
  
prepared	
  for	
  IMF	
  staff	
  (IMF	
  2015)	
  probes	
  what	
  the	
  institutional	
  view	
  and	
  the	
  2013	
  
guidance	
  note	
  mean	
  specifically	
  for	
  outflow	
  controls.	
  In	
  doing	
  so,	
  the	
  2015	
  report	
  says	
  that	
  
outflow	
  controls	
  (like	
  inflow	
  controls)	
  should	
  be	
  transparent,	
  temporary,	
  lifted	
  once	
  the	
  
crisis	
  conditions	
  abate,	
  and	
  should	
  seek	
  to	
  be	
  non-­‐discriminatory,	
  though	
  it	
  does	
  
acknowledge	
  that	
  sometimes	
  residency-­‐based	
  measures	
  may	
  be	
  hard	
  to	
  avoid	
  (IMF	
  2015,	
  
fn1).	
  The	
  report	
  also	
  observes	
  that	
  unlike	
  capital	
  controls	
  on	
  inflows,	
  temporary	
  controls	
  
on	
  outflows	
  generally	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  comprehensive	
  and	
  adjusted	
  to	
  avoid	
  circumvention	
  (p.	
  
3),	
  and	
  that	
  “re-­‐imposition	
  of	
  [capital	
  controls]	
  on	
  outflows	
  can	
  be	
  appropriate	
  and	
  
consistent	
  with	
  an	
  overall	
  strategy	
  of	
  capital	
  flow	
  liberalization…even	
  in	
  non-­‐crisis-­‐type	
  
circumstances	
  if	
  premature	
  or	
  improperly	
  sequenced	
  liberalization…outpaced	
  the	
  
capacity…to	
  safely	
  handle	
  the	
  resulting	
  flows”	
  (p.	
  4).	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  Talmudic	
  process	
  of	
  interpreting	
  the	
  institutional	
  view	
  that	
  has	
  followed	
  its	
  release	
  
reflect	
  not	
  just	
  hedging	
  and	
  discomfort,	
  but	
  also	
  deep	
  internal	
  conflicts	
  within	
  and	
  outside	
  
the	
  IMF	
  around	
  its	
  development.	
  (See	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  IEO	
  (2015,	
  9,fn15)	
  and	
  Gallagher	
  (2014,	
  
ch6).)	
  The	
  IEO	
  (2015)	
  notes	
  that	
  it	
  is	
  uncertain	
  whether	
  implementation	
  of	
  this	
  view	
  will	
  
result	
  in	
  consistent	
  IMF	
  advice	
  on	
  capital	
  controls,	
  owing	
  to	
  the	
  fragile	
  nature	
  of	
  the	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
17	
  See	
  Fritz	
  and	
  Prates	
  (2014)	
  for	
  a	
  critique	
  of	
  the	
  institutional	
  view	
  on	
  these	
  and	
  other	
  grounds. 
18	
  Chwieroth	
  (2014)	
  argues	
  that	
  the	
  greater	
  equivocation	
  on	
  controls	
  in	
  the	
  institutional	
  view	
  reflects	
  the	
  fact	
  
that	
  official	
  documents	
  require	
  member	
  state	
  approval,	
  whereas	
  reports	
  such	
  as	
  Staff	
  Position	
  Notes	
  do	
  not.	
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consensus	
  that	
  sustains	
  it,	
  the	
  resilience	
  of	
  internal	
  conflict	
  around	
  the	
  matter,	
  and	
  the	
  
constraints	
  on	
  controls	
  in	
  trade	
  and	
  investment	
  agreements.	
  Preliminary	
  evidence	
  suggests	
  
a	
  basis	
  for	
  cautious	
  optimism:	
  the	
  2015	
  IEO	
  report	
  reviews	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  Article	
  IV	
  reports	
  
from	
  January	
  2006	
  to	
  August	
  2014,	
  and	
  finds	
  that	
  staff	
  advice	
  on	
  capital	
  controls	
  was	
  more	
  
discouraging	
  in	
  the	
  early	
  part	
  of	
  this	
  period,	
  and	
  more	
  supportive	
  and	
  even	
  encouraging	
  of	
  
such	
  measures	
  from	
  2010	
  on	
  (p.	
  12).	
  	
  

Beyond	
  the	
  research,	
  public	
  statements	
  by	
  current	
  and	
  former	
  officials	
  at	
  the	
  BWIs	
  
beginning	
  in	
  2009	
  further	
  illustrate	
  the	
  normalization,	
  lingering	
  ambivalence,	
  and	
  attempt	
  
to	
  domesticate	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  controls.	
  For	
  instance,	
  former	
  IMF	
  First	
  Deputy	
  Managing	
  
Director,	
  John	
  Lipsky,	
  acknowledged	
  in	
  a	
  December	
  2009	
  speech	
  that	
  “(c)apital	
  controls	
  
also	
  represent	
  an	
  option	
  for	
  dealing	
  with	
  sudden	
  surges	
  in	
  capital	
  flows”	
  (Lipsky	
  2009).	
  In	
  
the	
  address	
  he	
  makes	
  clear	
  that	
  controls	
  should	
  be	
  used	
  when	
  capital	
  inflow	
  surges	
  are	
  
temporary	
  (though	
  we	
  have	
  to	
  wonder	
  when	
  sudden	
  surges	
  would	
  not	
  be	
  temporary?),	
  and	
  
he	
  emphasizes	
  that	
  controls	
  likewise	
  should	
  be	
  temporary.	
  Despite	
  these	
  caveats,	
  he	
  argues	
  
that	
  “(a)bove	
  all,	
  we	
  should	
  be	
  open-­‐minded.”	
  Public	
  statements	
  by	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  Strauss-­‐Kahn	
  
illustrate	
  well	
  the	
  grudging	
  evolution	
  in	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  views.	
  In	
  public	
  statements	
  in	
  2009	
  
Strauss-­‐Kahn	
  emphasized	
  the	
  costs	
  of	
  capital	
  controls,	
  and	
  that	
  they	
  tend	
  to	
  lose	
  
effectiveness	
  over	
  time	
  (IEO	
  2015,	
  Box3).	
  But	
  in	
  a	
  July	
  2010	
  speech	
  he	
  reframed	
  his	
  
message:	
  “it	
  is	
  just	
  fair	
  that	
  these	
  (developing)	
  countries	
  would	
  try	
  to	
  manage	
  the	
  inflows”	
  
as	
  a	
  last	
  resort	
  against	
  inflow-­‐induced	
  asset	
  bubbles	
  (Oliver	
  2010);	
  and	
  later	
  in	
  the	
  year	
  he	
  
reiterated	
  what	
  was	
  by	
  then	
  the	
  new	
  mantra	
  that	
  capital	
  controls	
  are	
  a	
  legitimate	
  part	
  of	
  
the	
  toolkit	
  (Strauss-­‐Kahn	
  2010,	
  IEO	
  2015,	
  16).	
  In	
  2010	
  the	
  director	
  of	
  the	
  Fund’s	
  Western	
  
Hemispheric	
  department	
  made	
  a	
  case	
  (unsuccessfully)	
  for	
  the	
  utility	
  of	
  controls	
  in	
  
Colombia	
  owing	
  to	
  the	
  appreciation	
  of	
  its	
  currency	
  (Crowe	
  2010).	
  The	
  IMF’s	
  Lagarde	
  spoke	
  
in	
  2012	
  and	
  2014	
  of	
  the	
  utility	
  of	
  temporary,	
  targeted	
  capital	
  controls	
  (IEO	
  2015,	
  box3);	
  
and	
  in	
  March	
  2015	
  she	
  observed	
  that	
  there	
  is	
  scope	
  for	
  greater	
  cooperation	
  in	
  connection	
  
with	
  monetary	
  policy	
  spillovers	
  (Lagarde	
  2015).	
  	
  
	
  
Given	
  the	
  unevenness	
  of	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  position	
  on	
  capital	
  controls	
  after	
  the	
  Asian	
  crisis,	
  the	
  
research,	
  policy	
  advice	
  and	
  statements	
  coming	
  from	
  key	
  officials	
  during	
  the	
  global	
  crisis	
  
mark	
  by	
  its	
  standards	
  a	
  minor	
  revolution.	
  Change	
  at	
  the	
  Fund	
  has	
  been	
  uneven,	
  to	
  be	
  sure,	
  
with	
  one	
  step	
  back	
  for	
  every	
  two	
  steps	
  forward.	
  None	
  of	
  this	
  should	
  be	
  surprising.	
  We	
  
should	
  expect	
  that	
  deeply-­‐established	
  ideas	
  hang	
  on	
  despite	
  their	
  apparent	
  disutililty	
  
(Grabel	
  2003a).	
  We	
  should	
  expect	
  to	
  find	
  continuing	
  evidence	
  of	
  tension	
  and	
  equivocation	
  
in	
  research	
  by	
  academic	
  economists	
  and	
  in	
  future	
  IMF	
  reports	
  and	
  practice.	
  But	
  for	
  now,	
  at	
  
least,	
  welfarist	
  arguments	
  for	
  controls	
  have	
  been	
  embraced	
  at	
  the	
  top	
  of	
  the	
  profession,	
  and	
  
this	
  is	
  apt	
  to	
  continue	
  to	
  cast	
  a	
  long	
  shadow	
  over	
  the	
  IMF	
  and	
  beyond.	
  More	
  importantly,	
  
and	
  as	
  I	
  have	
  argued	
  throughout,	
  change	
  at	
  the	
  IMF	
  and	
  in	
  the	
  economics	
  profession	
  is	
  only	
  
one	
  of	
  a	
  larger	
  set	
  of	
  factors	
  that	
  have	
  legitimated	
  capital	
  controls.	
  
	
  
4.	
  CONCLUSIONS	
  
In	
  the	
  end,	
  whether	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  new	
  openness	
  on	
  capital	
  controls	
  fades	
  with	
  the	
  crisis	
  may	
  
not	
  matter	
  insofar	
  as	
  the	
  institution	
  has	
  been	
  rendered	
  less	
  relevant	
  as	
  it	
  faces	
  increasingly	
  
autonomous	
  and	
  assertive	
  developing	
  country	
  members	
  (some	
  of	
  which	
  emerged	
  as	
  its	
  
lenders	
  earlier	
  in	
  the	
  crisis).	
  The	
  fact	
  that	
  economies	
  that	
  performed	
  relatively	
  well	
  during	
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the	
  crisis	
  successfully	
  utilized	
  controls	
  has	
  eliminated	
  the	
  long-­‐standing	
  stigma	
  around	
  the	
  
instrument.	
  That	
  the	
  Fund	
  has	
  also	
  acknowledged	
  the	
  utility	
  of	
  outflow	
  controls	
  in	
  
countries	
  in	
  crisis	
  also	
  makes	
  it	
  harder	
  to	
  envision	
  a	
  return	
  to	
  pre-­‐2008	
  views,	
  something	
  
that	
  may	
  turn	
  out	
  to	
  be	
  quite	
  important	
  if	
  the	
  current	
  instability	
  continues	
  to	
  deepen.19	
  	
  
	
  
As	
  with	
  most	
  rebranding	
  exercises	
  there	
  is	
  uncertainty	
  about	
  whether	
  the	
  new	
  framing	
  will	
  
prove	
  sufficiently	
  sticky,	
  especially	
  in	
  the	
  context	
  of	
  tensions	
  and	
  countervailing	
  impulses	
  
at	
  the	
  IMF	
  and	
  elsewhere,	
  a	
  resilient	
  bias	
  within	
  economics	
  against	
  state	
  management	
  of	
  
economic	
  flows,	
  and	
  new	
  attempts	
  to	
  assert	
  outflow	
  controls	
  in	
  times	
  of	
  distress	
  that	
  would	
  
run	
  counter	
  to	
  the	
  interests	
  of	
  powerful	
  financial	
  actors.	
  For	
  now,	
  though,	
  there	
  seems	
  to	
  
be	
  substantial	
  momentum	
  propelling	
  increasing	
  use	
  of	
  and	
  experimentation	
  with	
  the	
  
flexible	
  deployment	
  of	
  capital	
  controls,	
  in	
  some	
  cases	
  with	
  IMF	
  support	
  and	
  most	
  other	
  
cases	
  without	
  IMF	
  resistance.	
  The	
  widening	
  of	
  policy	
  space	
  and	
  the	
  practical	
  experience	
  
with	
  capital	
  controls	
  gained	
  during	
  the	
  global	
  crisis	
  may	
  prove	
  consequential	
  in	
  the	
  coming	
  
period.	
  Even	
  if	
  the	
  problems	
  of	
  “doing	
  too	
  well”	
  fade	
  across	
  the	
  developing	
  world	
  (as	
  seems	
  
likely),	
  the	
  experiments	
  with	
  controls	
  on	
  capital	
  inflows	
  during	
  better	
  times	
  may	
  pay	
  
important	
  dividends	
  in	
  the	
  challenging	
  times	
  ahead.	
  A	
  critical	
  test	
  of	
  recent	
  and	
  ongoing	
  
experiences	
  with	
  capital	
  controls	
  will	
  occur	
  in	
  future	
  crises,	
  as	
  states	
  rely	
  on	
  and	
  adjust	
  
fledgling	
  practices	
  and	
  policies	
  in	
  hopes	
  of	
  dampening	
  instability	
  and	
  otherwise	
  managing	
  
turbulence	
  better	
  than	
  they	
  had	
  over	
  the	
  course	
  of	
  previous	
  crises.	
  The	
  coming	
  period	
  may	
  
test—sooner	
  rather	
  than	
  later-­‐-­‐the	
  resilience	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  openness	
  to	
  controls.	
  	
  
	
  
In	
  my	
  view	
  it	
  is	
  critical	
  that	
  efforts	
  be	
  made	
  to	
  maintain	
  and	
  expand	
  the	
  opportunity	
  that	
  
has	
  emerged	
  in	
  the	
  crisis	
  environment	
  for	
  national	
  policymakers	
  to	
  experiment	
  with	
  
capital	
  controls	
  and	
  to	
  adjust	
  them	
  as	
  circumstances	
  warrant.	
  Hence,	
  the	
  pressing	
  policy	
  
challenge	
  today	
  is	
  to	
  construct	
  regimes	
  that	
  expand	
  national	
  policy	
  autonomy	
  to	
  use	
  capital	
  
controls	
  while	
  managing	
  cross-­‐border	
  spillover	
  effects.	
  This	
  certainly	
  suggests	
  abandoning	
  
(or,	
  at	
  the	
  very	
  least,	
  renegotiating)	
  the	
  strictures	
  on	
  capital	
  controls	
  in	
  existing	
  and	
  
pending	
  bilateral,	
  and	
  multilateral	
  trade	
  and	
  investment	
  agreements.	
  It	
  also	
  suggests	
  the	
  
need	
  (ideally)	
  to	
  develop	
  frameworks	
  for	
  burden	
  sharing	
  and	
  international	
  cooperation	
  in	
  
the	
  case	
  of	
  spillover	
  effects.	
  Moreover,	
  historical	
  and	
  recent	
  experience	
  show	
  that	
  capital	
  
controls	
  on	
  inflows	
  and	
  outflows	
  should	
  be	
  thought	
  of	
  not	
  as	
  a	
  last	
  resort,	
  but	
  rather	
  as	
  a	
  
permanent	
  and	
  dynamic	
  part	
  of	
  a	
  broader	
  prudential,	
  countercyclical	
  toolkit	
  to	
  be	
  deployed	
  
as	
  internal	
  and	
  external	
  conditions	
  warrant;	
  and	
  that	
  there	
  are	
  circumstances	
  wherein	
  
controls	
  may	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  blunt,	
  comprehensive,	
  significant,	
  lasting,	
  and	
  discriminatory	
  
rather	
  than	
  modest,	
  narrowly	
  targeted	
  and	
  temporary	
  (Epstein,	
  Grabel,	
  and	
  KS	
  2004,	
  Erten	
  
and	
  Ocampo	
  2013,	
  Fritz	
  and	
  Prates	
  2014,	
  Grabel	
  2003b,	
  2004,	
  Rodrik	
  2015).20	
  	
  
	
  
Any	
  regime	
  that	
  seeks	
  to	
  develop	
  a	
  framework	
  for	
  capital	
  controls	
  should	
  err	
  on	
  the	
  side	
  of	
  
generality,	
  flexibility,	
  and	
  permissiveness;	
  should	
  involve	
  and	
  promote	
  cooperation	
  by	
  both	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
19	
  Another	
  possibility	
  is	
  that	
  conflict	
  over	
  controls	
  has	
  decisively	
  shifted	
  from	
  the	
  economic	
  to	
  the	
  legal	
  arena	
  
of	
  investment	
  and	
  trade	
  agreements	
  as	
  I	
  suggested	
  earlier.	
  
20	
  Stiglitz	
  and	
  Rashid	
  (2016)	
  take	
  what	
  I	
  see	
  as	
  a	
  more	
  modest	
  view,	
  such	
  that	
  current	
  and	
  coming	
  turbulence	
  
in	
  developing	
  economies	
  may	
  necessitate	
  quick	
  action	
  that	
  includes	
  targeted	
  and	
  time	
  bound	
  capital	
  controls,	
  
especially	
  on	
  outflows.	
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capital	
  source	
  and	
  recipient	
  countries;	
  and	
  should	
  embody	
  an	
  even-­‐handed	
  
acknowledgement	
  that	
  monetary	
  policies,	
  like	
  capital	
  controls,	
  have	
  positive	
  and	
  negative	
  
global	
  spillover	
  effects	
  that	
  necessitate	
  some	
  type	
  of	
  burden	
  sharing.	
  It	
  is	
  therefore	
  
heartening	
  that	
  the	
  crisis	
  appears	
  to	
  have	
  occasioned	
  the	
  rediscovery	
  of	
  the	
  views	
  of	
  
Keynes	
  and	
  White,	
  and	
  that	
  these	
  views	
  have	
  been	
  given	
  new	
  life	
  by	
  the	
  widespread	
  use	
  
and	
  rebranding	
  of	
  capital	
  controls	
  in	
  many	
  national	
  contexts	
  and	
  by	
  the	
  related	
  attention	
  to	
  
currency	
  wars	
  and	
  policy	
  spillovers.	
  Reconsideration	
  of	
  these	
  matters	
  by	
  leading	
  
policymakers,	
  neoclassical	
  economists,	
  and	
  IMF	
  researchers	
  has	
  also	
  shifted	
  neoclassical	
  
economists	
  and	
  the	
  IMF	
  quite	
  far	
  from	
  their	
  blanket	
  embrace	
  of	
  capital	
  liberalization	
  prior	
  
to	
  the	
  Asian	
  crisis.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  spread	
  of	
  capital	
  controls	
  and	
  the	
  conflict	
  over	
  spillovers	
  also	
  highlight	
  the	
  problems	
  
associated	
  with	
  the	
  absence	
  of	
  global	
  policy	
  coordination.	
  Brazil’s	
  former	
  Finance	
  Minister	
  
raised	
  this	
  matter	
  on	
  many	
  occasions.	
  More	
  recently,	
  India’s	
  Central	
  Bank	
  Governor	
  Rajan	
  
in	
  October	
  2015	
  began	
  to	
  be	
  openly	
  critical	
  of	
  IMF	
  support	
  of	
  the	
  easy	
  money	
  policies	
  in	
  
wealthy	
  countries,	
  the	
  tide	
  of	
  competitive	
  and	
  nationalist	
  monetary	
  easing,	
  and	
  the	
  IMF’s	
  
failure	
  to	
  flag	
  the	
  negative	
  spillover	
  effects	
  of	
  such	
  measures	
  (Times	
  of	
  India	
  2015).	
  In	
  this	
  
context,	
  Rajan	
  has	
  proposed	
  that	
  the	
  IMF	
  (and	
  possibly	
  the	
  G-­‐20	
  and	
  BIS)	
  study	
  this	
  matter	
  
seriously,	
  and	
  develop	
  a	
  system	
  for	
  passing	
  judgment	
  on	
  unconventional	
  monetary	
  policies	
  
and	
  the	
  severity	
  of	
  their	
  spillovers	
  in	
  relation	
  to	
  their	
  possible	
  effects	
  on	
  growth.	
  This	
  
might	
  involve	
  a	
  panel	
  of	
  “eminent	
  academics”	
  appointed	
  by	
  the	
  IMF,	
  G-­‐20	
  and/or	
  BIS	
  who	
  
would	
  rate	
  polices	
  using	
  a	
  color	
  coded	
  (red/green/orange	
  light	
  system)	
  (Krishnan	
  2016),	
  
or	
  might	
  involve	
  the	
  IMF	
  passing	
  such	
  judgments	
  itself	
  (Rajan	
  2016).	
  	
  
	
  
In	
  this	
  environment	
  of	
  disruption,	
  economic	
  and	
  institutional	
  change,	
  intellectual	
  aperture	
  
and	
  uncertainty	
  we	
  find	
  a	
  productive	
  expansion	
  of	
  policy	
  space	
  for	
  capital	
  controls	
  and	
  a	
  
movement	
  away	
  from	
  the	
  reification	
  of	
  capital	
  flows	
  and	
  other	
  aspects	
  of	
  financial	
  
liberalization	
  within	
  neoclassical	
  economics,	
  something	
  that	
  may	
  ultimately	
  be	
  seen	
  as	
  an	
  
important	
  legacy	
  of	
  the	
  global	
  crisis.	
  This	
  change,	
  messiness,	
  and	
  uncertainty	
  exemplify	
  
what	
  I	
  see	
  as	
  the	
  productive	
  incoherence	
  of	
  the	
  present	
  environment.	
  
	
  
References	
  
	
  
Abdelal,	
  Rawi.	
  2007.	
  Capital	
  Rules:	
  The	
  Construction	
  of	
  Global	
  Finance:	
  Harvard	
  University	
  

Press.	
  
ADB.	
  2011.	
  Asian	
  Capital	
  Markets	
  Monitor,	
  Asian	
  Development	
  Bank,	
  Accessed	
  December	
  6,	
  

2015,	
  http://www.adb.org/publications/asia-­‐capital-­‐markets-­‐monitor-­‐august-­‐
2011.	
  

Agayev,	
  Zulfugar	
  2016.	
  "Azeri	
  Leader	
  Rejects	
  Bill	
  to	
  Tax	
  Outflows	
  of	
  Foreign	
  Currency."	
  
Bloomberg,	
  February	
  10.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2016-­‐02-­‐10/azeri-­‐leader-­‐rejects-­‐bill-­‐
to-­‐tax-­‐outflows-­‐of-­‐foreign-­‐currency.	
  

Aizenman,	
  Joshua.	
  2009.	
  Hoarding	
  International	
  Reserves	
  Versus	
  a	
  Pigouvian	
  Tax-­‐cum-­‐
subsidy	
  Scheme:	
  Reflections	
  on	
  the	
  Deleveraging	
  Crisis	
  of	
  2008-­‐09,	
  and	
  a	
  Cost	
  
Benefit	
  Analysis,’	
  National	
  Bureau	
  of	
  Economics	
  Research	
  Working	
  Paper	
  No.	
  
15484,	
  http://www.nber.org/papers/w15484.	
  



	
   25	
  

Anderlini,	
  Jamil.	
  2015.	
  "Beijing	
  Clamps	
  Down	
  on	
  Forex	
  Deals	
  to	
  Stem	
  Capital	
  Flight."	
  
Financial	
  Times,	
  September	
  9.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  
http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/0f825e12-­‐56cf-­‐11e5-­‐a28b-­‐50226830d644.html.	
  

Aquino,	
  Norman,	
  and	
  Clarissa	
  Batino.	
  2012.	
  "Philippines	
  Imposes	
  Currency-­‐forward	
  Caps	
  
to	
  Restrain	
  Peso	
  Surge."	
  December	
  26.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2012-­‐12-­‐26/philippines-­‐imposes-­‐
currency-­‐forward-­‐caps-­‐to-­‐restrain-­‐peso-­‐surge.	
  

Arnason,	
  Ragnar,	
  and	
  Jon	
  Danielson.	
  2011.	
  "Capital	
  Controls	
  are	
  Exactly	
  Wrong	
  for	
  Iceland."	
  
voxeu.org,	
  November	
  14.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  
http://www.voxeu.org/article/iceland-­‐and-­‐imf-­‐why-­‐capital-­‐controls-­‐are-­‐entirely-­‐
wrong.	
  

Barboza,	
  David.	
  2014.	
  "China’s	
  Central	
  Bank	
  Allows	
  Its	
  Currency	
  More	
  Volatility."	
  New	
  York	
  
Times,	
  March	
  15.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  
http://www.nytimes.com/2014/03/16/business/international/chinas-­‐central-­‐
bank-­‐raises-­‐the-­‐volatility-­‐of-­‐its-­‐currency.html.	
  

Batunanggar,	
  Sukarela.	
  2013.	
  "Macroprudential	
  Framework	
  and	
  Measures:	
  The	
  Indonesian	
  
Experience."	
  In	
  Macroprudential	
  Frameworks	
  in	
  Asia,	
  edited	
  by	
  Rodolfo	
  Maino	
  and	
  
Steven	
  Barnett,	
  need	
  page	
  numbers.	
  Washington,	
  DC:	
  International	
  Monetary	
  Fund.	
  

Benlialper,	
  Ahmet,	
  and	
  Hasan	
  Cömert.	
  2016.	
  Central	
  Banking	
  in	
  Developing	
  Countries	
  After	
  
the	
  Crisis:	
  What	
  Has	
  Changed?,	
  IDEAS	
  Working	
  Paper	
  Series,	
  No.	
  1,	
  Accessed	
  
February	
  26,	
  2016,	
  http://www.networkideas.org/working/jan2016/01_2016.pdf.	
  

Bernanke,	
  Ben.	
  2015.	
  Federal	
  Reserve	
  Policy	
  in	
  an	
  International	
  Context,	
  Mundell-­‐Fleming	
  
Lecture	
  at	
  the	
  International	
  Monetary	
  Fund,	
  Washington,	
  DC,	
  November	
  5,	
  Accessed	
  
March	
  22,	
  2016,	
  	
  
http://www.imf.org/external/np/res/seminars/2015/arc/pdf/Bernanke.pdf.	
  

Bhagwati,	
  Jagdish.	
  1998.	
  "The	
  Difference	
  Between	
  Trade	
  in	
  Widgets	
  and	
  Dollars."	
  Foreign	
  
Affairs	
  77	
  (3):7-­‐12.	
  

Biller,	
  David	
  ,	
  and	
  Maria	
  Luiza	
  Rabello.	
  2013.	
  "Brazil	
  Dismantles	
  Capital	
  Control	
  as	
  Real	
  
Drops	
  to	
  Four	
  Year	
  Low."	
  Bloomberg,	
  June	
  12.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2013-­‐06-­‐13/brazil-­‐dismantles-­‐capital-­‐
control-­‐as-­‐real-­‐drops-­‐to-­‐four-­‐year-­‐low.	
  

Bloomberg.	
  2014.	
  "China	
  Outlines	
  Plan	
  to	
  Ease	
  Capital	
  Curbs,	
  Push	
  Yuan."	
  October	
  10.	
  
Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2014-­‐10-­‐
09/china-­‐outlines-­‐plans-­‐to-­‐ease-­‐capital-­‐controls-­‐boost-­‐use-­‐of-­‐yuan.	
  

Carstens,	
  Agustín	
  2015.	
  Speech	
  at	
  the	
  session	
  on	
  Capital	
  Inflows,	
  Exchange	
  Rate	
  
Management	
  and	
  Capital	
  Controls	
  at	
  the	
  Conference	
  on	
  Rethinking	
  Macro	
  Policy	
  III:	
  
Session	
  5.	
  Capital	
  Inflows,	
  Exchange	
  Rate	
  Management	
  and	
  Capital	
  Controls,	
  April	
  
15,	
  2015,	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016,	
  
http://www.imf.org/external/mmedia/view.aspx?vid=4176918093001.	
  

Chin,	
  Gregory.	
  2010.	
  "Remaking	
  the	
  Architecture:	
  The	
  Emerging	
  Powers,	
  Self‐Insuring	
  
and	
  Regional	
  Insulation."	
  International	
  Affairs	
  86	
  (3):693-­‐715.	
  

Chwieroth,	
  Jeffrey.	
  2010.	
  Capital	
  Ideas:	
  The	
  IMF	
  and	
  the	
  Rise	
  of	
  Financial	
  Liberalization.	
  
Princeton:	
  Princeton	
  University	
  Press.	
  



	
   26	
  

Chwieroth,	
  Jeffrey.	
  2014.	
  "Controlling	
  Capital:	
  The	
  International	
  Monetary	
  Fund	
  and	
  
Transformative	
  Incremental	
  Change	
  from	
  Within	
  International	
  Organizations."	
  New	
  
Political	
  Economy	
  19	
  (3):445-­‐469.	
  

Chwieroth,	
  Jeffrey.	
  2015.	
  "Managing	
  and	
  Transforming	
  Policy	
  Stigmas	
  in	
  International	
  
Finance:	
  Emerging	
  Markets	
  and	
  Controlling	
  Capital	
  Inflows	
  After	
  the	
  Crisis."	
  Review	
  
of	
  International	
  Political	
  Economy	
  22	
  (1):44-­‐76.	
  

Cline,	
  William.	
  2010.	
  "The	
  IMF	
  Staff’s	
  Misleading	
  New	
  Evidence	
  on	
  Capital	
  Controls."	
  
Peterson	
  Institute	
  for	
  International	
  Economics,	
  Realtime	
  Economic	
  Issues	
  Watch,	
  
February	
  24.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  http://blogs.piie.com/realtime/?p=1351.	
  

Crowe,	
  Darcy.	
  2010.	
  "Colombia	
  Central	
  Bank	
  Rules	
  out	
  Capital	
  Controls."	
  Colombia	
  Reports.	
  
Accessed	
  date	
  last	
  accessed	
  27	
  June	
  2011.	
  http://colombiareports.com/colombia-­‐
news/economy/12457-­‐colombia-­‐central-­‐bank-­‐rulesout-­‐capital-­‐controls.html.	
  

Dobbs,	
  Richard,	
  and	
  Michael	
  Spence.	
  2011.	
  "The	
  Era	
  of	
  Cheap	
  Capital	
  Draws	
  To	
  a	
  Close."	
  
Financial	
  Times.	
  Accessed	
  February	
  26,	
  2016.	
  
http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/1478bc50-­‐2d70-­‐11e0-­‐8f53-­‐00144feab49a.html	
  -­‐	
  
axzz41OPv4o3d.	
  

Economist.	
  2013.	
  "Just	
  in	
  Case."	
  October	
  12.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  20,	
  2016.	
  
http://www.economist.com/news/special-­‐report/21587383-­‐capital-­‐controls-­‐are-­‐
back-­‐part-­‐many-­‐countries-­‐financial-­‐armoury-­‐just-­‐case.	
  

Edwards,	
  Sebastian.	
  1999.	
  "How	
  Effective	
  Are	
  Capital	
  Controls?"	
  Journal	
  of	
  Economic	
  
Perspectives	
  13	
  (4):65-­‐84.	
  

Eglitis,	
  Aaron.	
  2016.	
  "Azerbaijan	
  Credit	
  Rating	
  Cut	
  to	
  Junk	
  by	
  S&P	
  After	
  Oil	
  Plunge."	
  January	
  
29.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2016-­‐01-­‐
29/azerbaijan-­‐credit-­‐rating-­‐cut-­‐to-­‐junk-­‐by-­‐s-­‐p-­‐after-­‐oil-­‐s-­‐collapse.	
  

Epstein,	
  Gerald	
  A.	
  2012.	
  "Capital	
  Outflow	
  Regulation:	
  Economic	
  Management,	
  Development	
  
and	
  Transformation."	
  In	
  Regulating	
  Global	
  Capital	
  Flows	
  for	
  Long-­‐Run	
  Development,	
  	
  
Pardee	
  Center	
  Task	
  Force	
  Report,	
  edited	
  by	
  Kevin	
  P.	
  Gallagher,	
  Stephany	
  Griffith-­‐
Jones	
  and	
  José	
  	
  Antonio	
  Ocampo,	
  47-­‐58.	
  Boston:	
  Bostin	
  University,	
  Pardee	
  Center	
  for	
  
the	
  Study	
  of	
  the	
  Longer-­‐Range	
  Future.	
  

Epstein,	
  Gerald,	
  Ilene	
  Grabel,	
  and	
  Jomo	
  KS.	
  2004.	
  Capital	
  Management	
  Techniques	
  In	
  
Developing	
  Countries:	
  	
  An	
  Assessment	
  of	
  Experiences	
  from	
  the	
  1990's	
  and	
  Lessons	
  
For	
  the	
  Future,	
  G24	
  Discussion	
  Paper	
  No.	
  27,	
  March	
  2004,	
  United	
  Nations,	
  NY	
  and	
  
Geneva,	
  http://www.g24.org/un-­‐egj04.pdf.	
  

Erten,	
  Bilge,	
  and	
  José	
  	
  Antonio	
  Ocampo.	
  2013.	
  Capital	
  Account	
  Regulations,	
  Foreign	
  
Exchange	
  Pressures,	
  and	
  Crisis	
  Resilience,	
  Initiative	
  for	
  Policy	
  Dialogue	
  Working	
  
Paper	
  Series,	
  October,	
  
http://policydialogue.org/files/publications/CAR_Erten_Ocampo_withCS.pdf.	
  

Farchy,	
  Jack.	
  2016.	
  "Tajikistan	
  and	
  IMF	
  in	
  Talks	
  Over	
  Bailout."	
  February	
  23.	
  Accessed	
  
March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/3dd384b0-­‐da48-­‐11e5-­‐98fd-­‐
06d75973fe09.html	
  -­‐	
  axzz43lSYfpkX.	
  

Feldstein,	
  Martin.	
  1998.	
  "Refocusing	
  the	
  IMF."	
  Foreign	
  Affairs	
  77	
  (2):20-­‐33.	
  
Ferro,	
  Shane.	
  2014.	
  "Nigeria	
  Brings	
  on	
  Capital	
  Controls."	
  Business	
  Insider,	
  December	
  19.	
  

Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  http://www.businessinsider.com/nigeria-­‐imposes-­‐
capital-­‐controls-­‐2014-­‐12.	
  



	
   27	
  

Financial	
  Times.	
  2013.	
  "India's	
  Capital	
  Crisis."	
  Financial	
  Times,	
  August	
  15.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  
22,	
  2016.	
  http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/d469362e-­‐05af-­‐11e3-­‐8ed5-­‐
00144feab7de.html	
  -­‐	
  axzz40jfKd1Ev.	
  

Financial	
  Times.	
  2016.	
  "	
  Fitch	
  Keeps	
  Wary	
  Eye	
  on	
  Azerbaijan	
  After	
  Controls	
  "	
  Financial	
  
Times,	
  January	
  22.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  
http://www.ft.com/fastft/2016/01/22/fitch-­‐keeps-­‐wary-­‐eye-­‐on-­‐azerbaijan-­‐after-­‐
capital-­‐controls/.	
  

Forbes,	
  Kristin.	
  2005.	
  "Capital	
  Controls:	
  Mud	
  in	
  the	
  Wheels	
  of	
  Market	
  Efficiency."	
  Cato	
  
Journal	
  25:153.	
  

Forbes,	
  Kristin,	
  Marcel	
  Fratzscher,	
  Thomas	
  Kostka,	
  and	
  Roland	
  Straub.	
  2011.	
  Bubble	
  Thy	
  
Neighbor:	
  Direct	
  and	
  Spillover	
  Effects	
  of	
  Capital	
  Controls,	
  Paper	
  presented	
  at	
  the	
  
12th	
  Jacques	
  Polak	
  Annual	
  Research	
  Conference,	
  IMF,	
  November	
  10-­‐11,	
  Accessed	
  
March	
  22,	
  2016,	
  
https://www.imf.org/external/np/res/seminars/2011/arc/pdf/forbes.pdf.	
  

Forelle,	
  C.	
  	
  .	
  2012.	
  "In	
  European	
  Crisis	
  Iceland	
  Emerges	
  as	
  an	
  Island	
  of	
  Recovery."	
  Wall	
  
Street	
  Journal,	
  May	
  21.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  
http://www.wsj.com/articles/SB100014240527023042036045773961710076520
42.	
  

Fritz,	
  Barbara,	
  and	
  Daniela	
  Magalhães	
  Prates.	
  2014.	
  "The	
  New	
  IMF	
  Approach	
  to	
  Capital	
  
Account	
  Management	
  and	
  Its	
  Blind	
  Spots:	
  Lessons	
  from	
  Brazil	
  and	
  South	
  Korea."	
  
International	
  Review	
  of	
  Applied	
  Economics	
  28	
  (2):210-­‐39.	
  

Gallagher,	
  Kevin	
  P.	
  2011.	
  Regaining	
  Control?	
  Capital	
  Controls	
  and	
  the	
  Global	
  Financial	
  
Crisis,	
  Political	
  Economy	
  Research	
  Institute	
  Working	
  Paper	
  No.	
  250,	
  University	
  of	
  
Massachusetts-­‐Amherst,	
  Accessed	
  March	
  26,	
  2016,	
  
http://www.ase.tufts.edu/gdae/policy_research/KGCapControlsPERIFeb11.html.	
  

Gallagher,	
  Kevin	
  P.	
  2012.	
  The	
  Global	
  Governance	
  of	
  Capital	
  Flows:	
  New	
  Opportunities,	
  
Enduring	
  Challenges,	
  Political	
  Economy	
  Resarch	
  Institute	
  Working	
  Paper,	
  No.	
  283,	
  
University	
  of	
  Massachusetts-­‐Amherst,	
  
http://www.peri.umass.edu/236/hash/5177c19e45bd73aaf9ae065db58a72cb/pu
blication/512/.	
  

Gallagher,	
  Kevin	
  P.	
  2014.	
  Ruling	
  Capital:	
  Emerging	
  Markets	
  and	
  the	
  Reregulation	
  of	
  Cross-­‐
Border	
  Finance.	
  Ithaca:	
  Cornell	
  University	
  Press.	
  

Ghosh,	
  Atish	
  R.	
  ,	
  Mahvash	
  Saeed	
  Qureshi,	
  and	
  Naotaka	
  	
  Sugawara.	
  2014.	
  Regulating	
  Capital	
  
Flows	
  at	
  Both	
  Ends:	
  Does	
  it	
  Work?,	
  IMF	
  Working	
  Paper	
  No.	
  188,	
  October,	
  Accessed	
  
March	
  1,	
  2016,	
  https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/wp/2014/wp14188.pdf.	
  

Ghosh,	
  Atish	
  R.,	
  and	
  Mahvash	
  S.	
  Qureshi.	
  2016.	
  What’s	
  In	
  a	
  Name?	
  That	
  Which	
  We	
  Call	
  
Capital	
  Controls,	
  IMF	
  Working	
  Paper	
  No.	
  25,	
  Accessed	
  March	
  1,	
  2016,	
  	
  
https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/wp/2016/wp1625.pdf.	
  

Giles,	
  Chris.	
  2012.	
  "Brics	
  to	
  Create	
  Financial	
  Safety	
  Net."	
  Financial	
  Times,	
  May	
  16,	
  2014.	
  
Accessed	
  March	
  1,	
  2016.	
  http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/bfd6adfe-­‐b9bb-­‐11e1-­‐
a470-­‐00144feabdc0.html.	
  

Grabel,	
  Ilene.	
  2003a.	
  "Ideology,	
  Power	
  and	
  the	
  Rise	
  of	
  Independent	
  Monetary	
  Institutions	
  
in	
  Emerging	
  Economies."	
  In	
  Monetary	
  Orders:	
  Ambiguous	
  Economics,	
  Ubiquitous	
  
Politics,	
  edited	
  by	
  Jonathan	
  Kirshner,	
  25-­‐52.	
  Ithaca,	
  NY:	
  Cornell	
  University	
  Press	
  
Ithaca.	
  



	
   28	
  

Grabel,	
  Ilene.	
  2003b.	
  "International	
  Private	
  Capital	
  Flows	
  and	
  Developing	
  Countries."	
  In	
  
Rethinking	
  Development	
  Economics,	
  edited	
  by	
  Ha-­‐Joon	
  Chang,	
  324-­‐345.	
  London:	
  
Anthem.	
  

Grabel,	
  Ilene.	
  2004.	
  Trip	
  Wires	
  and	
  Speed	
  Bumps:	
  	
  Managing	
  Financial	
  Risks	
  and	
  Reducing	
  
the	
  Potential	
  for	
  Financial	
  Crises	
  in	
  Developing	
  Economies,	
  G-­‐24	
  Discussion	
  Paper	
  
No.	
  33,	
  November	
  2004,	
  United	
  Nations	
  Conference	
  on	
  Trade	
  and	
  Economic	
  
Development,	
  Geneva.	
  

Grabel,	
  Ilene.	
  2011.	
  "Not	
  Your	
  Grandfather's	
  IMF:	
  Global	
  Crisis,	
  ‘Productive	
  Incoherence’	
  
and	
  Developmental	
  Policy	
  Space."	
  Cambridge	
  Journal	
  of	
  Economics	
  35	
  (5):805-­‐830.	
  

Grabel,	
  Ilene.	
  2013a.	
  Financial	
  Architectures	
  and	
  Development:	
  Resilience,	
  Policy	
  Space,	
  
and	
  Human	
  Development	
  in	
  the	
  Global	
  South.	
  Human	
  Development	
  Report	
  Office,	
  
Occasional	
  paper	
  No.	
  7,	
  
http://hdr.undp.org/sites/default/files/hdro_1307_grabel.pdf.	
  

Grabel,	
  Ilene.	
  2013b.	
  "Global	
  Financial	
  Governance	
  and	
  Development	
  Finance	
  in	
  the	
  Wake	
  
of	
  the	
  2008	
  Financial	
  Crisis."	
  Feminist	
  Economics	
  19	
  (3):32-­‐54.	
  

Grabel,	
  Ilene.	
  2013c.	
  "Productive	
  Incoherence	
  in	
  a	
  Time	
  of	
  Crisis:	
  The	
  IMF	
  and	
  the	
  
Resurrection	
  of	
  Capital	
  Controls."	
  In	
  The	
  Handbook	
  of	
  the	
  Political	
  Economy	
  of	
  
Financial	
  Crisis,	
  edited	
  by	
  Martin	
  H.	
  Wolfson	
  and	
  Gerald	
  A.	
  Epstein,	
  563-­‐67.	
  Oxford	
  
and	
  NY:	
  Oxford	
  University	
  Press.	
  

Grabel,	
  Ilene.	
  2015a.	
  "Post-­‐Crisis	
  Experiments	
  in	
  Development	
  Finance	
  Architectures:	
  A	
  
Hirschmanian	
  Perspective	
  on	
  'Productive	
  Incoherence'."	
  Review	
  of	
  Social	
  Economy	
  
73	
  (4):388-­‐414.	
  

Grabel,	
  Ilene.	
  2015b.	
  "The	
  Rebranding	
  of	
  Capital	
  Controls	
  in	
  an	
  Era	
  of	
  Productive	
  
Incoherence."	
  Review	
  of	
  International	
  Political	
  Economy	
  22	
  (1):7-­‐43.	
  

Grabel,	
  Ilene,	
  and	
  Kevin	
  P.	
  Gallagher.	
  2015.	
  "Capital	
  Controls	
  and	
  the	
  Global	
  Financial	
  
Crisis:	
  An	
  Introduction."	
  Review	
  of	
  Interational	
  Political	
  Economy	
  22	
  (1):1-­‐6.	
  

Guha,	
  Krishna.	
  2009.	
  "IMF	
  Refuses	
  to	
  Rule	
  Out	
  Use	
  of	
  Capital	
  Controls."	
  Financial	
  Times.	
  
Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/80201cce-­‐c7ef-­‐11de-­‐
8ba8-­‐00144feab49a.html	
  -­‐	
  axzz43lSYfpkX.	
  

Helleiner,	
  Eric.	
  1994.	
  States	
  and	
  the	
  Reemergence	
  of	
  Global	
  Finance.	
  Ithaca,	
  NY:	
  Cornell	
  
University	
  Press.	
  

IEO.	
  2005.	
  Evaluation	
  Report	
  on	
  the	
  IMF's	
  Approach	
  to	
  Capital	
  Account	
  Liberalization	
  
2005,	
  Independent	
  Evaluation	
  Office	
  of	
  the	
  IMF,	
  	
  http://www.ieo-­‐
imf.org/ieo/files/completedevaluations/04202005report.pdf.	
  

IEO.	
  2015.	
  IMF’s	
  Approach	
  to	
  Capital	
  Accuont	
  Liberalization,	
  Revisiting	
  the	
  2005	
  IEO	
  
Evaluation,	
  Independent	
  Evaluation	
  Office	
  of	
  the	
  IMF,	
  	
  http://www.ieo-­‐
imf.org/ieo/files/whatsnew/The	
  IMFs	
  Approach	
  to	
  Capital	
  Account	
  Liberalization	
  
Revisiting	
  the	
  2005	
  IEO	
  Evaluation3.pdf.	
  

IIF.	
  2016.	
  Capital	
  Flows	
  to	
  Emerging	
  Markets,	
  Institute	
  for	
  International	
  Finance,	
  January	
  
19,	
  Accessed	
  March	
  1,	
  2016,	
  
https://images.magnetmail.net/images/clients/IIF_2/attach/CF_0116_Press(3).pdf.	
  

IMF.	
  2009a.	
  Annual	
  Report	
  on	
  Exchange	
  Rate	
  Arrangements	
  and	
  Exchange	
  Restrictions.	
  
Washington,	
  DC:	
  IMF.	
  

IMF.	
  2009b.	
  Review	
  of	
  Recent	
  Crisis	
  Programs,	
  Report	
  prepared	
  by	
  the	
  Strategy,	
  Policy	
  and	
  
Review	
  Department,	
  International	
  Monetary	
  Fund,	
  
http://www.imf.org/external/np/pp/eng/2009/091409.pdf.	
  



	
   29	
  

IMF.	
  2011a.	
  How	
  Iceland	
  Recovered	
  from	
  Its	
  Near	
  Death	
  Experience,’IMF	
  direct-­‐IMF.org,	
  
Accessed	
  May	
  15,	
  2013,	
  http://blog-­‐imfdirect.imf.org/2011/10/26/how-­‐iceland-­‐
recovered-­‐from-­‐its-­‐near-­‐death-­‐experience/.	
  

IMF.	
  2011b.	
  Recent	
  Experiences	
  in	
  Managing	
  Capital	
  Inflows-­‐Cross-­‐cutting	
  Themes	
  and	
  
Possible	
  Policy	
  Framework,	
  Report	
  prepared	
  by	
  the	
  Strategy,	
  Policy,	
  and	
  Review	
  
Department,	
  Washington,	
  DC:	
  IMF,	
  February	
  14,	
  
http://www.imf.org/external/np/pp/eng/2011/021411a.pdf.	
  

IMF.	
  2012a.	
  Iceland:	
  	
  Ex	
  post	
  Evaluation	
  of	
  Exceptional	
  Access	
  Under	
  the	
  2008	
  Stand-­‐by	
  
Arrangement,	
  IMF	
  Country	
  Report	
  No.	
  12/91,	
  Washington,	
  DC:	
  IMF,	
  April,	
  
https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/scr/2012/cr1291.pdf.	
  

IMF.	
  2012b.	
  IMF	
  Executive	
  Board	
  Discusses	
  the	
  Liberalization	
  and	
  Management	
  of	
  Capital	
  
Flows-­‐An	
  Institutional	
  View,	
  IMF,	
  Public	
  Information	
  Notice,	
  no.	
  12/137,	
  
Washington,	
  DC:	
  IMF,	
  December	
  3,	
  Accessed	
  March	
  1,	
  2016,	
  
https://www.imf.org/external/np/sec/pn/2012/pn12137.htm.	
  

IMF.	
  2012c.	
  The	
  Liberalization	
  and	
  Management	
  of	
  Capital	
  Flows:	
  An	
  Institutional	
  View,	
  
Washington,	
  DC:	
  International	
  Monetary	
  Fund,	
  November	
  14,	
  Accessed	
  March	
  1,	
  
2016,	
  http://www.imf.org/external/np/pp/eng/2012/111412.pdf.	
  	
  .	
  

IMF.	
  2013.	
  Guidance	
  Note	
  for	
  the	
  Liberalization	
  and	
  Management	
  of	
  Capital	
  Flows,	
  
Washington,	
  DC:	
  IMF,	
  April.	
  25,	
  Accessed	
  March	
  1,	
  2016,	
  
https://www.imf.org/external/np/pp/eng/2013/042513.pdf.	
  

IMF.	
  2015.	
  Managing	
  Capital	
  Outflows-­‐Further	
  Operational	
  Considerations,	
  Staff	
  Report	
  
Issued	
  to	
  the	
  Executive	
  Board,	
  December,	
  Accessed	
  March	
  1,	
  2016,	
  	
  
https://www.imf.org/external/np/pp/eng/2015/120315.pdf.	
  

IMF	
  COFER.	
  Currency	
  Composition	
  of	
  Official	
  Foreign	
  Exchange	
  Reserves	
  (COFER),	
  various	
  
years,	
  Washington,	
  DC:	
  International	
  Monetary	
  Fund.	
  

IntelliNews,	
  bne.	
  2016.	
  Tajik	
  central	
  bank	
  denies	
  termination	
  of	
  ruble	
  transfers,	
  Accessed	
  
March	
  22,	
  2016,	
  	
  http://www.intellinews.com/tajik-­‐central-­‐bank-­‐denies-­‐
termination-­‐of-­‐ruble-­‐transfers-­‐90219/.	
  

Johnson,	
  Steve.	
  2015.	
  "Emerging	
  Market	
  Slump	
  Raises	
  Fears	
  of	
  Capital	
  Controls."	
  Financial	
  
Times,	
  September	
  9.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  
http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/3/72c18c2c-­‐554a-­‐11e5-­‐b029-­‐b9d50a74fd14.html	
  -­‐	
  
axzz43mCKnnUk.	
  

Kaplan,	
  Ethan,	
  and	
  Dani	
  Rodrik.	
  2001.	
  In	
  Did	
  the	
  Malaysian	
  Capital	
  Controls	
  Work?:	
  National	
  
Bureau	
  of	
  Economic	
  Research.	
  

Kelly,	
  Lidia,	
  Darya	
  Korsunskaya,	
  and	
  Elena	
  Fabrichnaya.	
  2014.	
  "Informal	
  Capital	
  Controls	
  
Arrest	
  Russian	
  Rouble's	
  Slide."	
  Reuters,	
  December	
  24.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  
http://uk.reuters.com/article/uk-­‐russia-­‐crisis-­‐rouble-­‐idUKKBN0K10EE20141224.	
  

Korinek,	
  Anton.	
  2011.	
  "The	
  New	
  Economics	
  of	
  Prudential	
  Capital	
  Controls:	
  A	
  Research	
  
Agenda."	
  IMF	
  Economic	
  Review	
  59	
  (3):523-­‐561.	
  

Korinek,	
  Anton.	
  2013.	
  Capital	
  Controls	
  and	
  Currency	
  Wars,	
  University	
  of	
  Maryland,	
  
unpublished	
  paper,	
  February,	
  Accessed	
  March	
  26,	
  2016,	
  
http://www.cepr.org/sites/default/files/Korinek_Capital	
  Controls	
  and	
  Currency	
  
Wars.pdf.	
  

Korinek,	
  Anton.	
  2014.	
  International	
  Spillovers	
  and	
  Guidelines	
  for	
  Policy	
  Cooperation:	
  A	
  
Welfare	
  Theorem	
  for	
  National	
  Economic	
  Policymaking,	
  Paper	
  presented	
  at	
  the	
  15th	
  
Jacques	
  Polak	
  Annual	
  Research	
  Conference,	
  November	
  13-­‐4,	
  2014,	
  International	
  



	
   30	
  

Monetary	
  Fund,	
  Washington,	
  DC,	
  Accessed	
  December	
  16,	
  2015,	
  
https://www.imf.org/external/np/res/seminars/2014/arc/pdf/korinek.pdf.	
  

Krishnan,	
  Unni.	
  2016.	
  "Rajan	
  Seeks	
  Global	
  Color-­‐Coded	
  Rules	
  to	
  Rate	
  Monetary	
  Policy."	
  
March	
  12.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  20,	
  2016.	
  
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2016-­‐03-­‐12/rajan-­‐proposes-­‐global-­‐
color-­‐coded-­‐system-­‐to-­‐rate-­‐monetary-­‐policy.	
  

Krugman,	
  Paul.	
  1998.	
  "Saving	
  Asia:	
  It's	
  Time	
  to	
  Get	
  Radical."	
  Fortune,	
  September	
  7,	
  35-­‐6.	
  
Accessed	
  March	
  1,	
  2016.	
  
http://archive.fortune.com/magazines/fortune/fortune_archive/1998/09/07/247
884/index.htm.	
  

Lagarde,	
  Christine.	
  2015.	
  Spillovers	
  from	
  Unconventional	
  Monetary	
  Policy—Lessons	
  for	
  
Emerging	
  Markets,	
  Speech	
  at	
  the	
  Reserve	
  Bank	
  of	
  India,	
  March	
  17,	
  2015,	
  Accessed	
  
March	
  15,	
  2016,	
  https://www.imf.org/external/np/speeches/2015/031715.htm.	
  

LatinDADD-­‐BWP.	
  2011.	
  Breaking	
  the	
  Mould:	
  How	
  Latin	
  America	
  is	
  Coping	
  with	
  Volatile	
  
Capital	
  Flows,	
  December,	
  LatinDADD-­‐Bretton	
  Woods	
  Project	
  (BWP),	
  Accessed	
  
March	
  22,	
  2016,	
  http://www.brettonwoodsproject.org/wp-­‐
content/uploads/2013/10/breakingthemould.pdf.	
  

Leahy,	
  Joe,	
  and	
  Samantha	
  Pearson.	
  2013.	
  "Brazil	
  Slashes	
  Financial	
  Transactions	
  Tax."	
  June	
  
5.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/6c113a7c-­‐cd74-­‐
11e2-­‐90e8-­‐00144feab7de.html	
  -­‐	
  axzz40jfKd1Ev.	
  

Lee,	
  Chang-­‐ho.	
  2011.	
  "S.	
  Korea	
  to	
  Undertake	
  Stress	
  Test	
  on	
  Banks’	
  FX	
  Funding-­‐source."	
  
Reuters,	
  July	
  25.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  http://www.reuters.com/article/korea-­‐
banks-­‐idUSL3E7IP0KO20110725.	
  

Lipsky,	
  John.	
  2009.	
  Building	
  a	
  Post-­‐crisis	
  Global	
  Economy,	
  Address	
  to	
  the	
  Japan	
  Society,	
  
New	
  York,	
  10	
  December,	
  Accessed	
  May	
  14,	
  2013,	
  
http://www.imf.org/external/np/speeches/2009/121009.htm.	
  

Lütz,	
  Susanne,	
  and	
  Matthias	
  Kranke.	
  2014.	
  "The	
  European	
  Rescue	
  of	
  the	
  Washington	
  
Consensus?	
  EU	
  and	
  IMF	
  Lending	
  to	
  Central	
  and	
  Eastern	
  European	
  Countries."	
  
Review	
  of	
  International	
  Political	
  Economy	
  21	
  (2):310-­‐38.	
  

Magtulis,	
  Prinz.	
  2013.	
  "Moody’s	
  Backs	
  Limited	
  Use	
  of	
  Capital	
  Controls	
  in	
  SEA."	
  Philippine	
  
Star,	
  February	
  22.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  
http://www.philstar.com/business/2013/02/22/911570/moodys-­‐backs-­‐limited-­‐
use-­‐capital-­‐controls-­‐sea.	
  

Magud,	
  Nicolas	
  E.,	
  Carmen	
  M.	
  Reinhart,	
  and	
  Kenneth	
  S.	
  Rogoff.	
  2011.	
  Capital	
  Controls:	
  Myth	
  
and	
  Reality	
  A	
  Portfolio	
  Balance	
  Approach,	
  National	
  Bureau	
  of	
  Economic	
  Research,	
  
Working	
  Paper	
  No.	
  16805,	
  	
  http://www.nber.org/papers/w16805.	
  

Magud,	
  Nicolas,	
  and	
  Carmen	
  M.	
  Reinhart.	
  2006.	
  Capital	
  Controls:	
  An	
  Evaluation,	
  National	
  
Bureau	
  of	
  Economic	
  Research,	
  NBER	
  Working	
  Paper	
  No.	
  11973,	
  
http://www.nber.org/papers/w11973.	
  

Mayeda,	
  Andrew.	
  2011.	
  "Harper	
  Pushing	
  Rousseff	
  on	
  Currencies	
  May	
  Herald	
  G-­‐20	
  Spat."	
  
Bloomberg,	
  August	
  8.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2011-­‐08-­‐08/harper-­‐clashing-­‐with-­‐
rousseff-­‐on-­‐capital-­‐controls-­‐may-­‐herald-­‐g-­‐20-­‐discord.	
  

Monan,	
  Zhang.	
  2013.	
  "China's	
  Cold	
  Eye	
  on	
  Hot	
  Money."	
  Project	
  Syndicate,	
  June	
  10.	
  Accessed	
  
March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  http://www.project-­‐syndicate.org/commentary/china-­‐s-­‐new-­‐
rules-­‐for-­‐managing-­‐cross-­‐border-­‐capital-­‐flows-­‐by-­‐zhang-­‐monan?barrier=true.	
  



	
   31	
  

Moschella,	
  Manuela.	
  2009.	
  "When	
  Ideas	
  Fail	
  to	
  Influence	
  Policy	
  Outcomes:	
  Orderly	
  
Liberalization	
  and	
  the	
  International	
  Monetary	
  Fund."	
  Review	
  of	
  International	
  
Political	
  Economy	
  16	
  (5):854-­‐882.	
  

Moschella,	
  Manuela.	
  2014.	
  "Institutional	
  Roots	
  of	
  Incremental	
  Ideational	
  Change:	
  The	
  IMF	
  
and	
  Capital	
  Controls	
  After	
  the	
  Global	
  Financial	
  Crisis	
  "	
  British	
  Journal	
  of	
  Politics	
  and	
  
International	
  Relations.	
  doi:	
  10.1111/1467-­‐856X.12049.	
  

National	
  Bank	
  of	
  Tajikistan.	
  2015.	
  The	
  Activities	
  of	
  Currency	
  Exchange	
  Offices	
  of	
  Physical	
  
Entities	
  Are	
  Suspended,	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016,	
  
http://www.nbt.tj/en/news/399843/.	
  

Obstfeld,	
  Maurice.	
  1998.	
  "Global	
  Capital	
  Markets:	
  Benefactor	
  or	
  Menace?"	
  Journal	
  of	
  
Economic	
  Perspectives	
  XX	
  (XX):XX.	
  

Ocampo,	
  José	
  Antonio.	
  2003.	
  "Capital	
  Account	
  and	
  Counter-­‐cyclical	
  Prudential	
  Regulation	
  
in	
  Developing	
  Countries."	
  In	
  From	
  Capital	
  Surges	
  to	
  Drought:	
  Seeking	
  Stability	
  for	
  
Emerging	
  Markets,	
  edited	
  by	
  Richardo	
  Ffrench-­‐Davis	
  and	
  Stephany	
  Griffith-­‐Jones,	
  xx.	
  
London:	
  Palgrave	
  Macmillan	
  	
  

Ocampo,	
  José	
  Antonio	
  2010.	
  "Time	
  for	
  global	
  capital	
  account	
  regulations."	
  Economic	
  and	
  
Political	
  Weekly	
  XLV	
  (46):32-­‐3.	
  

Ocampo,	
  José	
  Antonio,	
  Stephany	
  Griffith-­‐Jones,	
  Akbar	
  Noman,	
  Ariane	
  Ortiz,	
  Juliana	
  Vallejo,	
  
and	
  Judith	
  Tyson.	
  2012.	
  "The	
  Great	
  Recession	
  and	
  the	
  Developing	
  World."	
  In	
  
Development	
  Cooperation	
  in	
  Times	
  of	
  Crisis,	
  edited	
  by	
  José	
  Antonio	
  Alonso	
  and	
  José	
  
Antonio	
  Ocampo,	
  17-­‐81.	
  New	
  York:	
  Columbia	
  University	
  Press.	
  

Oliver,	
  Christian.	
  2010.	
  "IMF	
  Warns	
  on	
  Emerging	
  Market	
  Currency	
  Controls."	
  Financial	
  
Times.	
  Accessed	
  January	
  12,	
  2011.	
  http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/5ba241aa-­‐
8ce9-­‐11df-­‐bad7-­‐00144feab49a.html.	
  

Olson,	
  Ryan	
  ,	
  and	
  Anthony	
  Kim.	
  2013.	
  Congress	
  Should	
  Query	
  IMF	
  Support	
  for	
  Capital	
  
Controls,	
  Heritage	
  Foundation	
  Issue	
  Brief	
  No.	
  3949,	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016,	
  
http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2013/05/congress-­‐should-­‐query-­‐imf-­‐
support-­‐for-­‐capital-­‐controls.	
  

Ostry,	
  Jonathan	
  D.,	
  Atish	
  R.	
  Ghosh,	
  Karl	
  Habermeier,	
  Marcos	
  Chamon,	
  Mahvash.	
  	
  Qureshi,	
  
and	
  Dennis	
  B.	
  S.	
  Reinhardt.	
  2010.	
  Capital	
  Inflows:	
  The	
  Role	
  of	
  Controls,	
  IMF	
  Staff	
  
Position	
  Note	
  No.	
  4,	
  February	
  19,	
  
https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/spn/2010/spn1004.pdf.	
  

Ostry,	
  Jonathan	
  D.,	
  Atish	
  R.	
  Ghosh,	
  and	
  Anton	
  Korinek.	
  2012.	
  Multilateral	
  Aspects	
  of	
  
Managing	
  the	
  Capital	
  Account,	
  IMF	
  Staff	
  Discussion	
  Note	
  No.	
  10,	
  September	
  7.	
  
International	
  Monetary	
  Fund.	
  

Park,	
  Joonkyu,	
  and	
  Han	
  van	
  der	
  Hoorn.	
  2012.	
  "Financial	
  Crisis,	
  SWF	
  Investing,	
  and	
  
Implications	
  for	
  Financial	
  Stability."	
  Global	
  Policy	
  3	
  (2):211-­‐21.	
  

Prasad,	
  Eswar.	
  2014a.	
  "The	
  Dollar	
  Reigns	
  Supreme,	
  By	
  Default."	
  Finance	
  and	
  Development	
  
51	
  (1).	
  http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/fandd/2014/03/prasad.htm.	
  

Prasad,	
  Eswar.	
  2014b.	
  The	
  Dollar	
  Trap:	
  How	
  the	
  US	
  Dollar	
  Tightened	
  Its	
  Grip	
  on	
  Global	
  
Finance.	
  Princeton:	
  Princeton	
  University	
  Press.	
  

Quigley,	
  John.	
  2013.	
  "Velarde	
  Says	
  He	
  Doesn’t	
  See	
  Need	
  for	
  Peru	
  Capital	
  Controls."	
  
Bloomberg,	
  January	
  25.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2013-­‐01-­‐25/velarde-­‐says-­‐he-­‐doesn-­‐t-­‐
see-­‐need-­‐for-­‐peru-­‐capital-­‐controls-­‐1-­‐.	
  



	
   32	
  

Ragir,	
  Alexander.	
  2011.	
  "Brazil’s	
  Capital	
  Controls	
  Are	
  ‘Appropriate’	
  Tool,	
  IMF	
  Says."	
  
Bloomberg,	
  August	
  3.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2011-­‐08-­‐03/brazilian-­‐capital-­‐controls-­‐
are-­‐appropriate-­‐tool-­‐imf-­‐says.	
  

Rajan,	
  Raghuram	
  2016.	
  "The	
  Global	
  Monetary	
  Non-­‐System."	
  Project	
  Syndicate,	
  January	
  6.	
  
Accessed	
  March	
  1,	
  2016.	
  https://www.project-­‐
syndicate.org/commentary/unconventional-­‐monetary-­‐policy-­‐weak-­‐growth-­‐by-­‐
raghuram-­‐rajan-­‐2016-­‐01	
  -­‐	
  r9orRFM1oKLdA2XU.99.	
  

Rappeport,	
  Alan.	
  2010.	
  "IMF	
  Reconsiders	
  Capital	
  Controls	
  Opposition."	
  FT.com,	
  February	
  
22.	
  http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/ec484786-­‐1fcf-­‐11df-­‐8deb-­‐
00144feab49a.html.	
  

Ray,	
  Atmadip	
  2013.	
  "Capital	
  Controls	
  Needed	
  to	
  Insulate	
  Economies	
  From	
  US’."	
  Economic	
  
Times,	
  September	
  18.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  20,	
  2016.	
  
http://articles.economictimes.indiatimes.com/2013-­‐09-­‐
18/news/42183253_1_monetary-­‐policy-­‐independence-­‐raghuram-­‐rajan-­‐capital.	
  

Reuters.	
  2012.	
  "Uruguay	
  Cenbank	
  Moves	
  to	
  Stem	
  Peso’s	
  Appreciation."	
  August	
  16.	
  Accessed	
  
March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  http://in.reuters.com/article/uruguay-­‐peso-­‐
idINL2E8JFA4720120815.	
  

Reuters.	
  2013a.	
  "Bundesbank	
  Warms	
  to	
  Capital	
  Controls	
  in	
  Currency	
  War	
  Debate."	
  January	
  
24.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  http://in.reuters.com/article/emerging-­‐currencies-­‐
germany-­‐idINL6N0AT3XC20130124.	
  

Reuters.	
  2013b.	
  "India	
  Cbank	
  Chief	
  Says	
  Policy	
  Not	
  to	
  Resort	
  to	
  Capital	
  Controls."	
  August	
  
29.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  http://in.reuters.com/article/india-­‐cbank-­‐governor-­‐
idINI8N0EW02N20130829.	
  

Reuters.	
  2014.	
  "Costa	
  Rica	
  President	
  Says	
  to	
  Use	
  Capital	
  Controls	
  Very	
  Selectively."	
  April	
  2.	
  
Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  http://www.reuters.com/article/costarica-­‐
capitalcontrols-­‐idUSL1N0MU20U20140402.	
  

Reuters.	
  2015.	
  "Nigeria's	
  central	
  bank	
  curbs	
  access	
  to	
  foreign	
  currency."	
  June	
  24.	
  Accessed	
  
March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  http://www.reuters.com/article/nigeria-­‐currency-­‐
idUSL8N0ZA21C20150624.	
  

Reuters.	
  2016.	
  "IMF	
  Calls	
  on	
  Nigeria	
  to	
  Lift	
  Foreign	
  Exchange	
  Curbs."	
  Feburary	
  24.	
  
Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  http://www.reuters.com/article/nigeria-­‐economy-­‐
idUSL8N1631D5.	
  

Rey,	
  Hélène.	
  2014.	
  The	
  International	
  Credit	
  Channel	
  and	
  Monetary	
  Autonomy,	
  Mundell-­‐
Fleming	
  Lecture	
  at	
  the	
  International	
  Monetary	
  Fund,	
  Washington,	
  DC,	
  November	
  13,	
  
2014,	
  Accessed	
  December	
  16	
  2015,	
  
https://www.imf.org/external/np/res/seminars/2014/arc/pdf/Mundell.pdf.	
  

Rey,	
  Hélène.	
  2015.	
  Dilemma,	
  Not	
  Trilemma:	
  The	
  Global	
  Financial	
  Cycle	
  and	
  Monetary	
  Policy	
  
Independence,	
  NBER	
  Working	
  Paper	
  No.	
  21162,	
  May	
  2015.	
  

Rodrik,	
  Dani.	
  2015.	
  "Global	
  Capital	
  Heads	
  for	
  the	
  Frontier."	
  March	
  10.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  
2016.	
  https://www.project-­‐syndicate.org/commentary/frontier-­‐market-­‐economy-­‐
fad-­‐by-­‐dani-­‐rodrik-­‐2015-­‐03?barrier=true.	
  

Rodrik,	
  Daniel.	
  2010.	
  "The	
  End	
  of	
  an	
  Era	
  in	
  Finance."	
  Project	
  Syndicate,	
  March	
  11.	
  Accessed	
  
August	
  16,	
  2015.	
  http://www.project-­‐syndicate.org/commentary/the-­‐end-­‐of-­‐an-­‐
era-­‐in-­‐finance.	
  



	
   33	
  

Rogoff,	
  Kenneth,	
  M.	
  Ayhan	
  Kose,	
  Eswar	
  Prasad,	
  and	
  Shang-­‐Jin	
  Wei.	
  2003.	
  Effects	
  of	
  
Financial	
  Globalization	
  on	
  Developing	
  Countries:	
  Some	
  Empirical	
  Evidence,	
  IMF	
  
Occasional	
  Paper	
  No.	
  220,	
  International	
  Monetary	
  Fund,	
  	
  
https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/nft/op/220/.	
  Washington,	
  DC.	
  

Ross,	
  Alice,	
  and	
  Haig	
  Simonian.	
  2012.	
  "Swiss	
  Eye	
  Capital	
  Controls	
  if	
  Greece	
  Goes."	
  Financial	
  
Times,	
  May	
  27.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/d7678676-­‐
a810-­‐11e1-­‐8fbb-­‐00144feabdc0.html	
  -­‐	
  axzz43pjftUkY.	
  

Saborowski,	
  Christian,	
  Sarah	
  Sanya,	
  Hans	
  Weisfeld,	
  and	
  Juan	
  Yepez.	
  2014.	
  Effectiveness	
  of	
  
Capital	
  Outflow	
  Restrictions,	
  IMF	
  Working	
  Paper	
  No.	
  8,	
  January,	
  Accessed	
  March	
  1,	
  
2016,	
  https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/wp/2014/wp1408.pdf.	
  

Shadlen,	
  Kenneth.	
  2005.	
  "Exchanging	
  Development	
  for	
  Market	
  Access?	
  Deep	
  Integration	
  
and	
  Industrial	
  Policy	
  Under	
  Multilateral	
  and	
  Regional-­‐Bilateral	
  Trade	
  Agreements."	
  
Review	
  of	
  International	
  Political	
  Economy	
  12	
  (5):750-­‐75.	
  

Sigurgeirsdóttir,	
  Silla,	
  and	
  Robert	
  H.	
  Wade.	
  2015.	
  "From	
  Control	
  by	
  Capital	
  to	
  Control	
  of	
  
Capital:	
  Iceland's	
  Boom	
  and	
  Bust,	
  and	
  the	
  IMF's	
  Unorthodox	
  Rescue	
  Package."	
  
Review	
  of	
  International	
  Political	
  Economy	
  22	
  (1):103-­‐33.	
  

Spence,	
  Michael.	
  2010.	
  Keynote	
  Address	
  by	
  Professor	
  Andrew	
  Michael	
  Spence,	
  First	
  
International	
  Research	
  Conference	
  of	
  the	
  Reserve	
  Bank	
  of	
  India,	
  Mumbai,	
  February	
  
12,	
  2010,	
  Accessed	
  March	
  21,	
  2016,	
  	
  
https://rbidocs.rbi.org.in/rdocs/Content/PDFs/FST130210.pdf.	
  

Stiglitz,	
  Joseph,	
  and	
  Hamid	
  Rashid.	
  2016.	
  Closing	
  Developing	
  Countries'	
  Capital	
  Drain,	
  
Project	
  Syndicate,	
  February	
  18,	
  Accessed	
  March	
  1,	
  2016,	
  https://www.project-­‐
syndicate.org/commentary/developing-­‐countries-­‐capital-­‐outflows-­‐by-­‐joseph-­‐e-­‐
stiglitz-­‐and-­‐hamid-­‐rashid-­‐2016-­‐02?barrier=true.	
  

Strauss,	
  Delphine	
  2014.	
  "Ukraine	
  capital	
  controls	
  stem	
  fall	
  in	
  its	
  currency."	
  Financial	
  Times,	
  
February	
  10.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/fc4e3cf2-­‐
926d-­‐11e3-­‐9e43-­‐00144feab7de.html	
  -­‐	
  axzz41PqgwvuE.	
  

Strauss-­‐Kahn,	
  Dominique.	
  2010.	
  Macro-­‐prudential	
  Policies-­‐An	
  Asian	
  Perspective,’	
  Speech,	
  
Shanghai,	
  China,	
  October	
  18,	
  Accessed	
  July	
  4,	
  2011,	
  
http://www.imf.org/external/np/speeches/2010/101810.htm	
  	
  

Subacchi,	
  Paola.	
  2015.	
  "	
  The	
  Renminbi	
  Goes	
  Forth."	
  Project	
  Syndicate,	
  December	
  11.	
  
Accessed	
  March	
  10,	
  2016.	
  https://www.project-­‐
syndicate.org/commentary/renminbi-­‐international-­‐currency-­‐in-­‐the-­‐making-­‐by-­‐
paola-­‐subacchi-­‐2015-­‐12.	
  

Subacchi,	
  Paola.	
  2016.	
  "Comment:	
  China's	
  Ambiguous	
  Financial	
  Liberalisation."	
  Financial	
  
Times,	
  February	
  3.	
  Accessed	
  February	
  28,	
  2016.	
  
http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/498f7bba-­‐c9c2-­‐11e5-­‐a8ef-­‐ea66e967dd44.html	
  -­‐	
  
axzz436uBoHDb.	
  

Subramanian,	
  Arvind,	
  and	
  John	
  Williamson.	
  2009.	
  "The	
  Fund	
  Should	
  Help	
  Brazil	
  to	
  Tackle	
  
Inflows."	
  Financial	
  Times.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  1,	
  2016.	
  
http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/a0c04b34-­‐c196-­‐11de-­‐b86b-­‐00144feab49a.html	
  -­‐	
  
axzz43lSYfpkX.	
  

Thomas,	
  Landon,	
  Jr.	
  2010.	
  "Countries	
  See	
  Hazards	
  in	
  Free	
  Flow	
  of	
  Capital."	
  New	
  York	
  Times,	
  
B1.	
  

Times	
  of	
  India.	
  2015.	
  "RBI	
  chief	
  Rajan	
  Blasts	
  IMF	
  for	
  Being	
  Soft	
  on	
  Easy	
  Money	
  Policies	
  of	
  
West."	
  Times	
  of	
  India,	
  October	
  19.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  1,	
  2016.	
  



	
   34	
  

http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/business/india-­‐business/RBI-­‐chief-­‐Rajan-­‐
blasts-­‐IMF-­‐for-­‐being-­‐soft-­‐on-­‐easy-­‐money-­‐policies-­‐of-­‐
west/articleshow/49456531.cms.	
  

Turner,	
  Adair.	
  2014.	
  "In	
  Prase	
  of	
  Fragmentation	
  	
  "	
  Project	
  Syndicate,	
  February	
  18.	
  Accessed	
  
March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  https://www.project-­‐syndicate.org/commentary/adair-­‐turner-­‐
criticizes-­‐economists-­‐-­‐adherence-­‐to-­‐the-­‐belief-­‐that-­‐the-­‐benefits-­‐of-­‐capital-­‐account-­‐
liberalization-­‐outweigh-­‐the-­‐costs?barrier=true.	
  

Tussie,	
  Diana.	
  2010.	
  "Decentralizing	
  Global	
  Finance."	
  TripleCrisis.com	
  April	
  9.	
  Accessed	
  
March	
  10,	
  2015.	
  http://triplecrisis.com/decentralizing-­‐global-­‐finance/.	
  

UNCTAD.	
  2015.	
  Introduction	
  of	
  Foreign-­‐exchange	
  Controls,	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016,	
  
http://investmentpolicyhub.unctad.org/IPM/MeasureDetails?id=2673&rgn=.	
  

Valdimarsson,	
  Omar.	
  2012.	
  "Iceland	
  to	
  Apply	
  New	
  Rules	
  Before	
  Capital	
  Controls	
  Are	
  
Removed."	
  Bloomberg,	
  August	
  27.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2012-­‐08-­‐27/iceland-­‐to-­‐apply-­‐new-­‐
rules-­‐before-­‐capital-­‐controls-­‐are-­‐removed.	
  

Wade,	
  Robert	
  H.	
  1998-­‐9.	
  "The	
  Coming	
  Fight	
  Over	
  Capital	
  Controls	
  "	
  Foreign	
  Policy	
  
(113):41-­‐54.	
  

Wade,	
  Robert	
  H.	
  2003.	
  "What	
  Strategies	
  are	
  Viable	
  for	
  Developing	
  Countries	
  Today?	
  The	
  
World	
  Trade	
  Organization	
  and	
  the	
  Shrinking	
  of	
  ‘Development	
  Space’."	
  Review	
  of	
  
International	
  Political	
  Economy	
  10	
  (4):621-­‐44.	
  

Wheatley,	
  Jonathan,	
  and	
  Shawn	
  Donnan.	
  2016.	
  "Capital	
  Controls	
  No	
  Longer	
  Taboo	
  as	
  
Emerging	
  Markets	
  Battle	
  Flight."	
  Financial	
  Times,	
  January	
  27.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  
2016.	
  http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/36cfcc66-­‐c41b-­‐11e5-­‐808f-­‐
8231cd71622e.html	
  -­‐	
  axzz41OPv4o3d.	
  

Wroughton,	
  Lesley.	
  2010.	
  "IMF	
  Endorses	
  Capital	
  Controls	
  as	
  Temporary	
  Teasure."	
  Reuters,	
  
February	
  19.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  1,	
  2014.	
  
http://prasad.dyson.cornell.edu/doc/media/Reuters_19Feb2010.pdf.	
  

Yuk,	
  Kwan	
  Pan.	
  2012.	
  "Peru:	
  LatAm’s	
  Latest	
  Currency	
  Warrior."	
  Financial	
  Times,	
  Beyond	
  
Brics,	
  May	
  1.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  http://blogs.ft.com/beyond-­‐
brics/2012/05/01/peru-­‐latams-­‐latest-­‐currency-­‐warrior/.	
  

Zikakou,	
  Ioanna.	
  2015.	
  "S&P	
  Upgrades	
  Cyprus	
  After	
  Capital	
  Control	
  Removal."	
  Greek	
  
Reporter,	
  September.	
  Accessed	
  March	
  22,	
  2016.	
  
http://greece.greekreporter.com/2015/09/26/sp-­‐upgrades-­‐cyprus-­‐after-­‐capital-­‐
control-­‐removal/.	
  

	
  


	WPcover
	Grabel, Ilene-Capital controls in a time of crisis-Cambridge conference-March 28,2016 copy 3

