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 ‌With ten full members and nine partners, the BRICS currently bring
together around 55% of the world's population and 40% of the
world's GDP in purchasing power parity. However, this importance
is not proportionally reflected in the International Monetary and
Financial System (IMFS), since 88% of foreign exchange
transactions still involve the US dollar, while the sum of all BRICS
currencies does not reach 15%.‌

Questions regarding the dollar's hegemony are old, but they have
intensified in the 21st century, especially due to the global financial
crisis and, subsequently, the wa‌r in Ukraine and the resulting
sanctions imposed on Russia, which make it clear that the United
States can use its currency as a weapon.‌

 ‌He‌ading towards its 17th Summit, the BRICS are today a forum for
varied debates, but the history of the group is directly associated
with the questioning of the asymmetries of the IMFS. In fact, since
the first BRICS meeting, the reform of the International Monetary
Fund and the World Bank has been considered a priority.‌

T‌he New Development Bank (NDB) and the Contingent Reserve
Arrangement (CRA) are so far the most concrete initiatives of the
BRICS for the transformation of the IMFS. The creation of these
new multilateral financial institutions – the first formal institutions
of the BRICS – was a direct response to the resistance of the US
and Western Europe to accept the demands for reforms of the WB
and the IMF.‌

 ‌EXECUTIVE SUMMARY‌

Despite the political will for transformation, the BRICS institutions
are part of an IMFS dominated by the US, and are also captured by
what Prasad (2015) calls the “dollar trap”. Despite the target of at
least 30% of loans in local currencies, at the end of 2023, the
dollar alone still represented just over two-thirds of NDB’s total
portfolio (67.2%). Adding the euro and Swiss franc, the central
currencies represented 78.8% of the portfolio.‌

The ACR has a link with the IMF that ends up being an obstacle to
it actually becoming a political alternative: member countries can
freely access only 30% of the resources to which they are entitled.
The remaining 70% of the resources can only be provided if the
requesting country requests the IMF to implement a program to
monitor its economic performance. It is then interesting to see
that in its ten years of existence, the ACR has never been used. In
the context of the Covid-19 pandemic, South Africa needed
foreign currency and, surprisingly, turned to the IMF instead of
accessing the ACR. Faced with this ineffectiveness, the Brazilian
presidency of the BRICS assumed as one of its priorities the
“improvement” of the arrangement.‌

The group also discussed the possibility‌ of creating its own Credit
Rating Agency and even a BRICS currency, but the plans did not
go ahead. The debates on these two topics are extremely relevant
and should be further explored by the group.
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Additionally, an important BRICS project that is under development
is the creation of a platform for international payments in national
currencies. It is important to realize that these challenges will
require the BRICS not only to technically develop this platform, but
also to build a political strategy to promote its use.‌

Another important challenge, but one that can increase the chances
of success, comes from the need to think about a payment platform
based on the paradigm of Central Bank Digital Currencies (CBDCs).
One alternative for the BRICS countries is joining the mBridge
project, which is being developed for cross-border payments in the
CBDCs of the member countries.‌

It is possible to identify in history a strong relationship between
control over energy sources and monetary power. With the
expansion of the BRICS, the group currently concentrates at least
40% of the control of oil‌, gas and renewable energy sources. This
control can be used strategically for a future change in the currency
used for denomination and settlement of these energy sources.‌

There is no reason to predict that BRICS initiatives will lead to the
dethroning of the dollar as the world's key currency in the near
future.‌

However, there are some ongoing movements that could
culminate in a transformation of the IMFS: i) a change in the role
of some countries in the world economy; ii) growing geopolitical
tensions between global powers; iii) the distrust of the dollar
generated by the Trump administration, and the political
willingness of a wide range of countries to, individually or in
concert, reduce their dependence on the dollar.‌

The outcome of these movements is completely unpredictable,
but there is no doubt that this is an opportune moment to
reinforce actions aimed at reducing dependence on the dollar.
History shows that significant transformations in the IMFS are
infrequent and slow, but this study's perception is that the BRICS
are still below their potential to contribute to such
transformations.‌
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1. INTRODUCTION‌

6‌

Numerous countries advocate for the need to transform the U.S.
dollar-based IMFS. Initiatives in this direction date back to the
1960s, when the excessive growth of the U.S. external liabilities led
Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, then Minister of Finance under President
De Gaulle, to coin the expression “exorbitant privilege,” referring to
the power the United States held as issuer of the world’s key
currency. The critiques of the dollar intensified and led to the end of
the Bretton Woods system in 1971-73, but not to the end of dollar
hegemony. In fact, with the end of dollar convertibility into gold and
the strong-dollar policy implemented by Paul Volcker in 1979, the
result was an IMFS centered on a fiat dollar, which further
reinforced U.S. monetary power (Tavares, 1985).‌

In‌ the 21‌  century, there have been two moments of intensified
questioning of a dollar-centered IMFS. The first came in response to
the outbreak of the global financial crisis. Originating at the heart of
the U.S. financial system, the crisis triggered numerous analyses on
the suitability of a multi-currency system. Academic analyses are
diverse (e.g. Eichengreen, 2011), but particularly important was the
statement by then-president of the People’s Bank of China, Zhou
Xiaochuan, in March 2009, pointing to the need for an international
reserve currency to ensure global financial stability. Unsurprisingly,
it was in the wake of this crisis that China clearly stepped up its
efforts to internationalize the renminbi (Noije et al., 2021), and the
BRICS created the New Development Bank (NDB)‌  ‌and the
Contingent Reserve Arrangement (CRA), alternative financial
institutions to those created in Bretton Woods and dominated by
Western countries, namely the International Monetary Fund (IMF)
and the World Bank (WB).‌

st‌

The importance of the BRICS countries to the global economy is
unquestionable and extensively discussed in both Brazilian and
international literature (e.g. Nogueira Batista Jr., 2022; Monyae and
Ndzendze, 2021; Stuenkel, 2017). In recent years, the group has
expanded, and now includes Brazil, Russia, India, China, South Africa,
Egypt, Ethiopia, the United Arab Emirates, Iran, and Indonesia as full
members [2]; and Belarus, Bolivia, Kazakhstan, Cuba, Malaysia, Nigeria,
Thailand, Uganda, and Uzbekistan as partners. The bloc’s member
countries account for around 55% of the global population and are
responsible for approximately 40% of the world’s GDP in purchasing
power parity.‌

However, this importance is still not proportionally reflected in the
International Monetary and Financial System (IMFS), whether in terms of
financial operations or in terms of representation within the institutions
that shape the system. For example, 88% of the total volume of global
foreign exchange transactions still involve the U.S. dollar, whereas the
combined share of all BRICS currencies does not reach 15%. This
mismatch between the demographic and productive importance of the
BRICS and their monetary-financial dimension can be explained notably by
the strong inertia historically embedded in the IMFS, but also by the
resistance of core countries to reform the multilateral institutions created
by the Bretton Woods Agreement.‌

[2] Saudi Arabia was invited to join the group in 2023 but has not yet given an official response.‌



The second moment of heightened criticism of the current IMFS
configuration relates to the start of the war in Ukraine, in February 2022.
U.S. and Western countries’ sanctions on Russia, including the freezing of
international reserves and banning several Russian banks from accessing
the SWIFT system, eliminated any doubt about the potential use of the
dollar as a geopolitical weapon (the so-called weaponization of the U.S.
dollar). In light of this, not only Russia but also other geopolitically
sensitive countries - particularly China - are fully aware of the risks
inherent in the current IMFS, reinforcing calls (and actions) in favor of
global economic dedollarization.‌

These calls gained a significant ally with the change in the Brazilian
government in 2023. While during Michel Temer and Jair Bolsonaro
administrations there was no support for initiatives aimed at transforming
the IMFS, the situation changed with the beginning of Luiz Inácio Lula da
Silva’s third term, which made clear a commitment to dedollarization
efforts and the view that the BRICS constitute a privileged group for such
action. In his speech at the inauguration of Dilma Rousseff as president of
the NDB, Lula strongly referenced the hegemony of the dollar:‌

“Every night I ask myself why all countries are forced to trade backed by
the dollar. Why can’t we trade backed by our own currency? Why aren’t

we committed to innovating? Who decided it was the dollar that would be
the currency, after gold disappeared as a standard? Why wasn’t it the yen?
Why wasn’t it the real? Why wasn’t it the peso?” (Lula da Silva, 2023; free

translation)‌

I‌n this new context of intense debate around dedollarization, the
aim of this note is to analyze the BRICS' initiatives related to the
IMFS. More specifically, it will examine the group's initiatives -
and those of the financial mechanisms it has created - to provoke
(or accelerate) transformations within the IMFS, focusing on the
scope and limits of these actions, as well as the opportunities
presented by the current economic and geopolitical landscape.
Ultimately, the note seeks to contribute to discussions on the
configuration of an IMFS that is functional in addressing the
challenges characteristic of the Global South. In addition to this
Introduction, the note is divided into four other sections: section
2 presents a brief history of the IMFS, aiming to highlight relevant
aspects for analyzing the possibilities of transforming today’s
IMFS; section 3 discusses the asymmetries of the IMFS and their
consequences for Global South countries; section 4 analyzes the
BRICS' efforts to transform the IMFS; section 5 offers some final
considerations.‌
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2. THE HISTORY OF THE INTERNATIONAL
MONETARY AND FINANCIAL SYSTEM‌

8‌

The classic analogy is the one between currency and language:
like a language, a currency is only useful if it is also used by
others.‌

Consequently, the IMFS is generally organized around a key
currency, which - not by chance - is the national currency of the
hegemonic country. From the last quarter of the 19‌  century until
1914, the IMFS was structured by the gold standard. Given the
United Kingdom’s economic and geopolitical prominence, the
pound sterling was the key currency of the global economy and
the Bank of England was the "chef d’orchestre" of the IMFS
(Keynes, 1930). With the outbreak of World War I and the
ensuing economic disorder, most countries had to abandon gold
parity and convertibility, and the gold standard collapsed. At the
same time, the global balance of power was shifting. Among
other significant changes, the United Kingdom became a net
international debtor, and the United States the main creditor of
the global economy.‌

th‌

The interwar period was marked by severe disarray in the IMFS,
with competitive currency devaluations in many countries as a
means of stimulating economic recovery. There was an attempt
to reestablish the gold standard, but it failed resoundingly. These
were, therefore, decades marked by crises (in particular, the 1929
crisis) and two world wars, and although the U.S. dollar gradually
increased in importance, the global economy did not organize
itself around a new IMFS. As World War II neared its end, there
was a widespread perception of the need for international‌ ‌

Before the 19‌  century, the monetary structure across the world diverged
from the territorial model. Foreign currencies often circulated alongside
national currencies, and private and public currencies coexisted. It was the
consolidation of a system of nation-states and the capacity of these states
to impose, influence and regulate the domestic monetary system that led
to the configuration of the current model.‌

th‌

The reasons why nation-states wished for and pursued a monopoly over
the currency circulating within their territories are numerous, ranging from
the desire to strengthen national identity to - and more importantly - goals
of control over economic policy or state fiscal needs. However, the
process of instituting this monopoly of the national currency did not
receive easy acceptance, as it implied losses for certain groups. In Japan
and Germany, for instance, this process took place in the second half of
the 19  century, with strong resistance from local elites who lost their
seigniorage power. Faced with this resistance, the national army was
mobilized to ensure the implementation of the measure (Heillener, 2003).
More than a fortuitous example, this immediately demonstrates the close
historical relationship between money, the state, and military force in
capitalism.‌

th‌

At the global level, there is no actor with the prerogative to impose the
use of a particular currency, and there is no truly supranational currency -
in the sense of a currency issued and managed by a supranational
institution for use in cross-border transactions (Aglietta, 1986).
Nevertheless, for macroeconomic reasons (network economy), but also as
a result of political disputes, there is a tendency for international
operations to converge around a few currencies.‌



coordination to design a new IMFS, especially to promote a recovery of
international trade. To this end, the United Nations Monetary and
Financial Conference was organized in Bretton Woods (USA) in 1944. On
this occasion, John Maynard Keynes, representing the United Kingdom,
proposed the creation of a supranational currency - the bancor - to be
administered by a supranational institution functioning as a clearinghouse
(Guttmann, 2021). The main idea was to avoid the inherent contradictions
of a system in which the key currency of the global economy is also a
national currency. However, the plan proposed by the U.S. representative,
Harry Dexter White, prevailed, officially establishing the U.S. dollar as the
world’s key currency. Under the agreement, the dollar was to be backed by
gold, and all other currencies in the system pegged to the dollar
(Eichengreen, 2000).‌

However, the excessive expansion of U.S. external liabilities led to a
widespread perception that there was no longer a correspondence
between the dollars in circulation and the gold held by the U.S. Treasury. It
didn’t take long before accusations emerged of what were considered
abuses by the U.S. in the international use of its currency. As mentioned
above, Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, then French Finance Minister, stated in
1964 that the U.S. held an “exorbitant privilege” as a result of controlling
the key currency of the global economy (Eichengreen, 2011). The
criticisms grew, accompanied by a perception that the dollar’s gold parity
could be broken at any moment. In response, the U.S. government
unilaterally revoked the dollar’s convertibility into gold in 1971. In 1973,
the other pillar of the IMS established at Bretton Woods was also
dismantled - namely, the fixed exchange rate regime.‌ ‌

It is noteworthy, therefore, that while the Bretton Woods IMFS had
been configured through multilateral discussions, its end came
through a unilateral decision by the United States, which reshaped
the system in accordance with its own interests. Subsequently,
other U.S. government measures were crucial to maintaining the
dollar as the world’s key currency. Among them, the petrodollar
policy stands out, which involved alliances aimed at ensuring that
barrels of oil were denominated and settled in dollars in exchange
for military support to producing countries (especially Saudi Arabia).
Once again, the link between military power and currency is very
clear, but now with the addition of another first-order geopolitical
element: energy sources. In the 1980s, the Plaza and Louvre
Accords also made clear the power of the U.S. to reshape the
international monetary arrangement to its own advantage. Thus,
despite temporary instability of the dollar in the 1970s, the
emerging system deepened the United States’ exorbitant privilege,
since it led to the absence of external constraints - meaning the U.S.
could maintain high current account deficits on a permanent basis.
A new IMFS therefore emerged, centered on a “flexible, financial,
and fiduciary” dollar (Prates, 2002), which strengthened dollar
hegemony and the privileges for the issuing country, reinforcing the
hierarchies of the system.‌
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3. THE HIERARCHIES OF THE CONTEMPORARY
INTERNATIONAL MONETARY AND FINANCIAL
SYSTEM AND THE CONSEQUENCES FOR THE GLOBAL
SOUTH‌

10‌

assets - the in‌ternationa‌l demand for these currencies is
extremely volatile. In many countries of the Global South, there is
a permanent pressure on exchange rates, which tend to be highly
volatile. Some countries manage to contain this volatility (often at
the cost of losing monetary autonomy, accumulating costly
international reserves, and/or imposing some form of capital
controls), while others fail completely. Exchange rate volatility not
only hampers the formation of credible expectations for
importers, exporters, and agents indebted in U.S. dollars, but also
punishes the general population through rising prices of essential
goods.‌ ‌

Since peripheral currencies are not perceived globally as money,
they lack what De Conti (2011) calls the “international liquidity of
money.” Consequently, assets denominated in peripheral
currencies generally must offer higher interest rates than those of
core assets in order to attract international investors. The
significant difference in the yield levels paid by Global South
countries on their liabilities compared to the returns on their
assets results in a net transfer of wealth to the Global North
(Akyüz, 2021; Almeida and De Conti, 2025).‌

Despite paying high interest rates, Global South countries
generally cannot issue external debt in their own currencies,
incurring what Eichengreen et al. (2003) call the “original sin”.
Given the aforementioned tendency toward high exchange rate
volatility, uncertainties and risks are immense for holders of
dollar-denominated debt, frequently resulting in cases of private
or sovereign default.‌ ‌

The data related to the IMFS unequivocally demonstrate the dominance of
the U.S. dollar. 88% of all global foreign exchange transactions involve the
dollar on at least one side of the operation (BIS, 2022); 57.3% of
international reserves are held in dollars; and 49.7% of transactions via
SWIFT are denominated in dollars [3]. In addition to the dollar, a few other
currencies (e.g., the euro, Japanese yen, and British pound) are also
accepted globally as general representatives of wealth - the so-called “core
currencies.” However, the vast majority of national currencies do not
represent wealth beyond their borders and can be categorized as
“peripheral currencies” (De Conti, 2011). In an economy with a high
degree of international financial integration, holding a peripheral currency
poses serious challenges for most countries of the Global South (Prates,
2002 and 2020; Carneiro, 2008; Kaltenbrunner, 2015; Ponsot, 2016; Fritz,
de Paula and Prates, 2018; Bonizzi, Kaltenbrunner and Powell, 2020). To
begin with, since most international transactions are conducted in U.S.
dollars, lack of access to this key currency leads to balance of payments
crises, with severe and lasting consequences for affected economies (e.g.,
lack of access to imported goods and services, exchange rate depreciation,
and high inflation). Since the 1990s, several countries have experienced
analogous crises. The IMF operates as a lender of last resort for countries
in need of dollars, but under conditionalities that often lead to economic
recessions and the imposition of structural reforms that undermine the
countries’ development strategies. Because global investors do not treat
peripheral currencies as international money - but rather as financial‌ ‌

[3] Data, respectively, from the BIS Triennial Survey on Foreign Exchange Markets (Apr. 2022), the IMF Survey on Composition of Foreign Exchange Reserves (Sep. 2024), and the‌
RMB Tracker (Apr. 2025).



Although most Global South countries are still unable to issue debt in
national currencies in international markets, some of them - such as Brazil
and Mexico - have, over the past few decades, begun receiving
international capital for the purchase of public bonds in national currency
within the domestic market. This phenomenon, labeled by the BIS as
“original sin redux”, has not, however, eliminated the external vulnerability
of these countries, since such external capital tends to be highly volatile,
leaving these economies permanently under a threat of capital flight.‌

Additionally, the asymmetries of the IMFS constrain economic policy in
most of the Global South. These countries must always consider the risk
of exchange rate volatility when formulating monetary policy. As a result,
when uncertainty in global financial markets increases - even when not
caused by the Global South - there is a rise in the “preference for
international liquidity” (Carneiro and De Conti, 2022), which generates
pressure to raise interest rates in these countries. This dynamic is often
exacerbated by the actions of credit rating agencies. During the COVID-
19 pandemic, for example, these agencies pressured Global South
countries to limit countercyclical policies that could have mitigated the
social suffering caused by the health and economic crisis (De Conti,
Borsari and Martínez, 2022). Consequently, fiscal policy in the Global
South also ends up being constrained by external pressures. Ocampo
(2001) argues that under the current IMFS, countries in the Global North
are “policy makers”, while those in the Global South are “policy takers” [4].‌

Another cost for the Global South stems from the extensive use of
the dollar as a vehicle currency. For example, a trade transaction
between Brazil and South Africa will be intermediated by dollars,
meaning the Brazilian importer will need to purchase dollars to send
to South Africa; and then the South African exporter will need to
sell those dollars in order to operate in the domestic market using
rands. Since these currency exchanges occur in highly concentrated
markets, bid-ask spreads and financial commissions are usually high.‌

Beyond the macroeconomic and microeconomic issues described
above, the world economy’s dependence on the dollar also entails
political problems. After all, being the issuer of the world’s key
currency is a major source of power for the U.S., for reasons that go
beyond the economic aspects typically associated with the
“exorbitant privilege”. According to Bilotta (2025, p. 61):‌

The current global financial architecture sustains and mirrors US
power globally. Not only does the international role of the US dollar

provide Washington with an efficient foreign policy tool, but the
global underlying infrastructure that settles cross-currency

payments is de facto a US-based invisible hand. US monetary
centrality is pivotal to its overall international influence.‌
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This perception reinforces Keynes’s earlier concern about the dangers of
an IMFS centered on a national currency. Moreover, the evolution of the
IMFS under dollar hegemony has also been associated with the
establishment of a cross-border payment system substantially controlled
by the U.S. Even though the SWIFT platform is composed of hundreds of
banks from various countries, U.S. dominance is quite evident
(Eichengreen, 2022). While this has been the case for decades, the current
historical moment clearly demonstrates the political risks to other
countries, as the U.S. has shown increasing readiness to use both its
currency and the dominant payment system against rival economies. This
tactic is not new, but it became more explicit following the imposition of
sanctions on Russia beginning in 2022. Thus, while the structural
asymmetries of the IMFS have long been burdensome for the Global
South, present concerns are deepening - particularly due to the perceived
ease with which monetary dominance can be weaponized for geopolitical
purposes. In this context, many countries of the Global South are
discussing - and in some cases implementing - initiatives aimed at
reducing their dependence on the dollar and the U.S.-controlled monetary
and financial system. Among them, those of the BRICS countries stand out
and will be discussed in Section 4.‌

Heading to its 17‌  Summit, the BRICS today constitute a forum for
rather diverse debates, organized around three central pillars of
cooperation: i) Politics and Security; ii) Economy and Finance; iii)
Cultural and Civil Society Exchange. Based on these pillars, topics
ranging from health and vaccines to geological issues or immigration
policies are discussed[5]. However, it is worth highlighting that the
origin of the group is closely linked to the dynamics of the IMFS. To
begin with, because the acronym was coined in the financial market.
As repeatedly recalled by the media and academic research, it was Jim
O’Neil, then an analyst at Goldman Sachs, who suggested in 2001
that the BRIC (Brazil, Russia, India, and China) constituted a bloc of
countries attractive to global investors. The first reference to the
BRIC, therefore, categorized them as an object, as a potential source
of bonds/shares with extraordinary returns for global investors (De
Conti and Hiratuka, 2017).‌

th‌

From that point on, the gradual construction of the group as a
subject, as a political actor, took shape. One of the important
milestones in this origin occurred in 2006, when, on the sidelines of
the United Nations General Assembly, the Foreign Ministers of the
four countries met to engage in dialogues - above all - on global
governance.‌ ‌
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MONETARY AND FINANCIAL SYSTEM‌



Since this first official meeting, the topic of reforming the IMF and the WB
has been present. But it is interesting to note that the consolidation of the
group took place in the context of the outbreak of the Global Financial
Crisis (GFC). On November 7, 2008 - that is, less than two months after
the collapse of Lehman Brothers - the Finance Ministers of the four
countries held their first official meeting in São Paulo, ahead of the G20
meeting of Ministers and Central Bank Governors. Although succinct, the
Official Statement from that meeting focused on the financial crisis and
the need for reforms in the IMS:‌

“We also discussed possible options to overcome the present situation [i.e., the
GFC] and to avoid recurrence of similar events. On a long term perspective we

exchanged views on the reform of international financial institutions and global
governance. We also discussed proposals put forward by the countries on

reforming the global financial architecture”. (BRIC, 2008).‌

The following year, the first BRIC summit meeting was organized in
Yekaterinburg, Russia. Also in this meeting, one of the central focuses of
the Official Statement was the need to reform the global financial
architecture and, in particular, the multilateral financial institutions:‌
 ‌

“We are committed to advance the reform of international financial
institutions, so as to reflect changes in the global economy. The emerging and

developing economies must have greater voice and representation in
international financial institutions, whose heads and executives should be

appointed through an open, transparent, and merit-based selection process.
We also believe that there is a strong need for a stable, predictable and more

diversified international monetary system.” (BRIC, 2009, Article 3)‌

Since its origin, therefore, the BRIC has adopted a rather critical
stance toward the asymmetries of the IMFS, discussed in section 3,
and the resistance of Global North countries to reform proposals. This
stance is reflected in national initiatives by the governments of BRIC
(now BRICS[6]) countries, bilateral ones (involving two BRICS
countries), or actions involving the entire group.‌

Among the national initiatives, Chinese ones stand out. A few months
before the first BRIC summit mentioned above, the then president of
the People’s Bank of China (PBOC), Zhou Xiaochuan, delivered an
interesting speech – mentioned above – in which he questioned the
functionality of an IMFS based on the dollar. Alluding to the recently
erupted GFC, he raised important questions:‌

“The outbreak of the current crisis and its spillover in the world have
confronted us with a long-existing but still unanswered question, i.e., what

kind of international reserve currency do we need to secure global
financial stability and facilitate world economic growth, which was one of

the purposes for establishing the IMF?” (Zhou, 2009, my highlights).‌
 ‌
From then on, the Chinese government began to adopt a series of
gradual measures aimed at the internationalization of its national
currency, the renminbi [7]. Still in 2009, a pilot project was launched
to denominate and settle China’s foreign trade in renminbi. In 2011, a
similar project was initiated, but aimed at Foreign Direct Investment
(FDI). In 2012, all restrictions on the use of the renminbi in foreign
trade were removed. From that year onward, numerous offshore
centers for renminbi transactions were created around the world (now
more than twenty).‌

13‌

[6] With the inclusion of South Africa in 2010, the acronym became BRICS‌
[7] ‌The media usually refers to the Chinese currency as the yuan, but its official name is renminbi (people’s currency). Yuan is the unit of account of the renminbi.‌



In parallel, agreements were signed with various countries to promote
international trade in renminbi, as well as for swaps for the provision of
liquidity in the Chinese currency for more than forty countries. In 2015,
the Cross-border Interbank Payment System (CIPS) was created. In 2016,
the PBOC established the Digital Currency Institute, placing China at the
forefront of the development of a central b‌ank digital currency (CBDC[8])
- a position that may help in the renminbi’s internationalization process
(Boaventura et al, 2023). It is clear, therefore, that despite its gradual
nature, the intention is clear: to reduce dependence on the dollar.‌

Beyond national-level initiatives, some BRICS countries also enacted
bilateral measures aimed at addressing the asymmetries of the IMFS.
Especially since the beginning of the war in Ukraine, those implemented
between Russia and China stand out, regarding bilateral trade in national
currencies. Due to sanctions from the U.S. and Western Europe, Russia
now conducts a significant part of its international transactions through
CIPS. More than 90% of bilateral trade is now conducted in renminbi.
Brazil also signed an agreement with China in 2023 for bilateral trade in
national currencies, but the results so far are still not very successful.‌

In addition to these national or bilateral initiatives, there are always high
expectations regarding joint actions by BRICS countries for transforming
the IMFS.‌ ‌

In this field, the most important BRICS initiatives are undeniably those
decided at the 2014 Summit, held in Fortaleza (Brazil). At that time,
the creation of the New Development Bank (NDB) and the
Contingent Reserve Arrangement (CRA) was simultaneously approved.
The establishment of these new multilateral financial institutions - the
first formal institutions of the BRICS - was a direct response to the
resistance of the U.S. and Western Europe in accepting demands for
reform of the WB and IMF.‌

The NDB is the BRICS development bank, primarily aimed at
providing financing lines for infrastructure investment in member
countries. The authorized capital is US$ 100 billion, and the
subscribed capital as of December 2023 was US$ 52.7 billion. The
“new” in its name refers to certain characteristics that distinguish it
from traditional multilateral development banks. First, there is the
stated intention to pri‌oritize green investments[9]. Second, its
governance structure is equitable, with parity in contributions - and
therefore in voting power - among the original members[10] and
rotation in the institution’s presidency. Third, the NDB has the explicit
goal of granting at least 30% of its credit in the national currencies of
member countries. With the NDB, the BRICS entered a new phase of
engagement, moving from a position of critique of the asymmetries
that shape Western-dominated multilateral financial institutions (i.e.,
IMF and WB) to a moment of institutional development, under new
paradigms.‌

[8] Central Bank Digital Currency (CBDC).‌
[[9] An assessment of the degree of adherence of the NDB’s operations to this principle is beyond the scope of this note.‌
[10] The original members, jointly, must retain at least 55% of the votes, distributed equally among them. Global South countries (borrowers) combined may hold a maximum of 25%
of the votes; and Global North countries (non-borrowers) combined, a maximum of 20%. Votes occur by simple or qualified majority, and no country can have veto power.‌

14‌



Having begun operations in 2016, the NDB was for some time judged by
some analysts as underperforming expectations[11]. According to data
from its latest annual report (2023), the bank's portfolio includes 93
projects, totaling US$ 31.9‌ billion in investments[12]. Despite political will
for transformation, the NDB is part of an IMFS dominated by the U.S., and
is also caught in what Prasad (2015) calls the “dollar trap.” As the most
telling example, even the NDB must comply with Western sanctions
against Russia, having suspended its loans to the country in recent years.
After all, like other multilateral development banks, the NDB also relies on
fundraising in international financial markets, and non-compliance with
sanctions would lead to a downgrade of its credit rating.‌

Additionally, the bank’s loans are predominantly in dollars and euros, and
the 30% target for local currencies has not yet been reached. At the end of
2023, the dollar alone still accounted for just over two-thirds of the total
portfolio (67.2%). I‌ncluding the euro and Swiss franc, core currencies
represented 78.8% of the portfolio. Among the local currencies, the
absolute predominance is of the Chinese renminbi, which at that point
accounted for 17.1% of the total portfolio, with 3.7% for the South African
rand, 0.03 for the Indian rupee, and zero values for the Brazilian real and
Russian ruble. Indeed, despite political intent, lending in local currencies
presents significant technical challenges. As indicated above, the NDB
raises a large part of its funds in international financial markets, in dollars.
In such cases, granting loans in member countries’ national currencies
results in a currency mismatch between liabilities (in dollars) and assets (in
local currencies), engendering exchange rate risk.‌

Alternatively, the NDB may raise funds in the local currencies of
member countries. However, this can only be done in the member
countries themselves, where the cost of fundraising is usually much
higher than in dollarized capital markets. The exception is China,
which, not by chance, has easier access to loans from the NDB in its
national currency. For instance, the minimum return on debt securities
in Brazil is set by the Selic rate, currently at 14.75% per year. Given
that the NDB would not be able to raise funds in Brazil at a rate below
this level, any loans in Brazilian real would have a pr‌ohibitive cost.‌

D‌espite all these difficulties, the current president of the NDB, Dilma
Rousseff, has taken on the challenge of dedollarizing the NDB’s loans
as one of the priorities of her administration. In her inauguration
speech at the bank, she stated: “We will seek to finance our projects
in local currencies, privileging domestic markets. Our goal is to build
robust financial alternatives for member countries” (Rousseff, 2023;
free translation). The effort has met with relative success. In 2024, for
the first time, the‌ share of local currencies in the total volume of
projects approved during the year exceeded the target (33%) (Mattos
and Godinho, 2025), mainly due to new projects in rand for South
Africa.‌

Another interesting aspect of the NDB is that, over the past four
years, the bank has begun to incorporate new members: Bangladesh
and the United Arab Emirates in 2021; Egypt in 2023; and Algeria in
2025. In addition, Uruguay is currently in the process of adhesion.
This expansion is undoubtedly an important step toward the group’s
ambitions of reshaping the IMFS. From an economic standpoint,‌

[[11] For an interesting analysis of the first years of operation of the NDB, see Nogueira Batista Jr (2022).‌
[12] By way of comparison, the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB), which began operations in the same year as the NDB, had already approved 252 projects by the end of‌
2023, with an investment volume of US\$ 50.5 billion.‌
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it allows for increased capitalization of the bank, thereby expanding its
scope of action. From a geopolitical standpoint - and this is the most
important element - it aligns with the group's broader expansion strategy
to enhance its legitimacy as a platform for articulating critiques and
demands of the Global South.‌

Created at the same time as the NDB, the Contingent Reserve
Arrangement (CRA) consists of the sharing of a parcel of the international
reserves of member countries. In practice, the funds allocated to the
arrangement remain within the international reserves of each member
country but can be activated in situations of need. Disbursement should
occur through currency swaps - that is, the temporary granting of dollars
to the country in need, in exchange for its national currency, with the
commitment to repurchase that amount of national currency on the
agreed date, at the same exchange rate, and with the payment of interest
on the amount of dollars borrowed. The defined contributions were
US$41 billion from China, US$18 billion from Brazil, India, and Russia, and
US$5 billion from South Africa, totaling US$100 billion. Access to the fund
is defined by a multiplier relative to the contributions: 0.5 for China, 1 for
Brazil, India, and Russia, and 2 for South Africa. The governance structure
is based on a vote distribution proportional to each country's financial
participation. Unlike the NDB, therefore, there is no equality in voting
power among member countries; however, no country holds veto power -
as the U.S. does within the IMF[13].‌

The main goal of the initiative is to enable member countries to
access dollar liquidity in times of need without resorting to
conventional multilateral institutions. In theory, the creation of an
additional channel for dollar liquidity immediately serves to
strengthen market perceptions regarding these countries' capacity to
face turbulence and honor com‌mitments in a key currency. In official
discourse, the CRA is presented as an additional piece of the global
financial safety net, i.e., merely as a complement to the IMF. In effect,
its operating model maintains a link with the IMF that ends up being
an obstacle for the CRA to constitute, in fact, a political alternative.
Indeed, member countries can freely access only 30% of the resources
to which they are entitled (i.e., US$6.15 billion for China, US$5.4
billion for Brazil, India, and Russia, and US$3 billion for South Africa).
The remaining 70% of the funds can only be provided if the
requesting country enters into an IMF program for monitoring its
economic‌ performance (Schölmann, 2014). On the one hand, this link
with the IMF serves to confer legitimacy on the CRA before the
international financial community; on the other hand, it considerably
limits the potential of the arrangement. It must be clearly
acknowledged that the IMF’s actions are political, imposing on debtor
countries a model of macroeconomic management that curbs
developmental policies (e.g., demands for fiscal austerity, privatization
of banks and state-owned companies). Especially in a context of
geopolitical crisis such as the current one, it is important that the
BRICS unequivocally assume that their financial institutions also play a
political role. In the case of the CRA, it should serve to allow member
countries to obtain liquidity from the CRA while avoiding IMF-
imposed conditionalities.‌

[13] At the IMF, the most relevant decisions - e.g., quota increases and allocation of Special Drawing Rights (SDRs) - require 85% approval. Since the US voting power is 16.5%, the
country holds veto power.‌
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It is illustrative that in its ten years of existence, the CRA has never been
used. On one hand, China, India, Brazil, and even Russia - despite the
partial freezing of its international reserves - have not needed to resort to
it, given their substantial reserve holdings. On the other hand, South Africa
did require foreign currency during the Covid-19 pandemic and,
surprisingly, accessed IMF lines instead of the CRA. The amount accessed
was US$4.3 billion, exceeding the cap of “free” resources the country
would have had access to under the CRA’s current design. Given this
inoperability of the CRA, the Brazilian chairmanship of the BRICS in 2025
adopted the “improvement” of the arrangement as one of its priorities.
There are no public details about what these enhancements will entail, but
hopefully their aim will be precisely at delinking the CRA from the IMF,
facilitating access to the arrangement’s funds. It is undeniable that the
CRA should have some mechanism to monitor the repayment capacity of
countries accessing its resources, but this could be done within an
economic paradigm that escapes orthodox economics.‌

Also with the goal of promoting reforms to the IMFS, BRICS countries
have engaged in discussions to create a BRICS Credit Rating Agency[14].
In the current context of financial globalization, such agencies have
become key players in the dynamics of global financial markets (Chesnais,
2005). Serving the interests of international investors, they wield high
coercive power over national governments (especially in the Global South),
as downgrading sovereign ratings can trigger (or deepen) capital flight -
and, as a consequence, national currency depreciation. Given that these
agencies have a strongly conservative political bias and that the market is
completely oligopolized - three companies (Moody’s, Standard & Poor’s,
and Fitch), all based in the U.S., account for almost the entire market - the
creation of an alternative agency would indeed be desirable.‌ ‌

Of course, one cannot expect a BRICS agency to become a benchmark
for Western financial markets, but it could, at the very least, serve to
highlight the biases of traditional agencies and, at best, become a
reference f‌or the capital markets of the BRICS countries themselves
and potentially other Global South nations. Unfortunately, the plan to
create such an agency appears to have been abandoned by the BRICS,
but it is argued here that it should be resumed.‌

Additionally, important discussions are underway within the BRICS on
enabling intra-group economic transactions without using the dollar.
As discussed in Section 3, the motivations are microeconomic,
macroeconomic, and increasingly geopolitical. The alternatives are the
use of the group’s national currencies and/or the creation of a BRICS
currency. Rega‌rding the first alternative, there are already agreements
between some of the bloc’s countries, discussed above, for bilateral
trade payments in national currencies. However, the dollar remains the
dominant currency[15]. Thus, a significant project that has been in
development for a few years is the creation of a platform for
international payments in national currencies. The initiative involves
technical and political economy challenges. Beyond the technological
development of the platform, it requires a network of participating
financial institutions. Moreover, the ideal scenario would involve full
decoupling from SWIFT to avoid the risk of sanctions. However, not
even CIPS - the aforementioned Chinese cross-border payment system
- is fully disconnected from SWIFT, which remains by far the most
important platform for cross-border payment messaging. In addition,
there are crucial considerations about how to carry out the currency
exchange operations on said platform.‌ ‌

[14] For an interesting discussion on the topic, see Helleiner and Wang (2018).‌
[15] As discussed above, the exception is Russia-China trade, conducted predominantly in renminbi, but this is mainly‌ due to sanctions.‌
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After all, such operations currently almost always involve dollar
intermediation, and if the goal is to carry out direct transactions between
two BRICS currencies (e.g., direct exchange between the Brazilian real and
the South African rand), this must be done at non-prohibitive rates[16].
Lastly, it is necessary to make viable the recycling of potential balances in
third-country national currencies by countries which have surpluses in
commercial relations with other BRICS countries - that is, these surplus
countries must have the means to make use of the accumulated currency
of the deficit country resulting from the transactions[17]. This could be
done, for example, through the deepening of the initiative aimed at
consolidating a “BRICS Local Currency Bond Fund”, which, however, has so
far seen little progress.‌

It is important to recognize that these challenges will require the BRICS
not only to develop the platform in question but also to build a political
strategy to promote its use. This can be done, for example, through tax
incentives, the establishment of local currency swap lines between the
group’s countries, or coordinated action by public companies of member
states, which could be responsible for giving scale and leading a process of
confidence-building in the platform. In the absence of political incentives,
there is always the risk that the platform will be created but remain
underutilized. After all, it is reasonable to expect that despite all the
political debate on the relevance of a dedollarization process, many private
economic agents from BRICS countries will continue to prefer transactions
in dollars - especially exporting companies, when they aim to accumulate
balances in the reserve currency[18].‌

Another important challenge, but one that could increase the chances
of success, comes from the need to envision a payments platform
already within the paradigm of Central Bank Digital Currencies
(CBDCs). Although uncertainties remain - notably stemming from
Trump’s rejection of a digital dollar - the trend toward CBDC creation is
clear in much of the‌ wo‌rld[19]. Simultaneously, dozens of bilateral and
especially multilateral proj‌ects are underway to develop internatio‌nal
payment systems using CBDCs[20]. The most interesting of these,
called mBridge, is being developed by the monetary authorities of
China, Hong Kong, Thailand, the United Arab Emirates, and Saudi
Arabia. The project's aim is precisely the construction of a platform for
transactions in multiple national currencies (CBDCs). By design, the
platform prohibits the use of the dollar, as it does not authorize the use
of currencies that are not issued by the full members. The BIS, which
monitors nearly all cross-border CBDC payment projects, participated
in mBridge until October 2024. At that time, the BIS announced its
withdrawal from the program, claiming the platform had reached
“minimum viable product” status and that the involved monetary
authorities could proceed independently. Despite this claim, many
analysts perceived the BIS’ withdrawal as a political move, motivated
by fears that China might use mBridge as a geopolitical weapon aimed
at dedollarization and circumventing potential sanctions. . This
perception is reinforced by the timing of the BIS’ announcement:
exactly one week after the end of the Kazan Summit, which, among
other things, included the discussions reported above on developing a
BRICS payment platform. Among mBridge’s full members, China and‌ ‌

[16] After all, the bid-ask spread (that is, the difference between the buying and selling prices in foreign exchange markets) of peripheral currencies tends to be much larger than that‌
of the dollar.‌
[17] To illustrate: since 2022, part of the Russia-India transactions has been conducted in rupees. Running a surplus in these bilateral transactions, Russia has accumulated rupees
that, in the end, it is finding difficult to reuse.‌
[18] As an example, local currency payment systems (LCP) were created among Mercosur countries, but they are completely underutilized. For details on the Brazil-Argentina LCP,
see Nogueira et al. (2025).‌
[19] Currently, more than 130 central banks worldwide are or have been involved in research and development of CBDCs.‌
[20]For details, see the BIS Innovation Hub website (‌https://www.bis.org/about/bisih/about.htm‌), which monitors most of these projects.‌
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the United Arab Emirates are BRICS members - and Saudi Arabia, whose
membership in the BRICS is not yet confirmed. Besides full members,
mBridge includes 31 observers, many of whom are BRICS members or
partners (Brazil, India, South Africa, Egypt, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, and
Malaysia). We understand therefore that the other BRICS countries could
seek full membership in mBridge, taking advantage of an already
developing platform to enable future transactions in their respective
CBDCs. But if the preference is to develop a BRICS’ platform, it is
important that this platform already anticipates integration with the
CBDCs currently under development.‌

While efforts to promote cross-border payments in national currencies are
intensifying, discussions regarding the creation of a BRICS currency have
lost momentum. Although the idea has been evoked since 2017 (Liu and
Papa, 2022), it gained strong traction in the run-up to the Johannesburg
Summit (2023). At that time, the debates were quite heated and even the
then U.S. Treasury Secretary, Janet Yellen, commented - naturally, to
criticize the idea, claiming that the world economy should continue to be
based on the dollar (Prates and Peruffo, 2024). However, the final
communiqués from Johannesburg and Kazan made no reference to such a
currency. The Brazilian BRICS chairmanship is showing a clear preference
for prioritizing efforts to enable payments in national currencies, with no
discussion - at least a public discussion - about the possibility of a BRICS
currency. The prevailing - and legitimate - perception is that the creation
of a supranational currency is extremely complex and would require a
minimum degree of economic policy coordination, particularly to avoid
excessive fluctuations among the exchange rates of the respective
national currencies. Additionally, the aforementioned issue of recycling
said currency by surplus countries would resurface. Despite these
difficulties, there are interesting proposals for creating such a
supranational currency (e.g., Nogueira Batista Jr., 2024).‌

Even sharing the perception of the challenges involved, we argue that
the BRICS should maintain a permanent research group dedicated to
examining the feasibility, obstacles, and potential benefits of creating a
supranational currency. This would obviously not be a currency to
replace the respective national currencies, but rather a virtual currency
to facilitate/dedollarize intra-BRICS economic transactions. Even in the
absence of consensus within the group, it could be a project open for
the adhesion of interested countries, serving as a labora‌tory for possible
future expansions.‌

In conclusion, it is important to mention that the recent expansion of
the BRICS increases its potential to transform the IMFS through various
channels, but one in particular deserves emphasis. As seen in Section 2,
it is possible to identify throughout history a significant relationship
between control over energy sources and the dominant currency.
Guttmann (2021) highlights the triads United Kingdom-coal-‌pound
sterling in the 19‌  and early 20‌  centuries; and United States-oil-dollar
from the mid-20‌  century to the present.‌

th‌ th‌
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These movements are interconnected and evolve in concatenated
layers. The reconfiguratio‌n of the world economy is one of the main
drivers of geopolitical tensions, which fuel the desire of many countries
to reduce dependence on the U.S. dollar. This three-layer movement
presents important differences compared to the dynamics of the IMFS in
recent history. At the beginning of the 20‌  century, the U.S. was already
the largest economy in the world, accounting for approximately one-
third of global industrial production. However, the geopolitical
transformations of two world wars and the advent of the “dollar
diplomacy” (thanks to the establishment of the Federal Reserve and,
later, to the U.S. protagonism in Bretton Woods) were necessary for the
dollar to definitively replace the British pound sterling as the globe’s key
currency. The Cold War brought intens‌e geopolitical rivalry between the
U.S. and the Soviet Union, but from the 1970s onward the Soviet
economy stagnated and eventually collapsed. At the same time, the
Japanese economy, which had grown‌ impressively in the 1960s and
1970s, emerged as another possible rival to the U.S. economy. However,
this potential rivalry was dismantled, as Japan was forced by the U.S. to
accept the “endaka” (appreciation) of the yen with the Plaza Accord in
1985. In other words, at no point since the beginning of the dollar’s
hegemony has there been this concatenation between an important
geoeconomic and geopolitical reconfiguration, associated, on the one
hand, with a‌ political concertation of third countries to reduce
dependence on the dollar and, on the other hand, a state steering of the
dollar that could be detrimental to its status.‌

th‌
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5. FINAL REMARKS‌

The hegemony of the dollar is based on the dimension and international
integration of the U.S. economy, on the geopolitical power of the U.S.
(including, therein, military power), and on the centrality of the country’s
financial markets to the global economy. To these structural factors, we
add the “political will” (De Conti, 2011) of the U.S. government, at least
since Bretton Woods - and renewed after the collapse of that system - to
install and maintain the status of the dollar as the key currency of the
global economy. Having it in mind, nothing justifies the prognosis that
BRICS initiatives are capable of leading to a dethronement of the dollar as
the globe’s key currency in the near future.‌

However, we argue here that there are three ongoing movements that
may contribute to a significant transformation of the IMFS:‌

1.The transformation in the role of some countries in the world
economy, mainly with the rise of China as a powerful economic and
geopolitical force;‌

2.The growing geopolitical tensions among global powers, and the
demonstration by the U.S. of a readiness to use its currency and its
control over the financial system as weapons;‌

3.On the one hand, the political willingness of a wide range of countries
- not only from the Global South, but also (albeit with important
differences) from the Global North - to individually or concertedly
reduce their dependence on the U.S. dollar. On the other hand, a
mishandling of the dollar and U.S. public debt by the Trump
administration, generating distrust regarding the maintenance of the
dollar as a safe haven for the global economy and, consequently, a
diversification movement in the search for reserve currency/assets
also by private agents.‌



In turn, the economic and geopolitical turbulence of the last two decades
has led the world to a situation characterized by the three layered-
movements presented above. The global financial crisis of 2007/2008 was
a watershed. Since then, the convergence of the Chinese and American
economies has accelerated (in 2014, China’s GDP reached that of the U.S.
in terms of purchasing power parity); the resulting social crisis fueled the
rise of far-right governments in many parts of the world, including the
U.S.; and China declared its discontent with the dollar-centered IMFS and
began measures to internationalize the renminbi. Since 2022, the war in
Ukraine and sanctions imposed by the U.S. and other Western countries
have renewed the discomfort of many nations with the risks of relying on
the currency of a single nation. Since the beginning of the new Trump
administration, the high volatility in the U.S. public debt market has led
public and private agents to seek a reduction in dependence on the dollar
as the exclusive reserve currency. In the absence of a currency that can
serve as an alternative refuge from the uncertainties of the global
economy, the dollar will not be replaced in the short term, but the
momentum for diversification could create a scenario of exacerbated
instability. Adding complexity to the picture, it is always necessary to
consider a probable reaction by the U.S. to this scenario of contested
monetary hegemony[21].‌

The outcome of these movements is absolutely unpredictable, but there is
no doubt that this is a propitious moment to reinforce actions aimed at
reducing dependence on the dollar. History shows that relevant
transformations in the IMFS are infrequent and slow, but the perception
of this study is that the BRICS are still below their potential to contribute
to such transformations.‌
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