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PREFACE




Globalization: The Essentials is an abbreviated version of Globalization: A Basic Text (2015). While the latter is designed as a full‐scale textbook for a course on globalization, this volume is considerably shorter. It can still be used as a text in such a course, but its comparative brevity enables the instructor to assign other books as well. In addition, it can be used as a supplementary book in a variety of other courses in sociology and the social sciences. As the title suggests, this volume retains the essential elements of the original text. Two chapters, the Appendix, and some segments of all chapters have been deleted from Globalization: A Basic Text to create it. That material is, of course, important, but hard decisions had to be made about what to cut and what not to cut. It is our belief that this shorter text continues to deliver what is most important to a fundamental understanding of this deeply important process.
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CHAPTER 1
Globalization: Conceptualization, Origins, and History
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 Globalization is increasingly omnipresent. We are living in a – or even the – “global age” (Albrow 1996; Deflem 2016). Globalization is clearly a very important change; it can even be argued (Bauman 2003) that it is the most important change in human history. This is reflected in many domains, but particularly in social relationships and social structures, especially those that are widely dispersed geographically. “In the era of globalization … shared humanity face[s] the most fateful of the many fateful steps” it has made in its long history (Bauman 2003: 156, italics added).

The following is the definition of globalization to be used in this book (note that all of the italicized terms will be discussed in this chapter and will inform the remainder of this book):








Globalization: Planetary process(es) involving increasing liquidity and growing multidirectional flows, as well as the structures they encounter and create.








Globalization is a planetary process or set of processes involving increasing liquidity and the growing multidirectional flows of people, objects, places and information as well as the structures they encounter and create that are barriers to, or expedite, those flows.

In contrast to many other definitions of globalization, this one does not assume that greater integration is an inevitable component of globalization. That is, globalization can bring with it greater integration (especially when things flow easily), but it can also serve to reduce the level of integration (when structures are erected that successfully block flows). For example, increasingly global flows recently led to the so‐called Brexit, where British voters rejected greater integration with the European Union.

A term that is closely related to globalization is transnationalism (Khagram 2012), or “processes that interconnect individuals and social groups across specific geo‐political borders” (Giulianotti and Robertson 2007: 62). A related concept is transnationality, or “the rise of new communities and formation of new social identities and relations that cannot be defined through the traditional reference point of nation‐states” (Robinson 2007: 1199–1201).
 






Transnationalism: Processes that interconnect individuals and social groups across specific geopolitical borders.















Transnationality: The rise of new communities and formation of new social identities and relations that cannot be defined as nation‐states.







Globalization and transnationalism are often used interchangeably, but transnationalism is clearly a more delimited process than globalization. Transnationalism is limited to interconnections that cross geopolitical borders, especially those associated with two or more nation‐states. An example is Mexican immigrants in the United States sending remittances home to family members in Mexico. Globalization includes such connections, but is not restricted to them, and encompasses a far wider range of planetary processes (e.g. direct relationships between people in many places in the world networking via the Internet). Further, geopolitical borders are only one of the barriers encountered, and often overcome, by globalization. Some phenomena, such as migration and the changing structures of families, are better thought of as transnational than as global. Transnationalism is most often used in thinking about, and research on, immigrants who move from one country to another, but who continue to be involved in various ways with the country from which they came (Faist 2012; Portes 2001).

The case of baseball is useful in clarifying the distinction between globalization and transnationalism (Kelly 2007). Baseball is a transnational sport because many of its fundamentals – techniques, strategies, and so on – and players have circulated across the borders of a small number of nations, especially Japan, Taiwan, Cuba, the Dominican Republic, and, of course, the United States. However, it is not global because it has not flowed to a large portion of the world.

In contrast, soccer would be much more clearly a global sport because it exists in virtually every area of the world. For example, over 200 of the world's nations are members of a global organization, the Fédération Internationale de Football Association (FIFA). Another example of globalization in the realm of sports is the summer (and winter) Olympics, sponsored by the International Olympic Committee (IOC), in which about the same number of nations participate.

Of course, each concept can also be useful for describing different aspects of the same topic, such as the labor movement. Alliances in the labor movement – such as those between US workers, Honduran labor unions, and the Bridgestone‐Firestone workers in Liberia – are best conceptualized as transnational because they involve specific linkages across national borders. However, the labor movement is facilitated by Global Union Federations and makes use of Global Framework Agreements that promote universal norms in order to be effective (Evans 2014). Accordingly, global and transnational processes can operate simultaneously and interact in unique ways.




CONCEPTUALIZING GLOBALIZATION

In spite of the focus in this book on globalization, there are many scholars who do not accept the idea. Nevertheless, this book embraces and operates from a “globalist” perspective (Hirst and Thompson 1999) – globalization is a reality. Debates about globalization are one of the reasons that there is perhaps no topic today more difficult to get one's head around, let alone to master, than globalization. However, of far greater importance is the sheer magnitude, diversity, and complexity of the process of globalization, which involves almost everyone, everything, and every place, in innumerable ways. (The concept of globality refers to the condition [in this case omnipresence] resulting from the process of globalization [Scholte 2004; Wilson 2012].)
 







Globality: Omnipresence of the process of globalization.















Metaphor: Use of one term to help us better understand another.







Before proceeding to the next section, a note is needed on the use of metaphors (Brown 1989), which will occupy a prominent place in the ensuing discussion. A metaphor involves the use of one term to help us better understand another. Thus, in the next section, we will use the metaphor of a “solid” to describe epochs before the era of globalization. Similarly, the global world will be described as being “liquid.” The use of such metaphors is designed to give the reader a better and a more vivid sense of the global age and how it differs from prior epochs.



From “Solids” to “Liquids”

Prior to the current epoch of globalization (as we will see in the second part of this chapter, most observers believe that there was a previous epoch, if not many previous epochs, of globalization), it could be argued that one of the things that characterized people, things, information, places, and much else was their greater solidity. That is, all of them tended to be hard or to harden (metaphorically and figuratively, not literally) over time, and therefore – among other things – to remain largely in place. As a result, people either did not go anywhere or they did not venture very far from where they were born and raised; their social relationships were restricted to those who were nearby. Much the same could be said of most objects (tools, food, etc.), which tended to be used where they were produced. The solidity of most material manifestations of information – stone tablets, newspapers, magazines, books, and so on – also made them at least somewhat difficult to move very far. Furthermore, since people didn't move far, neither did information. Places were not only quite solid and immoveable, but they tended to confront solid natural (mountains, rivers, oceans) and artificial (walls, gates) barriers that made it difficult for people and things to exit or to enter.








Solidity: People, things, information, and places “harden” over time and therefore have limited mobility.







Above all, solidity describes a world in which barriers exist and are erected to prevent the free movement of all sorts of things. It was the nation‐state that was most likely to create these “solid” barriers (e.g. walls [the Great Wall of China; the wall between Israel and the West Bank], border gates, and guards), and the state itself grew increasingly solid as it resisted change. For much of the twentieth century, this was epitomized by the Soviet Union and its satellite states, which sought to erect any number of barriers in order to keep all sorts of things out and in (especially a disaffected population). With the passage of time, the Soviet Union grew increasingly rigid and unable to adapt to changing conditions. The best example of this solidity was the erection (beginning in 1961) and maintenance of the Berlin Wall in order to keep East Berliners in and Western influences out. There was a more fluid relationship between East and West Berlin prior to the erection of the Wall, but that fluidity was seen in the East as being disadvantageous, even dangerous. Once the Wall was erected, relations between West and East Berlin were virtually frozen in place – they solidified – and there was comparatively little movement of anything between them.


The Wall, together with East Germany and the Soviet Union, is long gone, and with it many of the most extreme forms of solidity brought into existence by the Cold War. Nonetheless, solid structures remain – the nation‐state and its borders and customs controls – and there are ever‐present calls for the creation of new, and new types of, solid structures. Thus, in many parts of Europe, there are demands for more barriers to authorized and unauthorized immigration, which was one factor that fueled Brexit in 2016. This has reached an extreme in the United States, with concern over undocumented Mexican (and other Latin American) immigration leading to the proposed erection of an enormous wall on its southern border. Thus, solidity is far from dead in the contemporary world. It is very often the case that demands for new forms of solidity are the result of increased fluidity. However, a strong case can – and will – be made that it is fluidity that is more characteristic of today's world, especially in terms of globalization.

Of course, people were never so solid that they were totally immobile or stuck completely in a given place (a few people were able to escape East Berlin in spite of the Wall, and many will be able to enter the United States without authorization even with increased border controls), and this was especially true of the elite members of any society. Elites were (and are) better able to move about, and that ability increased with advances in transportation technology. For the right price, elites may even buy citizenship in some countries (Mansharamani 2016). Commodities, too, especially those created for elites, could almost always be moved, and they likewise grew more moveable as technologies advanced. Information (because it was not solid, although it could be solidified in the form of, for example, a book) could always travel more easily than goods or people (it could be spread by word of mouth over great distances even if its originator could not move very far; it moved even faster as more advanced communication technologies emerged [telegraph, telephone, the Internet, smart phones]). And as other technologies developed (ships, automobiles, airplanes), people, especially those with the resources, were better able to leave places and get to others. They could even literally move places (or at least parts of them), as, for example, when in the early 1800s Lord Elgin dismantled parts of the Parthenon in Greece and transported them to London, where to this day they can be found in the British Museum.

However, at an increasing rate over the last few centuries, and especially in the last several decades, that which once seemed so solid has tended to “melt” and become increasingly liquid. Instead of thinking of people, objects, information, and places as being like solid blocks of ice, they need to be seen as tending to melt and as becoming increasingly liquid. It is, needless to say, far more difficult to move blocks of ice than the water that is produced when those blocks melt. Of course, to extend the metaphor, there continue to exist blocks of ice, even glaciers (although even these are now literally melting), in the contemporary world that have not melted, at least not completely. Solid material realities (people, cargo, newspapers) continue to exist, but because of a wide range of technological developments (in transportation, communication, the Internet, etc.) they can move across the globe far more readily. Everywhere we turn, more things – including ourselves – are becoming increasingly liquefied.


Karl Marx opened the door to this kind of analysis (and to the use of such metaphors) when he famously argued that because of the nature of capitalism as an economic system, “everything solid melts into air.” That is, many of the solid, material realities that preceded capitalism (e.g. the structures of feudalism) were “melted” by it and transformed into liquids. However, while Marx was describing a largely destructive process, the point here is that the new liquids that are being created are inherent parts of the new world and are radically transforming it. In the process, they are having both constructive and destructive effects (Schumpeter 1976).

Marx's insight of over a century‐and‐a‐half ago was not only highly prescient, but is far truer today than it was in his own time. In fact, it is truer than he could ever have imagined. Furthermore, the melting – much like one of the great problems in the global world today, the melting of the ice on and near the North and South Poles as a result of global warming (see Chapter 9) – is likely not only to continue in the coming years, but to increase at an exponential rate. Indeed, the melting of the polar icecaps can be seen as another metaphor for the increasing fluidity associated with globalization, especially its problematic aspects. And, make no mistake, that fluidity presents both great opportunities and great dangers.

Thus, the perspective on globalization presented here, following the work of Zygmunt Bauman (2000, 2003, 2005, 2006, 2011, 2012), is that it involves, above all else, increasing liquidity (Davis 2016). Several of Bauman's ideas on liquidity are highly relevant to this perspective. For example, liquid phenomena do not easily, or for long, hold their shape. Thus, the myriad liquid phenomena associated with globalization are hard‐pressed to maintain any particular form, and even if they acquire one, it is likely to change quite quickly.








Liquidity: The increasing ease of movement of people, things, information, and places in the global age.







Liquid phenomena fix neither space nor time. That which is liquid is, by definition, opposed to any kind of fixity, be it spatial or temporal. This means that the spatial and temporal aspects of globalization are in continuous flux. That which is liquid is forever ready to change whatever shape (space) it might take on momentarily. Time (however short) in a liquid world is more important than space. Perhaps the best example of this is global finance, where little or nothing (dollars, gold) actually changes its place (at least immediately), but time is of the essence in that the symbolic representations of money move instantaneously and great profits can be made or lost in split‐second decisions.

Liquid phenomena not only move easily, but are difficult to stop from moving. This is exemplified in many areas, such as foreign trade, investment, and global financial transactions (Knorr Cetina 2016), the globality of transactions and interactions on the Internet (e.g. Facebook, Twitter [Axford 2016]), and the difficulty in halting the global flow of drugs, pornography, organized crime, and undocumented immigrants.

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, that which is liquid tends to melt whatever stands in its path (especially solids). This is clearest in the case of the much discussed death, or at least decline, of the nation‐state and its borders in the era of increasing global flows (see Chapter 5). According to Cartier (2001: 269), the “forces of globalization have rendered many political boundaries more porous to flows of people, money, and things.”

It is clear that if one wanted to use a single term to describe globalization today, liquidity (as well as the closely related idea of flows) would be at or near the top of the list. That is not to say that there are no solid structures left – after all, we still live in a modern world, even if it is late modernity, and modernity has long been associated with solidity. And it does not mean that there is not a constant interplay between liquidity and solidity, with increases in that which is liquid (e.g. terrorist attacks launched against Israel from the West Bank during the Intifada) leading to counter‐reactions involving the erection of new solid forms (e.g. the fence between Israel and the West Bank), but at the moment, and for the foreseeable future, the momentum lies with increasing and proliferating global liquidity.




“Flows”

Closely related to the idea of liquidity, and integral to it, is another key concept in thinking about globalization, the idea of flows (Appadurai 1996; Rey and Ritzer 2010); after all, liquids flow easily – far more easily than solids. In fact, it is the concept of flows that is widely used in the literature on globalization, and it is this concept that will inform a good deal of the body of this book.








Flows: The movement of people, things, information, and places due, in part, to the increasing porosity of global barriers.







Because so much of the world has “melted,” or is in the process of “melting,” and has become liquefied, globalization is increasingly characterized by great flows of increasingly liquid phenomena of all types, including people, objects, information, decisions, places, and so on. For example, foods of all sorts increasingly flow around the world, including sushi globalized from its roots in Japan (Edwards 2012), Chilean produce now ubiquitous in the US market (and elsewhere), Indian food in London (and throughout much of the world), and so on. In many cases, the flows have become raging floods that are increasingly unlikely to be impeded by, among other things, place‐based barriers of any kind, including the oceans, mountains, and especially the borders of nation‐states.

Looking at a very different kind of flow, many people in many parts of the world believe that they are being swamped by migrants, especially poor undocumented migrants (Hogan and Haltinner 2015). Whether or not these are actually floods, they have come to be seen that way by many people, often aided by politicians and media personalities who have established their reputations by portraying them as such.

Undoubtedly because of their immateriality, ideas, images, and information, both legal (e.g. blogs) and illegal (e.g. child pornography), flow (virtually) everywhere through interpersonal contact and the media, especially the Internet.

Decisions of all sorts flow around the world, as well as over time: “The effect of the [economic] decisions flowed, and would continue to flow, through every possible conduit. Some decisions would be reflected in products rolling off assembly lines, others in prices of securities, and still others in personal interactions. Each decision would cascade around the world and then forward through time” (Altman 2007: 255).

Even places can be said to be flowing around the world, as, for example, immigrants recreate the places from which they came in new locales (e.g. Indian and Pakistani enclaves in London). Furthermore, places (e.g. airports, shopping malls) themselves have become increasingly like flows (for more on this and the transition from “spaces of places” to “spaces of flows,” see Castells 1996).

Even with all of this increasing fluidity, much of what would have been considered the height of global liquidity only a few decades (or even years) ago now seems increasingly sludge‐like. This is especially the case when we focus on the impact of the computer and the Internet on the global flow of all sorts of things. Thus, not long ago we might have been amazed by our ability to order a book from Amazon.com and receive it via an express package delivery system in as little as a few hours. That method, however, seems to operate at a snail's pace compared to the ability to download that book in seconds on Amazon's Kindle system (a wireless reading device to which books and other reading matter can be downloaded).




“Heavy” and “Light”

There is another set of conceptual distinctions, or metaphors, that are useful in thinking about globalization. In addition to the change from solids to liquids, we can also think in terms of change that involves movement from that which is heavy to that which is light (this is another distinction traceable to the work of Zygmunt Bauman).

The Gutenberg Bible (produced in mid‐fifteenth‐century Germany) was usually published in two volumes, ran close to 1400 pages, and was printed on very heavy paper or vellum. It was in every sense of the term a heavy tome – difficult, because of its sheer weight and bulk, to transport. Fast forward to 2019, and a much lighter bound copy of the Bible could easily be purchased from Amazon and transported in days via express mail virtually anywhere in the world. The Bible has become weightless, too, since it can be downloaded using the Kindle system.

More generally, it could be argued that both pre‐industrial and industrial societies were quite “heavy”; that is, characterized by that which is difficult to move. This applies equally to those who labored in them (e.g. peasants, farmers, factory workers), to where they labored (plots of land, farms, factories), and to what they produced (crops, machines, books, automobiles). Because of their heaviness, workers tended to stay put, and what they produced (and what was not consumed locally) could be moved – especially over great distances – only with great effort and at great expense. Later advances, especially in technology, made goods, people, and places “lighter”: easier to move. These included advances in both transportation and technology that made all sorts of industrial products smaller, lighter, and easier to transport (compare the pocket‐sized smart phone of today to the room‐sized computer of the mid‐twentieth century).


Knorr Cetina (2005: 215) has written about what she calls “complex global microstructures,” or “structures of connectivity and integration that are global in scope but microsociological in character.” She has described financial markets (Knorr Cetina 2012; Knorr Cetina and Bruegger 2002) in these terms, and, more recently, global terrorist organizations such as al‐Qaeda and ISIS. We will have more to say about these global microstructures in Chapter 10, but the key point here is that while Knorr Cetina sees them as having several characteristics, of primary importance is their “lightness” in comparison to “heavy” bureaucratic systems. Thus, unlike the armed forces of the United States, al‐Qaeda and ISIS are not heavy bureaucratic structures, but rather light “global microstructures.” It is their lightness that gives them many advantages over the extremely cumbersome US military and the huge bureaucracy of which it is part, and this helps account – at least so far – for the latter's difficulty in suppressing their terrorist networks.

It could be argued that we moved from the heavy to the light era in the past century or two. However, by about 1980, we can be said to have moved beyond both. We are now in an era that is increasingly defined not just by lightness, but by something approaching weightlessness. That which is weightless, or nearly so, clearly moves far more easily (even globally) than that which is either heavy or light. The big changes here involved the arrival and expansion of cable and satellite television, satellite radio, cell phones, personal computers, and tablets, and most importantly, the advent of the Internet, social media (e.g. Twitter), and smart phones. It is with the personal computer, the Internet, and the smart phone that globalization reaches new heights in terms of the flow of things and of social relationships, in large part because they – along with everything else – have approached weightlessness.

An excellent example of this can be found in the world of music. Vinyl records were quite heavy, and the shift to cassettes and later CDs did not make music much lighter. However, the creation of advanced technologies such as smart phones allows us to carry around thousands of once very heavy albums in our pockets, or to play them from the cloud. We can carry that music with us anywhere in the world, and we can exchange music over the Internet with people around the globe.

Of course, there are still many heavy things in our increasingly weightless world. Factories, offices, buildings, large and cumbersome machines (including MRI machines), newspapers, hardback books, and even some people (made “heavy” by, for example, minority status, poverty, a lack of education) continue to exist. All are nevertheless being globalized to some degree in one way or another, but their weightiness makes that process more cumbersome and difficult for them. For example, the global parcel delivery systems (e.g. FedEx, DHL) have become very efficient, but they still need to transport a physical product over great distances. Clearly, that process is still quite weighty in comparison to, say, the downloading of weightless movies from Netflix (a website that began by allowing members to receive heavier DVDs via snail‐mail) or viewing them on‐demand. In fact, of course, it is increasingly the case that that which is weightless (e.g. iTunes and downloadable music in general, downloadable movies, blogs) is destroying that which is comparatively heavy (e.g. the CD, the DVD, newspapers, traditional cable packages).


The ideas of increasing liquidity and weightlessness being employed here do not require that the world be “flat” or be considered as such (Friedman 2005, 2009). Fluids can seep through all sorts of tall and wide structures, and – in the case of a flood – those structures can even be washed away (as was the Berlin Wall, for example, and more metaphorically, the Iron Curtain), at least temporarily. Further, that which is weightless can waft over and between the tallest and widest structures. Thus, the world today is increasingly characterized by liquidity and weightlessness, but it is not necessarily any flatter than it ever was. The tall, wide structures continue to be important, especially in impeding (or attempting to impede) the movement of that which is solid and heavy. It is less clear how successful these structures will be in impeding that which is liquid, light, or weightless.

The most obvious of such structures are the borders (Jones and Johnson 2016; Wastl‐Walter 2012) between nation‐states; in recent years, we have witnessed the strengthening (heightening, lengthening, etc.) of many of them. Similarly, the Chinese government has sought to restrict the access of its citizens to at least some aspects of the Internet that it feels are dangerous to its continued rule. The electronic barrier that it has constructed is known as the “Great Firewall” (Ramzy 2016). (A firewall is a barrier on the Internet; the idea of the Great Firewall plays off China's Great Wall.)

The huge “digital divide” in the world today (Drori 2012; Micheli 2015), especially between North and South, is another example of a barrier. The relative lack in the South of computers and the supporting infrastructure (broadband connections) needed for a computerized world creates an enormous barrier between it and the North. In terms of computerization, the world may be increasingly flat (although certainly not totally so) among and between the countries in the North, but there are many hills in the South, and huge and seemingly insurmountable mountain ranges between the two.

The history of the social world and social thought and research leads us to the conclusion that people, and their representatives in the areas in which they live, have always sought to erect structural barriers to protect and advance themselves and adversely affect others, and it seems highly likely that they will continue to do so. Thus, we may live in a more liquefied, more weightless world, but we do not live in a flat world, and we are not likely to live in one any time soon, if ever. Even a successful capitalist, George Soros, acknowledges this, using yet another metaphor, in his analysis of economic globalization: “The global capitalist system has produced a very uneven playing field” (Soros 2000: xix, italics added).








Economic globalization: Growing economic linkages at the global level.










“Heavy” Structures that Expedite “Flows”

The liquefaction of the social world, as well as its increasing weightlessness, is only part of the story of globalization. As pointed out already, another major part is the fact that many heavy, material, objective structures continue to exist and to be created in the globalized world. Some are holdovers from the pre‐global world, but others are actually produced, intentionally or unintentionally, by global forces. In studying globalization, we must look at both all of that which flows (or “wafts”) with increasing ease and all of the structures that impede or block flows (see later), as well as serve to expedite and channel them. To put it another way, we must look at both that which is light and weightless and that which is solid and heavy, affecting flow in both a positive and a negative sense (Inda and Rosaldo 2008: 29).

For example, there are various “routes” or “paths” that can be seen as structures which serve both to expedite flows along their length and to limit flows outside their confines:


	Intercontinental airlines generally fly a limited number of well‐defined routes (say between New Delhi and London), rather than whatever routes the pilots wish, which would greatly increase the possibility of mid‐air collisions.

	Undocumented immigrants from Mexico have, at least until recently, generally followed a relatively small number of well‐worn paths into the United States. Indeed, they often need to pay smugglers large sums of money, and the smugglers generally follow the routes that have worked for them (and others) in the past.

	Goods of all sorts are generally involved in rather well‐defined “supply chains” (see Chapter 4) as they are exported from some countries and imported into others.

	Illegal products (e.g. illicit drugs) follow oft‐trod paths en route from their point of manufacture (often in the South), through loosely controlled free‐trade zones (e.g. in Dubai), via several intermediate countries, to their ultimate destination (often the United States), where they are frequently obtained over the Internet (Maddox et al. 2016).


 Then, there are an increasing number of formal and informal “bridges” (Anner and Evans 2004) created across the globe that expedite the flow of all sorts of things. This applies perhaps best to the passage of people across borders with authorization, through the process of migration (Sassen 2007). It is clear that in the not‐too‐distant past, there were many structural barriers to the flow of people. There are a few places in the world today where this remains true – for example, into and out of North Korea. Nonetheless, with the end of the Cold War, there are now many bridges for people (and products) to cross openly not only between the countries of the old East and West, but also among and between virtually every country and region of the world. However, undocumented migrants are likely to need to be more covert in their movements. All sorts of illegal products are also unlikely to move openly across such “bridges,” where they would be highly visible to the authorities. Thus, there are also more hidden structures that permit movement of unauthorized people and products.

It is also the case that an increasing number of people – perhaps nearly everyone – are involved in, and affected by, global relations and flows, and personally participate in global networks (Axford 2012; Singh Grewal 2008) of one kind or another (networks of communication and information technology, interpersonal networks involving individuals and groups). While global networks span the globe (e.g. cables under the oceans that permit transoceanic communication [Yuan 2006]), or at least much of it, there are other types of network as well, including transnational (those that pass through the boundaries of nation‐states [Portes 2001]), international (those that involve two or more nation‐states), national (those that are bounded by the nation‐state), and local (those that exist at the sub‐national level) (Mann 2007). Networks can expedite the flow of innumerable things, but they are perhaps best suited to the flow of information (Connell and Crawford 2005). People involved in networks can communicate all sorts of information to one another in various ways: through phone calls, snail‐mail, email, blogs, social networking websites, and so on. These networks have revolutionized and greatly expanded the global flow of information. As with all structures, such networks can also be blocked or monitored in various ways (e.g. via the Great Firewall or NSA surveillance).

The Internet can be seen as being of enormous importance in allowing information of various sorts to flow in innumerable directions. One example involves the formation of the networks that became and constitute the movements for global justice and democratization (see Chapter 13). These movements (as well as their various political actions, such as the anti‐World Trade Organization [WTO] protests in Seattle in 1999 [Smith 2001]), like much else in the world today (e.g. Arab Spring), were made possible by the Internet (Hussain and Howard 2013).

Finally, it is not only individuals who are increasingly involved in networks. A growing number of social structures (e.g. states, cities, law) and social institutions (e.g. the family, religion, sport) are interconnected on a global basis, and these, too, enable and enhance global flows. For example, the international banking system has an infrastructure that facilitates the global movement of funds among a network of banks. Included in that infrastructure are International Bank Account Numbers (IBANs), rules, norms, and procedures concerning how such money transfers are to occur, and a highly sophisticated technical language that allows those in the business to communicate with one another wherever they are in the world. Another example involves global (Sassen 1991, 2013) and world cities (Derudder et al. 2012) that are increasingly directly interconnected, rather than being connected through the nation‐states in which they happen to exist (see Chapter 11). The financial markets of the global cities of New York, London, and Tokyo are tightly linked, for example, with the result that all sorts of financial products flow among them at lightning speed. More generally, in this context, we can talk in terms of the “global economy's connectedness” (Altman 2007: 255).




“Heavy” Structures as Barriers to “Flows”

While there is no question that the world is increasingly characterized by greater liquidity and increased flows, as well as various structures that expedite those flows, we also need to recognize that there are limits and barriers to this. The world is not just in process, there are also many material structures (trade agreements, regulatory agencies, borders, customs barriers, standards, and so on) in existence. As Inda and Rosaldo (2008: 31) argue: “Material infrastructures do not only promote mobility … They also hinder and block it.” Any thoroughgoing account of globalization needs to look at both flows and structures, and, in terms of the latter, the ways in which they both produce and enhance flows, as well as alter and even block them. In other words, there is interplay between flows and structures, especially between flows and the structures that are created in an attempt to inhibit or stop them. As Shamir (2005: 197–217) puts it, globalization is an epoch of increased openness and “simultaneously an era of growing restrictions on movement.” Borders, of course, are major points at which movement is blocked. There are many examples of this, including the toughening of border controls in the United Kingdom (and elsewhere in Europe), Australia, and the United States because of growing hostility to refugees and other immigrants (Hogan and Haltinner 2015).

There are challenges to the idea that all there is to globalization is flows and fluidity (Tsing 2000). In examining global flows (some of which have been anticipated earlier in the chapter), we also need to consider those agents who “carve” the channels through which things flow, those who alter the channels over time, the national and regional units that create and battle over flows, and the coalitions of claimants for control over the channels.

A focus on these kinds of agents and structures, rather than on flows, promises a more critical orientation to globalization in terms of the structures themselves, as well as in terms of who creates the structures and who does and does not control and profit from them.

The idea of flows is criticized for other reasons, as well. For example, there is a kind of timelessness to flows, which implies that they are likely to continue well into the future and there is little or nothing that can be done to stop them. This means that everyone – scientists, businesspeople who profit from flows, those at the margins of flows, and perhaps even those hurt by them – is swept up in the same processes. The focus on flows tends to communicate a kind of enthusiasm for them and the erroneous idea that virtually everyone benefits from flows of all types.

Another important idea is “frictions,” or the “awkward, unequal, unstable … interconnection across difference” (Lowenhaupt Tsing 2005: 4). The key point is that the global flows that create interconnections do not move about smoothly; they do not move about without creating friction. Friction gets in the way of the smooth operation of global flows. However, friction not only slows flows down, it can also serve to keep them moving and even speed them up. Highways can have this double‐edged quality by both limiting where people and vehicles can go and at the same time making movement “easier and more efficient” (Lowenhaupt Tsing 2005: 6). More generally, “global connections [are] made, and muddied, in friction” (Lowenhaupt Tsing 2005: 272). The key point in this context is that flows themselves produce friction that can slow or even stop global flows: “without even trying friction gets in the way of the smooth operation of global power. Difference can disrupt, causing everyday malfunctions as well as unexpected cataclysms. Friction refuses the lie that global power operates as a well‐oiled machine. Furthermore, difference sometimes inspires insurrection. Friction can be the fly in the elephant's nose” (Lowenhaupt Tsing 2005: 6). A prime example of this today is the many frictions being produced in many parts of the world by large numbers of authorized and unauthorized immigrants (e.g. the millions of refugees from Syria who have fled to Europe and other places, sometimes to be killed by border guards when entering a country without authorization) (Yeginsu and Shoumali 2016). Such frictions led Greece to complete a 6.5‐mile fence along its border with Turkey, which was considered the most porous entry point for undocumented immigrants entering Europe (Besant 2012).

As has already been mentioned, the most important and most obvious barriers to global flows are those constructed by nation‐states. Most countries have borders, gates, guards, passport controls, customs agents, health inspectors, and so on. (The great exception is the countries that are part of the European Union, where barriers to movement among and between member countries have been greatly reduced, if not eliminated. The European Union is a kind of structure that allows people and products to move much more freely and much more quickly. At the same time, it serves to reduce the need to use hidden channels, since there is far less need to conceal what is moving among and between EU countries.) Although many people (undocumented immigrants) and things (contraband goods) do get through such barriers, some are successfully blocked or impeded by them. It is especially difficult to erect barriers against many newer phenomena, especially the non‐material phenomena associated with smart phones and the Internet.

Specific examples of barriers created by the nation‐state involve the blocking of economic transactions regarded as not being in the national interest. For example, in 2006, the US government blocked a deal in which a Dubai company was to purchase an American company involved in the business of running US ports (Economist 2006b). The government felt that such ownership would be a threat to national security, since foreign nationals – perhaps enemies – could acquire information that would allow terrorists easy entry to the ports. In another example, in 2012, the US government blocked a Chinese firm from acquiring wind‐farm projects in Oregon that were “within or near restricted air space at the Naval Weapons Systems Training Facility” (Paletta et al. 2012). The site is a training facility for attack squadrons and a testing site for military drones.

However, many of the barriers created by nation‐states that we assume are (or might be) successful do not in fact deal with the flows they are supposed to stem. It remains to be seen whether expanding the wall between Mexico and the United States can reduce the flow of undocumented immigrants into the latter. Similarly, it is not clear that the wall between Israel and the West Bank will stop the flow of terrorists into Israel if (when?) hostilities in the Middle East flare up yet again.

There are many different kinds of organization that, while they may expedite flows for some, create all sorts of barriers for others. Nation‐states are, in fact, one such organization, and they (generally) work to the advantage of their own citizens (and their flows, as well as the flows of things important to them) in many different ways, while creating many roadblocks for those from other countries. For example, nation‐states create protectionist (Reuveny and Thompson 2001) tariff systems that help their own farms, corporations, and so on to succeed by making the products of their foreign competitors more expensive. That is, the tariffs help the flow of products from a nation‐state's own farms and manufacturers while inhibiting the flow into the country from their foreign competition.

Corporate organizations (e.g. a multinational corporation (MNC) like Toyota) are devoted to optimizing the flow of their goods to all possible markets throughout the world. They also seek to compete with and out‐perform other MNCs in the same business. If they are successful, the flow of goods from those other corporations is greatly reduced, to their own advantage.

Labor unions are also organizations devoted to enhancing the flow of some things while preventing the flow of others (Bronfenbrenner 2007). Unions often oppose, for example, the flow of undocumented immigrants, because they are likely to work for lower pay and for fewer (if any) benefits (e.g. health insurance) compared to domestic, unionized workers. Similarly, they oppose the flow of goods produced in non‐union shops in other countries (and their own), since the success of the latter would adversely affect the shops that are unionized, to the detriment of the union and its members.

While organizations of many types, including nation‐states, corporations, and labor unions, serve as structures that can operate against global flows, the fact is that there are signs that many organizations are changing and are themselves becoming more fluid and increasingly open.

One of the roots of this change is open‐sourcing and the Internet. The best‐known example of open‐sourcing is Linux, a free computer operating system. Anyone in the world with the necessary skills can make changes in and contributions to Linux. (The best‐known operating systems are produced by Microsoft [Windows]. They cost a great deal, and are closed in that only those who work for the company can – at least legally – work on and modify them.) In recent years, a traditional closed organization, IBM, has not only embraced the Linux system, but opened up more and more of its own operations to outside inputs. The Internet has a number of open systems associated with what is known as Web 2.0 (Beer and Burrows 2007; Birdsall 2012). One example is the free online encyclopedia Wikipedia (or wikis more generally), where again (virtually) anyone, anywhere in the world, can contribute to the writing of articles within it. The contrast here is with the traditional encyclopedias written by selected experts (e.g. the Encyclopedia Britannica) and closed to contributions from anyone else.

However, in spite of this new openness, most organizations and systems remain closed to various flows. This usually benefits (often economically) those in the system and disadvantages those outside it. Even with the new open systems, there are structural realities that help some and hinder others. For example, to contribute to Linux or Wikipedia, one must have a computer, computer expertise, and access to the Internet (especially high‐speed access). Clearly, those without economic advantages – those in the lower classes of the developed countries, or those in the less developed countries of the South (i.e. those on the other side of the “digital divide”) – do not have many, or any, of those things. As a result, they are unable to contribute to these systems or to gain from them to the same degree as those in more privileged positions or areas.




Subtler Structural Barriers

This brings us to a series of other structural barriers that also serve to contradict the idea of total global fluidity. These structures are less blatant – more subtle – than the kinds of structures discussed so far, but in many ways are more powerful and more important from a social point of view. Included here are a variety of structures that serve to differentiate and to subordinate on the basis of social class, race, ethnicity, gender, sexuality, and region of the world (North–South). In fact, these phenomena tend to be interrelated. Thus, in the disadvantaged South, one is more likely to find large numbers of poor people in the lower social classes, disadvantaged racial and ethnic minorities, and women who are discriminated against on the basis of their gender (Bose 2015; Moghadam 2007). As a result, various efforts by the North to subordinate the South serve to further disadvantage people in all those categories. Furthermore, the categories overlap – a black female who is a member of the Ibo tribe in Africa is likely to be in a lower social class compared to someone in just one or two of those categories. (And there is a similar overlap among those who are advantaged, e.g. white upper‐class male Anglo‐Saxons in Europe and North America.) Thus, the combination of disadvantaged statuses (“intersectionality” [Hill Collins 2000; Janz 2014]) has a disastrous effect on those in oppressed groups.

Those who occupy superordinate positions in a given hierarchy tend to erect structures that halt or slow various flows. These restrictions are designed to work to their advantage and to the disadvantage of others. Good examples involve the operations of the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the WTO, and the World Bank, which can serve to restrict flows of badly needed funds into Southern nations unless, for example, those nations engage in restructuring and austerity programs that are designed to slow down their economies (at least in the short run). Such programs often involve insistence that welfare initiatives be cut back or eliminated, and the result is that the most disadvantaged members of Southern countries – racial and ethnic minorities, women, those in the lower classes – are frequently the worst hurt.

Those in superordinate positions also encourage certain kinds of flows that work to their advantage (and to the disadvantage of subordinates). For example, the so‐called “brain drain” (Boeri et al. 2012) is a global phenomenon that most often takes the form of highly trained people leaving the South and moving to the North, which experiences a “brain gain.” Those in the North actively seek out skilled people in the South and expedite their movement. At the other end of the spectrum, also encouraged – although less so these days – is the movement of unskilled workers to the North to occupy poorly paid menial positions (e.g. as farm or household workers).

It is also the case that the average Northern white upper‐class male Anglo‐Saxon Protestant has, in the contemporary world, acquired a great deal of fluidity and “lightness” in the form of mobility, and thus is able to move about the globe quite readily and easily. In contrast, the Southern black lower‐class female Ibo is far less fluid and much “heavier,” and therefore has far less capacity to move about the globe.

While the advantages of those in the North over those in the South remain, the South has been increasingly successful, at least in some instances, at gaining advantages by better controlling flows into and out of that part of the world. For example, Middle Eastern oil used to be largely controlled by Northern corporations (e.g. Shell), which kept the price low and made sure that the more developed North was adequately supplied with comparatively inexpensive oil. This adversely affected oil‐producing countries, which did not get the price they deserved; furthermore, a large proportion of the profits went to the Northern corporations and not to the Middle Eastern countries from which the oil came. More recently, of course, those countries (through the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries [OPEC]) have controlled the flow of oil and much of its profits (although recent oil prices have dipped, and oil profits have dropped).

In the end, then, globalization involves flows and a wide range of structures that not only expedite but also impede and even halt them.

Having given a sense in this introductory discussion of the way globalization today – in the global age – is conceptualized in this book, we turn now to some background on its origins and history.
   

ORIGINS AND HISTORY OF GLOBALIZATION

Telling the story of the origins and history of globalization is no easy matter, since there are a number of different perspectives on these issues. In this section, we will offer five different ways of thinking about what turn out to be very complex matters.
 

Hardwired

Chanda (2007: xiv) argues that “globalization stems, among other things, from a basic human urge to seek a better and more fulfilling life.” This leads him to trace “the initial globalization of the human species, [to] when in the late Ice Age, a tiny group of our ancestors walked out of Africa in search of better food and security. In fifty thousand years of wandering along ocean coasts and chasing game across Central Asia, they finally settled on all the continents.”

Chanda focuses on four specific aspects of globalization that relate to a basic “urge” for a better life: trade (or commerce), missionary work (religion), adventures, and conquest (politics and warfare). All of these are key aspects of globalization, all can be traced to early human history, and all, as well as much else, will be dealt with in this volume. However, Chanda's view that globalization is hardwired into humans is not the one accepted here, since we argue that we are now living in a distinctive global age.


 

Cycles

The second perspective is that globalization is a long‐term cyclical process. It is not only difficult in this view to find a single point of origin, but the effort is largely irrelevant since there have long been cycles of globalization and it is those cycles that are of utmost importance, not any particular phase or origin point (Scholte 2005). This view, like Chanda's, tends to contradict the idea that we live today in a new “global age.” Rather, it suggests that there have been other global ages in the past and that what now appears to be a new global age, or the high point of such an age, is destined to contract and disappear in the future. Eventually, it, too, will be replaced by a new cycle in the globalization process.




Phases

In an example of the third approach to the beginnings of globalization, Nederveen Pieterse (2012) sees eight great epochs, or “phases,” of globalization that have occurred sequentially, each with its own point of origin:


	Eurasian Phase (starting 3000 BCE). Agricultural and urban revolutions, migrations, increased trade, and ancient empires grew out of Eurasia.

	Afro Eurasian Phase (starting 1000 BCE). Commercial revolutions commenced in the Greco‐Roman world, West Asia, and East Africa.

	Oriental Phase I (starting 500 CE). The world economy emerged alongside the caravan trade in the Middle East.

	Oriental Phase II (starting 1100 CE). Improvements in productivity and technology emerged throughout East and South Asia, with increased urbanization and development of the Silk Routes.

	Multicentric Phase (starting 1500 CE). Trade expanded across the Atlantic Ocean and into the Americas.

	Euro‐Atlantic Phase (starting 1800 CE). The Euro‐Atlantic economy developed through industrialization and the colonial division of labor.

	20C Phase (starting 1950 CE). MNCs and global value chains emerged throughout the United States, Europe, and Japan, and the Cold War ended.

	21C Phase (starting 2000 CE). A new geography of trade encompasses East Asia and emerging economies, with a global rebalancing of power and economic flows.


 From these phases, Nederveen Pieterse concludes that globalization is not unique to today's world. However, his historical or phase‐based view also rejects the cyclical view of globalization. Past epochs are not returning, at least in their earlier form, at some point in the future. Instead, globalization functions as growing connectivity, which develops and accelerates around various centers across time.


 

Events

A fourth view is that instead of cycles or great phases, one can point to much more specific events that can be seen as the origin of globalization and give us a good sense of its history. In fact, there are many such possible points of origin of globalization, some of which are:


	The Romans and their far‐ranging conquests in the centuries before Christ (Gibbon 1998).

	The rise and spread of Christianity in the centuries after the fall of the Roman Empire.

	The spread of Islam in the seventh century and beyond.

	The travels of the Vikings from Europe to Iceland, Greenland, and briefly North America in the ninth through the eleventh centuries.

	Trade in the Middle Ages throughout the Mediterranean.

	The activities of the banks of the twelfth‐century Italian city‐states.

	The rampage of the armies of Ghengis Khan into Eastern Europe in the thirteenth century (Economist 2006a).

	European traders like Marco Polo and his travels later in the thirteenth century along the Silk Road to China. (Interestingly, there is now discussion of the development of an “Iron Silk Road” involving a linked railroad network through a variety of Asian countries that at least evokes the image of the lure of Marco Polo's Silk Road.)

	The “discovery of America” by Christopher Columbus in 1492. Other important voyages of discovery during this time involved Vasco Da Gama rounding the Cape of Good Hope in 1498 and the circumnavigation of the globe by one of Ferdinand Magellan's ships ending in 1522 (Rosenthal 2007: 1237–1241).

	European colonialism, especially in the nineteenth century.

	The early twentieth‐century global Spanish flu pandemic.

	The two world wars in the first half of the twentieth century.


 It is also possible to get even more specific about the origins of globalization, especially in recent years. A few rather eclectic recent examples include:


	1956. The first transatlantic telephone cable.

	1958. While it was possible to fly across the Atlantic in the 1930s on seaplanes, making several stops along the way, the big revolution in this area was the arrival of transatlantic passenger jet travel, with the first flight being Pan Am's from New York to London (with a stopover for refueling in Newfoundland).

	1962. The launch of the satellite Telstar, and soon thereafter the first transatlantic television broadcasts.

	1966. The transmission from a satellite of the picture of the earth as a single location, which not only led to a greater sense of the world as one place (increased global consciousness [Robertson and Inglis 2004: 38–49]), but was also of great importance to the development of the global environmental movement.

	1970. The creation of the Clearing House Interbank Payment System (CHIPS), making global electronic (wire) transfers of funds (now $2 trillion a day) among financial institutions possible.

	1977. The establishment of the Society for Worldwide Interbank Financial Telecommunications (SWIFT), making global transfers of funds by individuals much more simple.

	1988. The founding of the modern Internet, based on Arpanet (which was created in 1969). While it took the Internet several years to take off, this was a turning point in global interconnection for billions of people.

	2001. The terrorist attacks on the Twin Towers in New York and on the Pentagon in Washington, as well as later terrorist attacks on trains in Madrid (March 11, 2004) and London (July 7, 2005), among others. The following is a specific example in support of the idea that 9/11 can be taken as a point of origin for globalization (at least of higher education): “Since the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, internationalization has moved high on the agenda at most universities, to prepare students for a globalized world, and to help faculty members stay up‐to‐date in their disciplines” (Lewin 2008: 8).

	2009. The shockwaves caused by the Great Recession as a result of the highly interconnected global economy. Some of the many effects included changes to global migration patterns, declines in global remittances, explosions in unemployment and debt, and many battles over austerity measures – effects that continue to shape globalization today.

	2014. The expansion of cellular mobile phone subscriptions to approximately seven billion, which is almost the number of humans on the planet (International Telecommunication Union 2014). This suggests that we are now more interconnected than ever before, even though many parts of the world still have limited access to cellular networks.


 This focus on specific historical events is less general than the approach taken in this book, which focuses on the current global age.




Broader, More Recent Changes

The fifth view focuses on broader, but still recent, changes. There is a sense in this view that a sea change occurred in the last half of the twentieth century. Three momentous changes have been identified by scholars as the point of origin of globalization as it exists today:


	The emergence of the United States as the global power in the years following WW II.


 
The United States not only projected its military power throughout the world (in Korea in the early 1950s; disastrously in Vietnam in the 1960s and early 1970s), but extended its reach in the economic realm too, as it became the dominant industrial power when WW II decimated most of its competitors militarily (Germany, Japan) and/or economically (the Axis powers, as well as Allies such as France and the United Kingdom). Many other aspects of the United States' global reach either accompanied these changes or soon followed, among them the diplomatic clout of the US government, the reach of the US media, the power of Hollywood, and so on. Such a view closely aligns globalization with the idea of Americanization (see Chapter 2).


	The emergence of MNCs.


 While the world's great corporations can be traced back to the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, they were initially largely associated with their nations of origin (e.g. Germany, Great Britain, the United States) and did the vast majority of their business within them (Dicken 2015). Over time, however, they began to do more and more business internationally. In so doing, they were following Marx and Engels' (1848/2000: 248–249) dictum that because of stagnant or declining profits, capitalism had to either expand into international markets or die.

For example, the once great American automobile companies – Ford and General Motors – not only originated in the United States, but focused, at least initially, on selling into the American market. Additionally, most, if not all, of their component parts were produced either by themselves or by subcontractors in that country. Of course, they did import raw materials of various kinds (and they did sell their automobiles overseas, especially in Europe), but in the main, the bulk of their business was done in the United States. Furthermore, the vast majority of their top executives, employees, and investors were American. However, that began to change over the course of the twentieth century, as they exported more and more of their automobiles to other parts of the world, opened factories in other countries to sell cars under their brand names (or others), targeted their products to the distinctive needs (e.g. for smaller, more fuel‐efficient cars) of those countries, and, more recently, began to move their automobile production aimed at the US market to other countries, either to factories of their own or to the factories of foreign subcontractors.

In these and other ways, Ford and General Motors have become MNCs, and MNCs are, by their very nature, inherently part of globalization. Indeed, not only are MNCs involved in globalization, but this process is internalized into them as all sorts of global flows (parts, people, money) occur within them.

The case of the third of the one‐time “Big Three” American automobile companies – Chrysler – is even more striking in this regard. Initially, Chrysler followed the same course as Ford and General Motors, and became increasingly multinational. However, Chrysler has long been the most marginal of the Big Three, and famously had to be bailed out in 1979 by a controversial loan from the US government. That loan was only of short‐term help, and in 1998 Chrysler was taken over by the German manufacturer of Mercedes‐Benz automobiles, which changed the company's name to DaimlerChrysler AG. This clearly represented the formation of an MNC, although Daimler‐Benz itself (as well as Chrysler) was a multinational corporation before that, since, among other things, it actively sold its automobiles in the United States as well as in many other parts of the world. However, this marriage was short‐lived, and Daimler sold off its interest in Chrysler in 2007. In order to survive, Chrysler has been forced into a multinational merger with Fiat, the Italian automobile manufacturer.

Of course, American and German automobile companies are no longer the world leaders in that industry. Rather, the leaders are Japanese companies, especially Toyota (although it has been diminished by recent problems with quality, resulting, at times, in fatal accidents), Nissan, and Honda, with Korean companies (e.g. Hyundai‐Kia) showing global strength as well. These companies are themselves MNCs, as they not only sell cars in the United States (and in many other nations), but also produce them in factories in various parts of North America. The case of today's automobile manufacturers is just one example of national corporations that have become MNCs and thus integral parts of globalization.


	The demise of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War.


 It could be argued that globalization did not truly begin until the fall of the “Iron Curtain” and the Soviet Union in 1991. With those events, the division of the world into mainly “capitalist” and “communist” spheres rapidly eroded, as did all sorts of barriers that existed between them. Major parts of the world were opened for the first time since the early twentieth century to all sorts of global flows: immigration, tourism, media, diplomacy, and especially the capitalistic economic transactions of MNCs and other businesses. The global processes that had spread throughout most of the “free” world before 1991 flooded into the now independent states of the old Soviet Union, especially Russia and most of its allies.

Vestiges of communism exist as of this writing, especially in Cuba, North Korea, and, at least nominally, China. Cuba remains, in the main, outside of global capitalism, largely because of the US embargo against trading with it. That embargo has been in force since 1962 (with some temporary loosening in 2017) but is itself a manifestation of globalization – the United States setting up barriers in order to limit or halt the flow of trade with Cuba and to inhibit or prevent other nations from around the world from trading with it. China, of course, is becoming a major force in global capitalism even though its government remains communist, at least in name (Fishman 2006). In any case, China is actively involved in globalization, not only economically, but in many other realms as well (the 2008 Olympics in Beijing is a good example).

The perspective adopted in this book regarding the current global age is most in accord with this focus on broader changes that began in the last half of the twentieth century. While all of the other perspectives deal with global processes, they are far more limited in geographic scope and far less extensive and intensive than are the global processes that took off in the late twentieth century. Thus, the perspective adopted here is that globalization is a relatively recent development, with its major points of origin occurring after the close of WW II.
   

CHAPTER SUMMARY

Globalization is a planetary process or set of processes involving increasing liquidity and growing multidirectional flows of people, objects, places, and information, as well as the structures they encounter and create. Such structures can either act as barriers to or expedite those flows.

The sheer magnitude, diversity, and complexity of the process of globalization today leads to the conceptualization of the current era as the “global age.” Globalization can be analyzed through conceptual metaphors, including those of “solids,” “liquids,” “flows,” “structures,” “heavy,” “light,” and “weightless.”

Prior to the “global age,” people, things, information, places, and objects tended to harden over time. Thus, their common attribute was “solidity,” the characteristic of being limited to one place. Solidity also refers to the persistence of the barriers that prevented free movement of people, information, and objects in that era. Although solidity persists, it is “fluidity” that is more characteristic of the “global age.”

Over the last few decades, that which once seemed solid has tended to “melt” and become increasingly mobile or “liquid.” A range of technological developments in transportation and communication have enabled rapidly increasing global movement of what was previously solid.

A closely related concept is the idea of “flows.” Globalization is increasingly characterized by flows of liquid phenomena, including people, objects, decisions, information, and places.

In spite of the greater liquidity and ever‐increasing flows of various types, the world is still characterized by great inequality. While globalization flows more easily through the global North, it bypasses many locales in the less developed South.

Globalization can also be analyzed through metaphors of “heavy,” “light,” and “weightless.” Historically, there has been movement from that which is heavy to that which is light, and most recently to that which approaches weightlessness. Pre‐industrial and industrial societies were “heavy,” characterized by that which is difficult to move. Advances in transportation and technology made goods, people, and places lighter. We are currently in an era defined not only by lightness but also increasingly by weightlessness.

Some structures (e.g. borders) continue to be important in impeding the movement of that which is liquid, light, or weightless. Other heavy structures (“routes” or “paths”) expedite flows.

There also exist subtler structural barriers, which are in many ways more powerful than the material structures. These serve to differentiate and subordinate people on the basis of social class, race, ethnicity, gender, age, sexual orientation, and global region. They often tend to be interrelated, with the intersections of multiple locations reinforcing one another. Those who occupy dominant positions in these hierarchies tend to erect structures in order to impede flows that are not beneficial to them and to encourage flows that work to their advantage.

The origin and history of globalization can be analyzed through five perspectives. First, globalization can be seen as being hardwired into humans, in the form of a basic urge for a better life. This instinct results in the spread of globalization through commerce, religion, politics, and warfare. Second, globalization may be perceived as a long‐term cyclical process. In this view, there have been other global ages prior to the present one, and each age is destined to contract and disappear, after attaining a peak. Third, globalization can be viewed as a series of historical phases or waves, each with its own point of origin. A fourth perspective argues that the multiple points of origin of globalization are located in seminal historical events. A fifth view focuses on broader, more recent changes in the twentieth century. It argues that the global processes in motion prior to WW II were more limited in geographic scope and less intensive than the global processes of the late twentieth and early twenty‐first centuries.











DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


	Examine the dual role of structures as barriers to and facilitators of global flows. Are subtler structural barriers more effective than material barriers?

	What is the significance of networks in the current age of globalization? Is it possible for networks to act as deterrents or barriers to flows?

	Do liquids dissolve structures blocking their path, or do they merely circumnavigate them?

	Discuss the impact of increased liquidity on hierarchical social structures.

	How are metaphors useful for understanding global processes?

	Compare the current “global age” to previous periods that have been said to be associated with globalization.










 

FURTHER READING


	Arjun Appadurai. Modernity at Large: Cultural Dimensions of Globalization. Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 1996.

	Zygmunt Bauman. Liquid Modernity. Cambridge: Polity, 2000.

	Manuel Castells. The Rise of the Network Society. Malden, MA: Blackwell, 1996.

	Mark Davis, ed. Liquid Sociology: Metaphor in Zygmunt Bauman's Analysis of Modernity. New York: Routledge, 2016.

	Reece Jones and Corey Johnson, eds. Placing the Border in Everyday Life. New York: Routledge, 2016.

	Frank Lechner and John Boli. The Globalization Reader, 5th ed. Malden, MA: Wiley‐Blackwell, 2014.

	 George Ritzer, ed. The Wiley Blackwell Encyclopedia of Globalization. Malden, MA: Blackwell, 2012.

	George Ritzer and Zeynep Atalay. Readings in Globalization: Key Concepts and Major Debates. Malden, MA: Wiley‐Blackwell, 2010.

	George Ritzer and Paul Dean. Globalization: A Basic Text, 2nd ed. Malden, MA: Wiley‐Blackwell, 2015.





REFERENCES


	Albrow, Martin. 1996. The Global Age. Cambridge: Polity.

	Altman, Daniel. 2007. Connected: 24 Hours in the Global Economy. New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux.

	Anner, Mark, and Peter Evans. 2004. “Building Bridges Across a Double‐Divide: Alliances between US and Latin American Labor and NGOs.” Development in Practice 14: 1–2.

	Appadurai, Arjun. 1996. Modernity at Large: Cultural Dimensions of Globalization. Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

	Axford, Barrie. 2012. “Networks.” In George Ritzer, ed., Wiley‐Blackwell Encyclopedia of Globalization. Malden, MA: Wiley‐Blackwell.

	Axford, Barrie. 2016. “Connectivity and Consciousness: How Globalities are Constituted through Communication Flows.” In Roland Robertson and Didem Buhari‐Gulmez, eds., Global Culture: Consciousness and Connectivity. Ashgate: Routledge.

	Bauman, Zygmunt. 2000. Liquid Modernity. Cambridge: Polity.

	Bauman, Zygmunt. 2003. Liquid Love. Cambridge: Polity.

	Bauman, Zygmunt. 2005. Liquid Life. Cambridge: Polity.

	Bauman, Zygmunt. 2006. Liquid Fear. Cambridge: Polity.

	Bauman, Zygmunt. 2011. Culture in a Liquid Modern World. Malden, MA: Polity.

	Bauman, Zygmunt. 2012. Liquid Surveillance: A Conversation. Malden, MA: Polity.

	Beer, David, and Roger Burrows. 2007. “Sociology and, of and in Web 2.0: Some Initial Considerations.” Sociological Research Online 12, 5. http://www.socresonline.org.uk/12/5/17.html. Last accessed August 8, 2018.

	Besant, Alexander. 2012. “Greece Completes Border Wall to Keep out Immigrants.” Global Post December 17.

	Birdsall, William. 2012. “Web 2.0.” In George Ritzer, ed., Wiley‐Blackwell Encyclopedia of Globalization. Malden, MA: Wiley‐Blackwell.

	Boeri, Tito, Herbert Brucker, Frederic Doquier, and Hillel Rapoport, eds. 2012. Brain Drain and Brain Gain: The Global Competition to Attract High‐Skilled Migrants. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

	Bose, Christine. 2015. “Patterns of Global Gender Inequalities and Regional Gender Regimes.” Gender and Society 29 (6): 767–791.

	Bronfenbrenner, Kate, ed. 2007. Global Unions: Challenging Transnational Capital Through Cross‐Border Campaigns. Ithaca, NY: ILR Press.

	Brown, Richard Harvey. 1989. A Poetic for Sociology: Toward a Logic of Discovery for the Human Sciences. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

	Cartier, Carolyn. 2001. Globalizing South China. Oxford: Blackwell.

	Castells, Manuel. 1996. The Rise of the Network Society. Malden, MA: Blackwell.

	Chanda, Nayan. 2007. Bound Together: How Traders, Preachers, Adventurers, and Warriors Shaped Globalization. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

	Connell, R. W., and June Crawford. 2005. “The Global Connections of Intellectual Workers.” International Sociology 20 (1): 5–26.

	 Davis, Mark, ed. 2016. Liquid Sociology: Metaphor in Zygmunt Bauman's Analysis of Modernity. New York: Routledge.

	Deflem, Mathieu, ed. 2016. Sociologists in a Global Age. New York: Routledge.

	Derudder, Ben, Michael Hoyler, Peter J. Taylor, and Frank Witlox. 2012. International Handbook on Globalization and World Cities. Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar Publishing.

	Dicken, Peter. 2015. Global Shift: Mapping the Changing Contours of the World Economy, 7th ed. New York: Guilford Press.

	Drori, Gili. 2012. “Digital Divide.” In George Ritzer, ed., Wiley‐Blackwell Encyclopedia of Globalization. Malden, MA: Wiley‐Blackwell.

	Economist . 2006a. “Genghis the Globalizer.” January 12.

	Economist . 2006b. “DP World Agree to Divest Its American Ports.” March 10.

	Edwards, Paige. 2012. “Global Sushi: Eating and Identity.” Perspectives on Global Development and Technology 11 (1): 211–225.

	Evans, Peter. 2014. “National Labor Movements and Transnational Connections: Global Labor's Evolving Architecture Under Neoliberalism.” Institute for Research on Labor and Employment Working Paper No. 116‐14. http://irle.berkeley.edu/workingpapers/116‐14.pdf. Last accessed August 8, 2018.

	Faist, Thomas. 2012. “Transnational Migration.” In George Ritzer, ed., Wiley‐Blackwell Encyclopedia of Globalization. Malden, MA: Wiley‐Blackwell.

	Fishman, Ted. 2006. China Inc.: How the Rise of the Next Superpower Challenges America and the World. New York: Scribner.

	Friedman, Thomas. 2005. The World is Flat: A Brief History of the Twenty‐first Century. New York: Farrar, Straus, Giroux.

	Friedman, Thomas. 2009. Hot, Flat, and Crowded: Why We Need a Green Revolution – and How It Can Renew America, Release 2.0. New York: Picador.

	Gibbon, Edward. 1998. The History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire. London: Wordsworth.

	Giulianotti, Richard, and Roland Robertson. 2007. “Recovering the Social: Globalization, Football and Transnationalism.” In Richard Giulianotti and Roland Robertson, eds., Globalization and Sport. Malden, MA: Blackwell.

	Hill Collins, Patricia. 2000. Black Feminist Thought: Knowledge, Consciousness and the Politics of Empowerment. New York: Routledge.

	Hirst, Paul, and Grahame Thompson. 1999. Globalization in Question. Cambridge: Polity.

	Hogan, Jackie, and Kristin Haltinner. 2015. “Floods, Invaders, and Parasites: Immigration Threat Narratives and Right‐Wing Populism in the USA, UK and Australia.” Journal of Intercultural Studies 36 (5): 520–543.

	Hussain, Muzammil, and Philip Howard. 2013. “What Best Explains Successful Protest Cascades? ICTs and the Fuzzy Causes of the Arab Spring.” International Studies Review 15 (1): 48–66.

	Inda, Jonathan Xavier, and Renato Rosaldo. 2008. “Tracking Global Flows.” In Jonathan Xavier Inda and Renato Rosaldo, eds., The Anthropology of Globalization: A Reader, 2nd ed. Malden, MA: Blackwell.

	International Telecommunication Union. 2014. ICT Facts and Figures, 2014. Geneva, Switzerland: International Telecommunication Union.

	Janz, Caroline. 2014. “Ongoing Demarcations: The Intersections of Inequalities in a Globalized World.” In Alexander Lenger and Florian Schumacher, eds., Understanding the Dynamics of Global Inequality. New York: Springer.

	Jones, Reece, and Corey Johnson, eds. 2016. Placing the Border in Everyday Life. New York: Routledge.

	 Kelly, William W. 2007. “Is Baseball a Global Sport? America’s ‘National Pastime’ as a Global Field and International Sport.” In Richard Giulianotti and Roland Robertson, eds., Globalization and Sport. Malden, MA: Blackwell.

	Khagram, Sanjeev. 2012. “Transnationalism.” In George Ritzer, ed., Wiley‐Blackwell Encyclopedia of Globalization. Malden, MA: Wiley‐Blackwell.

	Knorr Cetina, Karin. 2005. “Complex Global Microstructures: The New Terrorist Societies.” Theory, Culture & Society 22 (5): 213–234.

	Knorr Cetina, Karin. 2012. “Financial Markets.” In George Ritzer, ed., Wiley‐Blackwell Encyclopedia of Globalization. Malden, MA: Wiley‐Blackwell.

	Knorr Cetina, Karin. 2016. “What is a Financial Market? Global Markets as Media‐Institutional Forms.” In Patrik Aspers and Nigel Dodd, eds., Re‐Imagining Economic Sociology. New York: Oxford University Press.

	Knorr Cetina, Karin, and Urs Bruegger. 2002. “Global Microstructures: The Virtual Societies of Financial Markets.” American Journal of Sociology 107 (4): 905–950.

	Lewin, Tamar. 2008. “Universities Rush to Set Up Outposts Abroad.” New York Times February 10.

	Lowenhaupt Tsing, Anna. 2005. Friction: An Ethnography of Global Connection. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

	Maddox, Alexia, Monica Barratt, Matthew Allen, and Simon Lenton. 2016. “Constructive Activism in the Dark Web: Cryptomarkets and Illicit Drugs in the Digital ‘Demimonde’.” Information, Communication, and Society 19 (1): 111–126.

	Mann, Michael. 2007. “Has Globalization Ended the Rise and the Rise of the Nation‐state?” Review of International Political Economy 4 (3): 472–496.

	Mansharamani, Vikram. 2016. “The $2 Billion Market for Passports.” Fortune April 2.

	Marx, Karl, and Friedrich Engels. 1848/2000. “The Communist Manifesto.” In David McLellan, ed., Karl Marx: Selected Writings, 2nd ed. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

	Micheli, Marina. 2015. “What is New in the Digital Divide? Understanding Internet Use by Teenagers from Different Social Backgrounds.” In Laura Robinson, Shelia R. Cotten, Jeremy Schulz, Timothy M. Hale, and Apryl Williams, eds., Communication and Information Technologies Annual. Bingley: Emerald Publishing.

	Moghadam, Valentine. 2007. “Gender and the Global Economy.” In J. Timmons Roberts and Amy Bellone Hite, eds., The Globalization and Development Reader. Malden, MA: Blackwell.

	Nederveen Pieterse, Jan. 2012. “Periodizing Globalization: Histories of Globalization.” New Global Studies 6 (2): 1–25.

	Paletta, Damian, Keith Johnson, and Sudeep Reddy. 2012. “Obama Blocks Chinese Firms from Windfarm Projects.” Wall Street Journal September 28.

	Portes, Alejandro, ed. 2001. “New Research and Theory on Immigrant Transnationalism.” Global Networks 1 (3): 181–306.

	Ramzy, Austin. 2016. “Architect of China's ‘Great Firewall’ Bumps Into It.” New York Times April 6.

	Reuveny, Rafael, and William R. Thompson. 2001. “Explaining Protectionism: 17 Perspectives and One Common Denominator.” Global Society 15 (3): 229–249.

	Rey, P. J., and George Ritzer. 2010. “Conceptualizing Globalization in Terms of Flows.” Current Perspectives in Social Theory 27: 247–271.

	Robertson, Roland, and David Inglis. 2004. “The Global Animus: In the Tracks of World Consciousness.” Globalizations 1 (1): 38–49.

	Robinson, William I. 2007. “Transnationality.” In Jan Aart Scholte and Roland Robertson, eds., Encyclopedia of Globalization. New York: MTM Publishing.

	 Rosenthal, Joel T. 2007. “Voyages of Discovery.” In Jan Aart Scholte and Roland Robertson, eds., Encyclopedia of Globalization. New York: MTM Publishing.

	Sassen, Saskia. 1991. The Global City: New York, London, and Tokyo. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

	Sassen, Saskia. 2007. “Migration.” In Jan Aart Scholte and Roland Robertson, eds., Encyclopedia of Globalization. New York: MTM Publishing.

	Sassen, Saskia. 2013. “The Global City: Strategic Site/New Frontier.” In Engin Isin, ed., Democracy, Citizenship, and the Global City. Abingdon: Routledge.

	Scholte, Jan Aart. 2004. “Globalization Studies: Past and Future: A Dialogue of Diversity.” Globalizations 1 (1): 102–110.

	Scholte, Jan Aart. 2005. Globalization: A Critical Introduction, 2nd ed. New York: Palgrave.

	Schumpeter, Joseph A. 1976. Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy, 5th ed. London: George Allen and Unwin.

	Shamir, Ronen. June 2005. “Without Borders? Notes on Globalization as a Mobility Regime.” Sociological Theory 23 (2): 197–217.

	Singh Grewal, David. 2008. Network Power: The Social Dynamics of Globalization. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

	Smith, Jackie. 2001. “Globalizing Resistance: The Battle of Seattle and the Future of Social Movements.” Mobilization 6 (1): 1–19.

	Soros, George. 2000. Open Society: Reforming Global Capitalism. New York: Public Affairs.

	Tsing, Anna. 2000. “The Global Situation.” Cultural Anthropology 15 (3): 327–360.

	Wastl‐Walter, Doris, ed. 2012. The Ashgate Research Companion to Border Studies. New York: Ashgate.

	Wilson, Erin. 2012. “Globality.” In George Ritzer, ed. Wiley‐Blackwell Encyclopedia of Globalization. Malden, MA: Wiley‐Blackwell.

	Yeginsu, Cyelan, and Karam Shoumali. 2016. “11 Syrian Refugees Reported Killed by Turkish Border Guards.” New York Times June 19.

	Yuan, Li. 2006. “Big Phone Firms Delve Undersea for Asian Growth.” Wall Street Journal December 18.








CHAPTER 2
Theorizing Globalization












	Imperialism


	Colonialism


	Development


	Americanization

	Anti‐Americanism as a Global Process
 



	Neoliberalism

	Neoliberalism: Basic Ideas

	The Neoliberal State

	Critiquing Neoliberalism: Karl Polanyi

	Contemporary Criticisms of Neoliberalism
 



	Neo‐Marxian Theories

	Transnational Capitalism

	Empire
 



	Chapter Summary

 
 




  

Chapter 1 offered an approach to, and various tools for looking at and thinking about, globalization. It also offered a variety of perspectives on the origins and the historical background of the contemporary process of globalization. This chapter deals with a set of ideas and theories that will prove helpful in thinking about globalization. (It should be noted that a whole other set of theories that relate specifically to the globalization of culture will be discussed in Chapter 7.) While some of these theories relate more to epochs prior to the current global age, they not only help in understanding those eras, but are also helpful in better understanding globalization today.




IMPERIALISM

Imperialism is a broad concept that describes various methods employed by one country to gain control (sometimes through territorial conquest) of another country (or geographic area) and then to exercise that control (especially political, economic, and territorial) over it – and perhaps many others (Smith 2016). The term comes from the Roman imperium (Markoff 2007), and was first associated with domination and political control over one or more neighboring nations. The term “empire” is also derived from imperium, and was originally used to describe political forms that had characteristics of Roman rule, especially an incredibly powerful leader (the Roman imperator or emperor) and a huge chasm between the power of the ruler and the ruled (Gibbon 1998). Over time, the notion of empire, and of the process of imperialism, came to be associated with rulership over vast geographic spaces and the people who lived there. It is this characteristic that leads to the association between imperialism and globalization. In fact, many of the processes discussed in this book under the heading of “globalization” – trade, migration, communication, and so on – existed between the imperial power and the geographic areas that it controlled.
 






Imperialism: Methods employed by one nation‐state to gain power over an area(s) and then to exercise control over it.








The term “imperialism” came into widespread use in the late nineteenth century as a number of nations (Germany, Italy, Belgium, Great Britain, France, the United States) competed for control over previously undeveloped geographic areas, especially in Africa. (Before that, Spain, Portugal and the Netherlands had been other leading imperialist nations.) While used mainly descriptively at first, imperialism came to have a negative connotation, beginning, perhaps, with the Boer War (1899–1902). Questions were raised about the need for political (and cultural) control by the imperial powers.

Lenin (1917/1939), the first leader of the Soviet Union, was an important early theorist of imperialism, especially in his book, Imperialism: The Highest Stage of Capitalism (see also Hobson's [1902/1905/1938] Imperialism). The title of Lenin's work well expresses his view (and Hobson's) that the economic nature of capitalism leads capitalistic economies, and the nation‐states that are dominated by them, to seek out and control distant geographic areas. Control over foreign markets and foreign investments is necessary to provide resources for capitalist industries and to create new markets for them. In other words, a capitalist economic system tends to expand imperialistically throughout the world.

The (mainly European) capitalist nations and firms are seen as having carved that world up among themselves. From a revolutionary point of view, Lenin saw imperialism as a parasitic system, and one that was part of – and reflected the decay of – capitalism.

There are several arguments against the view that imperialism is a purely economic phenomenon. For one thing, in its early years, the flow of profits to the dominant countries was not as great as many assumed. For another, imperialism had much to do with European politics and competition among European nation‐states. Perhaps of greatest importance was the Europeans' sense of superior culture and the belief that it gave them the right to exploit – and in the process civilize – the “less developed” world (Ashcroft et al. 1998: 126).

The continuing importance of the idea of imperialism has been challenged in Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri’s Empire (2000). In their view, the often heavy‐handed, nation‐based forms of imperialism just described have been replaced by a far more subtle and complex network of global political/economic/cultural processes that are exercising a new form of control – one that is better captured, in their view, by the idea of empire than by imperialism. We will examine their work in detail later in this chapter, but the key point is that while the process may have changed, efforts at gaining hegemonic control continue unabated.

Related to Hardt and Negri's argument is the idea that the decline of the importance of the nation‐state makes it difficult to continue to talk in terms of imperialism, which, at its base, is a view that a given nation exercises control over other nations (or geographic areas) around the world. It is this decline that leads to Hardt and Negri's more “decentered” view of globalization. That is, imperialism was a modern process and perspective that was “centered” on the nation‐state (Great Britain, the Soviet Union, the United States), but the declining importance of the nation‐state requires a very different view of control exercised on a global scale. To Hardt and Negri, it is the power exercised by a decentered empire that has replaced that exercised by imperialism and practiced by nation‐states.

David Harvey (2003) has more recently articulated the idea that a “new imperialism” has arisen, with the United States as its prime (if not only) representative. He calls this “capitalist imperialism,” and sees it as a contradictory fusion of economics and politics. Thus, Harvey offers a more integrated view of imperialism than did Lenin (or Hobson). More specifically, it involves a fusion of the political – “imperialism as a distinctively political project on the part of actors whose power is based in command of a territory and a capacity to mobilize its human and natural resources towards political, economic, and military ends” – and the economic – “imperialism as a diffuse political‐economic process in space and time in which command over and use of capital takes primacy” (Harvey 2003: 26). There are fundamental differences between the two (political interest in territory and capitalist interest in command and use of capital), but the “two logics intertwine in complex and sometimes contradictory ways” (2003: 29). For example, to the American government, the Vietnam War made sense from a political point of view, but it hardly made sense from an economic one, and may even have adversely affected the US economy. More generally, Harvey wonders whether we are now seeing an increase in US political imperialism (e.g. Iraq and Afghanistan) even as the United States is declining in importance from the perspective of economic imperialism (e.g. the rise in economic power of China, the European Union, India, etc.).




COLONIALISM

Colonialism is clearly related to imperialism, and the terms are sometimes used interchangeably, but colonialism has a more specific meaning (Steinmetz 2016). At the most extreme, imperialism involves a control without the creation of colonies (Harvey 2006: 21). Colonialism generally involves settlers, as well as much more formal mechanisms of political control than those of imperialism. Thus, colonialism often entails the colonizer creating an administrative apparatus to run its internal affairs, including its settlements, within the colonized country (or geographic area). According to Edward Said, “imperialism means the practice, the theory, and the attitudes of a dominating metropolitan centre ruling a distant territory; ‘colonialism,’ which is almost always a consequence of imperialism, is the implanting of settlements on distant territory” (cited in Ashcroft et al. 1998: 45). While both imperialism and colonialism involve economic and political (as well as cultural) control, imperialism is (following Lenin) more defined by economic control (and exploitation), while colonialism is more about political control.
 






Colonialism: Creation by a colonial power of an administration in an area that has been colonized to run its internal affairs.








Although colonialism has an ancient history, it can be said to have had two great and relatively recent ages. The first, beginning in the fifteenth century, was led by European powers, especially Spain and Portugal, and involved creating colonies in Africa, Asia, and the Americas. The second, or modern, phase lasted roughly between 1820 and the end of WW I. It involved other European powers (most importantly Great Britain, France, and Germany), as well as the United States and Japan.

Some colonies (e.g. India as a colony of the British) persisted well into the twentieth century. However, during that period, the momentum shifted in the direction of decolonization, or “the process of revealing and dismantling colonialist power in all its forms. This includes dismantling the hidden aspects of those institutional and cultural forces that had maintained the colonialist power and that remain even after political independence is achieved” (Ashcroft et al. 1998: 63). Decolonization movements began to succeed with greater frequency as the twentieth century unfolded. They were followed by decolonization and the achievement of political independence (Grimal 1878). Decolonization was particularly important after the close of WW II. This was followed by a period of neo‐colonialism (Nkrumah 1965), where efforts at control over the former colonies and other nation‐states grew much more indirect, subtle (e.g. through cultural and educational institutions), and focused on economic control and exploitation. The subtlety of neo‐colonialism made it more insidious and harder to detect, and therefore more difficult to resist and combat.

Today, few, if any, colonies remain, with the result that we can now think in terms of post‐colonialism (Mulcahey 2017). Clearly, this implies the era in once‐colonized areas after the colonizing power has departed (although post‐colonial thinking and work could already be well under way before their departure). However, in recent years, it has come to take on more specific meanings that relate to various developments that take place in a former colony after the colonizing power departs. For example, it relates to a critical issue in globalization studies today: that of national identity, especially the difficulty of gaining identity (as an Indian, for example) after a colonial power (the British, in the case of India) has departed. The most notable work on this is Edward Said's Orientalism (1979/1994: 93), which deals with this problem in the context of both overt and more subtle negative stereotypes developed in the West about those who live in the East. The issue raised is the difficulty experienced by “Orientals” in developing a positive identity in light of all the negativity about them in the West, which, of course, dominated the East in various ways (imperialism, colonialism, etc.) until very recently. This negativity is especially clear in the history of Western literature (and film) about the East.
 






Post‐colonialism: Developments that take place in a former colony after the colonizing power departs.







  

DEVELOPMENT

Development can be seen as a historical stage (roughly the 1940s to the 1970s) that preceded the global age (McMichael 2016; Viterna and Robertson 2015). Specifically, development can be viewed as a “project” that predated the project of globalization. As a project, it was primarily concerned with the economic development of specific nations, usually those that were not regarded as sufficiently advanced economically.
 






Development: A “project” primarily concerned with the economic development of specific nation‐states not regarded as sufficiently developed.








A key aspect of development projects was import‐substitution. That is, in order to undergo development, Southern countries had to develop their own industries, instead of focusing on producing for export and relying on imports from other countries, especially in the North. Thus, for example, developing countries were urged to develop an automobile industry. Such an industry was important not only in itself, but because it would lead to other kinds of development, such as parts manufacturing and road building (McMichael 2016). Such independence would not seem to be in the interest of the developed nations of the North. For example, wouldn't the United States prefer to sell its automobiles to Brazil, rather than having Brazil produce its own? While it might, the fact is that the United States and other developed nations of the North benefited from import‐substitution development by increasing foreign direct investment
 (FDI) in the industries that emerged in less developed countries, reaping great profits from these investments.
 






Import‐substitution: “Encouraging” countries (usually in the South) to develop their own industries, instead of producing for export and relying on imports.
















Foreign direct investment (FDI): Investment by a firm in one nation‐state in a firm in another nation‐state with the intention of controlling it.








Also to be included under the heading of the “development project” was foreign aid offered by developed countries to those that were less developed. This encompassed financial assistance, as well as aid in terms of food (e.g. the United States shipping its excess wheat to developing countries). While such aid was certainly helpful in the short run, in the longer term it often adversely affected the ability of some countries to grow and produce their own food (e.g. wheat), and therefore led to greater food dependency.

Many are critical of development theory on a variety of grounds. For example, Paul Collier (2007) critiques it for focusing on those nations that have a good chance of succeeding and ignoring the poorest nations (and failed nation‐states) that are at the bottom of the global hierarchy on various dimensions (life expectancy, infant mortality, long‐term malnutrition, etc.).

There is also a body of work known as dependency theory (Cardoso and Faletto 1979; Kick 2012). It emphasizes the fact that the kinds of programs discussed in this section led not so much to the development of the nation‐states of the South as to a decline in their independence and an increase in their dependence on the countries of the North, especially the United States. Underdevelopment is not an aberrant condition, or one caused by the less developed nations themselves, but is built into the development project (as well as into global capitalism). Dependency theory also involves the idea that instead of bringing economic improvement, development brings with it greater impoverishment.
 






Dependency theory: The idea that the development of the nation‐states of the South contributed to a decline in their independence and to an increase in their dependence on the North.








Andre Gunder Frank (1969) argues that behind the whole idea of development is the notion that the present of less developed countries resembles the past of developed countries. Thus, if the less developed countries simply follow the same path taken by the developed ones, they too will become developed. However, the developed countries were never in the same position as less developed countries today; the developed countries were undeveloped while the less developed countries were (and are) underdeveloped. The result is that the path followed by the former is not necessarily the best one for the latter.

Frank also rejects the idea that the underdevelopment of a country is traceable to sources internal to that country. Rather, he argues that it is a product of the capitalist system and of the relationship between developed and underdeveloped countries within that system. Further, he rejects the idea that the solution to underdevelopment lies in the diffusion of capital, institutions, values, and so on from the developed world. He contends that the less developed countries can only develop if they are independent of most of these capitalist relationships, which, after all, are really the cause of their lack of development. It is capitalism that is the cause of development in the developed nations and of underdevelopment in the less developed nations.

Dependency theory has tended to wane, but it has been replaced by – and to some degree incorporated in – a broader theory known as world system theory (Wallerstein 1974, 2004). This theory envisions a world divided mainly between the core and the periphery, with the nation‐states associated with the latter being dependent on, and exploited by, those of the former.
 






World system theory: The idea that the world is divided mainly between the core and the periphery, with the latter dependent on, and exploited by, the former.








The development project was basically a failure, since the world clearly remained – and remains – characterized by great inequalities, especially economic inequalities, between the North and the South. More pointedly, many nations associated with the South did not develop to any appreciable degree. Indeed, it could be argued that they fell further behind, rather than gaining on, the developed countries. Furthermore, the whole development project came to be seen as offensive, since it tended to elevate the North and everything about it, especially its economic system, while demeaning everything associated with the South. In its place, the globalization project at least sounded more equitable, since it was inherently multilateral and multidirectional, while development was unilateral and unidirectional, with money and other assistance flowing from the North to the South. There is much evidence, however, that the globalization project has not worked out very differently from the development project in terms of differences between the North and South. Furthermore, many of the institutions created during the period of dependency (those associated with the United Nations) continue to function and play a central role in globalization. This raises the question of whether globalization is simply development with another, less offensive, label. This would be the view taken by those who are critics of neoliberalism, which undergirds much of contemporary economic globalization (see later).




AMERICANIZATION

Americanization is another process that, like those already discussed, is related to globalization, but is not identical or reducible to it (Campbell 2012). However, there are certainly those who think it is. For example, former US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger (1999) says that “globalisation is really another name for the dominant role of the United States.” This view has probably never been fully accurate, and in any case, US power and influence around the world are clearly in decline in the early twenty‐first century. Nevertheless, Americanization has been a central part of globalization. Richard Kuisel (1993: 96) defines Americanization as “the import by non‐Americans of products, images, technologies, practices and behaviour that are closely associated with America/Americans.”
 






Americanization: Imports by non‐Americans of that which is closely associated with America/Americans.








We should note that the term “Americanization” can mean not only the influence of the United States, but also that of Canada and Mexico, as well as Central and South America. After all, they are all part of the Americas. Having given that disclaimer, we will follow the usage of “Americanization” within the academic literature (and most everyday usage), which focuses on the United States, when we discuss the concept.

Long before globalization became a central academic and lay concern, there were many works over a long period of time that dealt with America's global influence, especially on Europe. While the continuation of that work to this day indicates that there has been no diminution of interest in Americanization (Nye 2015), there was a particularly heavy concentration on this topic in the 1960s, at or near the summit of America's global power (especially its industrial power, given the decades it took Europe [and Japan] to recover economically from the devastation of WW II), and no work epitomizes this better than the Frenchman J.‐J. Servan‐Schreiber's The American Challenge (1968).

Echoing Georges Duhamel's (1931) notion of an American “menace,” Servan‐Schreiber saw America as a business, industrial, and economic threat to Europe. His view, and the fear of the day, is reflected in the opening line of his book (which seems laughable in the light of subsequent developments, such as the rise of European [e.g. BMW] and the decline of American [e.g. General Motors] industry): “Fifteen years from now it is quite possible that the world's third greatest industrial power, just after the US and Russia, will not be Europe, but American industry in Europe” (Servan‐Schreiber 1968: 3). Whatever the errors in this view in light of today's realities (including the rise of the European Union, Japan, and China), it is reflective of the sense at the time of the power, especially industrially, of Americanization.

In the ensuing years, fears of Americanization, or at least of US industries, declined and were replaced by other fears, most of which were seen as threatening to the United States as well. One such fear, reflective of the remarkable post‐war development of Japanese industry, was of “Japanization” (Elger and Smith 1994), later to be supplemented, and to some degree replaced, by fears of the “Asian Tigers” (e.g. Singapore), the European Union, and, most recently, and likely more enduringly, China (Huntington 1996).

However, other nations' fears of the United States and its economic power certainly did not disappear. Concern about the expansion of American industry was replaced (at least until the Great Recession) to a large degree by a growing fear, reflective of a sea change in the American economy, of American dominance globally in the realm of consumption (Goodman 2007). The fear was no longer of industrial giants (many of which are declining and disappearing, like US Steel and General Motors), but rather of the impact of behemoths in the realm of consumption, such as Wal‐Mart, Amazon, Coca‐Cola, McDonald's, and Visa (Ritzer 1995, 2009). Nothing reflected this change better than the fact that the largest corporation in the world was no longer the production‐oriented General Motors, but rather the consumption‐oriented retailer, Wal‐Mart (Soderquist 2005). This fear of the giants in the realm of consumption, which was and is also found within the United States, is reflected in concerns over processes that have been labeled “Coca‐Globalization” (Foster 2012), “McDonaldization” (Ritzer 2018), “Disneyization” (Bryman 2004; Sandlin and Garlen 2016), and “Wal‐Martization” (Matusitz 2014). As new leaders in the field of consumption, almost always US in origin, came to the fore, they led to new labels and new fears. For example, the growth of Starbucks (despite declines during the Great Recession) led to concern over “Starbuckization” (Ritzer 2018). Judging by the proliferation of its coffee shops in many countries around the world (at least 75, as of 2018), there was clear reason for such concern. Thus, if Servan‐Schreiber had revised his book in, say, 2018, he would undoubtedly have focused on the threats posed by the exportation of America's consumer products and its “means (or cathedrals) of consumption” (Ritzer 2009) – fast‐food restaurants, superstores, shopping malls, and so on – in Europe (see Chapter 7).
 

Anti‐Americanism as a Global Process

Americanization has long been accompanied by a counter‐reaction, in various places in the world, that can be thought of as anti‐Americanism. Just as Americanization has proliferated as a process closely linked to globalization, so too has anti‐Americanism. Not only is it an increasingly global phenomenon, but it is also one that seems to flow far more readily than Americanization to the far reaches of the globe. It also seems more intense than in the past, and there is certainly far more attention and publicity devoted to it. But what, exactly, is anti‐Americanism?

Anti‐Americanism is not a homogeneous phenomenon, even if the word conveys a sense of a kind of general criticism that is expressed similarly across much of the world. There are distinct forms, causes, and expressions of anti‐Americanism; in other words, there are anti‐Americanisms rather than an overarching anti‐Americanism (Singh 2006). It is such an amorphous concept that both opposition to US cultural, economic, and political policies and more sweeping negative generalizations about the United States are included under its heading. It can encompass everything from casual and superficial criticism of the United States to a deep‐seated and widely shared animosity (O'Connor 2007: 1–21).

One well‐known definition of anti‐Americanism is:


a predisposition to hostility toward the United States and American society, a relentless critical impulse toward American social, economic, and political institutions, traditions, and values; it entails an aversion to American culture in particular and its influence abroad, often also contempt for the American national character (or what is presumed to be such a character) and dislike of American people, manners, behavior, dress, and so on; rejection of American foreign policy and a firm belief in the malignity of American influence and presence anywhere in the world.

(Hollander 1992: 339, emphasis in the original)




This is a rather breath‐taking definition of anti‐Americanism, encompassing a wide range of specific phenomena. Its attraction is its sweep, but the diversity of phenomena encompassed by that sweep makes it clear that our sense of anti‐Americanism needs refinement.

O'Connor (2007, 2012) argues that anti‐Americanism can be seen as prejudice, because it prejudges America, Americans, and American action, it offers a one‐sided view of things American, and its view of America is undifferentiated. To overcome such a prejudice, and to develop a far better critique of America, one must base one's critique “on details and evidence, rather than broad prejudices and stereotypes; from analysis, not knee‐jerk rejection” (O'Connor 2007: 19). More generally, O'Connor argues that this prejudice, like all others, (i) needs to be challenged and confronted; (ii) needs to be seen as making clear the need for a more differentiated view of the United States; and (iii) needs to be viewed as being in opposition to intelligent thought. Thus, “the challenge is how to engage with America without letting anti‐American prejudices overwhelm critique” (O'Connor 2007: 21). Overall, O'Connor argues that for anti‐Americanism to be taken seriously, it must be based on intelligent critique well grounded in facts rather than on prejudice against the United States.
   

NEOLIBERALISM

The term neoliberalism involves, in Harvey's (2005, 2011) view, a combination of classical liberalism's commitment to individual liberty with neoclassical economics devoted to the free market and opposed to state intervention in that market. Liberalism came to be called neoliberalism (Fourcade‐Gourinchas and Babb 2002) as a result of developments in the 1930s. Liberal ideas were revitalized and transformed because of the desire to counter the interventionism and collectivism that dominated much thinking (especially Keynesian theories, as well as Marxian ones) and many political systems (especially the New Deal in the United States and the rise of the Soviet Union) of the early twentieth century (Turner and Gamble 2007). Neoliberalism's intellectual leaders were economists, especially Friedrich von Hayek and Ludwig von Mises. An organization devoted to liberal ideas, the Mont Pelerin Society (MPS), was created in 1947. Its members were alarmed by the expansion of collectivist socialism (especially in, and sponsored by, the Soviet Union) and the aggressive intervention by liberal governments in the market (e.g. Franklin Roosevelt's New Deal). Those associated with MPS, especially the famous and highly influential Chicago economist Milton Friedman, played a key role in the efforts to protect traditional liberal ideas, to develop neoliberal theory, and to sponsor that theory's utilization by countries throughout the world (Goodman 2008: 3).
 






Neoliberalism: Liberal commitment to individual liberty combined with a belief in the free market and opposition to state intervention in it.








Friedman taught economics at the University of Chicago beginning in 1946, and Hayek (“patron saint of the Chicago School” [Klein 2007: 131]) was a colleague there for a time in the 1950s. The Chicago economics department became the center of the neoliberal approach and produced a number of students who became known as the “Chicago Boys.” After they finished their advanced degrees, the Chicago Boys either went back to their home countries or served as consultants in various places throughout the world. In either case, they spread the neoliberal doctrine taught at Chicago by Friedman and played a central role in it becoming policy in a number of nations.

A key development in the history of neoliberalism was the democratic election of Salvador Allende, a Marxist, as President of Chile in 1970. The United States sponsored a coup against him in September 1973, engineered by the Chilean military (with CIA assistance) (Dallek 2007). Allende was killed and replaced by the general who led the coup, Augusto Pinochet. Many of the Chicago Boys had returned to Chile after their training at the University of Chicago, and with Pinochet's ascension to power they were given the opportunity to implement Friedman's neoliberal ideas, which, in a highly critical account, Naomi Klein calls the “shock doctrine” (Klein 2007). This involved the view that a total overhaul of an economy required a shock (like the Chilean coup), and the economic policies put in place were designed to change the economy dramatically and, at least in theory, to breathe life into it. The basic free‐market premises of this economic doctrine were derived from Friedman's teachings and writings (especially Capitalism and Freedom [2002]). They involved the privatization of industry, the deregulation of the economy, and the reduction of spending on social welfare programs. In the political arena, laws and regulations were dismantled, leaving people to deal with the shock of the resulting lawlessness. The actions associated with each of these premises profoundly shook the economy, as well as the larger society. The nation's capitalists were the main beneficiaries of this shock therapy, especially privatization, which put them in an ownership position and in control of the newly privatized industries. They also benefited from the deregulation of the economy, which left them free to operate – and profit – almost at will. The main victims were the nation's poor, whose economic situation was made worse by the shredding of the social safety net that served to protect them, at least to some degree.

Of far greater global importance was the influence of these ideas, and the shock doctrine, in the 1980s under the conservative political administrations of Margaret Thatcher in the United Kingdom and Ronald Reagan in the United States. Early in their administrations, both leaders undertook shock therapy by, for example, taking on and defeating powerful labor unions. Such shocks were then used as a basis for radically overhauling their respective economies by applying the neoliberal ideas of the Chicago School. A decade later, the collapse of the Soviet Union seemingly left few alternatives to neoliberalism. Indeed, shortly after the collapse of communism, Russia and other countries once in its orbit (e.g. Poland) came in for shock therapy and the institution, at least in part, of a free‐market economy.

Much of the world came to accept, or was coerced into accepting, neoliberalism. Major forces in this were the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank (see Chapter 3), both of which were heavily staffed by products of the Chicago economics department (“there was a virtual conveyor belt delivering Chicago Boys to the two institutions” [Klein 2007: 280]), and which practiced a form of shock therapy known as structural adjustment (Babb 2012). That is, in order to receive aid from these organizations, receiving nations had to restructure their economies and societies in line with neoliberal theory. In addition to liberalizing financial markets and deregulating the economy, this also meant major cuts to social spending and healthcare. This neoliberal theory came to be most associated with the United States and the Washington‐based global organizations it exerted great control over (again, the IMF and the World Bank [Plehwe 2007] are prime examples). In fact, neoliberalism (Campbell and Pederson 2001; Harvey 2011) is often referred to as the “Washington Consensus” (Serra and Stiglitz 2008) because of its linkage to the political and economic position of the United States and the physical location of such organizations in that nation's capital. The term “Washington Consensus” was coined by, and is associated with the work of, John Williamson (1990a, 1990b, 1993; Cavanagh and Broad 2007: 1243–1245). Most generally, in the Washington Consensus, “unimpeded private market forces were seen as the driving engines of growth” (Cavanagh and Broad 2007: 1243). Absent was any concern for equity, redistribution, social issues, or the environment.1
 






Structural adjustment: Conditions of economic “restructuring” imposed by organizations such as the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) on borrowing nation‐states.








The Washington Consensus had its heyday in the 1980s and early 1990s (as reflected in the creation of the North American Free Trade Agreement [NAFTA] in 1994), but began to collapse soon after as a result of an avalanche of developments (financial shocks in Mexico in 1994 and 1998, the Asian financial crisis of 1997–98, the collapse of Argentina's economy in 2001, the scandals associated with Enron and WorldCom in 2001 and 2002, which were linked to excessive application of such neoliberal ideas as deregulation and privatization, etc.). A variety of groups – workers, environmentalists, farmers, and peasants, those in poor and less developed nations, and so on – came together in opposition to the Washington Consensus. Then there were the actions of the alter‐globalization movements (especially the anti‐World Trade Organization [WTO] protests in Seattle) and leftist governments throughout Latin America, which have directly challenged this model (Springer 2015; see Chapter 13).

Neoliberalism has recently been called into question in the developed world as a result of the meltdown of the global economy in 2008. The US government was led to intervene in the market in various ways, including by engineering a 2008 takeover of the investment firm Bear Stearns by J. P. Morgan; by nationalizing, or nearly so, the giant mortgage companies Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, as well as the huge insurance conglomerate AIG; and by investing many billions of dollars in the largest American banks (e.g. Citibank) and in the American automobile companies. The government eventually sold off its shares in these companies; in some cases, this resulted in increased government revenue, in others, in huge taxpayer losses (Krisher 2013; Sparshott and Holm 2012). Such intervention would be anathema to Milton Friedman, who long argued for the need to allow the markets to work out such difficulties on their own. The only role he saw for the government was in the management of the money supply (“monetarism”); otherwise, the market was to be left to its own devices. From this perspective, Bear Stearns, Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, AIG, and Citibank should all have been allowed to fail (as happened in the case of the one‐time financial giant, Lehman Brothers).

In Latin America, Friedman's ideas have come under attack for failing to take poverty and inequality into consideration. According to a well‐known Peruvian economist, “The problem with Milton Friedman and his fellow libertarians is they never took into consideration the importance of class … They ignored the way elites were able to distort the policies they prescribed for their own benefit” (Goodman 2008: 3).
 

Neoliberalism: Basic Ideas

William Easterly is opposed to any form of collectivism and state planning because it inhibits, if not destroys, freedom. To Easterly, freedom – especially economic freedom – is highly correlated with economic success. This is the case because economic freedom “permits the decentralized search for success that is the hallmark of free markets” (Easterly 2006: 35).

Easterly offers several reasons why economic freedom is related to economic success and why central planning has been an economic failure. First, it is extremely difficult to know in advance what will succeed and what will fail. Economic freedom permits a multitude of attempts, allowing the failures to be weeded out. Over time, what mostly remains is the successes, which serve to facilitate a higher standard of living. Central planners can never have nearly as much knowledge as myriad individuals seeking success and learning from their failures and the failures of others. Second, markets offer continuous feedback on what is succeeding and what is failing; central planners lack such feedback. Third, economic freedom leads to the ruthless reallocation of resources to that which is succeeding; central planners often have vested interests that prevent such a reallocation. Fourth, economic freedom permits large and rapid increases in scale by financial markets and corporate organizations; central planners lack the flexibility to make large‐scale changes rapidly. Finally, because of sophisticated contractual protections, individuals and corporations are willing to take great risks; central planners are risk‐averse because of their personal vulnerability if things go wrong.

More generally, neoliberalism as a theory comes in various forms, but all are undergirded by some or all of the following ideas (Antonio 2007; Jessop 2012). Great faith is placed in the free market and its rationality. The market needs to be allowed to operate free of any impediments, especially those imposed by the nation‐state and other political entities. The free operation of the market will in the “long run” advantage just about everyone and bring about both improved economic welfare and greater individual freedom (and a democratic political system). Related to the belief in the free market is a parallel belief in free trade. Where there are restraints on the free market and free trade, there is a commitment to deregulation aimed at limiting or eliminating such restraints. There is great belief in the need for the global capitalist system to continue to expand. It is presumed that such expansion will bring with it increased prosperity and decreased poverty.
 






Free market: A market free of any impediments.
















Deregulation: A commitment by nation‐states to limit or eliminate restraints on the free market and free trade.








The principles of the free market are not restricted to the economy (and the polity), but can be applied to every sphere of society, including culture, politics, and the social world (Norberg 2003: 17). Some go even further and argue that transactions in every sphere of life should be like those in the economy. The key to all such transactions is the individual; neoliberalism is radically individualistic.




The Neoliberal State

Many of the ideas associated with the neoliberal economy apply to the closely linked concept of the neoliberal state (Harvey 2006, 2011). The state in general is to be subordinated to the economy. In the neoliberal state, the focus is on those who gain from capital accumulation (the capitalists). In contrast, in a social democratic state, the emphasis is on the well‐being of all, especially through the maintenance of something approximating full employment.

Neoliberals argue that free markets and free trade are linked to a democratic political system. Thus, the political system, especially the freedom of democracy, is associated with economic well‐being and with the freedom of individuals to amass great individual wealth (Norberg 2003: 61).

There is a commitment to low taxes and to tax cuts (especially for the wealthy) where taxes are deemed too high and too burdensome. Low taxes and tax cuts are believed to stimulate the economy by encouraging people to earn more and ultimately to invest and to spend more.

 Tax cuts for business and industry are also encouraged, with the idea that businesses will use the tax savings to invest more in their operations and infrastructure, thereby generating more business, income, and profits. This is seen as benefiting not only them, but society as a whole. Higher profits will “trickle down” and benefit most people in society.

Spending on welfare should be minimized and the safety net for the poor should be minimized. Such spending and such a welfare system are seen as hurting economic growth and even as harming the poor (Norberg 2003: 97). Cuts in welfare are designed to reduce government expenditures and thereby to allow the government to cut taxes and/or invest in more “productive” undertakings. It is also presumed that without the safety net, more poor people will be forced to find work, often at the minimum wage or with low pay. More such workers presumably allow companies to increase productivity and profits. Reduction of the safety net also creates a larger “reserve army” that business can draw on in good economic times in order to expand its work force.


There is a strong and generalized belief in limited government. The theory is that no government or government agency can do things as well as the market (the failure of the Soviet Union is seen as proof of that). Among other things, this leaves a government that is, at least theoretically, less able, or unable, to intervene in the market. It also presumably means a less expensive government: one that will need to collect less in taxes. This, in turn, puts more money in the hands of the public, especially the wealthier members of society, who, in recent years, have benefited most from tax cuts. Wolf (2005: xvii) argues that not only must the state be limited, but its job is to cooperate with open global markets.
 






Limited government: No government can do things as well as the market, and a government should not intervene in the market.








The neoliberal state is very interested in privatizing various sectors (e.g. “transportation, telecommunications, oil and other natural resources, utilities, social housing, education” [Harvey 2006: 25]) in order to open up these areas for business and profit‐making. It seeks to be sure that those sectors that cannot be privatized are “cost effective” and “accountable.” It works to allow the free movement of capital among and between economic sectors and geographic regions within the borders of a given nation‐state. It also works hard to reduce barriers to the free movement of capital across national borders and to the creation of new global markets. The neoliberal state extols the virtues of free competition. And it is opposed to, and works against, groups (e.g. unions, social movements) that operate to restrain business interests and their efforts to accumulate capital.

In sum, contrary to many observers, Harvey (2006: 28) argues that “neo‐liberalism has not made the state or particular institutions of the state (such as the courts) irrelevant.” Rather, the institutions and practices of the state have been transformed to better attune them to the needs and interests of the neoliberal market and economy.




Critiquing Neoliberalism: Karl Polanyi

Much of the contemporary critique of neoliberalism, especially as it relates to economics, is traceable to the work of Karl Polanyi, especially his 1944 book, The Great Transformation: The Political and Economic Origins of Our Time. He is the great critic of a limited focus on the economy, especially the focus of economic liberalism on the self‐regulating or unregulated market, as well as of basing everything on self‐interest. In his view, these are not universal principles, but rather were unprecedented developments associated with the advent of capitalism.

Polanyi (1944) showed that the laissez‐faire system came into existence with the help of the state and was able to continue to function as a result of state actions. Furthermore, if the laissez‐faire system was left to itself, it threatened to destroy society. Indeed, it was such a threat – as well as real dangers – that led to counter‐reactions by society and the state (e.g. socialism, communism, the New Deal) against the free market, especially its products and those who labored in it (Munck 2002). The expansion of the laissez‐faire market and the reaction against it is called the double movement (Hall 2007; Levien and Paret 2012).
 






Double movement: The coexistence of the expansion of the laissez‐faire market and the reaction against it.








While economic liberalism saw such counter‐reactions (including any form of protectionism) as “mistakes” that disrupted the operation of the economic markets, Polanyi saw them as necessary and desirable reactions to the evils of the free market. Presciently, Polanyi (1944: 145) pointed to “the inherent absurdity of the idea of a self‐regulating market.” He also described as mythical the liberal idea that socialists, communists, New Dealers, and so on were involved in a conspiracy against liberalism and the free market. Rather than being a conspiracy, what took place was a natural, a “spontaneous,” collective reaction by society and its various elements against the threat of the free market.

In his time, Polanyi (1944: 251) saw a reversal of the tendency for the economic system to dominate society: “Within the nations we are witnessing a development under which the economic system ceases to lay down the law to society and the primacy of society over that system is secured.” This promised to end the evils produced by the dominance of the free‐market system, and also to produce more, rather than less, freedom. That is, Polanyi believed that collective planning and control would produce more freedom – more freedom for all – than was then available in the liberal economic system.

It is interesting to look back on Polanyi's ideas more than 70 years later, following the rise of a global economy dominated by the kind of free‐market system he so feared and despised. Polanyi's hope lay with society and the nation‐state, but they have been rendered far less powerful in the new global age, and especially with the new global economy. Very telling here is Margaret Thatcher's (in)famous statement, “there is no such thing as society.” Without powerful social and political influences, one wonders where collective planning and social control over the market are to come from. Clearly, such planning and control are more inadequate than ever. Beyond that, one wonders whether the creation of truly global planning and control is either possible or desirable. Nevertheless, it is likely that were he alive today, the logic of Polanyi's position would lead him to favor global planning and control, given the global scale of the free‐market economy.




Contemporary Criticisms of Neoliberalism

Among the problems with neoliberalism as a theory is the fact that it assumes that everyone in the world wants very narrow and specific types of economic well‐being (to be well‐off economically, if not rich) and that political freedom (democracy) is the only way to achieve them. There are great cultural differences in the ways in which well‐being (to not have to work very hard) and freedom (to be unfettered by the state, even if it is not democratically chosen) are defined. Neoliberalism very often comes down to the North, the United States, and/or global organizations (e.g. the IMF) seeking to impose their definitions of well‐being and freedom on other parts of the world. Furthermore, there is great variation even among individuals in a given society, with the result that definitions of well‐being and freedom are frequently imposed on them from above.

Another problem lies in the fact that the theory conceals or obscures the social and material interests of those who push such an economic system, with its associated technological, legal, and institutional functions. These are not being pursued because everyone in the world wants them or will benefit from them, but because some – especially in the North – are greatly advantaged by them.

Harvey offers a number of criticisms of neoliberalism, including the fact that it has produced (and continues to produce) financial crises in various countries throughout the world (e.g. Mexico, Argentina), it has helped to commodify virtually everything, it has contributed to the degradation of the environment, and its economic record is dismal, since it merely redistributes wealth (from poor to rich) rather than generating new wealth. Harvey (2011) calls this process “capital accumulation by dispossession,” or the transfer of wealth from the many to the few. While this dispossession takes different forms in different places, an example is the neoliberal reforms in Mexico that have promoted widespread privatization of land. Rather than this land providing a form of subsistence to poor farmers, it is concentrated in the hands of large business interests, increasing their private wealth without actually generating any new wealth.

Naomi Klein is highly critical of the reforms associated with shock therapy, including the “dismal reality of inequality, corruption and environmental degradation” (2007: 280). She touches on Joseph Schumpeter's (1976) famous theory of creative destruction (see Chapter 4), which argues that the essence of capitalism is the need to destroy in order to create. However, she argues that in the case of neoliberalism and the shock doctrine, this has “resulted in scarce creation and spiraling destruction” (Klein 2007: 224). She is especially critical of the central role played in all of this by the United States, as well as by the global institutions over which it exercises control.

Structural adjustment in particular has come under attack from many quarters. For example, Ferguson (2006) has criticized its impact on Africa. Economically, he argues that it has led to inequality, marginalization, and the lowest economic growth rates ever recorded – in some cases, even to negative growth. Politically, it has led to the decline of the state, “whose presence barely extends beyond the boundaries of their capital cities. Vast areas of the continent have been effectively abandoned by their national states” (2006: 13). Corruption is widespread, and many functions that were once state‐based have been privatized. Other research has shown that structural adjustments have led to poorer health outcomes (Austin and McCarthy 2016). More generally, reviews of structural adjustment programs suggest that they will “be badly implemented; be neutral or bad for growth; be bad for equity and the poor; have unpredictable policy consequences; and will allow incumbent elites to preserve their positions” (Greer 2014: 51).


One of the most important contemporary critiques of neoliberalism has emerged from the Great Recession. It is clear that neoliberalism played a major role in spawning the Great Recession, especially because decades of financial deregulation had removed any preventative measures for controlling an economic downturn. The markets spiraled out of control and required large‐scale state intervention to prevent them from bringing down the entire economy. Given the disastrous role that neoliberal policies played in the Great Recession, resistance to neoliberalism has grown, and many commentators predict its collapse (Macdonald and Ruckert 2009).

Despite the mounting criticisms, however, many governments have continued their neoliberal policies, and it remains the dominant paradigm (Perrone 2016). For example, several European countries have maintained extreme austerity measures that prioritize deregulation over social welfare (Jolly 2012), and “most of the ‘solutions’ to the [Great Recession] are in the spirit of neoliberalism, rather than enraptured by neoliberal spirit” (Aalbers 2013: 1083). Analysts have attempted to explain the “strange non‐death of neoliberalism,” mostly arguing that powerful corporations and the wealthy elite have secured its role in state policy (Crouch 2011; Suzuki 2015)

Finally, in relationship to the topic of this book, Harvey (2005) relates neoliberalism to globalization in various ways. First, the scope of neoliberalism is global, in the sense that it has become an economic and political system that characterizes a wide range of societies throughout the world. Nations have both common paths to neoliberalism and basic differences in their approach to it, related to their different histories and characters. Second, neoliberalism is an idea system that has flowed around the world. Third, various international organizations, especially the IMF, WTO, and World Bank, are dominated by neoliberal ideas, and impose them (in the form of demands for restructuring) on societies throughout the world. These organizations are, of course, dominated by the United States, which both directly (e.g. Iraq, Afghanistan) and indirectly exports neoliberalism. We can add to this the fact that opposition to neoliberalism is also global and the reach of that opposition has grown during the Great Recession.
   

NEO‐MARXIAN THEORIES

Neo‐Marxists have done more than critique neoliberalism: they have developed their own perspectives on, and theories of, capitalism. While neoliberalism is supportive of capitalism, the neo‐Marxists are, needless to say, critical of it. In this section, we offer two examples of neo‐Marxian approaches that are explicitly and implicitly critical of the neoliberal theory outlined here. We discuss a third theory, world systems theory, when analyzing global economic inequality in Chapter 11.
 

Transnational Capitalism

Leslie Sklair (2002) distinguishes between two systems of globalization. The first – the neoliberal capitalist system of globalization – is the one that is now predominant. The other is the socialist system, which is not yet in existence, but is foreshadowed by current alter‐globalization movements, especially those oriented toward greater human rights throughout the world. The alter‐globalization movements, and the possibility of socialism, are made possible by the problems in the current system of neoliberal globalization, especially class polarization and the increasing ecological unsustainability of capitalist globalization.

While the nation‐state remains important in his view, Sklair focuses on transnational practices that are able to cut across boundaries – including those created by nation‐states – with the implication that territorial boundaries are of declining importance in capitalist globalization. As a Marxist, Sklair accords priority to economic transnational practices, and it is in this context that one of the central aspects of his analysis – 
transnational corporations
 (

TNCs

) – predominates. Underlying this is the idea that capitalism has moved away from being an international system to being a globalizing system that is decoupled from any specific geographic territory or nation‐state.

The second transnational practice of great importance is political, and here the transnational capitalist class predominates (Sklair 2009, 2012). However, it is not made up of capitalists in the traditional Marxian sense of the term. That is, they (e.g. corporate executives) do not necessarily own the means of production.

The transnational capitalist class may not be capitalist in a traditional sense, but it is transnational in various ways. First, its “members” tend to share global (as well as local) interests. Second, they seek to exert various types of control across nations. That is, they exert economic control in the workplace, political control in both domestic and international politics, and culture‐ideological control in everyday life across international borders. Third, they tend to share a global rather than a local perspective on a wide range of issues. Fourth, they come from many different countries, but increasingly they see themselves as citizens of the world, and not just of their place of birth. Finally, wherever they may be at any given time, they share similar lifestyles, especially in terms of the goods and services they consume.

The third transnational practice is culture‐ideology, and here Sklair accords great importance to the culture‐ideology of consumerism in capitalist globalization. While the focus is on culture and ideology, this ultimately involves the economy by adding an interest in consumption to the traditional concern with production (and the TNCs) in economic approaches in general, and Marxian theories in particular. It is in this realm that the ability to exert ideological control over people scattered widely throughout the globe has increased dramatically, primarily through the greater reach and sophistication of advertising and the media, and the bewildering array of consumer goods that are marketed by and through them. Ultimately, these have served to create a global desire to consume what benefits TNCs, as well as the advertising and media corporations that are both examples of such corporations and that profit from them.

Ultimately, Sklair is interested in the relationship among transnational social practices and the institutions that dominate them, arguing that TNCs utilize the transnational capitalist class to develop and solidify the consumerist culture and ideology necessary to feed the demands of the capitalist system of production. As a Marxist, Sklair is interested not only in critically analyzing capitalist globalization, but in articulating an alternative to it and its abuses. He is particularly interested in various human rights movements, in which, he believes, can be found the seeds of the alternative to neoliberal capitalist globalization: socialist globalization. He predicts that these and other movements will gain momentum in the twenty‐first century as they increasingly resist the ways in which globalization has been appropriated by TNCs.

Another group that has emerged as a result of neoliberal policies, and is likely to fight against them, is the precariat. In his book, The Precariat: The Dangerous New Class, Guy Standing (2011) describes the growing number of part‐time workers, temporary workers, and others living precariously without stable jobs or social protections. As neoliberalism has promoted “flexible” labor policies and dismantled welfare states and other social protections, people around the world have increasingly found themselves in these precarious jobs, without a particular occupational identity or a sense of what their next job will be (Rogan et al. 2017). While Standing does not believe that they constitute a new social class as yet, they do share common experiences and are a “class‐in‐the‐making.” As they begin to recognize their common vulnerabilities, such as their insecurity in the job market and their inability to build a career, they are likely to attain a class consciousness opposed to neoliberalism. These shared experiences have already motivated many marches against austerity programs in Greece, the widespread rejection of mainstream political parties in much of Europe, and protests by educated but unemployed youth in the Middle East – and perhaps even the Britain’s exit from the European Union. Accordingly, as the transnational capitalist class continues to promote neoliberalism, causing the precariat to grow, it may be sowing the seeds of its own destruction, and pointing toward a new future (Standing 2014).
 






Precariat: The growing number of part‐time workers, temporary workers, and others living precariously without stable jobs, occupational identities, or social protections.







  

Empire

An important and widely discussed and debated Marxian approach to globalization is Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri's Empire (2000) (as well as the closely associated Multitude [2004] and Commonwealth [2009]). Hardt and Negri associate modernity with imperialism (see earlier), the defining characteristic of which is a nation (or nations) at the center that controls and exploits – especially economically – a number of areas throughout the world. Hardt and Negri decenter this process, thereby defining Empire as a postmodern reality in which such dominance exists, but without any single nation (or any other entity) at its center. The reality of Empire is everywhere; it is omnipresent.
 







Empire: Global dominance without a nation‐state at its center; decentered global dominance.








Empire does not yet exist fully; it is in formation, but we can already get a sense of its parameters. Empire governs the world with a single logic of rule, but there is no single power at its heart. Power is dispersed throughout society and across the globe. The sovereignty of the United States is an important precursor to Empire, and the United States continues to occupy a privileged position in the world today. However, it is in the process of being supplanted by Empire.

Empire is lacking in (or will lack) geographic and territorial boundaries. It can also be seen as lacking temporal boundaries, in the sense that it seeks (albeit unsuccessfully) to suspend history and to exist for all eternity. It can be seen as lacking a lower boundary, in that it seeks to expand downward into the depths of the social world. This means that it seeks control of the basics of the social world (thought, action, interaction, groups), and even to control people's brains and bodies. In a way, Empire is far more ambitious than imperialism, in that it seeks to control the entirety of life down to its most basic level.

The key to the global power of Empire lies in the fact that it is (or seeks to be) a new juridical power. That is, it is based on the constitution of order, norms, ethical truths, a common notion of what is right, and so on. This juridical formation is the source of the power of Empire. Thus, it can, in the name of what is “right,” intervene anywhere in the world in order to deal with what it considers humanitarian problems, to guarantee accords, and to impose peace on those who may not want it – or may not even see it as peace. More specifically, it can engage in “just wars” in the name of this juridical formation; the latter legitimates the former. Such wars become a kind of sacred undertaking. The enemy is anyone or anything that the juridical formation sees as a threat to the ethical order (as it defines such an order) in the world. Thus, the right to engage in just war is seen as boundless, encompassing the entire space of civilization. It is also seen as boundless in time; it is permanent, eternal. In a just war, ethically grounded military action is legitimate and its goal is to achieve order and peace. Thus, Empire is not based on force per se, but on the ability to project force in the service of that which is right (precursors of this can be seen in the US wars against Iraq and Afghanistan).

Empire is, then, a postmodern Marxian perspective on globalization and the exertion of power around the world. However, instead of capitalists or capitalist nations exerting that power, it is the much more nebulous Empire that is in control. If there are no more capitalists in Empire, what about the proletariat? To Hardt and Negri, the time of the proletariat is over. But if the proletariat no longer exists to oppose Empire, where is the opposition to come from? After all, operating from a Marxian perspective, Hardt and Negri must come up with an oppositional force. They do not disappoint on this score, and label that oppositional group the “multitude.” This is an interesting choice of term, for many reasons. For one thing, it is much more general and abstract than “the proletariat,” and moves us away from a limited focus on the economy. Second, it is clear that there are lots of at least potential opponents of Empire; indeed, those in control of Empire constitute only a small minority vis‐à‐vis the multitude.


The multitude is that collection of people throughout the world that sustains Empire in various ways, including, but not restricted to, its labor (it is the real productive force in Empire). It includes a vast number of groups that are marginalized in and exploited by Empire; at each point of domination, there will be resistance. The multitude encompasses marginalized “cultures, races, ethnicities, genders, and sexual orientations; different forms of labor; different ways of living; different views of the world,” which are all unified by their opposition to capital (Hardt and Negri 2004: xiii). Among other things, the multitude also sustains Empire by buying into the culture‐ideology of consumerism and, more importantly, by actually consuming a variety of its offerings. Like capitalism and its relationship to the proletariat, Empire is a parasite on the multitude and its creativity and productivity. Like Marx's proletariat (which all but disappears in this theory), the multitude is a force for creativity in Empire. Also like the proletariat, the multitude is capable of overthrowing Empire through the autonomous creation of a counter‐Empire. The counter‐Empire, like Empire, is, or would be, a global phenomenon created out of, and becoming, global flows and exchanges. Globalization leads to deterritorialization (and the multitude itself is a force in deterritorialization, and is deterritorialized), and the latter is a prerequisite to the global liberation of the multitude. That is, with deterritorialization, social revolution can, as Marx predicted, occur (perhaps for the first time) on a global level.
 






Deterritorialization: The declining significance of the geographic location in which culture exists.








Thus, while Hardt and Negri are certainly critics of globalization, whether it be modern neoliberal capitalist imperialism or postmodern Empire, they also see a utopian potential in globalization. Globalization per se is not the problem; rather, the problem is the neoliberal form that it has taken, or takes, in imperialism and Empire. That utopian potential has always been there, but in the past it has been smothered by modern sovereign powers through ideological control or military force. Empire now occupies, or soon will, that controlling position, but its need to suppress that potential is counterbalanced by the need of the multitude to manifest and express it. Ultimately, it is in globalization that there exists the potential for universal freedom and equality. As globalization progresses, it serves to push us more and more in the direction of the creation of counter‐Empire, or a new commonwealth.

While Hardt and Negri foresee a new commonwealth, they, like Marx in the case of communism, offer no blueprint for how to get there, and little sense of what it might look like. Like communism to Marx, the commonwealth will arise out of actual practice (praxis), especially that of the multitude. The commonwealth must be a democratic global commons that fosters subjects who resist authoritarianism, war, exploitation, and marginalization. The commonwealth is becoming increasingly likely, because Empire is losing its ability to control the multitude. Using the electronic commons of social media, the multitude – spanning disenfranchised groups from unemployed youth to urban slum‐dwellers – can erect alternative ways of living. Thus, Empire must redouble its efforts (e.g. through police power), and this serves to mobilize the multitude and make the commonwealth more likely. While such resistance can be seen in the wake of austerity measures and populist dissent throughout Europe and Latin America, and other places, much of it remains fragmented, and critics contend that such reactions are insufficient to lead to sustainable alternative organizations.
   

CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter examines several concepts and theories related to globalization: imperialism, colonialism (and post‐colonialism), development (and dependency), Americanization, and neoliberalism (and important neo‐Marxian alternatives to it).

 Imperialism describes methods employed by one country to gain control of another and then to exercise that control (especially political, economic, and territorial) over it. The idea of imperialism has come to be associated with rule over vast regions. This characteristic leads it to be associated with globalization. Lenin argued that economic factors are the essence of imperialism. According to this view, factors inherent in capitalism lead nations to undertake imperial ventures. Harvey makes the case for a new imperialism in the form of capitalist imperialism, with the United States as its prime representative. This form of imperialism consists of a complex and contradictory fusion of political and economic imperialism.

 Colonialism involves more formal mechanisms of control over a territory, entailing the creation of an administrative apparatus to run the colony's internal affairs. The end of WW II saw a strong drive toward decolonization. Colonization was replaced by a more insidious attempt at economic control and exploitation, through neo‐colonialism. Post‐colonialism relates to developments in former colonies after the departure of the colonizing power.

 Development was a project focused on the economic development of specific nations. This project advocated import‐substitution, where instead of relying on imports from the North, the South was encouraged to produce its own industrial products. The North benefited greatly from this policy, since it implied an increase in FDI in the nascent industries in the South. This approach also included foreign aid and financial assistance in terms of food products.

 Dependency theory emerged as a major critique of the development project. Adherents of this theory argued that instead of promoting development, the development project in fact led to the South's greater dependency on the North. Underdevelopment is not traceable to internal sources in a particular nation. Rather, it is a product of the relationship between developed and underdeveloped countries in the capitalist system. Globalization is often criticized as a less offensive version of the development project.

 Americanization is defined as the export of products, images, technologies, practices, and behaviors that are closely associated with America and Americans. Discourse on the issue emerged, at least in part, as a result of concern about, and the study of, America's influence on Europe. While, after WW II, the United States was seen as the savior (at least by some) of Europe, by the 1960s it was perceived more as a business, industrial, and economic threat. More recently, the industrial threat posed by the United States was replaced by a fear of American dominance in global consumption. Apart from the economic realm, the process of Americanization is also evident in Europe (and throughout the world) in such areas as politics, law, the military, and culture. Anti‐Americanism is an intense and nonhomogeneous global process, comprising distinct forms, causes, and expressions.

 Neoliberalism emerged in the 1930s as a combination of the liberal commitment to individual liberty and neoclassical economics. The free operation of the market and minimal intervention by the state were the cornerstones of the theory. Under neoliberalism, the operation of free markets is considered crucial. It emphasizes a commitment to deregulation. Free markets are also portrayed as being intrinsically linked to a democratic political system that facilitates individual economic well‐being. Tax cuts are advocated as a mechanism to stimulate investment in the economy, which consequently demands a reduction of government expenditure, especially in terms of welfare expenditure.

Although the theory advocates “limited government,” it favors state intervention to facilitate business interests and the reduction of barriers to the free movement of capital across national borders. Rather than rendering the state irrelevant, neoliberalism has modified the functioning of the state to facilitate the functioning of the market.

Polanyi's critique of neoliberalism highlights the fact that the laissez‐faire system came into existence through the assistance of the state. Left to itself, that system threatens to destroy society. Free markets induce a natural collective reaction by society.

Neoliberalism has been criticized for its narrow definition of well‐being, which is equated with economic well‐being. The theory also conceals the vested interests of those who push for such an economic system. Adoption of neoliberal theory has produced severe financial crises in various countries, and has led to increasing commodification and environmental degradation.

 Neo‐Marxian thinkers have offered implicit and explicit criticism of neoliberalism. Sklair places emphasis on transnational practices that are able to cut across boundaries – through TNCs, the transnational capitalist class, and the culture‐ideology of capitalism. TNCs utilize the capitalist class to develop and solidify the consumerist ideology that is necessary to meet the demands of the capitalist system. Hardt and Negri critique the neoliberal form of globalization in terms of imperialism and empire. They locate a postmodern turn in imperialism, leading to a decentering of the imperialist empire and the creation of Empire. However, they accord positive potential to the process of globalization, foreseeing a commonwealth characterized by non‐agential collective action.











DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


	Is globalization simply another name for processes such as imperialism, colonialism, development, and Americanization? Examine the similarities and differences among these processes.

	Trace the shifting definitions of imperialism. Is it relevant as an analytical tool for the current global age?

	Is Americanization a relevant concept? What particular aspect of it is most relevant today?

	What is anti‐Americanism? Has it increased or declined over the years?

	What are the positive developments that emerged from the neoliberal perspective? Discuss the reasons for the popularity of this perspective in various academic, policy, and business spheres.

	Examine Polanyi's critique of neoliberalism. How does it differ from later neo‐Marxist critiques implied in the work of Sklair or of Hardt and Negri?
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NOTE



1 Many feel that the Washington Consensus has eroded and long since passed its peak; see Broad (2004: 129–154) and Held (2005: 95–113).
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Because of the importance of the economy in globalization, we devote two chapters to it. In this one, the focus is on economic structures, while in the next, it shifts to economic processes and flows. However, it is useful to reiterate the point that this is a largely artificial distinction, since structures are composed of processes and processes can be structured.

In order to understand the major economic structures involved in globalization today, one must have a sense of their place in economic history (Frieden 2006; Hirst and Thompson 1999).



BEFORE BRETTON WOODS


A Prior Epoch of Globalization

One important view is that a global economic system – specifically, a global capitalist system – emerged in about 1896 and reached something of a peak by 1914.1 There are some interesting analogies between the growth of the global capitalist economy during that period and that which is occurring today:2


	During the earlier epoch, global progress was spurred by developments such as the railroad and the steam ship, whereas in more recent years it has been the airplane that has played a central role.

	The telegraph greatly enhanced global communications in the early twentieth century, while it is the Internet that is doing so today.

	Global economic development, both then and now, depended on large‐scale flows of capital.

	In addition, such development in both periods entailed large‐scale immigration and a growing importance of remittances to those who remained in the homeland (for a discussion of remittances today, see Chapter 11).






Remittances: Transactions by which migrants send money back to their country of origin.








	More generally, global economic specialization (Smith 1776/1977) among the nations of the world became the norm, both then and now.

	Furthermore, this specialization operated on the basis of the “law” of comparative advantage (Ricardo 1817/1971); that is, that nations should concentrate on what they do best. This comparison is internal: a nation should concentrate on what it does best in comparison to the other things it does (or could do) and not in comparison to what other nations do.

	This is related to another similarity between the global economy of today and that of a century ago, which is an emphasis on free trade and the elimination of trade barriers (e.g. tariffs).3



Not only are there structural similarities between the global economic developments in the two periods, but the problems created are also similar. First, poor nations and the peoples who inhabit them were and are subjugated by the operations of the global economy. Second, not all parts of the world (e.g. traditional economies) gained or are gaining from the growth of the global economy, and not all gains were or are equal. There are even sub‐areas within those parts of the world that have advanced that have not done so equally. Third, not only were and are there losers in this economic competition among geographic areas, but certain industries and social classes have also lost out, at least in comparison to the winners. Fourth, within nations, the poor have tended to suffer most when those nations have been forced to repay their debts to other, more developed nations. In sum, the global economy of a century ago (and much the same could be said today) “was not equally good for everyone and was bad for many” (Frieden 2006: 26).

While a strong case can be made for a prior epoch of economic globalization, what is not recognized in this argument – and what is central to this book – is that there is far more to globalization than that which relates to the economy. For example, Jeffry Frieden mentions the global spread of the English language and of soccer/football, but he fails to accord such cultural phenomena the importance they deserve. Further, while Frieden devotes much attention to political issues, they are usually part of, or subordinated to, economics and economic globalization. Thus, he (along with many others) fails to give political and cultural globalization their proper due in his overall perspective on globalization.

The cultural and the political are just two of the aspects of globalization given short shrift, or ignored, by Frieden. Thus, even if we accept his argument (shared by others) that economic globalization is not new, this argument tells us little or nothing about these other aspects of globalization. Nonetheless, the argument is very useful in discussing the emergence of more recent global economic structures.



Economic Development During and After WW II

Frieden sees the development of economic globalization after 1945 in the context of the prior epoch of economic globalization, including its collapse as a result of WW I, the Depression, and WW II. All of these events had negative effects on almost all major economies (the US economy was a major exception, at least in terms of the effect of the two world wars). Of particular importance in the 1930s was the movement of many countries – notably fascist Italy and Germany – in the direction of autarky, or the turn inward of a nation in order to create as much economic self‐sufficiency as possible. Such a turn inward is, of course, anathema to globalization, which requires that various entities – including nation‐states – be more outward‐looking than inward‐looking, not only in the way in which they view the world, but in their actual dealings with other parts of it. For its part, the United States in the 1930s had a strong tendency toward isolationism,4 although such an orientation was not quite as antithetical to economic globalization as autarky, largely because it was more political than economic.







Autarky: The turn inward of a nation‐state in order to become as economically self‐sufficient as possible.






However, even in the midst of WW II, the Western world, especially the United States and the United Kingdom, began planning for a more open international economy. A great fear was the recurrence of the Depression after the end of the war, especially because of the difficulties societies would have in absorbing the massive manpower created by the demobilization of the military. There was also fear of a resurrection of the barriers to trade and the free flow of money that had become commonplace prior to the war. The focus of the planners was on reducing such barriers and on creating the conditions necessary for fiscal flow. Another concern was the promotion of financial stability around the globe. This was the background for a 3‐week meeting in July 1944 at the Mount Washington Hotel in Bretton Woods, New Hampshire, which led to the beginning of the “Bretton Woods system.”




BRETTON WOODS AND THE BRETTON WOODS SYSTEM

A key factor in the Depression was thought to be a lack of cooperation among nation‐states. That lack of cooperation was associated with high tariffs and other import restrictions and protectionist practices, as well as the propensity of governments to devalue their currencies in order to gain an edge in global trade over other countries. The latter also made exchange‐rate wars more likely.

Those concerns were the backdrop for the creation of the Bretton Woods system and its five key elements (Bordo and Eichengreen 1993; Boughton 2007). First, each participating state would establish a “‘par value’ for its currency expressed in terms of gold or (equivalently) in terms of the gold value of the US dollar as of July 1944” (Boughton 2007: 106). For example, the United States pegged its currency at $35 per ounce of gold, while, to take one example, the figure for Nicaragua was 175 cordobas per ounce. This meant that the exchange rate between the two currencies was five cordobas for one dollar.

Second, “the official monetary authority in each country (a central bank or its equivalent) would agree to exchange its own currency for those of other countries at the established exchange rates, plus or minus a one‐percent margin” (Boughton 2007: 106–7). This made international trade possible at or near the exchange rate for the currencies of the countries involved without the need for any outside intervention.

Third, the International Monetary Fund (IMF) was created (Babb 2007) (as was the forerunner of the World Bank; see later) to establish, stabilize, and oversee exchange rates. Forty states became IMF members in 1946 and were required to deposit some of their gold reserves with the Fund. The IMF was empowered to approve the par values of currencies, and member states could not change their value by more than 10%. If a currency was destabilized, the IMF was prepared to lend member states the money needed to stabilize it.

Fourth, the member states agreed to eliminate, at least eventually, “all restrictions on the use of its currency for international trade” (Boughton 2007: 107).

Finally, the entire system was based on the US dollar (at the end of WW II, the United States had about three‐fourths of the world's gold supply and accounted for over one‐fifth of world exports). The United States agreed to make the dollar convertible into other currencies or gold at the fixed par value. The dollar became, in effect, a global currency.

Of course, once the Bretton Woods system came into existence, it began to change dramatically.

Bretton Woods had its most powerful effects on global trade, the global monetary order, and global investment (Peet 2003). In terms of global trade, a key idea was the “unconditional most‐favored‐nation,” which “required governments to offer the same trade concessions [reductions in trade barriers, non‐discrimination against a nation's products] to all” (Frieden 2006: 288). Restrictions on international trade were reduced over the years through various meetings (“rounds”) under the auspices of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) and later the World Trade Organization (WTO). In terms of the monetary order, it was the IMF that took center stage. The goal was to provide security and flexibility. What emerged between 1958 and 1971 was a system in which the United States could not change the value of its dollar, while all other countries could change the values of their own currencies, but as infrequently as possible. This made exchange rates stable enough to encourage international trade and investment, which otherwise would have been discouraged by dramatic fluctuations. In terms of global investment, a key role was envisioned for the World Bank, but massive US aid through the Marshall Plan and rapid European post‐war recovery made its work in that period of much less significance than had been anticipated. A key development in terms of investment involved multinational corporations (MNCs), especially US‐based firms in fields like automobiles and computers, constructing their own plants and/or investing in companies located in other countries. This kind of investment took center stage, because the industries involved required very large, often global, organizations in order to function effectively. In addition, it made it possible to get around trade barriers by opening plants within the countries with such barriers.

The global openness encouraged by Bretton Woods also contributed to the emergence or expansion of social welfare programs – indeed, of the welfare state – in many countries. Welfare states sought to deal with various problems: recession, layoffs, reductions in wages, and bankruptcies of uncompetitive firms. The creation of a social safety net within a given country served to protect it and its citizens from these problems, at least to some degree. In the process, it gave that nation and its entrepreneurs the cover they needed to be actively involved in the global marketplace.

The combination of all of these aspects and dimensions of Bretton Woods satisfied many different nations and constituencies (e.g. capital and labor), and in the process “oversaw the most rapid rates of economic growth and most enduring economic stability in modern history” (Frieden 2006: 300).

Given this brief background, let us now look in more detail at some of the economic organizations spawned by Bretton Woods, either directly or indirectly.


General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT)

GATT was a system for the liberalization of trade that came into existence in 1947, growing out of Bretton Woods (Hudec 1975). It operated until 1995, when it was superseded by the WTO (see later). While GATT focused on trade in goods, the WTO also took on responsibility for the increasingly important trade in services, and while GATT was simply a forum for the meeting of representatives of countries, the WTO is an independent organization.

GATT was deemed more acceptable than the International Trade Organization (ITO) by the United States (and others), and in 1947 a number of initial trade agreements were negotiated by 23 nations. Since then, multinational trade agreements have been negotiated under GATT's (and later the WTO's) institutional umbrella. Over the years, a number of “rounds” of negotiation were completed (e.g. the Kennedy Round, ending in 1967; the Tokyo Round, ending in 1979). It was out of the Uruguay Round (1986–93) that an agreement was reached to create the WTO. While GATT has been superseded, many of its elements were incorporated into the WTO, although they continue to change and evolve as a result of changing global economic realities.

Over the years, WTO negotiations have dealt with such issues as reducing tariffs on the trading of goods, dealing with non‐tariff barriers (e.g. quotas, national subsidies to industry and agriculture), and liberalizing international trade in agriculture.

More recently, attention has shifted to such issues as “international trade in services, trade‐related international property rights (TRIPS), and trade‐related investment measures (TRIMS)” (House 2007: 477–9).

Trade‐Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS) (Correa 2000) was negotiated through the WTO, as a result of the 1986–94 Uruguay Round of negotiations. Intellectual property rights (IPRs) involves intangible ideas, knowledge, and expressions that require their use to be approved by their owner. This includes a wide range of intellectual properties, such as movies, books, music recordings, and computer software, which exist or whose value lies largely in the realm of ideas. There are other, more material products, such as pharmaceuticals and advanced technologies, that are also viewed as having a significant intellectual component. As noted by Filippetti and Archibugi (2015: 425), “supporters of strong IPRs argue that they will increase investments in [research and development] and innovation and disseminating it across countries. Detractors respond that this would imply another burden on developing countries, making slower and more difficult their catching up.”







Trade‐Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS): A WTO agreement to protect the interests of those who create ideas.






Trade‐Related Investment Measures (TRIMs) “are a range of operating or performance measures that host‐country governments impose on foreign firms to keep them from having a distorting effect on trade in goods and services” (Grimwade 2007: 1178). There are a number of specific restrictions and constraints on foreign firms that can be included under this heading, including requirements for minimum amounts of local content or sourcing, requirements on how much output must be exported, and limits on the value of goods imported in relation to the amount exported (Grimwade 2007: 1178–1180).







Trade‐Related Investment Measures (TRIMs): A WTO agreement on the trade measures governments can impose on foreign firms.








World Trade Organization (WTO)

The WTO is a multilateral organization headquartered in Geneva, Switzerland with 164 member nations as of 2018 (Hoekman and Mavroidis 2016; Krueger 2000). Its focus on trade places it at the heart of economic globalization and has made it a magnet for those opposed either to the broader process of trade liberalization and promotion or to some specific aspect of WTO operations. The WTO encompasses much of what was GATT's mandate, but has moved on to other issues and areas, such as services (General Agreement on Trade in Services [GATS]), intellectual property (TRIPS), and so on.

Each WTO member state has an equal vote. To a large extent, the WTO is the organization of these member states and not (with some exceptions) a supranational organization. Agenda items to be voted on generally flow from a number of more informal groups.

There are stresses and strains between developed and developing nations in the WTO that are manifest in and between these groups, as well as in the WTO as a whole. One bone of contention has been the meeting of the larger trading powers in the so‐called “Green Room,” to the exclusion of smaller powers. Protests over such matters have led to greater transparency in the internal operations of the WTO (and elsewhere). There is also no mechanism for the involvement of international non‐governmental organizations (INGOs) in WTO decision‐making, and this has led INGOs to stage regular protests and demonstrations against the WTO.

While GATT focused on tariff reduction, the WTO has come to focus more on non‐tariff‐related barriers to trade. One example is the differences between nations in relation to regulations on such items as manufactured goods or food. A given nation can be taken to task for such regulations if they are deemed to be an unfair restraint on the trade in these items. However, the WTO has been criticized for not going far enough in countering the trade barriers retained by developed countries in such domains as agricultural products and some services.

Most recently, the WTO's negotiations to remove trade barriers have faced a setback. The last round of negotiations (known as the Doha Round) was started in 2001, but had largely stalled by 2008, and member nations formally ended their commitments to it in 2015 (Donnan 2015). While an agreement to remove farming export subsidies was ultimately adopted, other talks failed, and it was the first time that member nations refused to “reaffirm” Doha's mandate. One senior trade official called it the “the death of Doha and the birth of a new WTO,” which no longer has a consensus on its priorities. As a result of the stalled talks, more focus has been placed on sectoral and regional trade agreements (e.g. the Trans‐Pacific Partnership [TPP]; see later) (Baldwin 2016). The organization and its policies have come under further criticism from President Donald Trump and some other populist leaders (Aleem 2017).

Regardless of the conflicts within the WTO and between its member nations, WTO operations continue to be premised on the neoliberal idea that all nations benefit from free and open trade, and the organization is dedicated to reducing, and ultimately eliminating, barriers to such trade. While there are winners under a system like this, there are also losers.



International Monetary Fund (IMF)

The goal of the IMF is to promote macroeconomic stability for both its member nations and the global economy (Reinhart and Trebesch 2016). More specifically, the IMF deals with exchange rates, balances of payments, international capital flows, and the monitoring of member states and their macroeconomic policies. The IMF is a lightning rod for critics, who see it as supporting developed countries and their efforts to impose their policies on less developed countries. Its supporters see it as key to the emergence and further development of the global economy.

As a result of changes in the global economy, the nature and functions of the IMF have changed since its creation in 1944. Initially, it managed the exchange rate system created at Bretton Woods. The IMF closely watched a nation's balance of payments in order to make sure it could sustain the agreed‐upon exchange rate for its currency. If there were problems in the latter, the IMF concerned itself with two matters. The first was policy errors by that nation, which presumably could be corrected. The second was more fundamental economic problems (relating, for example, to productivity). Above all, the IMF wanted to be sure that a nation did not use such problems as an excuse to lower its exchange rate and therefore improve its competitive position vis‐à‐vis other nations. If a fundamental disequilibrium occurred, the IMF had the power to authorize a change in the exchange rate of a nation's currency.

The IMF could also give adjustment loans to nations (initially, largely developed countries) in disequilibrium so that they were able to meet their international financial obligations. The Fund was created on the basis of quotas for member nations. The quota for each nation was related to the limits on its borrowing (should this become necessary), as well as its voting power in the IMF.

When the fixed (albeit adjustable) exchange‐rate system collapsed in the early 1970s, the first of the IMF's functions changed, so that it was in charge of the much more amorphous goal of seeking stable exchange rates in order to prevent exchange‐rate wars among its member nations. By the end of the 1970s, developed nations had fully recovered from WW II and ceased seeking adjustment loans; such loans were now given to developing countries with balance‐of‐payments problems. With a new clientele, the conditions for these loans changed and became more stringent, including the demand for structural adjustments.5 Among such adjustments were demands for a tight monetary policy and fiscal austerity. For example, the IMF might require that a nation devalue its currency or reduce government spending on health care and other social programs.







Austerity: Economic policies that cut government spending (especially social programs) to reduce public debt.






As the IMF became the lender of last resort for developing countries in the late 1970s and 1980s, it underwent further changes. Such countries were unlikely to be able to achieve a balance of payments in a short period of time. Thus, longer‐term structural adjustment programs were required. The IMF adopted general models of the requirements for the operation of a market economy, and these tended to be imposed on developing countries without regard for differences among and between their economies. Such structural adjustments not only took the IMF into uncharted waters and new directions, but also became highly controversial and ultimately a target of alter‐globalization groups.

Protests were also raised against the IMF governance structure, which is dominated by the United States (with about 17% of the total IMF vote and veto power over any strategic decision), with developed nations controlling more than 50% of the votes. (Votes are a function of a fixed number for each nation plus additional voting power based on each nation's quota of contributions to the Fund.) The managing director of the IMF usually comes from Western Europe, the deputy managing director from the United States. In order to cope with criticisms of this structure, the IMF has been moving in the direction of greater transparency in its dealings with member nations, greater cooperation with NGOs, and more concern with social issues (e.g. poverty) as regards developing nations.

The changing nature of global economic crises in the late twentieth century led to further changes in the IMF, with a greater focus on chronic debt sustainability problems. In the 1990s, the IMF was actively involved in helping to resolve economic crises in Latin America, Asia, and Russia, which impacted developed economies. However, critics contend that IMF policies were largely responsible for creating many of these crises, especially Argentina's 2001 financial collapse. Nonetheless, the Fund continued loaning large amounts of money. As the countries involved repaid their loans (including Argentina), income to the IMF declined, and by 2007 it found itself running a deficit (about $400 million a year).

The IMF faced other problems, such as protests from the rest of the world over the continuing dominance of the Western powers. Further, the countries bailed out in the 1990s became economically powerful and began to resent being dictated to by the Fund. There were also lingering resentments over IMF interventions that demanded austere budgets and other fiscal tightening in exchange for loans. As the Russian IMF representative described it, the resentment was over the traditional approach of the IMF: “you need our money, we tell you what to do” (Weisman 2007b: C5).

The Great Recession brought about a dramatic change in the fortunes of the IMF. The flows of international capital dried up and a number of economies found themselves on the brink of disaster (Iceland, for example), or close to it (Hungary, Ukraine). The IMF called on developed economies to increase their contributions, and its loan portfolio increased from $15.6 billion in 2008 to $52.6 billion in 2010. Some countries (e.g. Iceland) that had avoided IMF loans previously because of their strict conditionalities ultimately accepted their aid. The most controversial recipient has been Greece, which has received hundreds of billions of dollars (including multiple IMF loans and loans from other agencies), which have been poorly managed and have failed to set the country on a financially sustainable path (Lowrey 2013). Among its many conditionalities for austerity measures, Greece was forced to slash public spending, which increased unemployment and sparked massive public protests throughout the country. The European Commission was also highly critical of the IMF's focus on austerity, preferring debt repayments to help further growth in the country. So despite the increase in its loan portfolio, these massive loans (which could span decades) and clashing policies have threated the Fund's long term viability. Accordingly, “the institution faces a growing risk of lending into insolvency … [and] the IMF's role as an international lender of last resort is endangered” (Reinhart and Trebesch 2016: 3).



World Bank

The World Bank (officially the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development [IBRD]), a specialized agency of the United Nations, is the most important element of the World Bank Group (WBG) (Bradlow 2007; Gilbert and Vines 2000). The IBRD (or the Bank) was established in 1944 at Bretton Woods and began operations in 1946. Membership is open to all member states of the IMF, and as of this writing includes 189 nations. The Bank provides funds to government‐sponsored or ‐guaranteed programs in so‐called Part II countries (member states that are middle‐income or creditworthy poorer nations). It also provides advice and analytical services to such states. Among the Bank's missions are:


	encouraging “development of productive facilities and resources in less developed countries”;

	funding for “productive purposes” when private capital cannot be obtained on reasonable terms;

	encouraging international investment in order to promote international trade and development and equilibrium in balance of payments;

	helping member countries improve their productivity, standard of living, and labor conditions. (Bradlow 2007: 1264)



Over the years, the Bank has expanded far beyond its original focus on projects involving physical infrastructure (e.g. transportation, telecommunication, water projects, etc.) capable of generating income. It now deals with a broad range of issues related to economic development, including “population, education, health, social security, environment, culture … aspects of macroeconomic policy and structural reform … [and] poverty alleviation” (Bradlow 2007: 1265). In addition, it now makes loans to deal with a variety of governance matters, such as “public‐sector management, corruption, legal and judicial reform, and some aspects of human rights and broader policy reforms” (Bradlow 2007: 1265). It also provides support to help women deal with gender inequality and discrimination. The Bank continues to expand its range of concerns and activities (most recently, child labor, reconstruction after a conflict, etc.), with a heavy focus on poverty reduction (Clemens and Kremer 2016). NGOs and affected peoples have grown increasingly involved in projects financed by the Bank.

Decisions are supposed to be made on purely economic – not political – grounds, and the Bank is not supposed to intervene in the political affairs of member states. However, exactly what is deemed political is not defined, and it is often difficult to ascertain whether, and to what degree, political considerations have been involved in Bank decisions (e.g. neoliberal economic policies can be seen as politically contentious).

All of the member states have a say in the WBG, but a state's number of votes varies depending on its size and its importance in the world economy. Each member state appoints a governor to the Board of Governors, which meets once a year. There is also a 24‐member Board of Executive Directors, empowered to handle the most important functions (e.g. financing operations, budget) of the larger and more unwieldy Board of Governors. The president of the Bank is chief of the Bank's operating staff. The president is officially appointed to a five‐year renewable term by the Board, but by tradition is in fact appointed by the President of the United States. Predictably, studies of decision‐making at the World Bank have shown that the United States has the greatest voting power and that “most borrowing nations have little voting power” (Strand and Retzl 2016: 415).

The resources of the Bank include both a relatively small sum paid in by member countries and a much larger amount that can be called in by the Bank if it finds it needs the money. The Bank uses its potential access to the latter to issue highly rated bonds, and in this way raises about $25 billion per year. It is this money that provides the bulk of the funds that it uses to finance loans of various sorts. Countries that receive such loans benefit from the fact that the Bank offers low interest rates. Since its money is borrowed, the Bank depends on the ability of the nations to which it has provided loans to pay them back. Its lending decisions are based on a given country's ability to repay.

Over the years, especially since the 1980s, the operations of the Bank have become increasingly controversial. First, the Bank is seen as dominated by rich developed nations, and less developed countries and non‐states (e.g. NGOs) have little say in it. Second, there are concerns that the Bank serves certain interests (e.g. the nation‐state, international capital, wealthy nations, and economic elites in developing nations), and thereby adversely affects those of others (especially the poor and less developed nations). Despite its heavy emphasis on reducing extreme poverty, critics contend that its neoliberal policies actually worsen it. They are quick to point out that developing countries often pay more in interest to developed countries than they receive in aid. Third, as a result of its expanded mandate, the Bank is seen as having lost focus and as encroaching on the activities of other agencies (thereby weakening them).

In 2007, a controversy arose over the Bank's annual World Development Report, this one devoted to agriculture. Given its mandate to use funds from rich nations to reduce poverty in poor ones, the report was a shocker, since it showed that the Bank had long neglected agriculture in sub‐Saharan Africa. This neglect occurred in spite of the fact that sub‐Saharan Africa is one of the poorest regions in the world, and one that is almost totally dependent on agriculture. In fact, in the 1980s and 1990s, the Bank had helped push the public sector in this region – which was seen as inefficient and dominated by poor management practices – out of agriculture, on the neoliberal assumption that agriculture would improve if privatization and market forces (e.g. through the de‐control of prices) were allowed to operate. However, the private sector has not filled the void, and this has had disastrous consequences for agriculture in the region (e.g. farmers find it difficult to get credit). As one economist put it, “markets can't step in and won't step in when people have nothing. And if you take help away, you leave them to die” (quoted in Dugger 2007: A3). Another economist commented, “Here's your most important client, Africa, with its most important sector, agriculture, relevant to the most important goal – people feeding their families – and the bank has been caught with two decades of neglect” (quoted in Dugger 2007: A3). While some observers felt that the Bank was not given enough credit for its positive contributions and that much of the blame lay with African governments, the Bank itself acknowledged its mistakes in this domain.

With the 2007 Report, the Bank announced its intention to return to its earlier focus on agriculture in developing nations, especially in Africa, and away from later concerns with such issues as health (e.g. AIDs) and primary education (Dugger 2007). It is late in doing so, however, since both the Bill & Melinda Gates and the Rockefeller foundations have already been focusing on agriculture in Africa. Of course, the Bank, like the IMF, has become deeply immersed in the economic issues produced by the Great Recession, and these might sidetrack it, at least for a time. (Even before the recession, the Bank was following – and concerned about – debt levels, especially in developing countries.) In spite of a wide range of difficulties, the Bank is an important force globally. First, it is a forum for a vast number of nations to discuss development and development financing. Second, it remains a significant source of funds for developing countries. Third, it is an important source of information on development and provides valuable advice and support to the nations that are its members. Fourth, it promotes not only development, but a specific form of neoliberal development.




THE END OF BRETTON WOODS

While many of the economic organizations discussed in the previous section remain in place and are of great importance in the global economy, and many of those still to be discussed were at least inspired by Bretton Woods, it can be argued that Bretton Woods itself died on August 15, 1971. On that date, President Richard Nixon took the United States off the gold standard, resulting in a devaluation of the dollar and the end of the standard by which the currencies of other nations operated. IMF staff circulated the following notice: “R.I.P. We regretfully announce the not unexpected passing away after a long illness of Bretton Woods, at 9 P.M. last Sunday. Bretton was born in New Hampshire in 1944 and died a few days after his 27th birthday” (quoted in Frieden 2006: 342).

The demise of the Bretton Woods system is traceable to several factors (Frieden 2006). For one thing, it had been based on the preeminence of the United States and the US dollar. However, as many of the economies of the world recovered from WW II – in part because of Bretton Woods – other nations and currencies grew in importance (e.g. Japan and the yen, the members of the European Union and the euro, and more recently China and the yuan). Second, international finance was restored to major importance after years of being subordinated to a focus within national economies. The agreements and understandings that undergirded international trade and investment also came under attack. There was an agreement among GATT members not to raise tariffs on nonagricultural products. However, countries began to find other ways to protect themselves from foreign competition. For one thing, they accused other countries of “dumping” their products; that is, selling products at less than the cost of production in order to dominate a given market. For another, they sought to convince other nations to “voluntarily” restrict (through Voluntary Export Restraints [VERs]) their exports to them. This indicated a move back toward protectionism and away from the openness that was the hallmark of GATT.



CHANGES IN, AND CRITIQUES OF, BRETTON WOODS‐ERA ORGANIZATIONS

In the twenty‐first century, the organizations that were spawned by Bretton Woods – the World Bank, the IMF, and the WTO – are undergoing dramatic changes (Weisman 2007a). A former US Secretary of Treasury commented, “The Bretton Woods system has become outmoded … It has served us very well for a long time, but these institutions haven't changed with the times. They need to be rethought and restructured” (Weisman 2007a: C8).

Recent changes in the organizations are traceable to several major forces, including globalization, major trade disputes, and the increasing might and ambition of growing economic powers, especially in Asia. In terms of the latter, the World Bank has been loaning large sums of money to countries whose economies did not need such loans (e.g. China, including $710 million in early 2009 to help rebuild areas hit by a 2008 earthquake). Furthermore, the Bank's loans to “middle‐income” and “high‐income” economies (e.g. Greece) have far exceeded those given to “low‐income” economies (in recent years, more than half of the IMF's lending has gone to European countries, which had never received IMF loans before [Ewing 2013]). Even in terms of the funds that do go to poor countries, the World Bank is an increasingly small player in comparison to various international and private aid organizations. As a result, one professor said, “it's hard to see what good it [the World Bank] has done anywhere” (quoted in Weisman 2007a: C8). The Bank argues it is helping large numbers of the poverty‐stricken in less developed countries, while its critics say it is the opening of markets there, and not bank loans, that has helped in poverty reduction. And even worse, its critics contend that World Bank policies actually exacerbate poverty in these countries through structural adjustment programs and aid that largely benefits the wealthy.

Then there is the issue of the leadership of these organizations, especially the preeminent position occupied by the United States. This has become increasingly controversial for various reasons, including the fact that the United States is not contributing as much money as it used to, at least in comparison to other nations.

The IMF is saddled with such problems as relentless criticism of past austerity programs imposed on poor countries in exchange for bailouts, and of the bailouts themselves for legitimating and supporting bad policies by countries receiving them; a shift in global power away from the United States and Europe and toward countries like China; and the fact that the IMF has been rendered increasingly less relevant by a growing global economy. Thus, former US Secretary of State George Schulz said, “If it [IMF] disappeared tomorrow, I don't think people would miss it very much” (quoted in Weisman 2007a: C8). On the other hand, there are those who argue that although things are relatively calm for the moment, the IMF will be needed during the next global financial crisis.

One of the most effective critics of Bretton Woods‐era organizations is the noted economist Joseph E. Stiglitz. His critique is especially powerful because he had great practical experience as a member of President Bill Clinton's Council of Economic Advisors and as Chief Economist at the World Bank. Thus, he was able to view the operations of the global economic system not only from the inside, but also from prominent positions within powerful institutions belonging to that system. It is the fact that this is a critique from within, rather than from those who are on the periphery of the system and who feel they are being exploited by it, that gives Stiglitz's argument so much power.

For Stiglitz (2002: ix), globalization is defined as “the removal of barriers to free trade and the closer integration of national economies.”6 It should be clear, therefore, that he is falling into the familiar trap, especially common among (but not restricted to) economists, of defining globalization as economic globalization. As has been pointed out on several occasions, and as this book makes abundantly clear, there is much more to globalization than its economic aspects. It should also be clear that to Stiglitz, economic globalization is neoliberal economic globalization (he talks about “closer integration” and the “removal of barriers”), but he takes this position at the same time that he is a critic of it.

Stiglitz argues that economic globalization can be a positive force and can enrich everyone in the world, including the poor. However, this has not been the case because of the way globalization has been managed, and the way international trade agreements have been imposed on less developed nations. As a result, Stiglitz sees an increase in global poverty and a growing gap between the global rich and the global poor. In this way, globalization has not fulfilled its promise. Furthermore, globalization has not provided the global economic stability that many thought it offered (Stiglitz refers not only to the Asian financial crisis, but to other crises in Russia and Latin America).

Stiglitz accepts various criticisms of the West. For example, he agrees with the argument that the West has been hypocritical in seeking the elimination of trade barriers in other parts of the world while maintaining its own. He also accepts the idea that the West has been the driving force in an economic agenda that has furthered its interests while disadvantaging less developed parts of the world.

In terms of the IMF, Stiglitz sees several major changes since its creation at Bretton Woods in 1944. The IMF was created on the basis of the belief that markets often worked badly, but now it has become a strong champion of market supremacy. It was founded on the idea of the need to pressure developing countries to expand economically (e.g. to increase expenditures, reduce taxes, lower interest rates – all designed to stimulate the economy), but now it will provide funds to developing countries only if they “engage in policies like cutting deficits, raising taxes, or raising interest rates that lead to a contraction of the economy” (Stiglitz 2002: 12–13, italics added). Stiglitz attributes this about‐face to the 1980s and the Reagan–Thatcher years. The IMF and the World Bank became missionary institutions pushing neoliberal, “Washington Consensus” ideas (such as market liberalization [the removal of barriers], fiscal austerity, and privatization) on developing countries, which were inclined to go along with them because they badly needed the funds these institutions offered.

Originally, the IMF was to maintain global stability by dealing with macroeconomic issues such as a “government's budget deficit, its monetary policy, its inflation, its trade deficit, its borrowing from abroad” (Stiglitz 2002: 14). In short, the task of the IMF was to be sure a nation was living within its means. The World Bank was supposed to eradicate poverty by dealing with structural issues such as “what the country's government spent money on, the country's financial institutions, its labor markets, its trade policies” (Stiglitz 2002: 14).

However, the IMF grew increasingly imperialistic, seeing almost all structural issues as having macroeconomic implications. As a result, it saw virtually everything falling within its domain. It not only felt that it had the answers to these issues, but it tended to apply one set of such answers to every country; in Stiglitz's words, “it tends to take a ‘one‐size‐fits‐all’ approach” (2002: 34). It also tended to ignore input from the countries it was ostensibly helping. And the countries that were ignored had little recourse, because they needed the IMF's funds.

In spite of its great ambitions, or perhaps because of them, Stiglitz sees the IMF as a failure in terms of its missions of providing funds (to create jobs, etc.) to countries so that they can weather economic downturns and, more generally, of creating greater global economic stability. Among the more specific failures of the IMF are that its structural adjustment programs did not bring sustained growth, that its imposition of economic austerity often stifled economic growth (e.g. Greece), and that the opening of markets to competition too quickly led to job losses and increased poverty. In Stiglitz's view, the IMF has not only failed, but its failure (and that of the World Bank) has been magnified by the fact that it came to play a much greater global role than was originally envisioned for it.

Another set of critiques focuses on who is in charge of the IMF and the World Bank. As we have seen, the top positions at both organizations are held by Europeans and Americans, and they have a great influence on decision‐making (Strand and Retzl 2016). More generally, the nations and the largest corporations and financial institutions of the developed world dominate these organizations. This, of course, leaves the rest of the world out when it comes to leadership positions and is the source of considerable dissatisfaction. There is no overarching global system to ensure that this system functions well and equitably. As a result, we have what Stiglitz calls “global governance without global government” (Stiglitz 2002: 21). The system is run by the few, with the few as the main beneficiaries. Most of the people in the world have no say in such systems and are either not helped or are adversely affected by them.

Still another criticism of the IMF is the lack of transparency in its decision‐making and its operations. Those countries served by it do not know how it operates or the bases for its decisions. Further, the IMF is not accountable to these nation‐states.

Stiglitz offers a long list of more specific IMF errors and blunders:


	The privatization of state‐run systems (e.g. steel mills) was often done too quickly, and the new privatized businesses were often ineffective, in part because they weren't ready to operate on their own. As a result, consumers suffered, as did workers, as privatization brought with it job loss. Privatization often also went hand‐in‐hand with corruption (see later).

	The push to liberalize financial and capital markets, and to reduce barriers to trade, often hurt small emerging countries (e.g. through increasing unemployment) and contributed to the financial crises of the 1990s. Furthermore, resentment was generated in those countries because the pressure to liberalize them came with restrictions on finance, capital, and trade.

	The emphasis on foreign investment often adversely affected indigenous businesses in less developed countries.

	The IMF failed in the sequencing and pacing of its changes: “forcing liberalization before safety nets were put in place, before there was adequate regulatory framework, before the countries could withstand the adverse consequences of the sudden changes in market sentiment that are part and parcel of modern capitalism; forcing policies that led to job destruction before the essentials of job creation were in place; forcing privatization before there were adequate competition and regulatory frameworks” (Stiglitz 2002: 73).

	The IMF failed to deal with a variety of issues, such as job creation, land reform, improving education and health services, and helping workers adversely affected by its policies.



Stiglitz lays much of the blame for the East Asian financial crisis of the 1990s on the IMF, especially its push to liberalize capital accounts. While this served to open East Asian countries to investment, it also served to make them vulnerable to large and irrational movements of funds, especially out of East Asia. Once the crisis began, the IMF exaggerated the economic problems in East Asia and forced excessive austerity (e.g. through higher interest rates) on the countries involved. Countries were ordered to reduce imports, but this served to exacerbate problems by extending the crisis to those countries that exported such products. The later focus of the IMF on restructuring (closing banks burdened with bad loans, closing companies with bad debts or allowing them to be taken over by their creditors) also caused more problems than it solved. Ultimately, IMF policies destabilized the area, leading to riots. In the end, those East Asian countries that did not accept IMF intervention (e.g. Malaysia and China) tended to fare better than those that did, at least in the short run. Stiglitz concludes that the IMF failed because it reflected “the interests and ideology of the Western financial community” (Stiglitz 2002: 130), as well as because of its lack of a coherent program grounded in economic fundamentals. It, and much else, needs to be reformed in order to operate in a fairer manner and with a more “human face.”



OTHER IMPORTANT ECONOMIC ORGANIZATIONS

The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) is a broad group of, at the moment, 34 developed nations. It is “the most encompassing ‘club’ of the world's rich countries” (Ougaard 2007: 914–17). While the OECD has little formal power, it is highly influential.

The European Union (EU) is a product of the post‐WW II era, as well as the Bretton Woods era, and now encompasses 28 member states (which will decline to 27 member states when the United Kingdom finalizes its departure from the Union). It is the largest domestic market in the developed world (although soon to be surpassed by China), with over 512 million citizens (including the United Kingdom). The Euro Zone encompasses those nations in Europe that have adopted the euro as their basic currency. Most, but not all, nations using the euro are members of the European Union. Some Western European nations (e.g. the United Kingdom, Sweden, and Denmark) have never accepted the euro, and retain their traditional currencies. There is also growing opposition to the euro in some of the nations that have accepted it (Italy, France, the Netherlands), on a variety of grounds (e.g. it is believed to have led to an increase in prices and to have depressed economic growth rates because of the policies of the European Central Bank, which sets policy for Euro Zone nations).

The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) came into effect on January 1, 1994. It was based on the idea that the United States, Canada, and Mexico were to eliminate most barriers to trade and investment over the ensuing 15 years (Anderson 2007: 887–891). NAFTA was a major target for Donald Trump in his campaign for the presidency, but after his first year in office, he had not yet implemented any major changes. The Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA) was an attempt to expand the agreement to include all countries in the Americas (except Cuba), but it ultimately failed (Saguier 2012).

MERCOSUR, sometimes called the Southern Common Market, was created by the Treaty of Asuncion in 1991, with the goal of having a common market in South America by 1995 (Roett 1999).

The Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) was formed in 1960, and included the major oil exporters of the day: Iran, Iraq, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, and Venezuela (there are now 14 members). It was motivated by the comparatively low price being paid for oil at the time and the fact that oil prices had long failed to keep up with inflation. OPEC has succeeded in greatly increasing the price of oil, and its member nations have grown rich, some (e.g. Saudi Arabia) incredibly so.

One of the most ambitious agreements, in negotiation as of this writing, is the Trans‐Pacific Partnership (TPP). This agreement involves 11 countries: Japan, Malaysia, Vietnam, Singapore, Brunei, Australia, New Zealand, Canada, Mexico, Chile, and Peru (the United States was originally involved but pulled out after Trump's third day in office). In addition to deepening economic ties and expanding trade, the agreement is also considered “a not‐so‐secret gambit to keep China at bay.” The original negotiations that included the United States covered much more of global trade (40%), but the remaining countries still cover a significant 15% (Petroff 2018). However, critics point out that the agreement is being discussed in secret, without democratic processes, and fear that it will “intensify competition between [the] countries' [labor] forces” and pave “the way for companies to sue governments that change policy on, say, health and education to [favor] state‐provided services” (BBC 2016).



THE ROLE OF EMERGING ECONOMIES

Emerging economies, or newly industrializing economies (Pieterse 2012), are less developed countries whose newer industrialization is fueling their economic growth and political influence. You have seen emerging economies – countries like Mexico, Brazil, Chile, Russia, China, India, and Vietnam – mentioned throughout this chapter. They are active members in global economic institutions (e.g. the IMF and World Bank) and participants in the expanding free trade agreements (e.g. MERCOSUR and TPP), so it is worth considering their role in structuring the global economy.

Prior to (and during) the Great Recession, there was much attention paid to the large emerging economies of the world. Particular emphasis was placed on Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa (popularly referred to as BRICS), which had very large and growing populations that could serve as a massive work force and untapped consumer market. Accordingly, China's economy averaged a 10% growth rate per year, and India's 8%, with the other three countries averaging 4–5% growth per year (by comparison, the seven most advanced economies averaged less than 1.4% growth during the same time) (Talley 2016). Some commentators noted that “the rise of the large emerging economies of Brazil, India and China can easily be counted among the most important contemporary structural changes in the global political economy” (Nölke et al. 2015: 538). These economies accounted for 50% of global growth, and it was predicted that, together, they could form a new world order that challenged the global North, both economically and politically.

However, the predictions proved to be overblown. In the 2010s, Russia and Brazil entered deep recessions as global consumption and commodity prices (which had been fueling much of their growth) fell. In 2015, investors withdrew a net $500 billion from the two countries, which was “the biggest investor exodus out of emerging markets in more than two decades” (Talley 2016). The growth of the BRICS fell to an average of 2% per year (similar to the advanced economies), with China experiencing the greatest drop. Other factors contributing to the slower growth included political conflict (e.g. corruption), high debt obligations, and shrinking labor markets.

Emerging economies, and especially BRICS, are continuing their growth. They play a greater role in global production networks (see Chapter 4), and trade between them – referred to as South–South trade – has increased dramatically (Gereffi 2015). However, their growth and significance are developing at a much slower pace than in the 2000s, and as a result, they do not pose the kind of threat to developed economies that was once feared by some in the North. This also means that their position in negotiating multilateral trade agreements and demanding greater roles within global economic institutions remains relatively weak, and that these forms of global inequality will likely remain intact (see Chapter 11). These countries (especially India and China) will continue to attract greater economic flows, but such flows will persist at slower rates.



THE MULTINATIONAL CORPORATION (MNC)

By most accounts, the other major player – strong actor – in economic globalization (beyond the nation‐state and the organizations already discussed) is the multinational corporation (MNC). Also of importance are transnational corporations (TNCs). While TNCs involve operations in more than one country, MNCs operate in more than two. We will generally use the term “MNC” in this book to encompass both MNCs and TNCs. There are many who believe that the MNC has grown more powerful – perhaps much more powerful – than the nation‐state and all of the organizations described in this chapter that are based on nation‐states. For example, de la Dehesa (2006: 85) argues, “We have to get used to the fact that, thanks to the globalization process, companies rather than states will be the leading actors in the world economy.”







Multinational corporation (MNC): A corporation that operates in more than two countries.






There is no question that MNCs are increasingly important on the global scene. Adapting Dicken's (2015: 58) definition of a TNC, MNCs “are firms with the power to coordinate and control operations” in more than two countries, “even if they do not own them.” This means that they operate in an array of economic, political, social, and cultural environments. While MNCs have proliferated and grown in recent years, companies that operate, have interests, and have activities outside a home country (if one can be identified) are not new, as exemplified by the East India Company (fifteenth to late nineteenth century) and the Hudson's Bay Company (late seventeenth century, with vestiges to this day).

Defined in this way, MNCs are hard to quantify, but if we rely on ownership data (a more restrictive criterion than those posed in our previous definition), there are about 61 000 MNCs in the world today, carrying out production through over 900 000 affiliates. They account for about a tenth of the world's gross national product (GNP) and about a third of total world exports. While there are many MNCs, the fact is that a relatively small number of “global corporations” (e.g. Toyota, IBM) predominate. And the vast majority – 96 of the top 100 – are in the developed world (Dicken 2007). However, as we will see, MNCs from developing countries are increasing in number and importance.

One way to measure a company's geographical reach is the transnationality index (TNI). As noted by Dicken (2015: 116), “the TNI is a weighted average of three indicators: foreign sales as a percentage of total sales; foreign assets as a percentage of total assets; and foreign employment as a percentage of total employment,” with higher values equaling more transnationality. Dicken focused on the largest 100 MNCs. From 1993 to 2012, the average TNI of these companies increased from 51.6 to 67.8. This shows that these large companies spread significantly across an increasing number of countries (although the figures do not tell us how many), but that approximately one‐third of their operations remained in their home countries. Furthermore, these measures tend to vary by country of origin (e.g. MNCs from smaller countries tend to be more transnational).

Why do companies become multi‐ (or trans‐) national? One set of reasons relates to market‐oriented investments made necessary by the geographic unevenness of markets. A company might reach a saturation point in its domestic market, identify new markets that require its direct presence, find that unless it becomes trans‐ or multinational it will have its markets restricted by political regulations (e.g. import tariffs), find that a foreign market is so idiosyncratic that it can deal with it only by being physically present in it, or find that there are strong cultural and political reasons for it to be present in other countries.

There are also reasons relating to market‐oriented investment necessitated by the geographic unevenness of assets. A company in these circumstances might invest in another country in order to access natural and human resources. The latter can involve accessing human resources with high skill and knowledge, or it can involve accessing personnel with little in the way of skill or knowledge whose attraction is their low cost. Firms might also seek countries with labor that has more “controllability” (i.e. is less likely to be unionized or has fewer legal protections for worker organization).

Dicken outlines various ways in which corporations become trans‐ or multinational. One is greenfield investment, which involves the building of totally new facilities in another country. This is obviously favored by host countries, but is highly risky from the point of view of the MNC. A second is merger and acquisition (e.g. the acquisition of the US Chrysler Corporation by the German Daimler‐Benz – now dissolved). A third is strategic collaborations, which, while they have existed for quite some time, have grown in number, increased in scale, and become increasingly central to firms' transnational strategies in recent years. Strategic collaborations among companies in different countries can have various objectives, including gaining access to specific markets and technologies, sharing the risks associated with market entry, sharing other costs and uncertainties, and achieving economies associated with synergy. There are, of course, risks involved in this, such as loss of control over key technologies and the great complexity involved in running such collaborations.







Greenfield investment: The building of totally new corporate facilities in another country.






However they are created, MNCs lead to the development of far more complex networks (Bandelj et al. 2015). For a start, the firm's internal network needs to be tied into networks in other countries. These larger, more complex networks are inherently more difficult to control. There are difficulties involved in finding a balance between centralized control and local sensitivity, between economies of scale in production and responsiveness to local market conditions, between core and peripheral knowledge, and between global integration and local responsiveness. Then there are more specific issues, such as where to locate corporate headquarters (usually the home country), core research and development centers (also usually the home country), sales and marketing (usually dispersed globally), and production activities (also usually dispersed).

In terms of production activities, there are various possibilities:


	Globally concentrated production in a single location. This produces economies of scale, but it maximizes transportation costs and doesn't make use of local expertise.

	Production specifically for a local or national market. This limits economies of scale.

	Production of a specialized product for a regional market (e.g. the European Union).

	Segmented production, with different parts located in different geographic areas. This entails a form of transnational vertical integration.



There is great variation in MNCs, but interestingly Dicken argues that few are actually truly global. They are more likely to be regional (e.g. in Europe, North America, or East Asia). However, they do vary in terms of size and shape.

There are always tensions where MNCs are involved, including with nation‐states, local communities, labor, consumers, and civil‐society organizations. MNCs have also helped create counter‐forces, such as multiscalar regulatory systems (e.g. the WTO), international institutes of technical standards (e.g. the International Organization for Standardization [ISO]), and the resurgent nation‐state.

While most observers emphasize the power of MNCs and their increasing ascendancy over the nation‐state, Dicken demurs. He sees the nation‐state as being of continuing importance and as having various advantages over the MNC (e.g. its control over continuous territories versus the discontinuous territories under an MNC). To Dicken, MNCs are not the “unstoppable juggernauts” they are to other observers and critics, especially vis‐à‐vis the nation‐state.

Dicken's perspective also runs counter to the dominant view that the global world is increasingly placeless or defined by non‐places (Auge 1995; Ritzer 2007). Dicken contends that as far as MNCs are concerned, place and geography still matter. He argues that MNCs continue to evidence various characteristics traceable to their home base – their place of origin – including their cognitive, cultural, social, political, and economic traits. As he puts it, no matter how transnational they become, MNCs continue to have the “aroma of native land.” Thus, he argues, “TNC diversity, not uniformity, is the norm in today's world in which global production networks are the predominant form of organization” (Dicken 2015: 118). Dicken rejects the view that MNCs throughout the world are becoming standardized and homogenized (see Chapter 10).



THE MYTH OF ECONOMIC GLOBALIZATION?

All of the preceding (as well as what is to come in the next chapter) points to the growing importance of economic globalization. While that is the predominant view, as well as the one adopted here, there are those who do not accept it. For example, Hirst et al. (2009) famously argue that globalization, especially economic globalization, is a myth. They assert that such a highly internationalized economy, although it may not have been labeled “global,” is not unprecedented. In fact, the current world economy may well be less open than that during the period 1870–1914. Most companies continue to be based in nations in terms of assets, production facilities, and sales (this is also Dicken's view). Their multinational business stems from such a national base. And there does not appear to be much in the way of movement toward the development of multinational businesses. There is no massive shift of investment and employment from advanced to developing countries. Foreign direct investment (FDI) continues to be made mainly in the advanced industrial economies and not in less developed countries. Trade continues to involve mainly Europe, Japan, and North America, although China and India have emerged as new super‐powers; it is not truly global. Rather, Hirst et al. (2009) argue the international economy has experienced a growing supranational regionalization, and it is the most powerful nations that possess the ability to govern it.

While these are solid arguments, they really come down to the point that contemporary economic globalization may not be as new or as great as many contend. However, they do not contradict the idea that today's economy is globalized. The view adopted here is that the economy is more global than Hirst et al. argue and that it has only grown more so since their argument was first published a decade ago.



CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter examines the major global economic structures. It analyzes the similarities between the current global capitalist system and a prior system that functioned between 1896 and 1914. Turmoil beginning with WW I ended the earlier global capitalist system and set the stage for the emergence of the current global capitalist system.

Fears of another Depression after WW II led to the establishment of the Bretton Woods system in 1944. This was an attempt to create institutional structures that would foster international economic cooperation and encourage the free flow of capital around the world. The US dollar was adopted as the standard – almost a “global currency” – in order to establish stable international exchange rates.

The Bretton Woods system led to the creation, either directly or indirectly, of various global economic structures. GATT sought to facilitate the liberalization of trade by the reduction of tariff barriers. It was eventually replaced by the WTO, which added a concern for the reduction of non‐tariff barriers. This included GATS, the protection of intellectual property through TRIPS, and TRIMs measures aimed at allowing a nation‐state to control the distorting effects of foreign investment. The WTO is a forum for international negotiations on trade, with member countries participating in successive “rounds” of discussions.

Bretton Woods also led to the creation of the IMF, in order to create a stable global monetary system and to act as a “lender of the last resort.” Another key institution was the World Bank, which started out (and continues) with a specific focus on developing physical infrastructure in middle‐income nations. The IMF and the World Bank have come under criticism for furthering the neoliberal agenda. The IMF (and later the World Bank, in consultation with it) imposed structural adjustment programs on developing countries, extending loans only if certain “conditionalities” (reduction of government expenditure and integration with the world market) were met by the borrowers.

Joseph Stiglitz criticizes these institutions for their policy of imposing liberalization on developing countries, and especially for their use of a one‐size‐fits‐all approach. Stiglitz believes that the premature opening of markets under the structural adjustment programs increased the vulnerability of some countries to economic crises, as for instance in the 1997 Asian crisis. The lack of transparency and the dominance of the United States and Europe in the governing structures of these organizations have also been severely criticized.

Regional coalitions play a key role in the global economic system. While the European Union, with its common market and the establishment of the euro as a common currency, is perhaps the best known, others include NAFTA, MERCOSUR, and OPEC. Although these organizations face various internal challenges, they engage with (and provide important mechanisms for nation‐states to engage with) economic globalization. Emerging economies continue to play a larger role here, but their growth and expanding influence have often been exaggerated.

Also analyzed is another significant economic player, the MNC. Many believe the MNC has grown more powerful than the nation‐state. MNC activity is measured in terms of foreign direct investment and portfolio investment. MNCs can employ a number of mechanisms, including greenfield investments, mergers and acquisitions, and strategic collaborations.

There are those who argue that economic globalization is a “myth.” For example, they contend that the world economy is actually less open than in earlier epochs. The position taken in this book is that the world economy is much more global than is argued by such critics.








DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


	Discuss the relevance of Bretton Woods institutions such as the IMF and the World Bank in the current global context.

	Analyze the “global” nature of MNCs.

	Make a case that economic globalization is a “myth.”

	Examine the role of regional coalitions in the global economic system.

	Examine the role of the nation‐state with respect to the changes in the world economic system.
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NOTES


1 Typical of economic historians and economists more generally, as well as many journalists and laypeople, Frieden often seems to equate global capitalism with globalization. For example: “The opening years of the twentieth century were the closest thing the world had ever seen to a free world market for goods, capital, and labor. It would be a hundred years before the world returned to that level of globalization” (Frieden 2006: 16, italics added). However, it is important to bear in mind that such a view of globalization relates only to the economy and tells us little about globalization in general, or about the globalization of other realms such as political and cultural globalization.
2 However, there are certainly factors that are specific to each period. One example is the triumph of the gold standard in the earlier epoch as a result of the rejection by the American electorate of its passionate supporter, William Jennings Bryant, in the presidential election of 1896.
3 However, it would be a mistake to assume that trade was totally free and that tariffs were eliminated. Many barriers remained, again then as now, because, for example, nation‐states wanted to protect their farmers as well as their most vulnerable (often, their newest) industries.
4 There is much concern in the Great Recession about a return to isolationism.
5 While there are no hard‐and‐fast dividing lines, the World Bank also engaged in structural adjustment programs, which tended to focus on such issues as “the civil service, privatizations, reforms of international trade policies, reforms at the sectoral level (such as agriculture, education, utilities), the improvement of property rights and other measures to promote the growth of the private sector, anti‐corruption measures, and so on” (Killick 2007: 1095; see also Babb 2005: 199–222).
6 Stigliitz (2002: 9) also offers a more detailed definition: “the closer integration of the countries and peoples of the world which has been brought about by the enormous reductions in cost of transportation and communication, and the breaking down of artificial barriers to the flows of goods, services, capital, knowledge, and (to lesser extent) people across borders.”
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When Julie Keith, a mother of two in the United States, opened a box of Halloween decorations she had bought at a major US discount chain, she was surprised by what she found. Inside the box was a note from a man who said he was imprisoned in a Chinese labor camp, where he was forced to work 15 hours a day, 7 days a week (Jacobs 2013). The note requested, “Sir: If you occasionally buy this product, please kindly resend this letter to the World Human Right Organization.” The note, which traveled 5000 miles before reaching its recipient, reveals one of the many interesting and hidden dimensions of global economic flows. Having examined various economic structures in the previous chapter, we now turn to an examination of these flows, especially as they relate to production and consumption.

We begin by showing how the world economy operates through global trade, production networks, and commodity flows. We document how countries are positioned differently within these flows and processes, and by extending our analysis to financial globalization, the role of corporations, and consumption, we explain how basic capitalist dynamics drive them.



TRADE

A good place to get a quick snapshot of global trade (Mann and Pluck 2007), as well as of net economic flows in and out of a given nation‐state, is that nation's trade surpluses and deficits.


Trade Surpluses and Deficits

Of special interest and importance as far as trade surpluses and deficits are concerned are the positions of the two global economic giants – the United States and China – in terms of their trade balances. On the one side is the United States, which had a trade deficit of $566 billion in 2017(Schlesinger and Torry 2018). (Since 2000, the United States has ranged between a low trade deficit of $361.5 billion in 2001 and a high trade deficit of $761.7 billion in 2006.) For its part, China announced that it had a trade surplus of $422.5 billion in 2017. The 2017 US trade deficit with China alone was $375.2 billion, which was the nation's highest deficit ever with China (and nearly double its deficit with all other countries). The United States is negotiating with China over the size of its deficit, blaming it, at least in part, on Chinese monetary policies that, in the US view, artificially undervalue the yuan, thereby making Chinese exports less expensive and so more affordable to Americans. The US government has also complained that China has placed illegal trade restrictions on US chicken (China is a lucrative market for chicken feet), cold‐rolled steel (used in appliances and auto parts), and other industries (Tally and Magnier 2016). In 2018, President Trump instigated several rounds of tariffs with China on their respective imports, triggering a trade war and uncertainty in where things might end. Of course, there is much more to Americans' attraction to Chinese products than just their low prices, traceable to China's (perhaps) undervalued currency and low cost of labor. The fact is that many Chinese products are attractive because their quality is high, at least for the price being paid.

The trade deficit with China has certainly hurt US industry, but it has greatly aided the American consumer, who has access to a wide range of low‐priced imports from China (and elsewhere).



Global Trade: Economic Chains and Networks

Trade in goods and services is clearly central to the global economy. Much of that trade takes place in interconnected circuits of one kind or another. These interconnections are clear, as are the basic liquid‐ and flow‐oriented themes of this book (see Chapter 1), in the various chains and networks that exist in the global economy – specifically, in global trade.

Gereffi (2005, 2012, 2015) has outlined several of the most important economic chains and networks involved in global trade:


	Supply chains. This is a general label for value‐adding activities in the production process. A supply chain begins with raw materials and follows the value‐adding process through a variety of inputs and outputs, and ultimately to a finished product. For example, the process might begin with some comparatively inexpensive raw material (say, cotton), and at various steps along the way workers and technologies add value to it (e.g. transforming the cotton into thread, producing a T‐shirt) so that in the end the finished product (the T‐shirt) has greater value than the raw material with which the process began (Rivoli 2015).

	International production networks. This involves the networks of producers involved in the process of producing a finished product. Multinational corporations (MNCs) are seen as playing a central role, as being the “flagships,” in these networks.

	Global commodity chains (Gereffi and Korzeniewicz 1994). This brings together the idea of value‐adding chains and the global organization of industries. It also accords a central place to the growing importance of the sellers of global products. This includes buyer‐driven chains such as Wal‐Mart, which play an increasing role in determining what industries produce and how much they produce. Such companies do not manufacture their own products: they are buyers of products, which are then sold under their brand names. Also included here are “brand companies,” or “manufacturers without factories” (the best known is Nike [Rothenberg‐Aalami 2004]). Buyer‐driven chains are distinguished from producer‐driven chains (e.g. Toyota). There is a focus on the governance structure of global commodity chains (e.g. are they governed by producers or buyers?). Also of concern is the role of lead firms (Wal‐Mart, Nike) in the creation of “global production and sourcing networks” (Gereffi 2005: 168).

	Global value chains. Gereffi argues that this is emerging as the overarching label for all work in this area and for all such chains. Here is the way he describes global value chains: “These highlight the relative value of those economic activities that are required to bring a good or service from conception, through the different phases of production (involving a combination of physical transformation and the input of various producer services), delivery to final consumers, and final disposal after use” (Gereffi 2012). This conceptualization has several advantages. First, it “focuses on value creation and value capture across the full range of possible chain activities and end products (goods and services)” (Gereffi 2005: 168). Second, “it avoids the limiting connotations of the word commodity, which to some implies the production of undifferentiated goods with low barriers to entry” (Gereffi 2005: 168). Third, while it accepts a number of ideas from earlier approaches – the nature and consequences of organizational and geographic fragmentation; the role of power in the chain; “industry (re‐)organization, coordination, governance” (Gereffi 2005: 168); and the ways in which firms are linked in the global economy – it goes beyond them to include the broader institutional contexts (e.g. trade policy, trade regulations, trade standards) of these chains. However, the most important advantage of the idea of global value chains is that it encompasses both production and consumption (and even post‐consumption).





Global Value Chains

To give specificity to the idea of global value chains, we will look at several examples.


T‐Shirts

The neoliberalism that undergirds the global market is based on the belief that markets should be free and open and have no barriers to free and open trade. While there have been many efforts to lower or remove such barriers, the fact is that they remain in many areas. One particularly interesting and instructive example is found in Pietra Rivoli's work on the global value chain for T‐shirts (Rivoli 2015). The chain here involves, among other things, cotton grown in and shipped from the United States; T‐shirts manufactured in China or Bangladesh; the shipping of those new T‐shirts to the United States, and their sale there; the T‐shirts' eventual disposal (often very quickly); and finally the shipping of the used T‐shirts to Africa, and their resale there. In this section, we look at this global value chain, but this time instead of focusing on the various steps involved, we will deal primarily with the nature of the various markets involved.

We can begin with cotton production in Texas. With its high labor costs, how is it the United States can lead the world (at least most of the time) in cotton production and export? While part of the answer lies in the fact that the industry is embedded in a set of other highly advanced institutions (e.g. US universities that do cutting‐edge scientific research on cotton production), a large part is the fact that US government subsidies have distorted the global market and given American producers a tremendous advantage.

The American cotton industry has been aided – unfairly – in other ways. For example, American textile manufacturers have been prevented from using foreign cotton even when they can get it at a lower price. The US government has paid the manufacturers to use American cotton. The government has also set up the Crop Disaster Program and Farm Loan Program. Few if any of the United States' global competitors in the cotton market have had support of this type, and certainly not of this magnitude.

These subsidies and other programs put producers in other countries at a disadvantage. Another major cotton exporter, Brazil, fought back. It filed a claim with the World Trade Organization (WTO) (see Chapter 3) alleging that the United States was not following the agreed‐upon rules of global trade. In 2004, the WTO ruled in favor of Brazil, but the United States ignored the ruling and kept the subsidies in place (Joffe‐Walt 2010). The United States appealed, and lost, but still refused to change its subsidies until Brazil threatened a variety of economic sanctions against it (this action was approved by the WTO). Then the two sides met to negotiate, and while the United States argued it was impossible to eliminate subsidies immediately, it agreed to pay Brazilian cotton farmers $147 million per year until the subsidies were addressed in the next Farm Bill. After the Farm Bill was rejected by Congress in 2013 (Chakraborty 2013), Americans continued to pay Brazil the annual payment until it was ultimately passed in 2014. Brazil and the United States then reached a final agreement where the United States made a one‐time payment of $300 million to the Brazil Cotton Institute (IBA), and the WTO dispute was terminated (Office of the United States Trade Representative 2014). However, the 2014 Farm Bill also developed “government programs that insure cotton farms against reductions in their revenues from lower market prices and unexpectedly low crop yields,” and effectively functioned as a new form of subsidy to cotton growers (Sumner 2016). The subsidies remain a contentious issue as the United States develops its new 2018 Farm Bill.

Similarly, the global trade in T‐shirts, especially those produced in China, has not been free and open, particularly with respect to the sale of Chinese‐made T‐shirts in the United States. The Multi‐Fiber Agreement (1975–2005) put quotas on the number of T‐shirts that could be imported into the United States from various producing countries. The main purpose of this law was to prevent China from cornering all, or close to all, of that market. In fact, had it been a free and open market, China would have dominated most of it, because according to many observers it produces the best‐quality T‐shirts at the lowest prices. The Multi‐Fiber Agreement was a state‐imposed mechanism to limit the ability of the Chinese to sell T‐shirts in the American market. After it expired at the end of 2005, imports of Chinese T‐shirts to the United States (and the European Union) were capped for three more years (Chanda 2007).

So, where do all those T‐shirts go when Americans (and consumers from other countries) don't want them anymore? Many of them end up in the bins of second‐hand stores, such as the Salvation Army and the Goodwill. A very rare T‐shirt, like a Rolling Stones 1972 tour shirt, might find its way to a hip vintage store, where it can sell for up to $300. But most have a less profitable fate. And because the supply of second‐hand T‐shirts far exceeds the demand for them in the United States, it has driven a successful export industry. As Rivoli (2015: 216) observes, “between 1995 and 2007, the United States exported nearly nine billion pounds of used clothing and other worn textile products to the rest of the world.” Some of these items are dumped into African countries, with the unintended consequence that they can destroy local apparel manufacturing. For example, one study found that “used‐clothing imports are found to have a negative impact on apparel production in Africa, explaining roughly 40% of the decline in production and 50% of the decline in employment over the period 1981–2000” (Frazer 2008: 1764). Many other unwanted T‐shirts end up being sold to a rag cutter, where they are cut and then sold to wiping‐rag manufacturers. The most unwanted go through a shredder and are used in carpet pads, mattresses, cushions, and caskets, and more recently as insulation in eco‐friendly construction (Rivoli 2015: 226).

Based on this analysis, Rivoli comes to the conclusion that the greatest problems in this realm are not traceable to the operation of the market, but to various actions, especially by governments, to exclude sectors of the global economy from the free operation of the market. While there is merit to her neoliberal argument, at least in this limited context, the fact is that most critics of the global market blame the market itself more than individual states for such problems.



iPhones

The global value chain for the Apple iPhone is fascinating, very complex, and highly unequal. The phone's conceptual design is created in the United States, and the processor is produced in Texas. Beyond that, “advanced semiconductors have come from Germany and Taiwan, memory from Korea and Japan, display panels and circuitry from Korea and Taiwan, chipsets from Europe and rare metals from Africa and Asia” (Duhigg and Bradsher 2012). Then the phone is assembled in China, often using the infamous contractor, Foxconn (well known for its widespread labor abuses).

The lack of adequate labor regulations in China (and throughout Asia) provides Apple with a cheap and flexible labor force. For example, Apple had last‐minute design changes (the use of a new glass screen) to a new model that required fully reconfiguring the assembly line. The new screens were to arrive on the same night that the necessary overhaul was to take place. One report describes how the Chinese factory handled the situation: “A foreman immediately roused 8000 workers inside the company's dormitories, according to the [Apple] executive. Each employee was given a biscuit and a cup of tea, guided to a workstation and within half an hour started a 12‐hour shift fitting glass screens into beveled frames” (Duhigg and Bradsher 2012). After only four days, the factory was turning out more than 10 000 iPhones per day for consumers around the world. Of course, the flipside of this efficiency is that those 8000 workers were living in poor conditions (at least by American standards) in company dormitories. Reports also show that workers normally take only one day off per month (Smith 2016). There is evidence of forced labor, child labor, forced unpaid overtime, industrial accidents from unenforced workplace regulations, and workers committing suicide at Foxconn, which employs 1.2 million Chinese workers and does much of Apple's assembly work (Barboza and Duhigg 2012).

Once the phones are produced, they are distributed to markets around the world and sold to consumers at extraordinary profit margins. For example, the production cost of a 64 GB iPhone 8 was $247.51, but its retail price was $699, providing Apple with an unusually high 65% profit margin (Kharpal 2017). In 2017, Apple posted a profit of $48.3 billion, making it one of the most profitable companies in the world. This stands in stark comparisons to Foxconn and other contractors, whose profit margins are razor‐thin and whose workers struggle with poverty wages and inhumane working conditions.

Once consumers are done with their iPhone, the value chain continues through recycling and waste disposal (Cipriani 2016). If the phone is traded in to an Apple store, Apple puts it through several tests to see if it can be resold on the second‐hand market. If they determine that it cannot be resold, it is shipped to a recycling facility that is operated by a contractor (e.g. the Li Tong Group). The contractor is then required to remove toxic chemicals and gasses (this dangerous work poses significant health hazards for the laborers) and destroy all components. While other electronics manufacturers allow their components to be reused and repurposed (e.g. the camera on a Microsoft Surface could be sold for use in a drone), Apple has a “full destruction” policy to prevent parts from being used in counterfeit Apple products. Accordingly, all parts are shredded and rendered unusuable. Only then can certain valuable materials (e.g. aluminum, gold, copper) be extracted and resold, while the rest of the phone enters a landfill as waste.



Conventional, Hybrid, and Electric Automobiles

Automobiles are important consumer items with diverse global value chains. In particular, China is building more of its own, and they are increasingly sophisticated. For example, Geely is an automobile manufacturer whose first crudely built automobiles (fewer than 5000 of them) rolled off the assembly line in 2000; by 2006, it was producing 180 000 far more sophisticated autos, which sold not only in China, but in Latin America, the Middle East, and Europe as well (Fairclough 2006). In 2010, Geely bought Volvo (a Swedish car company) and positioned itself as part of a rapidly growing Chinese automobile industry. In fact, China has quickly become the world's largest automobile manufacturer, producing almost one out of every three cars sold in the world (21 million out of 68.5 million) in 2015 (International Organization of Motor Vehicle Manufacturers 2016); Geely sold over 509 000 of those vehicles. (However, the United States remains the world's largest producer of commercial vehicles.) It has been easy for China (and countries like it) to enter and become a major player in the automobile industry (and others), for a number of reasons: it has widespread knowledge of the necessary technologies, it has expertise derived from previous joint ventures with Western and Japanese manufacturers, it has been able to hire experts (especially engineers) from established firms in those areas, it can purchase components from the same manufacturers (both in China and abroad) used by long‐established automobile companies, and it has the ability to outsource many aspects of the production process.

Joint ventures with established auto companies are underway, and venture capitalists are investing in the Chinese auto industry. For example, American and Japanese auto companies are opening new joint‐venture factories in China (e.g. General Motors entered a joint partnership with SAIC Motor in China to produce electric cars [Bradsher 2011]). Chinese companies are also investing heavily in Detroit and other US locations (Vlasic 2013).

Driven largely by concerns over global warming (see Chapter 9) and oil independence, there is increasing demand for hybrid and electric automobiles vehicles. While a gas‐powered vehicle is powered by an internal combustion engine, a fully electronic vehicle is powered by a rechargeable battery (Canis 2013). The internal combustion engine, fuel tank, fuel line, and exhaust system are replaced by an electric engine and a rechargeable battery (a hybrid vehicle has components of both systems). From a production standpoint, the main difference in the global value chain between gas‐powered automobiles and hybrid or electric vehicles is the rechargeable battery.

The most important type of rechargeable battery for electric and hybrid vehicles is the lithium‐ion battery (Lowe et al. 2010). Its production is dominated by Asian companies – especially Japanese companies – but companies around the world are involved in the global value chain. Most of the research and development is done by Japanese and American companies. Nearly all of the lithium comes from a Chilean company and two US companies with mines in Chile and Argentina. Lithium recycling is an important part of lithium production, and is done by materials recycling companies in the United States and Japan. Other key materials (e.g. cobalt) mostly come from Japanese companies. Components for the battery cells (where the most value is added) are produced by companies in Korea, Germany, Belgium, Japan, the United States, and China. Other electrical and mechanical components are produced in those countries, with additional production happening in Canada. The batteries and related equipment are then provided to vehicle manufacturers (e.g. Ford and Tesla in the United States, Toyota in Japan, Volkswagen in Germany, Hyundai in Korea, etc.).





INCREASING COMPETITION FOR COMMODITIES

A wide range of commodities constitute the starting point for many of the global value chains discussed in the previous section. However, one of the most striking developments in recent years has been the increasing global competition for various commodities. The best‐known and most obvious example is oil (see later), but much the same thing has happened in the markets for natural gas, copper, lithium (especially for batteries for electric cars), nickel, silver, and gold, as well as even more mundane items such as rice, wheat, corn, and soybeans. The increasing demand for these commodities, and many others, is no longer fueled mainly by the needs of the countries we traditionally think of as highly developed (e.g. the United States, the members of the European Union, Japan), but by massive development in other parts of the world, especially India and China. The latter, especially China, are industrializing at a rapid pace (as we noted in the last chapter, the growth of China has slowed, but it still continues to purchase a large and growing percentage of commodities), and this relatively new industrialization places large and increasing demands on all sorts of commodities, especially the oil needed to power it. While the United States remains the largest consumer of oil, China surpassed it as the world's largest oil importer in 2015 (Johnson 2015) (because the United States is a large producer of oil, it imports much less than it consumes). This is somewhat misleading, however, because China's (and India's) energy consumption has been driven more by coal than by oil. From 2000 to 2014, China and India accounted for nearly all the increase in global coal consumption, with China now consuming half of the world's coal (World Bank 2015). In the same period, China accounted for nearly all of the increase in metals consumption (India accounted for 5% of the increase). Accordingly, China's share of the world's metal consumption rose from 13 to 47% from 2000 to 2014. In spite of enormous gains made by emerging economies like China and India, it is important to remember that the North, especially the United States, remains the major consumer of most of the world's commodities. Furthermore, China and India's share of agricultural consumption was comparable to the increase in global consumption overall (World Bank 2015).

Demand for commodities goes well beyond that of specific industries needing specific commodities for their production processes. This industrial development is linked to the emergence of a similarly expanding consumer society, with consumers in countries like China and India demanding the same sorts of products that consumers in the United States and the European Union possess (Wee 2016). The result is a need for everything from more airplanes to transport people who want to see the world, to gas‐guzzling and polluting trucks to deliver the things they want to consume, to the automobiles they desire both as consumables and as technologies that allow them to consume much else (e.g. tourism within China and Asia). All of these planes, trucks, and cars require gasoline, and need to be produced in factories that consume huge amounts of energy; and in order to be produced, all of them require a wide range of commodities. A global commodities specialist sums this up well: “It is absolutely a fundamental change in the global economic structure … Global commodities ranging from oil to base metals to grains are moving higher as billions of people in China and around the world get wealthier and are consuming more as they produce products for us, and increasingly for themselves” (quoted in Krauss 2008: C1). As an economist puts it, “The world is coming alive and the lights are coming on across Asia … What we are dealing with is a tremendous demand for resources” (quoted in Krauss 2008: C8).



THE ECONOMIC IMPACT OF THE FLOW OF OIL

The economic impact of oil over the last century cannot be underestimated. It has been the driving force of both industrialization and mechanized warfare. As nations and economies have developed, they have pursued more and more oil (Labban 2012). Not only can this greater demand lead to higher prices (note that prices are cyclical, with periods of rising and falling prices), but it becomes harder and harder to find additional resources (e.g. new oil fields) and increasingly difficult to obtain them. Thus, oil wells far out in the ocean are more expensive to build than those on land, and the oil itself is harder to get and therefore more expensive. Getting oil from sand pits is more difficult and costly than getting it from underground oil wells. This has motivated the increased use of hydraulic fracturing (i.e. fracking) to obtain oil.

Fracking can be less costly in the short term, and it has dramatically shaped oil flows, especially in the United States. The United States, which sits on large oil reserves that were previously unobtainable, has quickly risen to become one of the largest oil producers in the world. Its share of oil imports as a percentage of daily consumption fell from 65% in 2005 to 28% in 2015, and is expected to drop to just 11% in 2020 (Egan 2016). This has made gas significantly cheaper both in the United States and around the world, and has the potential to fulfill a long‐held US goal of energy independence. The United States could even shift to becoming a net exporter of oil, challenging the economic and political power of Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) members in Russia and the Middle East. But while oil flows have become cheaper in the short term, fracking and higher oil production carry significant environmental risks (e.g. groundwater contamination, air pollution), many of which are unknown as extraction companies do not disclose the chemicals used in fracking. Of course, they also help further global warming, whose full economic impacts have still not been felt.


Oil Wealth

Global flows of oil, and the prices at which they are sold, can have dramatic impacts on nations' economies. For example, there was a huge influx of petrodollars into oil‐producing countries after 2002, and especially in 2007 and 2008, as a result of the great run‐up in oil prices through mid‐2008. In 2000, oil exports earned OPEC about $243 billion (when the price of crude oil was approximately $45/barrel); by 2007, this figure was estimated to have risen to $688 billion (Weisman 2007). While the numbers dropped significantly during the Great Recession, prices quickly rose again (to over $100/barrel), and in 2012, OPEC earned a record $982 billion from oil revenues (Makan 2013). Saudi Arabia alone earned an estimated $312 billion in 2012. But prices declined sharply in 2014, and as of this writing in 2018, they are approximately $61/barrel.

When oil consumption has been high, oil‐rich countries have experienced tremendous gains both domestically and abroad. The chairman of an energy company commented, “The oil‐producing countries simply cannot absorb the amount of wealth they are generating … We are seeing a transfer of wealth of historic dimensions” (quoted in Weisman 2007: A16). This huge and growing income has enormous implications, but at the minimum these nations, their leaders, and their corporations (both private and state‐run) have huge sums of money to invest. In Venezuela, the late president Hugo Chávez used oil profits to fuel a move toward socialism and to acquire a more powerful position in Latin America. He also used them to fund massive public spending and created subsidies designed to offer Venezuelans free healthcare, education, and less expensive food (although these gains have been nearly eliminated; see below). Angola ended a decades‐long civil war in 2002; by 2007, its economy was growing by 24% per annum. The government was investing in roads, airports, and railroad tracks. Hotel rooms in the capital city, Luanda, were booked months in advance.

Oil‐producing countries (and their elites) also use their wealth for foreign investment, which can help Northern (especially American) companies. This happened when the Abu Dhabi Investment Authority invested $7.5 billion in the American‐based Citicorp, and with that investment became one of the company's largest shareholders. Citicorp had found itself in economic difficulty and in need of an influx of cash because of bad investments related to the 2007 sub‐prime mortgage crisis (see below). Many other American‐based companies have been the recipients of huge investments of petrodollars, including Advanced Micro Devices, Carlyle Group, and Walt Disney. While such investments are a good thing from the point of view of the economic condition of these corporations, some worry about oil‐producing nations “buying up America” (and other countries) and gaining control over its key corporations. Russia, nearly bankrupt in the late 1990s, suddenly found itself awash with oil money and used it in various ways, including reasserting itself on the global stage (e.g. the invasion of Georgia in late 2008) in ways reminiscent of the old Soviet Union.

On the other hand, great wealth and affluence might only be produced at the very top. Individual Russian elites are traveling the world, buying expensive art, and bidding up the price of the most desirable real estate in, for example, London (Russia's controversial rock band, “Pussy Riot,” produced a video in 2013 accusing President Putin and his allies of stealing the country's oil profits [Mackey and Roth 2013]). In Angola, most of the wealthiest people are current and former government officials. They drive the luxury cars seen throughout the capital city, where luxury apartments are now visible above the skyline and some night clubs demand a $100 cover charge. While such people are clearly skimming a large proportion of oil income off the top, the great majority of Angolans are profiting little, if at all, from the oil boom. So, starting in 2011, inspired by the Arab Spring, people began protesting the concentration of oil wealth. After a year of intense protests, the government responded by starting its own sovereign wealth fund to diversify the economy and to begin to distribute its wealth, but it is not yet clear if much of this will reach the poor (Polgreen 2012). While Angola is an extreme case, there is little evidence in many other parts of the world that the poor are benefiting greatly from the oil boom.

When global flows of oil slow and prices are low, countries that rely too much on oil wealth experience deep crises. Perhaps the country facing the worst crisis is Venezuela. While its oil reserves were used to fund various social programs across the country, its government became almost entirely dependent on oil exports to fund itself and prop up its economy. The collapse of oil prices, economic mismanagement, and other economics factors have sent inflation soaring and led to widespread poverty. In 2014, when oil prices were near their lowest point, poverty in Venezuela was at 48%, but as the economic crisis spread, poverty continued rising, reaching 87% in 2017 (Reuters 2018). In that same year, Venezuelans experienced widespread malnutrition and lost an average of 24 pounds of body weight. Hyperinflation triggered a rise in prices by more than 4000% in a year, and people now have to wait in long lines for basics like flour. Riots have erupted across the country, and Venezuela has become one of the most violent and dangerous nation in the world, threatening to topple the government of President Nicolas Maduro. While the impacts have been less dramatic in other areas, oil prices brought on a deep recession in Russia (which ended in 2017) and jobs have been disappearing in Saudi Arabia, to cite just a couple of examples. On the other hand, a diverse oil‐producing economy like the United States (the world's largest oil producer as of this writing) has experienced modest economic growth.

In addition to the political and economic instability brought about by oil dependence, oil flows have a huge impact on global environmental problems, and this will only become more true. These issues are addressed in Chapter 9.




RACE TO THE BOTTOM AND UPGRADING

A dominant idea in thinking about less developed economies from a global perspective is the so‐called “race to the bottom.” The basic argument is that for less developed countries to compete and succeed in the global economy, they must undercut the competition in various ways, such as by having lower wages, poorer working conditions, longer hours, ever‐escalating pressure and demands, and so on. It is often the case that one nation is willing to go further than the others in order to attract the interest of MNCs. An ever‐spiraling decline in wages, working conditions, and so forth occurs in the “winning” nation, at least until it is undercut by another one willing to go even further. In other words, the countries that get the work are those that win the race to the bottom. These, of course, are almost always pyrrhic victories, since the work is earned on the basis of creating poorly paid and horrible circumstances for the country's workers. Furthermore, to compete with low‐wage countries, sectors of more developed economies can also engage in the race to the bottom (Kiefer and Rada 2015).







Race to the bottom: A downward spiral of competitiveness among different countries.







Upgrading in the Less Developed World?

The current global economic system is based, at least in part, on a race to the bottom among the less developed countries and their exploitation by the more developed ones. However, we must not ignore the fact that there is evidence of a process of upgrading in less developed countries and their industries (Bair and Gereffi 2003; Gereffi 2012). That is, at least some of them enter the global economic market at or near the bottom, but over time begin to move up. This, for example, is clear in China today, where the early success of Chinese industry was based on its victory in the race to the bottom, but that industry is now moving toward the production of higher‐value products, with higher pay and better working conditions for at least some Chinese workers.

Another example is to be found in Mexico, especially its maquiladoras (Gereffi 2005; Heid et al. 2013). The early, first‐generation maquiladoras were labor‐intensive, employed limited technologies, and assembled finished products for export (e.g. apparel) using components imported from the United States. Second‐generation maquiladoras “are less oriented toward assembly and more toward manufacturing processes that use automated and semi‐automated machines and robots in the automobile, television, and electrical appliance sectors” (Gereffi 2005: 163). In their third generation, maquiladoras “are oriented to research, design, and development, and rely on highly skilled labor such as specialized engineers and technicians,” and they “have matured from assembly sites based on cheap labor to manufacturing centers whose competitiveness derives from a combination of high productivity, good quality, and wages far below those prevailing north of the border” (Gereffi 2005: 163). Of course, this indicates that while the maquiladoras may have advanced, the lot of the workers has not kept pace with this development.

This point can be made more generally under the heading of industrial upgrading, through which economic actors – nations, firms, and even workers – “move from low‐value to relatively high‐value activities in global production networks” (Gereffi 2005: 171). This can occur in four sequential stages: assembly, original equipment manufacturing (OEM), original brand name manufacturing (OBM), and original design manufacturing (ODM). Depending on the nation and industry in question (e.g. apparel, electronics, fresh vegetables), one sees varying degrees of movement up this hierarchy.







Industrial upgrading: The movement of nation‐states, firms, and even workers from low‐value to relatively high‐value production.






A similar point is made, albeit in far more general terms, by Rivoli (2015) in her study of the global market for T‐shirts. If one takes the long historical view, those nations – and especially those specific areas, and the industries located there – that won the race to the bottom are now among the most successful global economies in the world. In textiles, the race to the bottom was won first by England (especially Manchester), then the United States (New Hampshire, and later Charlotte, North Carolina), then Japan (Osaka), and then Hong Kong. Most recently, it was China and its textile industry, and it is clear that, having won the race to the bottom in that industry, the Chinese are now moving up industrially and economically.

Rivoli generalizes from this to argue that nations and the areas within them must win the race to the bottom in order ultimately to succeed. Victory in this race is, in her view, the “ignition switch” that turns the economy on and gets it rolling. Thus, she concludes, those who criticize this form of globalization are misguided in their efforts to end this race. However, she does recognize that activists have, through their actions over the years, altered the nature of the race by raising the bottom. More generally, she concludes that the “bottom is rising” (Rivoli 2015: 107).

Rivoli's view on this is hotly debated and much disputed. For example, recent research on maquiladoras suggests that they have been a “mixed blessing” for Mexico (Heid et al. 2013). While they have led to some economic growth, over time skilled workers have earned less relative to unskilled workers (economists refer to this as the skill premium, which declined by 2.7% as maquiladoras expanded). Informal work, where workers lack basic protections, benefits, and security, has increased by 0.9%. Perhaps the worst sign is that overall welfare has declined by 3.7%.

Furthermore, the notion that a “race to the bottom” necessarily leads to better outcomes is clearly associated with the ideology and policy prescriptions of neoliberalism. As a result, it seems to endorse the race to the bottom for all countries interested in development, regardless of their context. This not only leads them into poverty for at least a time, but greatly advantages the wealthy North, which is guaranteed a continuing source of low‐priced goods and services as one country replaces another at the bottom. Winning the race to the bottom is no guarantee of adaptive upgrading, but it is a guarantee of low wages and a low quality of life (e.g. inadequate nutrition, poor housing, fewer rights) for an unknown amount of time (Gunawardana 2016).




OUTSOURCING

Outsourcing is the transfer of activities once performed by an entity to a business (or businesses) in exchange for money. It is a complex phenomenon that is not restricted to the economy, is not only a macro‐level phenomenon, and is not simply global in character. Dealing with the first issue, while outsourcing in the economic realm is of greatest importance and the issue of concern here, it also occurs in many other institutions, such as healthcare and the military. In terms of healthcare, one example is the work of the radiologist, which is increasingly being outsourced. This is made possible because the material with which radiologists deal (x‐rays, MRI results) is now usually digitized and therefore can be sent easily and quickly via the Internet to radiologists anywhere in the world. Thus, a digitized x‐ray taken in London can be read quickly and easily by a lower‐paid radiologist in Asia. Similarly, the military has outsourced many of its functions. For example, NATO forces from various countries serving in Afghanistan may be flown there on leased Ukrainian airplanes or by the commercial airlines of NATO nations, rather than on planes from their own air forces. While both of these examples exist outside the economy, they are examples of outsourcing and are manifestations of globalization.







Outsourcing: The transfer of activities once performed by an entity to a business (or businesses) in exchange for money.






Second, we need to go beyond the macro‐level of outsourcing (e.g. a British corporation outsourcing work to one in India) to deal with it at the meso‐ and micro‐levels. Thus, we can include under the heading of “outsourcing” at the meso‐level restaurants that outsource the cooking of their food to outside organizations (e.g. Sysco produces meals that restaurants then simply reheat), and at the micro‐level parents who outsource the care of their young children or aged relatives (Gallo and Scrinzi 2016) to institutions, specifically day‐care and assisted‐living centers.

Inclusion of these levels makes for a more satisfying and more complete sense of outsourcing, although much of it may not relate directly to globalization. Nonetheless, globalization is often involved even at these levels, as exemplified by the fact that the micro‐level of care for children and aged parents in developed countries is often outsourced to immigrants, documented or undocumented, from less developed ones. These migrants can be seen as part of a global care chain (see Chapter 12), and those who care for children, as well as the children themselves, as part of the globalization of parenthood. It is even the case that motherhood is being outsourced, with, for example, Indian women serving as surrogate mothers for couples from Israel (Gentleman 2008).

The form of outsourcing most closely and importantly associated with globalization is offshore outsourcing, which involves sending work to companies in other countries. For example, a variety of Indian firms have become very important settings for the outsourcing of various kinds of work – the best known of which is that performed by call centers (Aneesh 2012) – from, especially, the United States and the United Kingdom (although offshore outsourcing is a two‐way street, and such work is also finding its way into these developed countries). Indian companies are even making progress in performing outsourced call‐center work for Japanese firms, necessitating, of course, the employment of those fluent in Japanese (Economist 2007). While blue‐collar manufacturing work has long been outsourced offshore, and the offshore outsourcing of low‐level service work is increasingly common, what is eye‐catching is the growth in offshore outsourcing of high‐level white‐collar and service work, such as IT (information technology), accounting, law, architecture, journalism, and medicine (Nadeem 2015). There are many advantages of offshore outsourcing to both outsourcers (e.g. the 24/7 availability of workers) and outsourcees (e.g. job and wealth creation), and that is why it has grown so dramatically and is likely to continue to grow. However, there are also many costs, especially in the country doing the outsourcing, most notably in terms of job loss and destruction. It is the array of costs that has made offshore outsourcing a hot‐button issue in the United States and other developed nations and has led to calls for the government to act to restrict it.







Offshore outsourcing: The transfer of activities to entities in other countries.






However, as we have already mentioned, offshore outsourcing is not restricted to the economy and is therefore globalizing in a far broader sense than is usually understood. For example, the offshore outsourcing of war has a long history (including the British outsourcing the fighting of much of the Revolutionary War to paid mercenaries, especially the Hessians), but it boomed, at least in the case of the United States, following the end of the Cold War. A variety of for‐profit private organizations have emerged to which various war functions are outsourced. So many aspects of the war in Iraq were outsourced that one journalist joked that President George Bush's “coalition of the willing” might be more aptly described as the “coalition of the billing.”

 In‐sourcing involves the fact that offshore outsourcing necessarily involves tasks being taken on by firms in other countries. Work that is outsourced to, say, India is simultaneously in‐sourced by that country. It is also the case that while they are offshore outsourcing a great deal of work, the United States and the United Kingdom, among others, are also in‐sourcing some work that has traditionally been performed in other countries.



FINANCIAL GLOBALIZATION

The world's economies have become more tightly interconnected as a result of globalization. One reflection of that is the well‐known phrase, “When the American economy sneezes, the rest of the world catches a cold.” However, dramatic economic events in other parts of the world also have an impact on most if not all of the world's economies. This is clear, for example, in the global impact of the financial crises that struck Asia and Russia in the 1990s. However, it remains the case that the more powerful the economy, the greater the effect of its crises on the rest of the world. The corollary is that problems in weaker economies have less of an effect across the globe. Thus, Argentina had a serious financial crisis in the late 1990s and early 2000s, but its impact on the global economy was comparatively small.


The Great Recession

Given the size and role of the US economy, when it suffers a financial crisis, it does have a profound effect on the rest of the world's economies. This was demonstrated most recently in the 2007–08 financial crisis and the Great Recession, which was the worst global economic crisis since the Great Depression (Orr 2012). There are several factors that contributed to this financial crisis, the effects of which continue to be felt today. First, growing inequality in the United States was brought about by the loss of unionized manufacturing jobs, the offshoring of various types of labor, and the decades‐long slashing of government spending, which led to a decrease in purchasing power for many American workers. From 1975 to the last years of the first decade of the twenty‐first century, the ratio of American household debt to income doubled.

Second, the dot‐com bubble that burst in 2000 drove many investors into real estate, a more tangible investment that was perceived as less risky. Money poured into the housing industry as new homes were built and as house prices began to skyrocket. Banks of all sizes were providing loans that did not follow banking regulations to people who should not have qualified for them. As Orr (2012) describes it, the rising home prices and “the ensuing housing bubble enabled many workers to borrow against their rising home equity to finance home improvements, send their children to college, pay medical bills or simply maintain their standard of living in the midst of stagnant wages.” But when the bubble burst and home prices began to fall in 2005, workers could no longer borrow against their over‐inflated equity. Not only did this mean that consumption slowed significantly, but foreclosure rates increased dramatically and many people lost their homes.

Home foreclosures were compounded by the sub‐prime mortgages crisis. These were mortgages that offered low interest rates (rates below the prime interest rate) for a short period of time, after which they increased dramatically. The interest rate jump served to raise significantly homeowners' monthly payments, and many borrowers did not have the income to afford them. Sub‐prime mortgages were often given by predatory lenders who either did not disclose how the loan worked or simply lied about it. Therefore, many of those who bought homes at the sub‐prime rate did not realize that such an increase would occur or how much more they would need to pay each month. They also believed that they would be able to refinance their homes at an attractive fixed interest rate when the initial low‐interest rate ended, but they found that the emerging crisis had left banks unable or unwilling to offer them new credit at low rates.

The crisis began in earnest when large numbers of homeowners were unable to make their monthly payments and the banks foreclosed on their homes. Banks would ordinarily sell foreclosed homes, but the booming housing market of the early 2000s had collapsed and many were left with large numbers of valueless properties, which translated into large write‐offs and huge losses. More importantly, many low‐income homeowners were ruined as a result of the loss of their homes and of their investments in them. The losses experienced by American banks contributed to a global banking crisis, and other financial and economic institutions were adversely affected as well. This was a big factor in the huge bailout of the financial system by the US government in late 2008. The government, fearing a complete economic meltdown, funneled billions of dollars (including a $700 billion financial rescue plan in October 2008) into the country's largest banks and financial companies to keep them operating and to continue to make credit available.

Another underlying cause of the global crisis was deregulation throughout the financial industry. Most importantly, the Glass–Steagall Act was repealed in 1999.This repeal allowed commercial banks to merge with investments banks. It enabled them not to hold many of the mortgages that they wrote, but rather to “securitize” (bundle) them with other mortgages and sell the bundles as “mortgage‐backed securities” to other banks and financial institutions, often outside the United States (Gotham 2006). By selling the mortgages in these packages, the banks that had made the risky loans were not the ones that would suffer the losses if the loans failed. Those who bought these bundles of debt rarely fully understood, or even cared about, the details of the securities that were in them. The assumption was that mortgages were generally safe and that if there were some risky investments in the bundle, they were more than compensated for by the safe ones. When the sub‐prime crisis developed, financial institutions in the United States and throughout the world came to realize that a large portion of the bundles of debt that they had purchased was valueless. Because the US Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) allowed investment banks to increase their levels of debt and essentially regulate themselves, the extent of the crisis was greatly exacerbated. This all led financial institutions to mark down billions of dollars in assets, and some nearly went bankrupt. These instances of deregulation were championed by neoliberals, but they are further examples of how neoliberal theory often deviates from practice. Specifically, while neoliberal theory suggests that market deregulation makes economies more efficient, in practice it often leads to corruption, malpractice, and financial crisis (which is consistent with Polanyi's theory of the double movement – see Chapter 2).

Not surprisingly, major banks (e.g. Citicorp, Washington Mutual) and other financial institutions in the United States (e.g. Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac, AIG – all eventually nationalized in whole or in part by the US government) experienced severe difficulties either because they had issued sub‐prime mortgages or because they had invested in bundles of securitized mortgages. However, the crisis was not restricted to the United States. For example, the Northern Rock bank in the United Kingdom was saved from bankruptcy in late 2007 by an infusion of money from the Bank of England (Economist 2008a). In early 2008, the British government reluctantly took control of (nationalized) Northern Rock, at least temporarily (Werdigier 2008). The crisis continued to expand in 2008, involving the global economy to an ever‐increasing degree.

Throughout late 2007, there was much discussion of whether and how much the sub‐prime crisis, and the related implosion of the housing market, was going to affect the overall US economy. By early 2008, it became clear that the impact was going to be profound, with indications that the economy was facing a recession later in the year. The US stock market dropped dramatically to more than 15% below its peak in late 2007, and after a slight recovery dropped again in late 2008 (Grynbaum 2008). This occurred in the context of a view that because of the great strength and growth of other economies around the world (e.g. the European Union, Japan, China, India), they were much less likely to catch a “cold” just because the United States had “sneezed” (Goodman 2008). Another way of putting this is that a number of the more powerful economies in the world had “decoupled” from the US one. That is, they had become strong enough, had enough internal demand, and could do business with so many other countries, that they were no longer closely linked (“coupled”) with the United States (Gross 2008). This seemed to be especially true of emerging economies, which trade a great deal with one another, as well as with countries such as China (Economist 2008b).

However, this quickly proved fallacious. Since the United States is the major consumer of much of the world's products, a recession or financial crisis there was likely to have a profoundly negative effect on many global economies. Indeed, there were significant drops in industrial production throughout much of the world as economies contracted (i.e. entered into recession). Unemployment rose rapidly in all countries: in 2009, unemployment in the Eurozone was around 9.5%, with the highest rate in Spain at 18.7% (Associated Press 2009). Youth experienced particularly high rates throughout Europe. The negative effect on other economies could, in turn, adversely affect their ability to buy American goods and services, or to invest in the United States and its businesses, further worsening the crisis there. Countries around the globe saw drops in travel and consumer spending. Thus, the effects of the crisis flowed easily and rapidly back and forth throughout the world in 2008, contributing to an ever‐deepening global economic crisis.

Even the booming Chinese economy began to feel the pinch. Sales of T‐shirts and knitwear declined significantly, and some Chinese factories were in danger of being forced out of business (Bradsher 2008). The Chinese economy clearly remains closely tied to the US one. This may be even truer of less robust economies; for example, the Japanese economy seems to have felt the effects of the American decline more than the Chinese and Indian ones. A Japanese economist remarked, “Now we see ‘re‐coupling’ … The economy of Japan is proving disappointingly fragile to external shocks” (quoted in Bradsher 2008: C4).

In another reflection of globalization, Citicorp sought to solve its financial problems resulting from the sub‐prime crisis by soliciting massive investment from other parts of the world, especially the oil‐producing states of the Middle East. The Abu Dhabi Investment Authority invested $7.5 billion in Citigroup in 2007. This served to make Citicorp itself a more global company (even though the investment lost big when the bank nearly collapsed, and the Abu Dhabi Investment Authority would ultimately spend years arguing it was defrauded on its investment [Stempel and Raymond 2013]). On the other hand, such foreign investments in US corporations led to increasing fears in the United States of other nations buying into, and coming to control, large American corporations (Goodman and Story 2008).

The biggest concern about foreign control involved financial investments in the United States by sovereign wealth funds. These funds are owned by nation‐states (not corporations or individual investors), and when they invest in other countries, it is those nation‐states that are doing the investing. The largest are Norway's Government Pension Fund (begun in 1990), valued at $873 billion, and the Abu Dhabi Investment Authority (begun in 1976), valued at $773 billion (Sovereign Wealth Fund Institute 2015). In a sense, the activities of these funds involve a new form of state capitalism, and most of their investments are made in companies in other countries (Bortolotti et al. 2015).







Sovereign wealth funds: Funds controlled by nation‐states, which often invest in other countries.






In one sense, the flow of money from sovereign wealth funds to beleaguered companies in the United States and elsewhere is just business as usual in a global world; it is just another global flow of one of the things that flows most readily around the globe – money. At the same time, it has led to cries for the creation of barriers to those flows. In the United States, the worry is that through sovereign wealth funds, other nations are gaining control over its institutions (e.g. its banks and financial institutions) and its resources. One US Senator commented, “In the short run, that they are investing here is good … But in the long run it is unsustainable. Our power and authority is eroding because of the amounts we are sending abroad for energy and consumer goods” (quoted in Thomas 2008: C4). As a result, many American politicians were in favor of greater control over and restrictions on the flow of money from sovereign wealth funds to the United States. Similar reactions have occurred in other countries (e.g. France, Germany).

Finally, while the Great Recession is technically over, its effects continue to be felt today. Some countries (e.g. Spain) and regions (e.g. parts of the United States) have experienced high rates of long‐term unemployment (Card and Mas 2016). Also, many countries have suffered political turmoil as a result of their economic problems, giving rise to populist parties on both the left and the right (Kriesi and Pappas 2015). As noted in previous chapters, Greece faced a severe economic downturn from the Great Recession and defaulted on its loans. A variety of European banks and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) stepped in to prevent further financial collapse. As part of the IMF's required structural adjustments, Greece was then forced to cut back on its social services, exacerbating economic problems for many of the poor and working class throughout the country. The Great Recession helped reinforce far‐right parties in France, and gave rise to the M5S in Italy and Jon Gnarr's “Best Party” in Iceland, among other parties. In each case, these parties and their candidates have railed against the economic elites responsible for much of the Great Recession, the economic integration inherent within financial globalization, and the austerity measures promoted by neoliberalism.




CONSUMPTION

While aspects of globalization that relate to consumption have already been mentioned, especially in the discussion of global value chains, in this section we focus more directly on consumption itself in a global context (Trentmann 2016).

Consumption is highly complex, involving mainly consumer objects, consumers, the consumption process, and consumption sites (Ritzer et al. 2001). Before we get to those topics, it is important to note that there has been a tendency to closely associate consumption, as well as the globalization of consumption, with America and Americanization (see Chapter 2). This is largely traceable to the affluence of the United States after the close of WW II and the economic difficulties encountered by most other societies in the world during this period. Thus, the United States developed an unprecedented and unmatched consumer society for several decades after the end of the war, and at the same time began exporting it – and its various elements – to much of the rest of the world. This exported consumer society came to be modified in various ways by the countries it was introduced to, even in the immediate aftermath of WW II in the European nations being aided through the US Marshall Plan (Kroen 2006).

This last point brings us to the issue of globalization and how it is implicated in all of this, beyond the mere fact that consumption sites, goods, and the like have become both ubiquitous and increasingly similar throughout the world. In a world largely dominated by neoliberalism, the emphasis in the economy is on greatly increasing global flows of everything related to consumption and greatly decreasing any barriers to those flows. Of particular interest here is the expediting of global flows of consumer goods and services of all types and of the financial processes and instruments that expedite those flows. Thus, for example, the relatively small number of credit card brands with origins in the United States (especially Visa and MasterCard) are increasingly accepted and used (including by locals) throughout more and more parts of the world. This serves to promote not only global consumption, but also the flow of global consumers (including tourists).

More importantly, this also serves to expedite the global flow of hyperconsumption (buying more than one can afford) and hyperdebt (owing more than one will be able to pay back). The global flow of many of the same goods and services, and the increasing global use of credit cards and other credit instruments, leads more and more societies throughout the world in the direction of US‐style hyperconsumption and hyperdebt. Many countries that at one time were very conservative as far as consumption and debt are concerned have plunged headlong in these directions. China and India, with their enormous populations enjoying an unprecedented economic boom, also appear to be headed in this way. While many people in China remain poor, the newly wealthy are enjoying luxurious vacations around the world. In an effort to find safe places to invest their money, or to move it beyond the reach of the Chinese government, they have been buying real estate around the world, dramatically shaping real‐estate markets. For example, they have bought luxury apartments in London, paid $1 million for modest bungalows in Vancouver, financed entire new suburban subdivisions in Dallas, and acquired new condos in Manhattan (Searcey and Bradsher 2015). Thus, globalization means that hyperconsumption and hyperdebt, and the problems associated with them, are increasingly likely to become global phenomena.







Hyperconsumption: Buying more than one can afford.














Hyperdebt: Owing more than one will be able to repay.






While there was, and continues to be, an important American component to the globalization of consumption, it is important to recognize that the heyday of the United States in this area (and many others) is long past, and in any case there has always been much more to it (and everything else) than mere Americanization (Brewer and Trentmann 2006). Local areas have certainly not always, or perhaps ever, been overwhelmed by American imports, but have integrated them into their cultural and economic realities; that is they have “glocalized” them (see Chapter 7). Furthermore, other nations and regions have been significant exporters of important aspects of consumer society (e.g. Mercedes‐Benz and BMW automobiles from Germany). Finally, much of consumption remains largely, if not totally, local in character (Wilk 2006). For example, not only is the growing consumption of khat, or qat – a mild stimulant – in Kenya (Anderson and Carrier 2006) locally defined, but there is active resistance to external definitions of it (the United States defines it as a dangerous drug).

Consumption also plays itself out differently in different parts of the world. For example, both the United States and Japan can be seen as consumer societies, but Japan differs from the United States in many ways, including in the fact that it never fully embraced the idea of a consumer society and, more specifically, continues to manage to save a significant amount, in contrast to the United States, where the savings rate approaches zero (Garon 2006).


Consumer Objects and Services

Much of consumption revolves around shopping for and purchasing objects of all kinds (Quarter Pounders, snowboards, automobiles, etc.), but in recent years an increasing amount of consumption has related to various services (legal, accounting, educational, etc.). While many objects and services remain highly local (e.g. khat in Kenya, the services offered by street‐based letter writers to illiterate Indians), an increasing number have globalized. On the one hand, there are global objects, such as the automobiles manufactured in the United States, Germany, Japan, and, increasingly, China. On the other, there are global services, such as those offered by accounting firms (e.g. KPMG International) and package delivery services (e.g. DHL).

Of particular importance in terms of objects and services is the issue of brands and branding (Arviddson 2012; Holt 2004). Brands are important both within nations and globally. Indeed, much money and effort is invested in creating brand names that are recognized and trusted throughout the world. In her best‐selling book, No Logo: Taking Aim at the Brand Bullies, Naomi Klein details the importance of the brand (e.g. Nike, McDonald's) in the contemporary world and the degree to which brands are both globalized (logos are virtually an international language) and have a global impact (Klein 2009).



Consumers

Increasing numbers of people throughout the world are spending more and more time as consumers. Not long ago, it was very different, as most people spent most of their time as producers. Not only do more people now spend more time consuming, but they are increasingly more likely to define themselves by what they consume (e.g. BMWs, Patek Philippe watches, etc.) than by their roles as producers and workers. There has thus emerged a global consumer culture, where people are defining their identity through the objects and meanings associated with consumption. Furthermore, consumers are on the move throughout the world, often as tourists. Not only is tourism a form of consumption, but much of it is undertaken in order to consume the goods and services on offer in other locales.



Consumption Processes

Increasing numbers of people know what is expected of them as consumers; they generally know what to do in the consumption process wherever they happen to be in the world. This includes knowing how to work their way through a shopping mall, use a credit card, or make a purchase online. Others have not yet encountered, let alone learned how to handle, these processes, but many of them certainly will in the not‐too‐distant future. Where these processes are known, there is a remarkable similarity in how they are enacted throughout the world.



Consumption Sites

American and Western‐style consumption sites – shopping malls, fast‐food restaurants, clothing chains, discounters such as Wal‐Mart, Disney‐like theme parks, Las Vegas‐style casino hotels, websites – have spread throughout much of the world.



Global Resistance

The global spread of chain stores, theme parks, and so on has led to much concern and to resistance in many parts of the world (one now even sees resistance, or at least increasing concern, in the United States). While we discuss resistance to consumption sites in this section, there is a far broader global opposition to all aspects of consumption, especially hyperconsumption (e.g. Slow Food, the Tiny House movement, the Voluntary Simplicity Movement, etc.).

For example, in Paris, there is much concern about the Champs‐Elysées, “the most beautiful avenue on earth,” and the way it is increasingly dominated by large outlets, often megastores, associated with global chains such as McDonald's, Adidas, Gap, Benetton, Disney, Nike, Zara, Virgin, Cartier, Louis Vuitton, and Sephora, as well as huge auto showrooms for Toyota, Renault, and Peugeot (Erlanger 2012). A major reason is that burgeoning rental costs on the Champs‐Elysées increasingly mean that it is only the large chains that can afford space there. As a result, local institutions such as clubs and movie theaters are disappearing. A movement has emerged to stop the “banalization” and “Americanization” of the avenue. A first step was the banning of the opening of an H&M megastore (a Swedish chain with about 4360 shops in nearly 62 countries), although the clothing retailer did eventually open a store there three years later. A study commissioned by the city of Paris concluded that “the avenue progressively is losing its exceptional and symbolic character, thus its attractiveness.” Jean‐Jacques Schpoliansky is the third generation of his family to run a movie theater on the avenue. Concerned about the changes on the Champs‐Elysées, he said, “We need to preserve the variety of the avenue. It's important for France. It's my duty to get them to come back and forget the image of a street losing its soul.” An alternative view, however, is that these changes represent a democratization of the Champs‐Elysées. They offer an escape for the less affluent, especially multiethnic young people, some of whom have been expressing their general dissatisfaction with French life.

It must be noted in closing that a very large proportion of the world's population is excluded from many of the kinds of consumption and consumption sites discussed in this section.




CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter focuses on global economic flows. Global trade operates through various economic networks, such as supply chains, international production networks, global commodity chains, and, most importantly, global value chains. Global value chains follow the creation of value through different stages, from the creation of a product to its disposal after use.

Commodities are often the first link in this chain. The demand for commodities is sky‐rocketing, fueled primarily by enormous demand in the developed countries and increased consumption in the developing ones (especially China). Oil is a case in point, and oil‐dependent economies (e.g. Venezuela) have been susceptible to changes in its global price. These problems will be exacerbated in the future by a decrease in the global supply, as well as by the fact that some of the current oil‐exporting countries will start to import (rather than export) oil to meet their domestic needs.

Some countries stimulate trade and investment through low prices and low wages. This often leads to a “race to the bottom” among countries vying for increased investment and export business. However, some theorize that after a point, there is a move toward industrial “upgrading” in these countries. Some that have entered the world market at the bottom, such as China and Mexico, have moved on to produce higher‐value products at higher wages. However, as these countries upgrade, others remain at the bottom, guaranteeing a supply of low‐priced, low‐wage products to the North.

Outsourcing is also an important global flow. Offshore outsourcing involves contracting work to companies located in other countries. Apart from the economic domain, this process is also prevalent in healthcare and the military. It operates not only at a macro‐level, but increasingly at the micro‐ and meso‐levels.

National economies across the globe are highly interconnected through financial markets; cyclical fluctuations in one country have an impact on many others. The more powerful the economy, the greater the likelihood that its crises will spread around the world. One very recent example is the US sub‐prime mortgage crisis and the resulting Great Recession.

Global economic flows also include the movement of corporations, people, and consumer goods across both geographic and virtual boundaries. Hyperconsumption (buying more than one can afford) and hyperdebt (owing more money than one can repay) are important concepts in this analysis. Not only do people spend more time in consumption, they are also increasingly defining themselves through their consumption practices.

In addition to global consumer culture, consumption sites are increasingly becoming global. Resistance to these sites of consumption, as well as to hyperconsumption and hyperdebt, is also global.









DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


	Locate the major barriers to global economic flows. Are they effective? Are they necessary?

	Discuss how T‐shirts and iPhones move through phases of production, consumption, and disposal in global values chains.

	Examine the linkages between the “race to the bottom” and “upgrading.”

	Examine the linkages between outsourcing and the “race to the bottom.”

	Explain the causes behind the Great Recession and how it reflects global flows and processes.

	Examine globalization in the sphere of consumption, as well as production.

	Does the ongoing global economic crisis signal the end of hyperconsumption and hyperdebt?
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The focal concern in this chapter is the political structures involved in globalization. However, these structures, like all structures, are often better seen as flows or as encompassing sets of flows. For example, a nation‐state or bureaucracy is often thought of as a structure, but in the main it is the sum of the processes (communication, decision‐making, etc.) that take place within it. To put this another way, structures can be seen as “congealed flows.” In that sense, the bulk of this chapter also deals with political processes (and flows). A primary interest is to show how the nation‐state, and its associated flows and structures, have been transformed within the era of globalization. As global and regional political organizations have emerged, and political processes have spilled across national borders, the nation‐state has continued to change in fascinating and unexpected ways. However, before we get to our focus on political structures, we need to be more explicit about the political flows themselves.



ON POLITICAL FLOWS

While the focus in this chapter will be on the development and nature of a wide range of political structures relevant to globalization, there certainly are a number of separable political flows of various sorts that are relevant to an understanding of contemporary globalization. In fact, it could be argued that virtually all of the flows discussed throughout this book are political and of great relevance to political structures of all sorts. Some, of course, are of more direct political relevance than others.


	The global flow of people (Chapter 8), especially refugees and undocumented immigrants, poses a direct threat to the nation‐state and its ability to control its borders.

	The looming crises associated with dwindling oil and water supplies (Chapter 9) threaten to lead to riots and perhaps insurrections, which could lead to the downfall of existing governments.

	The inability of the nation‐state to control economic flows dominated by multinational corporations (MNCs), as well as the integration and interconnectedness of the global economy (Chapter 4), can also pose a profound threat (e.g. in Eastern Europe).

	Global climate change and other environmental problems (Chapter 9) are very likely to be destabilizing politically.

	Borderless diseases (Chapter 10), especially malaria, Zika, and AIDS in Africa, pose a danger to political structures.

	War and terrorism (Chapter 10) is the most obvious global flow threatening the nation‐states involved, especially those on the losing side.

	Global inequalities (Chapters 11 and 12), especially the profound North–South split, threaten to pit poor nations against rich nations.



Thus, a significant portion of this book deals with political processes, or with many processes that are directly or indirectly related to politics. In addition, there is a discussion (especially in Chapter 13) of various efforts to deal with global problems, many of which (e.g. trade protection and liberalization; efforts to increase political transparency and social justice) are political in nature. Finally, political structures (e.g. nation‐states, the United Nations) initiate a wide range of global flows (e.g. the war in Syria, which has led to the mass migration of millions of people).



THE NATION‐STATE

A series of treaties, known as the Peace of Westphalia (1648), ended the 30 (and 80) Years' War in Europe and instituted an international system that recognized sovereign states at its core. Thus, it was not sovereign states that were new (absolutist states, for example, had long existed), but rather the recognition accorded them at Westphalia. The treaties were widely interpreted as giving states the rights to political self‐determination and to being considered equal from a legal point of view, and as prohibiting them from intervening in the affairs of other sovereign states. Critics of the traditional interpretation of Westphalia contend that none of these things were inherent in the original treaties, but were read into them later by those who wanted to buttress the state system. Furthermore, it is argued that this interpretation put in motion an anarchic and conflictive relationship between states, and perhaps set the stage for inter‐state wars, especially WW I and WW II. Nevertheless, nation‐states remained preeminent until the current era of globalization, when global flows began, in the eyes of many observers (including ours), to undermine the nation‐state (Hayman and Williams 2006).

The nation‐state, of course, has two basic components: “nation” and “state.” Nation “refers to a social group that is linked th[r]ough common descent, culture, language, or territorial contiguity” (Cerny 2007 : 854). Also important in this context is national identity, the “fluid and dynamic form of collective identity, founded upon a community's subjective belief that the members of the community share a set of characteristics that make them different from other groups” (Guibernau 2007: 849–853). While the notion of a nation was highly circumscribed (e.g. regionally) in the Middle Ages, from the seventeenth century on the idea was broadened and enlarged by a number of forces (political leaders, bureaucrats, the bourgeoisie, the proletariat, intellectuals, etc.) that pushed for nationalism, a doctrine and/or political movement that uses language, culture, and social factors to make the nation the basis of a political structure, especially a state (Hays 2016).







Nation: A social group linked through common descent, culture, language, or territorial contiguity.














National identity: A fluid and dynamic form of collective identity; members of the community believe that they are different from other groups.














Nationalism: A doctrine and/or political movement that seeks to make the nation the basis of a political structure, especially a state.






The state emerged as a new institutional form in the wake of the demise of the feudal system. It offered a more centralized form of control (in comparison to, say, city‐states), and evolved an organizational structure with “relatively autonomous office‐holders outside other socioeconomic hierarchies, with its own rules and resources increasingly coming from taxes rather than from feudal, personal or religious obligations” (Cerny 2007: 855). Also coming to define the state was its claim to sovereignty. Rather than its political power being rooted in a birthright (as in a prince, king, or queen), the sovereignty of the nation was based on its representation of the people (Conversi 2016). This involved the ability to engage in collective action both internally (e.g. to collect taxes) and externally (e.g. to deal with other states, to engage in warfare, etc.). The nation‐state can therefore be seen as an integration of the sub‐groups that define themselves as a nation with the organizational structure that constitutes the state.







State: An organizational structure outside other socioeconomic hierarchies with relatively autonomous office‐holders.














Sovereignty: The political authority to govern or self‐govern a people.














Nation‐state: The integration of sub‐groups that define themselves as a nation with the organizational structure of the state.







Threats to the Nation‐State

As a result of the heritage of Westphalia, we came to think of the nation‐state as an autonomous, rather self‐contained entity, but in fact many of the global flows that slice through the state (see later, and throughout this book) indicate that the nation‐state is not, and undoubtedly never has been, such a “container.” As a result, one observer concludes (and these authors would agree) that the “state is today highly contingent and in flux” (Cerny 2007: 854).


Global Flows

The nation‐state is especially threatened by the global economy and global economic flows. An extreme argument is made by Ohmae, who contends that “The uncomfortable truth is that, in terms of the global economy, nation‐states have become little more than bit actors” (1996: 12). He talks in terms of a borderless global economy that nation‐states are unable to control.

A similar argument is made by Strange, who contends that the decline of the nation‐state is linked to technological and financial changes, as well as to “the accelerated integration of national economies into one single global market economy” (1996: 13–14). While nation‐states once controlled markets, it is now the markets that often control the nation‐states. In this context, Strange takes on the Westphalia system and dubs it a “Westfailure.” She does so because the state has failed to control the financial system (she cites the Asian financial crisis, but the Great Recession is an even better example), to protect the environment, or to deal with social inequality (Strange 1999).

There are a variety of other factors threatening the autonomy of the nation‐state, including flows of information, undocumented immigrants, new social movements, terrorists, criminals, drugs, money (including laundered money and other financial instruments), sex‐trafficking, and much else. Many of these flows have been made possible by the development and continual refinement of technologies of all sorts. The nation‐state has also been weakened by the growing power of global and transnational organizations (e.g. the European Union) that operate largely free of its control. Global institutions, such as the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and World Bank, promote neoliberalism and assert their authority over member states. Another factor is the growth of global problems (AIDS, global climate change, terrorism; see Chapters 9 and 10) that cannot be handled, or handled very well, by a nation‐state operating on its own. There are also “failed states” (e.g. Somalia) (Boas and Jennings 2007), where there is, in effect, no functioning national government, as well as states that are in the process of breaking down (Hesse 2015). Clearly, failed states and states that are disintegrating are in no position adequately to maintain their borders. Finally, new social movements (see Chapter 13) have appealed to activists in other countries or international non‐governmental organizations (INGOs) (e.g. Amnesty International) to defend their ways of life or transform their local or national governments.

One way of summarizing much of this is to say that the nation‐state has become increasingly porous. While this seems to be supported by a great deal of evidence, the fact is that no nation‐state has ever been able completely to control its borders (Bauman 1992). Thus, it is not the porosity of the nation‐state that is new, but rather a dramatic increase in that porosity, as well as the kinds of flows that are capable of passing through national borders.



Universal Human Rights

Another threat to the autonomy of the nation‐state is the growing interest in universal human rights (Elliott 2007; Smith 2016). Indeed, the issue of human rights, defined as the “entitlement of individuals to life, security, and well‐being” (Turner 1993: 489–512, 2007: 591), has emerged as a major global political issue. It is argued that because these rights are universal, the nation‐state cannot abrogate them. As a result, global human rights groups have claimed the right to be able to have a say about what is done to people within (e.g. torture of terror suspects) and between (e.g. human trafficking [Farr 2005]) sovereign states. Thus, in such a view, human rights are a global matter and not exclusively a concern of the state (Levy and Sznaider 2006). Furthermore, the implication is that the international community can and should intervene when a state violates human rights or when a violation occurs within a state's borders and the state does not take adequate action to deal with it.

A concern for human rights on a global scale emerged in reaction to the Holocaust (Bauman 1989) and other twentieth‐century atrocities. On December 10, 1948, the UN General Assembly approved a Universal Declaration of Human Rights. According to Article 13: (i) Everyone has the right to freedom of movement and residence within the borders of each State. (ii) Everyone has the right to leave any country, including his own, and to return to his country. What is clear in this Declaration and its Articles is that human rights take precedence over the nation‐state and that the United Nations is seeking to exert control over the state, at least on these issues.

As a result (at least in part) of growing interest in human rights in recent years, more people have come to define themselves as global citizens and have agitated against human rights abuses throughout the world (Monaghan and Spreen 2016). The establishment of the International Criminal Court (ICC) in 2002 created a venue in which those accused of human rights abuses could be tried and found guilty. However, such an international system is seen by some as a threat to the sovereignty of the nation‐state (Sorensen 2007). As a result, the United States, for one, has always refused to recognize the ICC.



Sustainability and Liquid Sovereignty

In addition to claims to universal human rights, people have identified various other bases for legitimate political rule. For example, global environmental flows (e.g. global warming) have led to rising sea levels that displace people from their land. If these people have nowhere to go, they become climate refugees (see Chapter 8). This raises the issue that when the nation‐state loses its own territory, its legitimacy to rule its people is called into question. Similarly, many nation‐states struggle with addressing the nutrition and hunger of their people. In our increasingly global world, many groups of indigenous peoples (especially in the Americas) have sought to develop their own food systems (i.e. food sovereignty) outside of global trade and neoliberalism, thereby rooting the political legitimacy to rule in their own hands. All of these factors have challenged the sovereignty of the modern nation‐state.

By extending Bauman's metaphor of liquidity, Conversi characterizes this new, shifting form of political authority as liquid sovereignty. Conversi (2016: 488) explains that there is a


shift from solid (i.e. Westphalian) to liquid sovereignty … [L]iquid modernity can be reconfigured as a fluid liaison with a specific territory, rather than a perpetual bond or solid relationship between place and power. Human, social, and political interactions become increasingly characterized by provisional rather than permanent commitment and questionable loyalty. In this shifting environment, it becomes next to impossible to speak about sovereignty in a Westphalian, state‐[centered] sense.









Liquid Sovereignty: In the context of globalization, the detachment of the political authority to rule or self‐rule a people from the nation‐state and its provisional flow to other local and/or transnational communities.






In the context of climate refugees or indigenous peoples claiming control over their own food systems, they are separating the power to rule from both a physical territory (marked by national boundaries) and the institutional apparatus that defines the nation‐state. Given that the state is unwilling or unable to represent its people (which is the very basis of state sovereignty), its political authority to rule its citizens is lost. That political legitimacy, instead, functions in a more fluid manner that is suited to unique circumstances and how those circumstances fit into the global context. If a state commits human rights abuses against its own people, and an international community emerges to establish rules and norms for those people's safety and security, then sovereignty is located within that transnational community; if a global system of food production and its member state cannot ensure access to a nutritious and culturally appropriate diet, but a community can produce and distribute its own food locally, then sovereignty is located within that local community.





IN DEFENSE OF THE NATION‐STATE

There are at least some who contest the position taken in the previous sections. A variety of arguments are made, including that the nation‐state continues to be the major player on the global stage (Gilpin 2001), that it retains at least some power in the face of globalization (Conley 2002), that nation‐states vary greatly in their efficacy in the face of globalization (Mann 2007), and that the rumors of the demise of the nation‐state are greatly exaggerated.

Daniel Beland argues that “the role of the state is enduring – and even increasing – in advanced industrial societies” (2008: 48). He sees greater demands being placed on the state because of four major sources of collective insecurity: terrorism (see Chapter 10); economic globalization, leading to problems such as outsourcing and pressures toward downsizing (see Chapter 3); threats to national identity due to immigration (see Chapter 8); and the spread of global diseases such as AIDS (see Chapter 10). Further, not only does the state respond to these threats, but it may actually find it is in its interest to exaggerate them or even to create new threats and thereby make its citizens more insecure (Glassner 2000). For example, far‐right parties throughout Europe and in the United States (e.g. Donald Trump) have gained national influence and power by declaring that immigration is threatening the nation and its people. Such fears helped fuel the United Kingdom's vote to exit the European Union in 2016 – a move that clearly sought to strengthen the nation state in an age of growing Europeanization and globalization.

The other side of this argument in support of the nation‐state is that global processes of various kinds are just not as powerful as many believe. For example, global business pales in comparison to business within many countries, including the United States. Some also question the porosity of the nation‐state by pointing to the fact that migration to the United States and other countries has declined substantially since its heights in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries (Gilpin 2001).

A related point is that it would be a mistake simply to see globalization as a threat to, or constraint on, the nation‐state; it can also be an opportunity for the nation‐state (Conley 2002). For example, the demands of globalization were used as a basis to make needed changes (at least from a neoliberal point of view) in Australian society, specifically allowing it to move away from protectionism and in the direction of (neo)liberalization, to transform state enterprises into private enterprises, and to streamline social welfare. In this, the rhetoric of globalization – especially an exaggeration of it and its effects – was useful to those who were desirous of such changes. In other words, Australian politicians used globalization as an ideology in order to reform Australian society. We could also look to China for an example of a nation‐state whose power has grown significantly in the face of globalization; it has harnessed globalization (through its extensive importation of raw materials and export of manufactured goods) while maintaining tight control of its own territory (although at great cost to the environment and many of its own people).



“IMAGINED COMMUNITY”

Whether or not it is being superseded by globalization, the nation‐state remains important. In thinking about the nation‐state, especially in the era of globalization, we need to understand that it is not a “natural” phenomenon, but is rather a social and political construction. This means that the nation‐state had to be literally created – as, for example, when the early leaders of the United States fused the original independent states into a unified nation‐state. It also means that the nation‐state has to be defined as such by those within it, as well as those without. This can occur in various ways, but one of the key ideas in thinking about the unification of the nation‐state is Benedict Anderson's (2006) notion of “imagined communities.”

Anderson (2006: 6) defines the nation as “an imagined political community.” Clearly, this means that, for Anderson, a nation exists primarily within the realm of ideas, subjectively as an image within people's minds. Anderson attributes four characteristics to an imagined nation. First, it is imagined, because it is impossible in all but the smallest communities to have face‐to‐face contact with more than a few of one's peers. Because there are at least some – and likely many – who are not available for personal contact, one must imagine who they are, what they believe, what holds them together, and so on. Second, it is imagined to be limited, “because even the largest of them, encompassing perhaps a billion living human beings, has finite, if elastic, boundaries, beyond which lie other nations. No nation imagines itself as coterminous with mankind” (Anderson 2006: 7). Third, it is imagined to be sovereign; that is, as being free. Finally, it is imagined to be a community, “because, regardless of the actual inequality and exploitation that may prevail in each, the nation is always conceived as a deep, horizontal comradeship” (Anderson 2006: 7).

Anderson sees the eighteenth century as the beginning of the dawn of the nation (in the sense that he defines it) and of nationalism, and he links this to two key developments: the modern novel and the modern newspaper, which he groups under the heading of “print capitalism.” Key to the modern novel was the idea of an actor moving calendrically through “homogenous, empty time.” He sees this as “a precise analogue of the idea of the nation, which also is conceived as a solid community moving steadily down (or up) history” (Anderson 2006: 26). Novels tended to have a national imagination as well as an imagination of the characters moving through the sociological landscape presented in them.

In the case of the newspaper, the reader also has a sense that what appears in its pages operates calendrically. This is the case when one reads about a community – say, the refugees from Syria – for several days in a row. However, it is also the case when a story disappears from the newspaper for a time. The reader assumes that the Syrian community continues to move along, and thus has little trouble picking up the “story” (note the similarity to a novel and its story line) when articles once again are published on it. In addition, large numbers of people buy and read a newspaper on a given day (or, increasingly, read the news online via social media), and a given reader imagines that he or she is part of the larger community that is reading the same stories.

It was the mass sale and distribution of novels and newspapers that was critical to the rise of the imagined nation. It was also important that they were produced not in the language of the elites (e.g. Latin), or in many different vernaculars, but in a limited number of print languages. It was through such means that people who previously could not understand one another “gradually became aware of hundreds of thousands, even millions, of people in their particular language‐field, and at the same time that only those hundreds of thousands, or millions, so belonged. These fellow‐readers, to whom they were connected through print, formed, in their secular, particular, visible invisibility, the embryo of the nationally imagined community” (Anderson 2006: 44).

Print capitalism also lent a new fixity to language that helped give solidity and long‐term continuity to the notion of the nation. However, while a national print language was important historically, this does not mean that nations (as well as nation‐states) and print languages are coterminous today. Clearly, various languages exist within a given nation‐state (India encompasses many different languages), and languages stretch far beyond the borders of a given nation‐state (people in many countries speak French).

The imagined community is clearly a much greater reality than ever before, as a result of developments far beyond print capitalism and not dealt with by Anderson. We are thinking here of the new digital media (especially smart phones, email, the Internet, social media, etc.) that allow widely dispersed populations to maintain, create, and disseminate a continuing sense of an imagined community. For example, members of the Somali diaspora today use social media to function as part of a transnational Somali community at the same time as they live out their everyday lives as part of new communities (Kok and Rogers 2017). Globalization has not only meant the dispersal of many people but has also provided them with new technologies that allow them to be part of truly (global) imagined communities.

Scholars have also explored the emotional underpinnings of the national imagined community (Ismer 2014). Why is it that, in the face of globalization, many people fall back on national pride and identity as a powerful force for action? Feelings associated with national identity have stoked fears of immigration in the United Kingdom, the United States, Tukey, and Germany, with people questioning newcomers' connections to this new imagined community. Feelings of national pride lead people to root for their country in the World Cup or Olympic Games. They feel shame when an event leads their country to be viewed negatively by the rest of the world. These feelings become attached to certain stories (e.g. the myth of the American Dream) and rituals (chants at World Cup matches). For many people, this imagined community is experienced through feelings of right and wrong. Thus, although the nation‐state may be of declining political importance in the age of globalization, as an imagined reality it may be as important as ever.



CHANGES IN GLOBAL NATION‐STATE RELATIONS

There has been a wide range of formal and informal political relations among and between nation‐states that have served to structure international and, more recently, global relations. Thus, during WW II, the major divide was between those nation‐states associated with the Allies (mainly the United States, the United Kingdom, France, and Russia) and those linked to the Axis (primarily Germany, Japan, and Italy). During the Cold War, the major split was between Soviet Bloc countries and those allied with the West. In the nearly three decades since the collapse of the Soviet Union, the global political situation has been more fluid, and various efforts have been made to offer a picture of the new global political world.

Parag Khanna (2008a, 2008b, 2012) offers an interesting perspective on this emerging new world. He bases his analysis on a distinction between globalization and geopolitics. Basically, globalization involves free flows, especially of an economic nature. In contrast, geopolitics involves largely political and military efforts aimed at gaining control over – but frequently disrupting – those flows (and much else). While the United States was hegemonic in the era of geopolitics, it is greatly weakened as globalization competes with and gains ascendancy over it. However, based on the fact that the widely acknowledged prior epoch of globalization was brought to an end by the geopolitics associated with the onset of WW I, Khanna (2008a: 341) worries that geopolitics may once again undermine globalization.

Khanna argues that with the demise of the Soviet Union in 1991, US geopolitical hegemony was expected to last well into the future, but it failed to get past the end of the century. Instead, he sees the emergence in the twenty‐first century of a new Big Three: the European Union, China, and the United States. As Khanna (2008b: 64) puts it, the “web of globalization now has three spiders.” However, in his view, the United States is declining, while the other two are likely to continue their ascent. (However, he does not foresee the United States being replaced by the other two; they will continue to coexist and to compete actively and aggressively with one another.) As the European Union and China have risen, they have faced new challenges and have begun positioning themselves in important ways. We examine their current statuses in this section.


The European Union and Brexit

There is a lengthy set of points to be made about the strength of the European Union, but its future role in the world is unclear. On the one hand, it has many impressive strengths that suggest it will grow in importance. For example, it has grown considerably since its founding in 1951, and could continue to grow into the future. In 2013, Croatia became the 28th member to join the union. As of 2018, five countries (Albania, the former Yugoslav republic of Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia, Turkey) are applying for membership and two others (Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo) are potential candidates. The European Union has enormous economic potential. Having surpassed the United States, it is already the largest economic market in the world. It also remains a leader in technological developments. New pipelines bring oil from Libya, Algeria, and Azerbaijan. EU countries have a strong manufacturing base (especially Germany) and serve as a large consumer market for the world's goods and services. As of early 2018, Europe had its lowest unemployment rate in 9 years, confidence in the euro was at its highest in 17 years, and the European Union's growth rate was slightly higher than that of the United States (Kottasová 2018).

As a social and political entity, the European Union and many of its member countries hold an important place in the world. Despite recent setbacks, European countries (and the European Union) are more of a political model for those in Africa or the Middle East than is the United States. Many European societies (particularly the Scandinavian countries) are among the most socially progressive in the world, and serve as models for economic and social rights. On the other hand, the European Union has experienced several challenges in recent years. Clearly, the most important is the United Kingdom's 2016 vote to leave the union. While Britain's exit (i.e. “Brexit”) has not been officially implemented as of this writing, its departure seems likely. The United Kingdom officially began its exit by invoking Article 50 of the Lisbon Treaty, which initiated its two‐year timetable to negotiate its departure (setting the departure date at April 2019). There is uncertainty over whether it will have a so‐called “hard” Brexit (full or nearly full departure from the European Union, with no deal in place and strict limitations on the movement of people and goods) or a “soft” Brexit (continuing close ties with the European Union and some level of membership in the single market). Given what is at stake, some commentators have stated that “Britain's narrow vote for Brexit is likely to be the most consequential event in Europe since the fall of the Berlin Wall” (Barysch and Bildt 2016).

While the most immediate and significant impacts will likely fall upon the United Kingdom itself, the exact effects on both it and the European Union are unclear. Some preliminary economic estimates suggest that Britain's exports to the European Union could fall by between 7.2 and 45.7% six years after Brexit (Oberhofer and Pfaffermayr 2018). Imports from the European Union to Britain could decline in the same period by between 5.9 and 38.2%. In the case of a hard Brexit, the declines in trade could mean real incomes dipping by 1.4–5.7%. EU members living in Britain could be forced to return to their home countries (or other EU nations), with potentially dramatic impacts on families, who face being uprooted or even split apart. The potential losses, and the tremendous difficulty in negotiating a deal, have made Britain's Prime Minister, Theresa May, very unpopular. As of this writing in 2018, there were signs that voters were having doubts and there were calls for a second vote on Brexit (Castle 2018).

Brexit also suggests several important likely losses for the European Union. The United Kingdom is, or was, one of the top three economies in the European Union, so it could mean a significant loss in terms of revenue, GDP, and trade within the union (although Britain's growth rate is likely to lag behind the rest of Europe in 2018–2019 [Ward 2018]). The European Union will also lose London as one of its important cities, which has been in the process of replacing New York as the financial capital of the world. The loss in revenue for the European Union means that other member countries will have to shoulder more of the cost of running its intergovernmental agencies, with a larger responsibility falling on large economies like Germany. On the other hand, economic losses to the European Union might not be significant. Impacts on trade could be lessened by any future trade agreements (especially between Britain and the remaining EU nations), and foreign investors could shift investments from Britain to the continent in order to gain immediate and predictable access to the EU market (ING Bank 2016).

Driven by members' domestic politics, regional politics, and Brexit, support for the European Union has wavered in many other member nations. For example, the Netherlands was a founding member of the European Union, but following Brexit in 2016, support for the union within the country was at “all‐time lows” (Luyendijk 2016). In a poll conducted among 10 member countries a month before the Brexit vote, citizens were asked their views about the future of the European Union. Of those polled, 42% responded that “some powers should be returned to national governments,” 27% stated the “division of powers should remain the same,” and only 19% believed that “national governments should transfer more power to EU” (Stokes 2016). Furthermore, after applying for membership in 2009, Iceland decided against joining in 2015. While no other major political entities have proposed exiting the European Union, and some support for the union has returned, the risk of this happening increased significantly after Brexit.

While Europe has promoted liberal values of tolerance and integration for many decades, the European Union has seen a sharp rise in nationalist parties and in anti‐immigrant and anti‐Islamic sentiment in recent years (see Chapter 8). One of the most famous examples is Marine Le Pen, leader of France's National Front (who lost France's 2017 presidential election by a 66.1–33.9% margin). Politicians from these various nationalist parties have been especially vocal in calling for similar referendums to Brexit (e.g. a “Frexit” or “Nexit”) in their home countries. They will continue to use immigration (driven in part by the refugee crisis from Syria) as fuel for their nationalist agenda.

As a response to increasing deficits (and driven by neoliberal policies), several EU countries (e.g. Greece, Portugal, Italy, Spain) have recently been forced to implement severe austerity measures that limit public spending. These have provoked massive public protest, often focused on the European Union and its economic policies, which nationalist parties are again using to further their platforms. Such austerity measures have also been a source of fear in other member countries.

To sum up, the future of the European Union, and its role within global politics, is uncertain. The degree to which the European Union ascends further as a global hegemon may be determined by its ability to maintain the strength of the euro and the unity of its member states amidst a divisive political climate.



China

China is the other important geopolitical actor recognized by Khanna. It is expanding as a global power in a variety of ways:


	As of 2012, it had surpassed the United States as the world's largest trading nation.

	Its trade with the world is massive and growing, and it continues to buy major companies in the United States and Europe.

	It is making all sorts of deals with, and sending a wide range of personnel (engineers, military personnel, etc.) to, a number of locales in the world – Africa, Latin America, etc.

	It continues to secure access to natural resources (e.g. oil, gas, minerals) from all over the world, including building over 200 dams around the globe.

	In a massive urbanization plan, it is attempting to move tens of millions more people into cities and the contemporary economy by 2020 (Zou 2014).

	It is drawing more and more nations in the region into its political orbit, and there is a possibility that it could eventually stand at the center of an Eastern version of NATO.

	President Xi Jinping plans to move it from a “large country to a large and powerful one” by dramatically expanding its military. In 2016, China announced plans to build 351 naval ships by 2020 and to update all of its military technology and organization.



In Chapter 3, we noted that China's economic growth has slowed in recent years. Indeed, its reported growth rate of 6.9% in 2017 (outside analysts estimate the actual rate is somewhat lower) is low compared to the last 25 years. Nonetheless, it continues to grow at a rapid pace, and the country's leadership is clearly planning to maintain this growth and use it to gain greater political power. For example, in 2017, when Donald Trump was elected President of the United States and promoted an “America First” policy (and other populist and nationalist parties were on the rise), Klaus Schwab, the founder of the World Economic Forum, introduced China's president with this statement: “In a world marked by great uncertainty and volatility, the international community is looking to China.” President Xi went on to say, “Some people blame economic globalization for the chaos in our world … [but] one should not retreat to the harbor when encountering a storm, for this will never get us to the other shore of the ocean.”

Contributing to China's rise is its emergence as a “scientific superpower” (Samuelson 2018). China is now the second largest spender on research and development (after the United States), with 21% of the world's $2 trillion total (and it is investing in this area four times faster than the United States). Between 2000 and 2014, the annual number of science and engineering bachelor's degrees awarded in China grew from 359 000 to 1.65 million (in the United States, comparable degrees increased from 483 000 to 742 000). It is rapidly expanding into cutting‐edge areas such as supercomputing. While these advances will help China economically, military applications could see it become an even greater political force. It is hard to predict the exact ways that its global role will evolve, but we can expect it to continue its rise in global politics.




UNITED NATIONS (UN)

The United Nations, in spite of its myriad problems, is the premier global organization in the realm of politics. It began operations on October 24, 1945. It is organized on the basis of the nation‐states that are its members (there were 193 member states in 2018). As a “state‐centric” organization (Weiss et al. 2004; Weiss and Zach 2007), the United Nations stands in opposition, at least in general, to those who argue that globalization has brought about, or is bringing about, the demise of the (nation‐)state. The United Nations is a global setting in which nation‐states meet and deliberate; it is also an independent actor.

The two best‐known state‐based organs in the United Nations are the Security Council and the General Assembly. The latter is the United Nations' main deliberative body, while the former is responsible for the maintenance of international peace and security. The day‐to‐day operations of the United Nations are handled by the Secretariat, employing about 6431 people in New York and approximately 39 650 more throughout the world (United Nations 2017). The ability of the United Nations to function adequately is greatly and chronically hampered by severe budget limitations.

The United Nations can be seen as being concerned primarily with four broad areas. The first involves military issues. The United Nations was envisioned as a major force in managing peace and security, especially in inter‐state relations. However, it was marginalized during the Cold War, largely because both the United States and the Soviet Union could veto proposed interventions before the Security Council. A turning point in the military role of the United Nations was the 1991 authorization by the Security Council of the use of force to deal with Iraq's invasion of Kuwait. Throughout the 1990s, the United Nations engaged in a wide variety of actions that were not anticipated by its founders and which had been regarded previously as the province of states. These included interventions in civil wars in less developed countries, “election and human rights monitoring, disarmament, and even the assumption of state functions (in Cambodia and East Timor, for example)” (Weiss and Zach 2007: 1219). However, the expansionism of the United Nations in these areas was tempered by failures in the 1990s in Somalia and Yugoslavia. In the military realm, it is also important to mention that the United Nations has been actively involved in arms control and disarmament.

The second area with which the United Nations is concerned involves economic issues. In this realm, the main focus has been to promote actions that would lead to reductions in global inequality. The third is environmental issues (e.g. climate change, hazardous wastes), which are dealt with primarily through the United Nations Environment Programme. Finally, the fourth area is matters of human protection. A variety of UN‐sponsored human rights treaties and agreements have sought to protect human rights around the world (see earlier).

The United Nations is both a creation and a creature of the United States. Its name was suggested by President Franklin Delano Roosevelt, the UN charter was adopted in San Francisco, and the organization has been housed in New York City since the 1950s. The United States has also been the largest single contributor to the United Nations. However, the United Nations is minuscule in comparison to the United States – its budget is about 0.07% of the budget of the US government. It is for this reason that the United Nations continues to be relatively weak and that the United States has felt free to go it alone whenever it has had serious disagreements with the United Nations (Ferguson 2004).


United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD)

UNCTAD was created in 1964 by the UN General Assembly, primarily to improve the economic situation of less developed nations and to improve their relationship with the developed nations. It sought markets for the manufactured goods of less developed countries and stable prices for their commodities. It was opposed by the developed nations because it initially resisted the (neo)liberalism that predominated at the time of its formation. However, in 1992, it changed course, accepted the predominant neoliberal economic system, ceased to seek systemic change, and sought instead the integration of less developed countries into the global economy (Williams 2007). UNCTAD continues to focus on trade and development, but its goal is to improve the position of less developed nations in these areas by finding ways of allowing them to benefit more from, and function better in, the global economy.



United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO)

With headquarters in Paris, UNESCO has been in existence since 1946. Its primary focus is in the areas of education, the natural and social sciences, and culture (Singh 2010). It had a number of successes in its first four decades of existence, but it was hampered by the Cold War, and more recently by the neoliberalism of economic globalization. It has sought the free movement of knowledge and information, but neoliberals favor turning these into goods that can be bought and sold on the market. The triumph of neoliberalism has meant that both the budget and the activities of UNESCO have either failed to increase or been in actual decline in recent years.




GLOBAL GOVERNANCE

The decline of the nation‐state, along with at least some of its governance functions, and the fact that intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) (e.g. the United Nations) and treaties (e.g. the Kyoto Protocol) have not been sufficient in solving transnational issues, have given rise to proliferating forms of global governance (see below). Governance refers to the “processes and institutions, formal and informal, whereby rules are created, compliance is elicited, and goods are provided in pursuit of collective goals” (Hale and Held 2011: 12). Also known as legal pluralism (Reyntjens 2016), global governance goes beyond the traditional forms of cooperation between sovereign nation‐states (e.g. interstate diplomacy, treaties, and international law) to include a broader variety of networked organizations and individuals that had not previously participated directly in creating and enforcing norms and rules (Cox and Schilthuis 2012). Governance has shaped global politics in important ways, and is a rapidly growing area of both activity and research.







Governance: Formal and informal rules and institutions that elicit compliance toward collective goals.






There are at least three new forms of global or transnational governance. First, there is governance through multistakeholder initiatives, which brings together various public and private actors into public policy networks and partnerships. It usually involves at least one state actor and various international institutions, as well as INGOS and private sector organizations of various sorts. Multistakeholder initiatives provide governance in the form of service provision (e.g. the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria), industrial standards (e.g. the World Commission on Dams), and labor standards in global value chains (Philips 2016).

The second, and most common, form of global governance involves the creation of voluntary regulations. In voluntary regulatory systems, MNCs (or other actors) agree to a set of social and/or environmental practices that go beyond the stated or enforced set of laws in the area in which they operate. Sometimes, these standards are created directly by the companies in a given sector (e.g. a code of conduct) and are little more than public‐relations tools. But in other cases, the standards are developed, monitored, and enforced through an extensive network of international organizations (e.g. NGOs, social movement organizations, states, IGOs, etc.). One example of this voluntary form of regulation is the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC), which seeks to promote sustainable forestry. The FSC brings together environmental and social NGOs, forestry corporations, and scientific institutions in the development of forestry standards that are monitored and enforced through independent third‐party certification. Many of these private regulatory schemes (which also include fair trade; see Chapter 13) rely on mobilizing consumers to purchase certified products and punishing those companies that do not submit to this voluntary regulation.

Not all systems of voluntary regulation feature a specific set of standards that are monitored and enforced. For example, the “Global Compact” created by former UN Secretary‐General, Kofi Annan, encompasses 10 basic principles by which businesses around the world should voluntarily conduct their affairs (Soederberg 2007: 500–513). It facilitates learning and capacity‐building in the development and implementation of these social and environmental principles (e.g. businesses should support human rights, eliminate compulsory labor, and promote greater environmental responsibility), but it is not enforced or monitored. Many forms of “corporate social responsibility” fall into this category (Tsusui and Lim 2015).

Third, there are transnational arbitration bodies, where global governance has been accorded to courts and lawyers, but their authority is not based in international law (Hale and Held 2011). For example, the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) has an environmental side‐agreement that strives to make sure that member countries follow their own environmental laws (Hale 2011). Through the North American Commission for Environmental Cooperation (CEC), citizens may submit evidence exposing their country's failure to enforce its environmental law. The commission's independent investigation process can establish a factual record of violations that can put pressure on states to adhere to their national laws. The World Bank has similar procedures. The authority of these arbitration bodies, or “info courts,” is “based on information and persuasion, not law,” or at least not any law that they have the power to enforce (Hale and Held 2011: 115). These processes have led to some improvements, but they are limited in scope.

One important area of governance is the world economy (Hirst and Thompson 1999). All the other forms of governance identified in this section are involved in overseeing that economy. There are at least five interdependent levels at which it can operate:


	The major political entities, especially the G3 (Europe, Japan, and North America), can govern through various agreements “to stabilize exchange rates, to coordinate fiscal and monetary policies, and to cooperate in limiting speculative short‐term financial transactions” (Hirst and Thompson 1999: 191).

	Nation states can create various international regulatory agencies (e.g. the World Trade Organization [WTO]) to deal with specific economic issues.

	Trade and investment blocs such as the European Union, the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), the Trans‐Pacific Partnership (TPP), and the Asean Free Trade Area (AFTA) can govern large economic areas (e.g. North America, the Pacific Rim countries).

	Nations can develop policies to enhance themselves and the ability of their corporations to compete in the global marketplace.

	Regions within nations can integrate economic activities that take place within their borders in order to increase their ability to compete globally and to protect themselves from large shocks that might adversely affect them.



There is some evidence of, and some increasing pressure toward, the emergence of various forms of global governance. James Rosenau (Rosenau 2002; Rosenau and Czempiel 1992) links this to the increasing “fragmegration” of the global order. This reflects increasing global diversity, as well as the array of contradictory forces that have been unleashed as a result of it. Among those contradictory forces are globalization and localization, centralization and decentralization, and integration and fragmentation (fragmegration).

There is a series of more specific factors behind the growth in demand for more global governance. At the top of the list must be the declining power of nation‐states. If states themselves are less able to handle various responsibilities, this leaves open the possibility of the emergence of some form of global governance to fill the void. A second factor is the vast flows of all sorts of things into and often right through the borders of nation‐states. This can involve the flow of digital information of all sorts through the Internet. It is difficult, if not impossible, for a nation‐state to stop such flows, and it is often likely that such action would be politically unpopular and bring much negative reaction. The flow of criminal elements and their products (drugs, laundered money, people bought and sold in sex trafficking, etc.) is a strong factor in the call for global governance. In these cases and others, there is a need for some degree of order, some sort of effective authority, and at least some potential for the improvement of human life.

Another set of issues that has led to calls for global governance involves horrendous events within nation‐states that the states themselves either foment and carry out, or are unable to control. For example, in Syria, more than 400 000 people had been killed and 11.3 million displaced as of 2017. Amidst economic turmoil and government repression, the Syrian conflict was sparked in 2011 when citizens protested the arrest and torture of 15 boys (a 13‐year‐old was killed). During a peaceful protest, the Syrian government, led by President Bashar al‐Assad, killed hundreds of demonstrators and imprisoned many more. A band of military defectors attempted to overthrow the government, and various groups have been vying for power ever since. The Syrian government used chemical weapons on its own people in 2013. The conflict has been the deadliest of this century so far. Of course, it is far from the only event of its kind in recent history. Another prominent example in recent history is the 1994 death and disruption in Rwanda, where militant Hutus killed hundreds of thousands of Tutsis and moderate Hutus. One could even go back to WW II and argue that the Holocaust could have been prevented, or at least mitigated, had there been a viable form of global governance to put pressure on Nazi Germany and ultimately to intervene in a more material way, perhaps including militarily.

Then there are global problems that single nation‐states cannot hope to tackle on their own. One, of course, is global recessions, such as the Great Recession, which sweep the world periodically. Indeed, some nations (e.g. the nations of Southeast Asia) have often been, and are currently being, victimized by such crises. Unable to help themselves, such nations are in need of assistance from some type of global governance.

Nation‐states have long struggled to deal with problems like these through various inter‐state systems (e.g. alliances such as the North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO]), but the more recent trend is toward the development of truly global structures and methods of dealing with various sorts of issues and problems – a trend that some people reject, as many citizens of the United Kingdom did when voting for Brexit.



CIVIL SOCIETY

While civility and civil society have ancient roots and examples (e.g. in Aristotle), John Keane (2003) traces what we now consider civil society to the appearance of the West on the global stage beginning around 1500 (see also Eberly 2008). Until the nineteenth century (Lipschutz 2007), civil society was not distinguished from a state dominated by laws. The philosopher G. W. F. Hegel played a key role in redefining it as that which exists between the family and the state; a realm not only separated from them, but in which an individual can participate directly in various social institutions. To Hegel, like Marx and Engels (and Keane), the economy was part of civil society.

The major figure in social theory associated with the idea of civil society is Alexis de Tocqueville. Tocqueville lauded the early American propensity to form a wide range of associations (e.g. religious, moral) that were not political in nature and orientation. Such civil associations allowed people to interact with one another and to develop, renew, and enlarge feelings, ideas, emotions, and understandings. They also allowed people to band together and to act. Without such associations, they would be isolated and weak in large‐scale contemporary societies (Tocqueville 1825–40/1969).

The distinction between the market (and state, and family) and civil society is a twentieth‐century innovation usually associated with the Italian Marxist thinker Antonio Gramsci (1992). In his view, to challenge the hegemony of the state (controlled by the market, which also dominated the family), the opposition had to gain positions in civil society (e.g. universities, the media) in order to generate their own ideas to counter the hegemonic ideas emanating from the capitalist economic system.

While the West often conquered the world through uncivilized, even violent means, it “gave birth as well to modern struggles for liberty of the press, written constitutions, religious toleration, new codes of ‘civil manners’ (often connected with sport), non‐violent power‐sharing, and talk of democracy and human rights, whose combined ‘ethos’ gradually spawned the growth of civil society institutions” (Keane 2003: 44). A robust civil society was already in existence by the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries (e.g. peace societies, cooperatives, workers' movements), but it was soon set back dramatically by the two world wars. It was largely in the aftermath of WW II that the modern civil‐society movement took shape and expanded dramatically.

Kaldor (2003, 2007) accords central importance to the 1970s and 1980s, especially in Latin America and Eastern Europe. In both regions, there was opposition to military dictatorship and effort to find an autonomous and self‐organizing base outside of the state in order to oppose the military. It was also during this period that civil society became increasingly global, as improved travel and communication made linkages among various civil‐society groups increasingly possible. These groups mounted appeals to international authorities and were able to create a global political space for themselves in which they argued for, and helped bring about, international agreements on such issues as human rights. Of great importance in the 1990s “was the emergence of transnational networks of activists who came together on particular issues, including landmines, human rights, climate change, dams, HIV/AIDS, or corporate responsibility” (Kaldor 2007: 155). Much of the contemporary globalization‐from‐below (or “alter‐globalization”) movement (see Chapter 13) is now an integral part of global civil society.

Following Kaldor (2007: 154), civil society is defined as: “the process through which individuals negotiate, argue, struggle against, or agree with each other and with the centers of political and economic authority.” It is a realm in which people can engage one another more or less directly and in which they can, among other things, analyze and criticize their political and economic institutions. People can do this, and thereby act publicly, by acting through “voluntary associations, movements, parties, and unions” (Kaldor 2007: 154). Thus, civil society involves both settings and the actions that take place within those settings. It also represents an ideal toward which many people and groups aspire – an active, vital, and powerful civil society that can influence, and act as a counterbalance to, potent forces in the realm of the polity and the economy (Seckinelgin 2002). It is particularly the case that civil society stands as a counterbalance and an alternative to both the nation‐state and the economic market – especially the capitalist market.







Civil society: A process through which individuals negotiate, argue, struggle against, or agree with one another and those in authority.






While, historically, civil society was nation‐state‐centered (i.e. linked to groups and actions within states), in more recent years it has been associated with more global actions, and therefore with a somewhat different set of organizations, including “social movements, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), transnational networks, religious organizations, and community groups” (Kaldor 2007: 153). In other words, we have moved increasingly toward the notion of a global civil society (Kaldor et al. 2012), although civil society remains a force within states and societies, as well (Smith and West 2005).

John Keane (2003: 8, italics in original) offers a definition of global civil society as:


a dynamic non‐governmental system of interconnected socio‐economic institutions that straddle the whole earth, and that have complex effects that are felt in its four corners. Global civil society is neither a static object nor a fait accompli. It is an unfinished project that consists of sometimes thick, sometimes thinly stretched networks, pyramids and hub‐and‐spoke clusters of socio‐economic institutions and actors who organize themselves across borders, with the deliberate aim of drawing the world together in new ways. These non‐governmental institutions and actors tend to pluralise power and to problematise violence; consequently, their peaceful or “civil” effects are felt everywhere, here and there, far and wide, to and from local areas, through wide regions, to the planetary level itself.









Global civil society: A global, non‐governmental, pluralistic form of society composed of interlinked social processes oriented to civility.






This definition emphasizes five tightly linked characteristics of global civil society: it is non‐governmental; a form of society composed of interlinked social processes; oriented to civility (non‐violence); pluralistic (including the strong potential to reduce conflict); and global.

Keane gives us a good feel for global civil society, as well as both its unfinished and its varied character. However, one of the things that sets Keane's view on civil society apart is his argument that the economic market is deeply implicated in it. While many see civil society as distinct from both the nation‐state and the market, Keane (2003: 76) puts forth the “‘no market, no civil society’ rule.” That is, civil society could not survive without the market, money, and the money economy. Indeed, there is no clear dividing line between civil society and the market; the market is embedded in civil society, and vice versa. For example, those who work in the market draw upon civil society's norms of sociability, such as “punctuality, trust, honesty, reliability, group commitment and non‐violence” (Keane 2003: 77).

Keane (2003: 78) draws three basic conclusions from this relationship: “markets are an intrinsic empirical feature, a functionally intertwined prerequisite, of the social relations of actually existing global civil society”; “global civil society as we know and now experience it could not survive for more than a few days without the market forces unleashed by turbocapitalism”; and “the market forces of turbocapitalism could themselves not survive for a day without other civil society institutions, like households, charities, community associations and linguistically shared social norms like friendship, trust and cooperation.”

To buttress his point, Keane argues that labor is not restricted to the market economy, but is a kind of social activity also found in non‐market settings, such as households and charities, arts and entertainment, recreation, intimate relationships, communications media, and sacred settings and institutions. Further, markets and capitalist firms even have a civilizing effect on civil society, through, for example, their forms of face‐to‐face negotiations and by nurturing social codes such as those associated with charity (e.g. the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation).

However, Keane also recognizes that the capitalist market can disturb, even disrupt, global civil society, through, for example, the great social inequality it produces or by choosing where to invest and, especially, where not to invest, as well as where to withdraw investments. Of perhaps the greatest importance from a negative point of view is the tendency for the capitalist market to strengthen “the hand of market domination over the non‐profit institutions of society, which tend to be pushed and pulled, twisted and torn into bodies that obey the rules of accumulation and profit maximization” (Keane 2003: 90). Indeed, it is for this reason that many argue for the need to distinguish between market‐based organizations and civil society.

Civil society is not a reality that is ever, or could ever be, completed. Rather, it is an ongoing and ever‐present project. This is especially the case in the era of globalization, when civil societies that were created in nation‐states now must be extended to the global level. In fact, it could be argued that without a global civil society, the promises of national civil society would die. The challenges and dangers of today's world have become global, with the result that civil society must itself become global if it is to have any chance of countering them and, more generally, of creating a true version of itself.

In practice, civil society has been dominated for decades by critical agents and agencies, but more recently neoliberalism and neoliberal groups (e.g. the World Bank) have picked up on the idea of creating organizations (NGOs), often funded by government and international agencies, oriented to reforming the market and government. Some see these NGOs as compromising the very notion of civil society and argue that they should not be thought of as part of it. However, as both Keane and Kaldor point out, civil society is a broad and internally contradictory category that includes a wide range of groups.

A variety of movements and organizations have also come together since the 1990s to form significant components of the global civil society. One type involves various groups of transnational activists participating in efforts to deal with global warming, AIDS, landmines, and so forth. Then there is the alter‐globalization movement, as well as the anti‐war movement. Of growing significance in the realm of global civil society is the wide range of organizations dealing primarily with issues that relate to the environment, human rights, and economic development. Perhaps of greatest importance today in thinking about civil society are groups that represent the poor, especially those in less developed countries, and their efforts to improve the position of the poor within the global economy.


International Non‐Governmental Organizations (INGOS)

INGOs are international not‐for‐profit organizations that perform public functions but are not established or run by nation‐states. In 2017, some of the largest INGOs included BRAC (the largest NGO in the world, headquartered in Bangladesh, with a focus on international development), Médecins Sans Frontières/Doctors without Borders, the Skoll Foundation (focuses on economic empowerment to build “a sustainable world of peace and prosperity”), the Danish Refugee Council (implements a “broad range of activities relevant to conflict affected communities and persons” in more than 30 countries), Oxfam (an anti‐poverty organization working in more than 90 countries), Mercy Corps (a development agency that works in areas coping with conflict, disaster, or economic collapse), Grameen Foundation (an anti‐poverty organization working around the world), and Saúde Criança (an anti‐poverty organization headquartered in Rio de Janeiro). They are private, voluntary, and non‐profit, and most are oriented to bringing about some sort of social and/or political change. INGOs are advocates for any number of things, but they also “routinely influence the domestic policies of states, participate in multilateral forums and institutions, promote interstate cooperation, and facilitate political participation on the part of governments and the public” (Warkentin 2007: 883–887).







International non‐governmental organizations (INGOs): International not‐for‐profit organizations performing public functions but not established or run by nation‐states.






The first modern INGOs are traceable to the nineteenth century (the International Red Cross was founded in Switzerland in 1865), but they have boomed in recent years. As their number, influence, and power have grown, they have become highly controversial. Some see them as the harbingers of a future democratic civil society. Others are highly critical of them (see below).

While many INGOs have grown highly influential, their power does not involve rational‐legal authority (Weber 1921/1968) (such as having their leadership elected), but rather comes from rational‐moral authority (Thomas 2007). This stems from the fact that they claim (often successfully) that they represent and express universal human interests, are democratic both as organizations and in terms of their goals, and are committed to global progress and the creation of a more rational world. Their great moral power also comes from their relative neutrality – their disinterestedness. At the most general level, they serve to frame global policy issues in areas such as women's rights, population, education, and the environment. As moral powers, they exist less as actors on the world stage, and more to advise states, firms, and individuals on how they ought to act on various issues and under an array of circumstances.

INGOs have several characteristics that make them invaluable in the global arena. First, they are often grassroots organizations, and therefore are much more in touch with the needs and interests of their membership than larger, more formal, and more bureaucratized organizations associated with nation‐states or the international community. Second, they are often more effective in achieving their goals than other types of organizations (e.g. they are often faster at getting relief to people in poor countries or to victims of disasters). Third, they are very good at garnering media attention in efforts to force more formal organizations (e.g. states) into action.

A turning point in the history of INGOs occurred in 1992, when a treaty to control the emission of greenhouse gases was signed as a result of the actions of a variety of groups that not only exerted external pressure, but were actually involved in the decision‐making process. A number of other successes followed, including the creation by the United Nations of a High Commissioner for Human Rights, the prevention of the approval of the Multilateral Agreement on Investment (which would have liberalized foreign investment and limited the role of nation‐states in such action), and protests at WTO meetings, especially the Seattle action of 1999.

One of the most notable successes of INGOs was an international treaty spearheaded by the International Campaign to Ban Landmines (ICBL). The treaty was signed in 1997 by 122 nations, which agreed to stop selling and using landmines. On the surface, the fact that so many nation‐states were involved in signing the treaty would seem to indicate that this was an accomplishment linked to the old state‐centered system. In fact, however, much of the credit goes to the approximately 1000 NGOs that were involved in lobbying for it, in around 60 countries (Bond 2000).

There are negative sides to the growth of INGOS (and civil society):


	Fundamentally, INGOs are special‐interest groups, and therefore they may not take into consideration wider sets of concerns and issues.

	In addition, they are not democratic, often keep their agendas secret, and are not accountable to anyone other than their members.

	They are elitist (many involve better‐off and well‐educated people from the North) – that is, undemocratic – organizations that often seek to impose inappropriate universal plans on local organizations and settings.

	They often pander to public opinion and posture for the media, both to attract attention to their issues and to maintain or expand their power and membership.

	As a result, they may distort the magnitude of certain problems (e.g. overestimating the effects, and misjudging the causes, of an oil spill) in order to advance their cause and interests.

	Their focus on one issue may adversely affect the interest in, and ability to deal with, many other important issues.

	The nature of the focus, and indeed the very creation, of an INGO may be a function of its ability to attract attention and to raise funds (Krause 2014). As a result, other equally worthy – if not more so – issues (e.g. soil erosion, especially in Africa) may fail to attract much attention and interest.

	In some cases, well‐meaning INGOs conflict with one another, such as those wishing to end certain practices (e.g. logging) versus those that see those practices as solutions (e.g. producing wood as a sustainable resource that is preferable to fossil fuels).

	The North's control over INGOs has actually increased, leading to questions about their relevance to the concerns of the South.

	Perhaps most importantly, INGOs “seem to have helped accelerate further state withdrawal from social provision” (Harvey 2006: 52). In that sense, they can be seen as neoliberalism's “Trojan horses,” furthering its agenda while seeming to operate against some of its worst abuses.



Thus, global civil society is extremely broad and includes organizations and parties that may well be in conflict with one another (e.g. the Western neoliberals who dominate the major INGOs and the often non‐Western critics of neoliberalism, including radical religious fundamentalists, who dominate less well organized groups). What they all have in common is that they exist more or less outside the confines of the nation‐state and offer at least the possibility of involving people in ongoing debates around the world and perhaps even in movements toward greater democracy and emancipation (Munck 2002; Teune 2002).

Beyond their moral power, some INGOs have become formally involved in IGOs (see later), especially the United Nations (Martens 2001). INGOs stand to gain from such formal associations in various ways. There are symbolic gains, such as the greater legitimacy associated with being involved with an internationally visible organization. There are also material gains, since such an organization may provide badly needed funding; work may even be subcontracted to an INGO, allowing it to earn income for performing the required tasks.







Intergovernmental organizations ( IGOs ): Organizations such as the United Nations that are international in scope.






Of course, there are dangers to INGOs in taking this course of action. They can easily become co‐opted by the IGO in question. Less extremely, they may need to become more rationalized, bureaucratized, and professionalized in order to deal with the needs and demands of the IGO. This can lead to a more subtle change of orientation, and a decline in radicalism. Other possible changes include a loss of flexibility (as the INGO must satisfy the demands of the IGO), a decline in capacity to act quickly, and a loss of autonomy and perhaps even identity.

IGOs are also affected by the involvement of INGOs. They, too, can gain symbolically and increase their legitimacy. Further, they can gain in a material sense, as less bureaucratized INGOs can perform tasks that would be much more costly, and much slower and more inefficient, were they performed by the IGO.

The mutual involvement of INGOs and IGOs is perhaps clearest in the case of UNESCO, since it has involved INGOs from its inception in 1945. In fact, in order to handle its large and diverse responsibilities, UNESCO created a variety of INGOs (e.g. the International Council of Museums [ICOM]) and provided funding to existing ones (e.g. the International Council of Scientific Unions [ICSU], in existence since 1931) so that they could handle tasks (in the case of ICSU, the promotion of scientific research and its application to the betterment of humankind) that it was unable or unwilling to take on itself. UNESCO also helped INGOs by either not getting involved in domains already well handled by one or by withdrawing from areas when a viable INGO emerged. Thus, with the emergence of the World Wildlife Fund (WWF) in 1961, UNESCO effectively ceded to it environmental issues with which it had, up to that time, been concerned.




CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter opens with a discussion of various political flows, but the main focus is on the development and functioning of global political structures. Starting with more traditional structures such as the nation‐state, the discussion moves on to the development of regional and global political structures and processes.

The origin of the modern nation‐state is traced to the Peace of Westphalia and its treaties, which led to the notion that nation‐states are autonomous. Later developments caused the fusion of the cultural concept of a nation and the structure of the state – the idea of the nation‐state. With globalization, the nation‐state faces innumerable challenges, leading to a significant loss of control over economic flows, transnational organizations, and sovereignty. A debate has emerged over whether the “nation‐state is dead.” Although the role of the nation‐state has declined, it is still an important political structure. However, in the global age, the “porosity” of the nation‐state – the increase of global flows through it – should be a focal concern.

Benedict Anderson's “imagined community” is an important idea in thinking about the nation‐state. As a result of the development of “print capitalism,” it came to be conceived of as being actively constructed, socially and politically, by people who identify with the community that is represented by the nation‐state. This concept is extended further by examining how the nation‐state transcends its geographic boundaries in the face of rapidly developing technology and increasing immigration flows. Emphasis is placed on the “re‐imagining” of the nation‐state in the light of such global flows.

In terms of the changing geopolitical scenario, the world can be seen as evolving through three stages: bipolar (during the Cold War), unipolar (the ascendancy of the United States), and finally tripolar (with the United States, the European Union, and China as the three centers of power). However, Brexit and other struggles in the European Union as a common project have made its role in global politics uncertain.

The United Nations is an important realm for global politics. It is a global setting in which nation‐states meet and deliberate, but it is also an independent actor. Some key UN organizations include UNCTAD and UNESCO.

The concept of global governance is an increasingly important concern today. This has emerged as an alternative, or at least a supplement, to the inter‐state system in addressing various global problems. Global governance has developed in response to the decline of the nation‐state, as well as to global crises that the nation‐state cannot control, but its lack of enforcement mechanisms can prevent it from solving these problems.

Also of great political importance is civil society. Although it has ancient origins, the modern concept of civil society was fleshed out by thinkers such as Hegel and Gramsci. Civil society came to be conceived of as clearly separated from the state on the one hand and the market and family on the other. However, there are contemporary debates over whether civil society is truly separate from the market, in light of the disruptive influence that the latter may have on the former. This can be traced, in part, to the tension that is internal to civil society, which comprises a number of highly disparate organizations. Local civil society now coexists with “global civil society.” NGOs coexist with INGOs.

There is a perception that global civil society could be a “replacement” for the nation‐state. In many areas, it is seen as already filling the vacuum created by the decline of the nation‐state. While civil society has its strengths (efficiency, closeness to the people), it also faces challenges in terms of a narrowness of focus and charges of elitism and control by the North. INGOs may also share a symbiotic relationship with IGOs, which, while being beneficial in symbolic and material terms, creates challenges for the INGOs in terms of loss of radicalism and autonomy.









DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


	Examine the interaction between the nation‐state and civil society, differentiating between local and global civil society.

	Make the case for the “death of the nation‐state,” focusing especially on the role played by global flows in its “demise.”

	Make the case against the “death of the nation‐state,” focusing especially on the role played by barriers (especially those erected by the nation‐state) to global flows.

	Consider recent developments in Europe, China, and the United States, and make an argument about how global power will be distributed in the year 2025. How will this change by 2050?

	Analyze the concept of global governance and discuss the adequacy of this political tool in making rules and norms for the “real world.”

	Discuss the advantages of, and challenges to, the nation‐state, in the context of “imagined communities.”

	Examine the relevance of global political structures such as the United Nations in light of global flows and processes.
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This chapter deals with three of the most cutting‐edge aspects of the social world in general, and globalization in particular. Grouped under the heading of “high‐tech global flows and structures” are technology, mass media, and the Internet and social media. While, for discussion purposes, many technologies (e.g. robotic production, universal product codes [UPCs]) are treated separately in this chapter, the media and the Internet are themselves technologies. Further, the Internet encompasses many crucially important new technologies, and the mass media are being transformed by a variety of new technologies (including the Internet – for example, social media sites are increasingly supplanting newspapers) that facilitate and direct global flows, and in doing so, compress time and space. However, some flows can be threating to governments and transnational corporations, which have therefore constructed a variety of barriers to stop, slow, and monitor them. This chapter will further analyze responses to these barriers on the part of civil society, and the technologically‐mediated struggles involved in shaping the processes of globalization.



TECHNOLOGY, TIME–SPACE COMPRESSION, AND DISTANCIATION

Technological changes of all sorts (many of which have been touched on in previous chapters) have played a huge role in globalization. Such changes have affected global processes for a century or more, depending on how one conceives of the history of globalization, but they have accelerated in recent years (especially in the global age). These flows have been expedited by time–space compression (Harvey 1990): a variety of new transportation and communication technologies, driven mainly by capitalist corporations seeking to expand around the world, have effectively shrunk the power of space and reduced the time required by a wide range of processes (Kivisto 2012).







Time–Space Compression: The shrinking of space and the reduction of the time required by a wide range of processes, brought about by changes in transportation and communication technologies advanced mainly by capitalist corporations






The creation of the world's first container ship in 1956 is one example of a technological development in the realm of commerce that resulted in significant time–space compression. Instead of loading and unloading goods of various sorts individually or in small batches, containers already filled with products could now be loaded on to and unloaded from ships. A new era of shipping was born, allowing the seamless transfer of containers between ships and from ships to trucks or trains. Because of the greater speed, space was compressed, in the sense that it took less time to complete a journey and to unload cargo. That new technology cut the cost of the transportation of goods dramatically. Of course, container technology has improved over the years, with the result that time, space, and the costs of shipping have been further reduced. For example, we now have so‐called “monster ships” that can carry 19 000 containers, equal to the carrying capacity of more than 20 miles of trucks. As a result of modern containerization, “It often costs more to send a container by road one hundred miles from port to its final destination than it does to ship the container by sea from Shanghai to Rotterdam” (Chanda 2007: 57).

Similarly, the development and expansion of air freight greatly speeded up the transportation of goods, reduced distances, and in some cases even reduced costs (although it is still cheaper to transport many things – automobiles, for example – by ship). A key technological development here was the introduction of the Boeing 747 in 1970, with its wide body, and the arrival soon afterward of a cargo version of the plane.

Another important advance also occurred in 1970, with the founding of Federal Express (FedEx). While FedEx was, and is, an innovative organization, the key technological advance associated with it was the use of computer technology to track deliveries of packages by jet planes and other conveyances. The rest is history, as FedEx has become a household name and a visible presence throughout the world. While it delivered just 186 packages on its first day (Chanda 2007), it now ships 13 million daily. The delivery of packages has been sped up dramatically, and as a result great distances are covered more quickly.

Then there is the seemingly modest creation of the UPC, which began in grocery stores in the United States in 1974. With this invention, “sensors housed in store shelves can now read the bar codes on boxes of shoes, shirts, or shampoo, and automatically alert suppliers when stocks run low, allowing replenishments to arrive quickly without the need for costly inventories” (Chanda 2007: 65). This has greatly expedited the movement of products to warehouses and retail outlets all over the world.

From the point of view of globalization – in fact, perhaps from any point of view – all of these developments pale in comparison to the creation of the first personal computers in the mid‐1970s and of the Internet in the 1990s. Personal computers and the Internet are now deeply implicated in and essential to all of the technological developments mentioned in this section, as well as most others. They paved the way for global Internet transactions and the coordination of global value chains (see Chapter 4). For example, computer networks have enabled global corporations, with headquarters in Germany, to coordinate their production facilities in India and China, in order to fill orders from customers in the United States. Economic flows, therefore, are dramatically faster and distance is much less important than it once was.

In addition to altering time and space in global business, transportation and communication technologies have also compressed the time–space involved in interpersonal relationships in various ways. For example, telecommunications devices (e.g. smart phones, Skype) and social media (e.g. Facebook, Instagram, Xing, Renren, Weibo, Twitter) have connected people around the world in ways and with a rapidity that was not possible previously. Giddens (1994) sees these connections as brought about by time–space distanciation, or the stretching of social relations across time and space. These technologies have decoupled time from space, enabling relationships that do not depend on the co‐presence of their participants.







Time–Space Distanciation: The stretching of social relations across space and time, brought about by technological change.






While the concept of time–space distanciation is very similar to Harvey's notion of time–space compression, there are important differences between them. For example, time–space compression does not necessarily mean that we can relate to others who are not co‐present. More importantly, Harvey and Giddens see different driving forces behind these new social relations. As a Marxist, Harvey theorizes the implosion of time and space, and the social relations that result from it, as being driven by global capitalism and its corporations (e.g. Facebook, Google, Alibaba). In contrast, Giddens theorizes time–space distanciation as driven by technological change that is independent of capitalist pursuit of profit. In other words, Giddens decouples technological change from capitalism and does not see capitalism as a determining force in that change.

The preceding are just a few of the technological advances that have contributed greatly to the globalization of commerce and of interpersonal relations. Not only are there innumerable others that could be mentioned here, but the globalization of every other realm covered in this volume has been affected, and greatly expedited, by technological change.

However, we should be careful not to exaggerate the technological impacts on global flows. They have not eliminated the role of time and space in how we experience life, but rather they mediate time and space (Dyb and Halford 2009; Ibrahim 2012). For example, in the global economy, global cities like New York and London have become critical hubs for the flows of global finance (see Chapter 11). It is true that the distance between them has been compressed, but many important functions remain anchored in these physical places. In interpersonal relationships, the Internet and social media (e.g. Facebook) may connect people in distant areas of the globe, but those people remain situated in their local environments; furthermore, much of social media (e.g. Foursquare) also serves to facilitate and augment face‐to‐face interactions in nearby locations (e.g. through meetups, flash mobs, or even hookups). In each of these examples, social relations are assisted by high‐tech flows that connect various locations without eliminating their importance.


Space‐Based Technologies

The space that surrounds the globe is, by its very nature, global, and already involves – and will increasingly involve – globalization. Although the United States has dominated this domain, especially through the launching of satellites, other nations are involved in, and more generally affected by, activities in it. In the military realm, space continues to be largely an American field. For example, the United States uses its satellites (and commercial satellites) for surveillance of enemies and potential enemies throughout the world (McCoy 2015). However, this dominance is increasingly being contested by others, especially China. The ultimate fear here, including from the perspective of globalization, is of a war in and over space that could truly devastate every part of the globe.

Space‐based technology is not restricted to military uses. Satellites are used to transmit TV and other images around the world. Global positioning systems (GPS) are of increasing importance in allowing civilian airplanes, as well as millions of automobile drivers, to locate where they are and how to get to where they want to be. Inexpensive GPS devices embedded in smart phones allow people to navigate cities, to explore off the beaten track, and to locate all manner of important and interesting places. Devices embedded under the skin even allow a pet to be tracked in the event that it runs away. Smaller and cheaper “microsatellites” are also poised to bring new commercial applications, such as insurance companies taking before‐and‐after pictures of natural disasters or commodity traders monitoring crop yields (Eisenberg 2013).

There are several other non‐military examples of developments that seek to compress the distance between people and outer‐space. Virgin Galactic was the first private company to offer space tourism. The project has recruited more than 700 wealthy travelers, at a price of $200 000–250 000 per ticket. Another company, SpaceX, started by billionaire Tesla Motors founder Elon Musk, offers private space cargo, contracts to supply the international space station, and is a competitor for space tourism. When Amazon's Jeff Bezos started Blue Origin, it put the three companies in a “billionaraire space race,” with each promising to get tourists into space by 2018.



Robots and Economic Production

Another area where technology is rapidly evolving is in robotic production. Robotics have long been used on automobile assembly lines and in other manufacturing, but as Ford (2015) illustrates in his book, Rise of the Robots, they are increasingly being used in new sectors. Fast food companies are now allowing customers to order their food by tablet, resulting in job loss among waiters and counter‐staff. Momentum Machines has developed a robot capable of producing 360 hamburgers an hour. It shapes the burgers (from fresh, not frozen, ground beef), grills them to order, “toasts the bun and then slices and adds fresh ingredients like tomatoes, onions, and pickles.” The burgers “arrive assembled and ready to serve on a conveyor belt.” Tellingly, the company's co‐founder says: “‘Our device isn't meant to make employees more efficient … It's meant to completely obviate them’” (Ford 2015: 12; italics added).

Ford notes that it was long believed that robots would only replace low‐wage routine work. However, with the increase in computing power and artificial intelligence, robots are increasingly replacing skilled white‐collar work, including in industries (e.g. higher education) that have traditionally been resistant to the technology. Students today might have their essay graded instantly by a machine. As early as 2013, a group of English professors and writing instructors started an online petition of “Professionals Against Machine Scoring of Student Essays in High Stakes Assessment.” They were protesting the use of algorithms to do tasks that were perceived to require human skill and judgment, where the technology now poses a significant threat. Ford (2015: xvii) explains that “advancing information technology is pushing us toward a tipping point that is poised to ultimately make the entire economy less labor‐intensive.” His fear is that these robots will ultimately lead to a “jobless future.”

While we may be approaching a jobless future, in the meantime, robots will dramatically shape the global distribution of jobs and industries. Ford points to the prospect of “electronic offshoring,” where work can be made more efficient through communications technologies and does not require the proximity of workers. This includes call centers located in India that handle customers in the United States and legal work being outsourced from Germany to India. While Ford is really more concerned about American jobs, this electronic offshoring is a benefit for the countries that receives the jobs. However, the larger point for Ford is that there is not a comparable number of jobs moving to other countries: the total number of jobs is becoming smaller and being distributed differently across the globe.

Robots could shape global production in other ways as well. With robots doing more minute labor‐intensive tasks that require agility, they could revolutionize apparel manufacturing and consumer electronics assembly, which currently take place largely in Southeast Asia. This work might soon return to developed countries (e.g. the United States and Europe), but with virtually no humans doing the labor (Hagerty 2015). Consider a plant recently opened in Wichita, Kansas where robots pick up a syringe, fill it with the appropriate medication, and place a cap on its end. The production line was designed by a US company, uses robots produced in Japan, and is five to six times faster than humans doing the same work. Recent robot orders in the United States have been focused in the following industries: auto parts (35%), automobiles (29%), metals (9%), food/consumer goods (6%), semiconductors and electronics (4%), and life sciences/pharma/biomed (4%). However, South Korea, Japan, and Germany currently lead the world in robot usage in manufacturing.



Leapfrogging

The popular image of technological change as it relates to globalization is that advances flow gradually around the world; they compress time and space slowly and systematically. While this holds true in many cases and in many places (especially in the North), it is also true that global technological changes can occur erratically and irregularly; the flows can be sporadic. One of the reasons for this, of course, is that barriers to flow exist in many parts of the world, especially in the South. For example, the lack of electricity in many regions serves to exclude many new technologies.

Instead of flowing smoothly, technological advances often “hop” over some areas while “landing” in others. Similarly, some geographic areas are able to skip over some technological advances and go straight to later ones. This is known as leapfrogging.

Leapfrogging mainly involves developing nations bypassing earlier technologies, enabling them to adopt more advanced technologies. For example, some developing countries have gone straight to solar energy or energy from biomass rather than building huge, centralized systems (e.g. enormous and very expensive power plants operating on the basis of coal, oil, or nuclear energy) for the transmission of power.







Leapfrogging: The bypassing by developing nations of earlier technologies and adoption of more advanced ones.






An example of leapfrogging can be found in Al‐’Arakeeb, a Bedouin village in southern Israel (Schejter and Tirosh 2012). The Israeli–Bedouin people have a unique ethno‐regional identity, but they have long been treated as second‐class citizens (Marx 2008). Many of the Bedouin live in makeshift villages in a “restricted area,” considered “unrecognized” by the Israeli government. While the Bedouin are citizens of Israel, their villages are not connected to the national networks of water, electricity, or telecommunications. Not only has this lack of basic infrastructure resulted in poor living conditions, but it has made the Bedouin vulnerable to the unilateral demands of the Israeli government.

In 1951, three years after Israeli independence, the Bedouin living in Al‐’Arakeeb were relocated from their ancestral lands. According to residents, the military promised that they could return to their lands after six months, but they were never officially resettled there. In the 1990s, the villagers began returning to Al‐’Arakeeb without authorization from the Israeli government. The village grew to 300 residents, and became a target of the government. In 2010, the Israeli army and police brought in bulldozers and leveled the entire village in almost one day.

As a marginalized people disconnected from electricity and telecommunciations networks, the Bedouin had few traditional means to fight the demolition. But unlike many other Bedouin communities engaged in land conflicts in the Negev, the people of Al‐’Arakeeb were able to gain limited exposure in the Israeli and international media through leapfrogging. Using generators to power laptops and mobile phones, tech‐savvy residents began organizing themselves through social media and reaching out to journalists. One high‐school student started a page called “We are all Al‐’Arakeeb,” where he posted pictures and videos of what was taking place in the village. Villagers sent pictures via mobile phones to journalists and began using Twitter to connect with foreign writers, diplomats, and supporting foundations. As a result, their situation has been featured in stories on CNN, the BBC, the New York Times, and the Guardian, among other places. Through leapfrogging, mobile communication technologies “have helped marginalized communities [like the Bedouin] acquire a voice” (Schejter and Tirosh 2012: 304). They have integrated them into civil society:


As this case study demonstrates, mobile and wireless technologies have enabled the rewriting of the rules to a certain extent. They have allowed’ Arakeebians to overcome the concerted effort to marginalize them and take part – limited as it may be – in civic society. Batteries and generators brought electricity … cellular technology, satellite television, and mobile Internet made “unrecognized” Al‐’Arakeeb a member of the international community.

(Schejter and Tirosh 2012: 312)



Bypassing twentieth‐century fixed‐line phone systems and going directly to the twenty‐first‐century mobile phone technology is one of the most common examples of leapfrogging in the developing world.

Another important example of leapfrogging is provided by solar energy. It is estimated “that around 600 million people in Africa, which is around 70% of the population, remain unconnected to the energy grid and rely on expensive and inefficient sources of energy such as candles and kerosene to power their businesses and homes” (Amankwah‐Amoah 2015: 16). Establishing a traditional power system, as developed economies have done, requires enormous infrastructure investments, technical expertise, and time. There is tremendous opportunity in leapfrogging the generators, transmission lines, distribution network, and transformers, and immediately adopting solar photovoltaic energy. Furthermore, solar energy costs a fraction of the amount (less than 20 cents per kWh) of diesel generators ($1 per kWh). Accordingly, Africa's emerging economies are rapidly pursuing this technology. Large installations have been constructed in South Africa (150 000 installations), Ghana (4500 solar systems in more than 89 communities), and Kenya (200 000–350 000 solar photovoltaic home systems) (Amankwah‐Amoah 2015).

Through leapfrogging, mobile phones, mobile Internet access, and solar energy can have a great impact on economic development, by reducing poverty and improving social well‐being. They also have a significant global impact, especially on the world economy and global social relationships. Many people without cell phones understand this: when they have a modest increase in income, a cell phone is often the first thing they buy. This technology can increase their well‐being (e.g. by being able to get help in case of emergency) and their productivity.

However, as promising as leapfrogging may be to developing countries, most technologies that spread in this way do not find their way to very many people, do not spread very widely throughout the country, and do not have comparable capabilities to traditional technological advancement (Napoli and Obar 2013). This is because of a lack of basic twentieth‐century infrastructure in these countries, such as roads, railroads, schools, water pipelines, and sewerage systems (Economist 2008). While many developing countries have leapfrogged over PC‐based Internet access to mobile‐based cellular access, they often lack 4G networks, which limits their ability to harness such access; in other words, technological infrastructures are not functionally equivalent, and partially reproduce the global digital divide. While leapfrogging may be useful to some people in developing countries, more fundamental changes in infrastructure are needed in order to make most new technologies truly available to the bulk of the population.

In addition to a lack of infrastructure, other barriers to the spread of advanced technology in less developed countries include widespread illiteracy, a lack of research‐and‐development capacity, a lack of strong systems to finance development, insufficient training in information literacy, and an absence of strong and stable government. In terms of the latter, twenty‐first‐century rioting and warfare in Kenya, Syria, Somalia, and elsewhere have created all sorts of problems, not only serving as a barrier to technological development, but perhaps setting such development back years, if not decades. Warfare also adversely affects existing infrastructure (e.g. roads, railroads, shipping facilities, airports), whether directly as a result of hostilities or more indirectly because of neglect (money and attention are devoted to the conflict rather than to the care and maintenance – let alone advancement – of infrastructure). This all goes to show that global flows of technology, and the time–space compression and distanciation that results from them, do not occur evenly.




MASS MEDIA

“Mass media” refers to media intended to reach large audiences, and includes traditional media such as newspaper, radio, television, and film. These forms of media (as well as the newer social media discussed later in the chapter) facilitate time–space compression and distanciation. Beginning with the printing revolution in early modern Europe, books and other printed materials stretched social relations across time and space in fundamentally new ways (Warf 2008). Advances in printing technology made them much cheaper and easier to produce. For the first time, ordinary citizens had access to stories and descriptions of faraway places and historical knowledge. Newspapers began appearing in the late 1700s, and by 1850, daily papers were available throughout much of Europe. Through the dissemination of knowledge, people began developing a heightened consciousness of other parts of the world, which facilitated communication across vast distances.

With the advent of radio, time and space became further compressed through instantaneous communication on radio waves. Media messages were no longer reliant on being put into a physical form, and thus were not constrained by paper, ink, or other objects. As with Franklin D. Roosevelt's famous “fireside chats” in the 1930s and 1940s, politicians could now enter the homes of millions of voters, while corporate advertisers could make direct appeals to consumers. In short, radio stretched these political and economic relationships beyond the corridors of government buildings and store shelves. Like printed media, radio continued to remove the need for a person to be physically present in order to experience social life.

Television and film went a step further by using video to “stimulate co‐presence between television performers and their absent audiences” (Moores 1995: 329). Through a television set, social relations were dis‐embedded from their physical context and re‐embedded immediately across vast stretches of space. This form of mass communication is still largely one‐way (rather than the multidirectional interactions enabled by social media), but television continued to simulate a fuller social experience without the constraints of time and space.

In returning to the metaphors used in this book, mass media messages strongly resemble liquids, and particularly gases. Early daily newspapers flowed like liquid throughout much of Europe, and later to all reaches of the globe, while radio, television, and films more closely resemble gases. Communicated via invisible radio waves, satellite transmissions, or (more recently) fiber optic cable, media messages move seamlessly around the world. Of course, this does not mean that such flows are all experienced in the same way.

The following sections will illustrate some of the ways in which these relationships are stretched and compressed to benefit particular powerful groups, and how they have sparked their own forms of resistance. We will further see how at least some media flows are motivated by capitalist pursuits, which Harvey (1990) theorized as the primary force responsible for the compression of time and space.


Media Imperialism

Media imperialism is a subcategory under the broader heading of cultural imperialism (see Chapter 7). The conventional view for quite some time was that it was the Western (especially US) media, and the technologies associated with those media, that were imperialistic and that dominated less developed nations and their cultures. Thus, it was television programs created in the United States, movies from Hollywood (Cowen 2002), books by American authors and published originally in the United States, US media conglomerates such as Fox and Time Warner, and so on, that were seen as imposing themselves on less developed nations and playing a key role not only in their media, but in shaping their culture. For example, the idea that American movies have dominated not only less developed nations, but much of the world as a whole, is supported in Toby Miller and colleagues' Global Hollywood 2: “Los Angeles–New York culture and commerce dominate screen entertainment around the globe, either directly or as an implied other, and the dramatic success of US film since the First World War has been a model for its export of music, television, advertising, the Internet and sport” (Miller et al. 2005: 9).

While still a powerful perspective, other views have emerged on this issue that indicate that Western, especially American, media are not as powerful as they once were or have been thought to be (Yong Jin 2013). First, alternative global media giants have arisen to compete with those emanating from the West. One example is the Arabic Al Jazeera, which began operations in 1996 and is based in Qatar. It is a global source of news, designed to compete with CNN and the BBC. Other examples are Bollywood, India's answer to Hollywood and the source of large numbers of movies that are distributed throughout much of the world, and more recently Nollywood, which is the budding film industry of Nigeria (Krings and Okome 2013). These have all led to increasing competition and heterogeneity (Yong Jin 2013).

Then there are the local and regional media, which have always been important, but have become increasingly so in recent years. Another factor is the expansion of the Internet as a source of highly diverse media of all sorts. Finally, the global distribution of, say, an American movie or television program does not mean that it is going to be viewed and understood everywhere in the way that its creators intended, or interpreted in the same way as it would be by an American audience.

The idea that media products are interpreted differently by different audiences throughout the world is in line with the widely accepted contemporary view, most associated with postmodern social theorists, that media products are simply “texts” and what is of greatest importance is not what their authors “intend,” but the interpretations of the “reader” or “viewer.” People are not passive recipients of media, but actively construct their products. This emphasis on the power of the person/reader/viewer serves to undermine the idea of media imperialism.

Much has been written about this in the past (e.g. on the way in which non‐American viewers interpret popular TV programs such as Dallas [Ang 1985]). However, we need to think about it more in terms of contemporary TV offerings such as AMC's Breaking Bad. American audiences saw the main character, high‐school chemistry teacher Walter White, diagnosed with lung cancer, in a largely positive light. He struggled to secure adequate medical care, and fearing death, sought to leave his family financially secure. White ultimately turned to cooking and selling methamphetamine in order to make money, but struggled to keep the family together. Many critics contended that somehow American viewers found his character so compelling because they could relate to him (a father and husband trying to provide for his family) in some way (St. John 2013). While Breaking Bad became one of the most popular shows in the United States (with nearly three million viewers for the series finale), some calling it “the best show ever,” it failed to catch on in many other countries. For example, in the United Kingdom, seasons one and two had so few viewers that no broadcaster aired the third. One commentator noted that for people “who have relied for decades on the National Health Service – where money never changes hands for medical care – the thought of someone turning to crime in order to pay for cancer treatment is more far‐fetched than a body‐switching time lord” (Thomas 2012). In other words, they may have rejected the premise of the show and thus found it difficult to relate to the charismatic protagonist. The meaning of Breaking Bad, like that of every other cultural product, is in the eyes of the beholder, and the culture in which that beholder exists profoundly shapes their interpretation (on the other hand, a Spanish‐language version of Breaking Bad – called Metastasis – was produced in Colombia, and the entire series was nearly identical to the original [Lo Wang 2014]).



New Global Media

In spite of the arguments against media imperialism, the fact is that we have witnessed the rise of the “new” global media (e.g. Apple, Facebook, Alibaba, Twitter, Google, Microsoft), with great power to impose their systems on large portions of the world (Boyd‐Barrett 2015). While the major players change over time, especially through mergers of various types, the global media (this applies both to traditional media and to newer social and other Internet‐based media) are increasingly dominated by a relatively small number of huge corporations. Most of the largest companies are headquartered in the United States, Japan, and the United Kingdom, joined by Samsung in South Korea and Huawei, Alibaba, and CCTV in China. In virtually all sectors, the goal is to produce a relatively non‐competitive global environment in order to maximize profits.

The process of eliminating competition and maximizing profits is fairly well advanced in the old media and is ongoing in the case of the new. There, competition continues, but largely because the process is so new and the dust has yet to settle. Thus, for example, Facebook succeeded in vanquishing a number of early competitors (e.g. MySpace) for the position of dominant social‐networking site, but continues to compete with others (e.g. Snapchat), and there is always the possibility of new companies arising. Furthermore, giants in the industry such as Newscorp, Microsoft, Google, and Facebook are either seeking to create their own versions of successful new media, especially on the Internet, or are looking to buy into or gain control over already successful sites. For example, Google bought YouTube in 2006, while in 2016, Microsoft purchased LinkedIn for $26.2 billion and Verizon purchased Yahoo for $4.8 billion (Yahoo was one of the only independently operated companies on the Internet, and was once valued at $125 billion).

“Old” and “new” media are also entering into new partnerships. In 2016, Facebook started 140 contracts (worth more than $50 million) with media companies (including the New York Times and CNN, as well as digital news publishers like Buzzfeed and Vox Media) and celebrities (e.g. Kevin Hart and Russel Wilson) to create videos for its new live‐streaming service (Perlberg and Seetharaman 2016). In order to stay relevant, traditional publishers like the New York Times are partnering with new media companies, integrating social media into their own sites, and experimenting with new technologies (e.g. using virtual‐reality headsets to deliver news stories). While control over the new Internet media is far from resolved, it seems clear that in the long run they, too, will succumb and the world of Internet media will be increasingly less competitive.



Thinking About the Global Media

Much of current thinking on the media in general, and especially on the relationship between it and globalization, has its roots in Marshall McLuhan's prescient ideas on the “global village” (McLuhan and Fiore 2005). McLuhan focused on the medium itself (although Herbert Marcuse argued that the problem was not technologies such as the media, but rather the way they were employed in capitalism [Marcuse 2006]). In the new media age, McLuhan famously argued, the “medium is the message.” That is, it is the medium (e.g. television) that is important, not the content (e.g. a particular television program). This led to a new sense of the power of the media to shape individual subjectivity and culture, not only locally, but globally. As important as his insights were, McLuhan failed to link the global proliferation of the media to their origins in large‐scale social structures and social institutions.

DeBord (1967/1994) is a French social theorist known for his work on spectacle, media spectacle, the globalization of such a spectacle, and the ability of spectacle to produce and reproduce capitalism and consumer culture on a global scale. Over the years, media spectacles have grown ever grander, and they can now be flashed around the world with blinding speed. The increasing sophistication and ubiquity of such spectacles makes it increasingly difficult to distinguish what they are referring to from the form they take. Of course, as the media have grown more powerful, their role in the globalization of spectacle has increased dramatically.

This is perhaps best exemplified by the emergence of TV news as entertainment. The focus is on the spectacular visual rather than on what are the most important news events of the day. If an event has no significant visual associated with it, it is likely to get little or no TV time. On the other hand, news with little or no importance to most people (e.g. a crane collapse in New York City; an out‐of‐control hot‐air balloon supposedly with a child on board) gets lots of TV attention because effective, even powerful, visuals are associated with it. Of course, the most important spectacles are those associated with events that both are very significant and offer powerful visuals. Perhaps the ultimate example of this is the terrorist attacks of 9/11 and the sight, shown endlessly on television, of the collapse of the twin towers. Similar visuals and spectacle were associated with the bombing of the London Underground (July 7, 2005), the Bali bombings (October 1, 2005), and mass school shootings such as the one at Marjory Stoneman Douglas High School in Florida (February 14, 2018).

This focus on media spectacle tends to emphasize the global power of the media, but other perspectives (e.g. Rojek 2003) have focused on the importance of marginal voices and counter‐hegemonic narratives rather than the global media. From a global point of view, this means that it is not just the hegemonic messages from the media giants that circulate throughout the world, but also the counter‐hegemonic messages from the margins. Through the use of cell phones and social media in the less developed world, such messages can be transmitted rapidly to large numbers of people. From this perspective, a world of differences can now circulate globally and serve as a counterweight to the global power of the media. Since the mass media tend to produce and/or disseminate hegemonic discourses, it is those on the margin who are the major source of counter‐hegemonic narratives throughout the world.

While this is an optimistic perspective, a more pessimistic view is presented in various circles, including in a variety of neo‐Marxian theories, especially those associated with what is known as the Frankfurt School (Wiggershaus 1994). The theorists associated with this school tended to shift the traditional focus of Marxian analysis away from the economy and toward the culture, of which the media are a significant component. To the Frankfurt theorists, the media were of economic significance as a new source of capital realization, but of far greater importance was their role in the social control of people and their unprecedented ability to influence and shape the larger culture. Instead of leading to counter‐hegemonic discourses, the Frankfurt thinkers tended to see the media, and other components of what they called the “culture industry,” as foreclosing the possibility of emancipatory discourse and action.

The view of the Frankfurt School has tended to win out over the more optimistic view. As a result, the emphasis is usually on the effect of the global media rather than on counter‐reactions to it and its messages. Global media culture is seen as overwhelmingly linked to both multinational corporations (MNCs) and globalization from above, as opposed to globalization from below (Kellner and Pierce 2007; see Chapter 13). Not only are the global media heavily influenced by MNCs, but global media companies often are MNCs themselves. As a form of globalization from above, that which emanates from the global media is largely controlled by the MNCs. These media giants are, in the main, largely unregulated, and they tend to produce largely homogeneous products (e.g. newscasts, entertainment programming). Since they are global in nature, they are usually beyond the control of any single nation‐state. In fact, the nation‐state is often reduced to the role of distributing cultural forms and commodities for the media conglomerates. While many examples of such conglomerates are based in the United States (e.g. CNN, Fox), many others are located in other countries, such as Brazil's Globo and Mexico's Televisa. They are all examples of globalization from above, in that they extend media and consumer culture into diverse communities, serve to blur national boundaries, and have at least the potential not only to supplement, but also to replace, local culture.







Globalization from above: A process created and disseminated by large‐scale forces (such as the nation‐state and the MNC), especially those associated with the North, and imposed on the South (especially their nation‐states and businesses).














Globalization from below: An attempt by grassroots actors to shape global processes and engage in global exchange, usually in opposition to MNCs and other larger and more powerful forces.






Despite the global reach and power of media conglomerates, one finds the global–local (or, better, grobal–glocal; see Chapter 7) struggle in this realm as local viewers struggle to counter, or at least redefine, global messages. There is even the (remote) possibility that the local – especially when a number of local movements, perhaps across the globe, band together – can triumph over the global (globalization from below). In fact, new media, especially those associated with the Internet (e.g. blogs), make such opposition more likely and powerful. Also in this realm, mention must be made of alter‐globalization‐movement websites (e.g. Rise Up) and blogs. In the more traditional media, there is EZLN's Radio Insurgente, associated with Mexico's Zapatista Movement.

Some of these media activities from below are themselves spectacles, and they may well serve more to further than to counter the development of the society of the spectacle discussed by DeBord. Clearly, a far more radical step would be a restructuring of the media and their use in other less (or even non‐) spectacular ways.




THE INTERNET AND SOCIAL MEDIA

The Internet is one of several digital technologies that have had a profound effect on many things, including globalization. Digital technologies store and transmit data based on binary (or dichotomous) coding. (This is in contrast to analog, which involves the continuous coding of data.) Other digital technologies include the computer, chips, semiconductor processors, DVDs, wireless routers, Bluetooth communications, tablets, 3D printers, and various wearable technologies.

Since its birth in the 1990s, the Internet has profoundly affected almost every aspect of life, especially in the developed world. It has expedited the globalization of many different things and is itself a profound form and aspect of globalization. The Internet is global in several senses, but the most important is that while its users are not equally divided between the North and South, rich and poor, and so on, they do exist virtually everywhere in the world (Drori 2006). Like the mass media, it stretches relations across space and time in various social, economic, and political domains. People can engage in all kinds of activities and interactions in real time and across tremendous physical distances. But unlike the mass media, the Internet facilitates interactivity – especially through social media.

The Internet is also global in the sense that it was produced and is maintained by a number of global and transnational corporations and organizations, including MNCs (e.g. Intel, Cisco), intergovernmental organizations (IGOs), and international non‐governmental organizations (INGOs) (e.g. the World Intellectual Property Organization [WIPO], which regulates intellectual property rights; the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers [ICANN], which coordinates domain names; and the United Nations Education, Science, and Culture Organization [UNESCO], which promotes computer and Internet use in schools). Thus, the compression of time and space through the Internet has been driven, at least in part, by capitalist corporations.


Online Social Networking

Social networking sites such as Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, and LinkedIn involve communication, networking, and the creation of friendship networks among their users. They fall under the definition of social media, which also includes Wikipedia, the blogosphere, podcasts, video streaming platforms, messaging apps, augmented reality games, and much else. What defines social media is the fact that the material on it is generated by its users (consumers) rather than its producers. Thus, those who operate on social media can be called prosumers, because they simultaneously produce what they consume (e.g. interactions on Facebook, entries on Wikipedia) (Ritzer 2016).







Prosumers: Those who simultaneously produce what they consume.






Given the character of the Internet, all social networking sites are global in nature. That is, assuming one is on the “right side” of the “digital divide” (see Chapter 11), wherever one is in the world, one will be able to “prosume” on these sites. Facebook is by far the world's largest, with 2.13 billion monthly active users as of 2017. Many of the top social media sites were started in the United States, including Twitter, YouTube, Instagram, Reddit, and Pinterest. Some top sites outside of the United States include QQ (a Chinese messaging app that offers a variety of other services to 843 million monthly active users), Badoo (a dating site based in London, and available in 47 different languages, with 200 million users), Sina Weibo (a Chinese microblogging platform with 376 million active users), and VK (a social networking site based in Russia, with 97 million monthly active users).

Social networking sites have shaped how individuals manage their identity in a global world (Herring and Kapidzic 2015). Through online profiles and status updates, individuals seek to manage how they represent themselves to the world and influence the impressions that others make of them. The motivations behind these online personas range from performing for friends or intimate partners (e.g. on Facebook or Instagram), to sharing one's interests with one's followers (e.g. on Weibo or Twitter), to crafting one's professional persona (e.g. on Linkedin or Viadeo). Users can experiment with new identities, including new forms of gender, sexuality, and politics, in constructing how they are portrayed to both local and distant relations. But while the phenomenon is global, there are cultural differences. In a comparison between Chinese and American emerging adults, Americans were more likely to portray themselves as optimistic, to positively rate themselves, and to display photos of themselves, and less likely to discuss their identity exploration (Mazur and Li 2016). Of course, as prosumers post so much personal information about themselves, there are concerns over privacy, especially given the levels of corporate and government surveillance online.

Because of the speed with which social networking sites have grown and permeated so many aspects of our lives, it is easy to take their consequences for granted. Above all, this form of media best reflects two of the orienting concepts for this chapter. Social networking sites illustrate the process of time–space compression, with users from literally anywhere with an Internet connection chatting and participating in groups in real time. Most of the platforms themselves are driven by global corporations that are seeking to enlist as many free users as possible in the hopes that they can later translate them into profit. Similarly, we observe time–space distanciation in the stretching of social communities and relationships across enormous areas. Through the exchange of videos and pictures (including the “selfie”), commenting on profiles, and uploading of content, prosumers can develop intimate bonds. They bridge both online and offline networks, often reinforcing local networks with deeper connections. These forms of social media far exceed earlier technologies, such as email, forums, and chat rooms, in their ability to coordinate online events and relationships. In addition to time–space compression and distanciation, it is also worth noting the increasing fragmentation and overlapping nature of time and space through social media, tablets, laptops, and smart phones. In his recent book, The New Time and Space, media theorist John Potts (2015) discusses the ways in which these new technologies have continued to shape time and space. Driven most of all by the smart phone, “the physical world is increasingly overlaid by the virtual network sphere” and “time is increasingly composed of interruptions, breaks and distractions” (Potts 2015: 51). It has become increasingly difficult to focus on a single task for a sustained period when numerous messages across multiple devices compete for our time and attention. So, while we might communicate instantly with someone on the other side of the world, we can at the same time be entirely removed (or at least have divided attention) from those physically right next to us. Accordingly, social networking technologies facilitate some communication flows while simultaneously disrupting others, thereby erecting barriers. We are not necessarily conscious of how our multitasking empowers us or heightens our stress levels.



Bitcoin and Blockchain

Since the creation of Bitcoin, there has been a phenomenal interest in it and other cryptocurrencies, such as Ether, Ripple, and Stellar. Garnering almost as much attention has been the public, crowd‐sourced, peer‐to‐peer, blockchain technological infrastructure that began with it. Blockchain serves as a digital ledger and is integral to Bitcoin and other digital currencies (Tapscott and Tapscott 2018). The spectacular increase in the price of digital currencies, especially Bitcoin, has also attracted many investors willing to speculate on them, despite wild gyrations in price and the presence of flaws and fraud in the system (Popper 2018).

While Bitcoin has garnered more media attention, it may well be that it is blockchain that in the long run will prove to be far more important. Blockchain was first used in conjunction with Bitcoin, and has expanded to become the base of other cryptocurrencies and financial technical (i.e. fintech) companies. It is an open(‐sourced) and (potentially) widely shared, immutable (unless the majority agree to changes), tamper‐proof database or ledger (spreadsheet). Blockchain is used to produce, accumulate, transfer, and consume data on bitcoins (and much else that can be expressed in code, especially other asset classes, including deeds and titles of ownership, financial accounts, and insurance claims). It is shared by, and exists on, all of the computers belonging to the volunteers who make up the system. They (really, their computers) verify and approve (or do not approve) all transactions on the system. Data are stored across the blockchain and not in any single site. There is no leader, intermediary, centralized authority, producer, or even capitalist in a blockchain system (including Bitcoin's); the crowd‐sourced computer code reigns supreme. It is a distributed trust network – a “Distributed Autonomous Organization” (DAO) (Morris 2016). This is a libertarian system controlled and operated by those (the crowd) involved in it.







Blockchain: Digital information (and assets, such as Bitcoin) that is encoded in blocks, distributed globally across multiple computers in a network, and verified/reconciled on a regular basis






New blocks of information are created on a regular basis (every 10 minutes or so, in the case of Bitcoin). They are linked to the preceding block, and thereby to all others, creating the chain that is blockchain. Each time‐stamped block contains all previous information, including any recent additions. Permanently time‐stamped blocks serve to prevent anyone from altering the record of transactions. Any changes in blocks, including Bitcoin's, are rapidly sent to all other nodes in the global system. Those nodes must verify the changes and their incorporation into the blockchain. If a majority on the blockchain do not verify the changes, they are not incorporated into the system, which exists on all computers in the system.

A blockchain, including Bitcoin's, involves a multidirectional flow of information about transactions. While this is a “light,” highly “liquid” system, it is based on series of “heavy” structures, such as computer and electrical systems, fiber optic cables, brokerage houses (e.g. Coinbase), and the like. In the main, these heavy structures expedite the flow of information (such as bitcoins) on a blockchain, but there are also structures that can impede it. For example, there is great fear that “heavy” nation‐states will seek to control and limit the flow of bitcoins, as they have the flow of the traditional currencies that are, at least potentially, threatened by Bitcoin. In early 2018, China and South Korea, among other nations, threatened to do just that, and soon after instituted rules concerning cryptocurrencies.

Bitcoin is one of a new type of globally available universal currencies found in, created by, and controlled by computer code as entries on a blockchain ledger. As a digital currency, Bitcoin stands in contrast to traditional fiat currency created, controlled, and run by a government. Businesses and consumers, especially those in a capitalist system, have frequently found fiat currencies unreliable because they can be – and often have been – debased by national governments printing more (often much more). It is impossible, at least theoretically, to debase Bitcoin, because no more than 21 million bitcoins them will ever be released (about 80% of the total allowed – almost 17 million coins – were in circulation as of early 2018). Beyond its claim to being more reliable than fiat currencies, Bitcoin also claims to expedite business deals, because transaction fees are low (although they have been rising), bitcoins are hard to counterfeit, bitcoins can be bought and sold easily by buyers, sellers, and dealers, and bitcoins can (albeit with considerable difficulty) be used to buy commodities in the “real world.” Those involved in the system of about 200 000 computers trust the computer code on which Bitcoin is based (Finley 2018).

Both Bitcoin and blockchain are global systems, in that they are available, at least potentially, to anyone in the world with access to a (powerful) computer and high‐speed Internet; they are highly liquid; they involve multidirectional flows of information and resources; they are not easily impeded by global barriers; and they are produced globally by those involved in the systems and not by any single source linked to a single nation‐state. Bitcoin (and other fintechs) constitutes a challenge to the centralized financial organizations (global, but especially those embedded in nation‐states) that have traditionally dominated global finance, among many other things. Bitcoin can be used anywhere in the world; it is a peer‐to‐peer global system. Trust is placed in the light, highly liquid system, in its globally dispersed computers, and in its computer code. Conversely, trust is not situated in the heavy, solid banks and other financial organizations centralized within a nation‐state, or even globally (e.g. the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund [IMF]).

While heavy structures can impede the global flow of bitcoins, their absence can also be a major impediment. For example, acquiring newly minted bitcoins (through a process called “mining”) requires an extraordinary amount of computer power and electricity. In less developed countries, the lack of equipment and infrastructure (including power systems) needed to run large numbers of high‐speed computers creates a “digital divide” for Bitcoin (and much else) that is, except in unusual circumstances, difficult to overcome. However, some less developed countries actually find themselves in advantageous positions with regard to bitcoin mining, as power is less expensive there (e.g. one of the largest bitcoin farms is in Outer Mongolia). While Iceland cannot be considered a less developed country, it is an attractive site for bitcoin farms because of its low‐cost geothermal energy.

By its very nature, Bitcoin is already an extensive global phenomenon, although it has not yet been widely adopted as a currency. It would be adopted far more extensively if it were able to resolve various problems, such as its price volatility and efforts by nation‐states to control and therefore limit its market. As a digital currency, Bitcoin moves with great velocity across the world's borders via high‐speed computers. While its impact has thus far been limited, its potential impact is enormous, in that it could become a global currency and thereby expedite many things (e.g. global trade, remittances) while reducing the importance of national currencies.



The Internet in China

China overtook the United States in terms of total number of Internet users in 2008. As of the end of 2017, there were 772 million Internet users there (55.6% of the China’s population, or more than one in five of the world's users).

What is most interesting about the Internet in China today, from the perspective of this book, is how well it illustrates the basic argument about the relationship between global flows and structural barriers to them. As in other countries, the major flows through the Internet in China include pirated films, music, and TV shows, which can be watched free of charge; the delivery of mobile‐Internet content (e.g. music) to smart phones; online multiplayer games; online communities involving social networking and instant messaging; and gossip, photos, videos of American and European sports, and so on. E‐commerce is booming in China, which captures 40% of the world's online trade in goods (Denyer 2016). In 2018, four of the top ten Internet companies in the world were headquartered in China.

On the surface, it seems that Internet flows in China are not much different from the flows elsewhere in the world. What is different is the active efforts by the Chinese government to erect a barrier to those flows. That barrier, which is officially termed the “Golden Shield,” is known more popularly as the “Great Firewall.” (Several other countries censor the Internet, including Russia, Cuba, Vietnam, Iran, Egypt, and Pakistan.) This is part of a larger effort by the Chinese government to block various flows, including censoring the news, controlling what is shown on television, and placing limits on bookshops and movie theaters. Barriers on the Internet include restricted access to a large number of foreign websites (e.g. Wikipedia, Twitter, YouTube, Instagram, Facebook, and Google). There are filters on China's main search engine, Baidu, designed to keep out material regarded by the government as politically sensitive. For example, Chinese Internet users are not permitted to access content about the Tiananmen Square protests of 1989, freedom of speech, human rights organizations, Tibet's struggle for independence, or any news that the government considers a threat to social stability or the ruling party. It is estimated that approximately 25% of the entire Internet is blocked in China (Crowcroft 2016).

The Chinese government deploys a number of strategies to police this content. For example, Sina Weibo (or simply “Weibo,” a kind of hybrid of Facebook and Twitter) is China's main micro‐blogging platform and one of the country's most popular sites. Chinese officials work swiftly to censor content posted on Weibo. A study of censored posts on the site found that “nearly 30% of the total [controversial posts that are deleted] occur within 5–30 minutes. Nearly 90% of the deletions happen within the first 24 hours” (Zhu et al. 2013). China has also increased penalties for posting controversial content online. For example, “people who post defamatory rumors online could face three years in jail if those comments are popular enough to attract more than 5000 readers or more than 500 re‐posters. Online commenters will also be in danger if the allegedly defamed person commits suicide, hurts him or herself, or suffers from mental disorders” (Einhorn 2013). According to a state media report, approximately two million people are employed by the state and private companies to police the Internet (Hunt and Xu 2013), and hundreds of millions of posts are made each year to influence public opinion.

Overall, there are many flows into and through China on the Internet, but much else is limited or blocked altogether. The result, at least at the moment, is a fairly unique Internet world (e.g. it has its own online communities). However, there are signs of rebellion against the Great Firewall, although of course the history of the country – especially the crushing of the Tiananmen Square protests – shows that the government could destroy that rebellion in its infancy. The resistance is currently taking many forms, from lawsuits by Internet users against government‐owned service providers (which claim that blocking sites is illegal) to a growing network of software writers who are developing code aimed at overcoming government restrictions. The rebels also use nicknames and code words to spread information on Weibo and other sites, in an attempt to stay ahead of the censors. Working transnationally, many human rights organizations (e.g. Chinese Human Rights Defenders) also work with dissidents to promote human rights and greater Internet freedoms in China.

It was long believed that China could not maintain the Great Firewall forever, and that eventually, it would crumble. But as of 2018, government control of the Internet was stronger than ever, as its leaders claimed “Internet sovereignty.” The government had long permitted the use of virtual private networks (VPNs) to access blocked content, but in 2016 it started systematically shutting them down, and in 2018 it announced the blockage of overseas VPN services. In 2017, China's first cybersecurity law came into effect, which required “Internet companies to allow even more surveillance of their networks, submit to mandated security reviews of their equipment and provide data to government investigators when requested” (Qiang 2018). The government also became more aggressive in monitoring online news reporting and shutting down anything that did not cast it in a favorable light (Forsythe 2016). The cracks in the wall are becoming smaller.

Perhaps no change has done more to further the process of globalization than the advent of the Internet. It occupies pride of place in many analyses of globalization, especially Friedman's (2005) idea of a “flat world.” The Internet is flat in the sense that virtually anyone anywhere can become involved in it. However, there are reservations about the flat world argument. The whole of social history indicates that there are always strong pressures to erect barriers to movement of all types. Both the flat world thesis, and the weaknesses in it, are nicely illustrated by the case of the Internet in China today, and the continuing efforts of the state to erect barriers to it.



The Fight for Global Internet Governance

Given the issues of censorship, privacy, and control raised in this section, global Internet governance is a particularly important issue today. The longstanding form of global Internet governance emerged in the 1990s through a complex process of negotiation between a variety of stakeholders, including the Internet “technical community, intellectual property owners, hi‐tech corporations, Internet service providers, civil society organizations, intergovernmental organizations, and national governments” (Gelernter and Regev 2010: 73). In response to these various coalitions and negotiations, the US government created ICANN, a non‐profit group that assigns IP addresses and domain names, and is the formal center of global Internet governance. On the one hand, “the computers storing the database” and most of the control were in the hands of the US government, but on the other, ICANN's development and functioning were part of a broad multistakeholder coalition (Gelernter and Regev 2010: 73).

More recently, attempts to assert state control over the Internet have been globalized. Privacy advocates and Internet idealists sought to make the Internet a more open and autonomous space, independent of the control of a particular government (or governments). Beginning in 2012, Russia and other countries proposed shifting governance authority to an international body and individual states, providing countries with greater control over national security. Critics contended that such a move would be utilized for censorship. They further argued that, as in the case of China, such powers would be used to monitor and disrupt mass movements that might oppose the government (Gjelten 2012). Many countries opposed the resolution, including the United States, which stated it would not sign any treaty that addressed Internet governance.

While the American government has publicly promoted a free and open Internet and opposed broader Internet censorship, it has aggressively, albeit secretly, engaged in surveillance of both domestic and international Internet communications. In an information leak (from former US intelligence contractor Edward Snowden) in 2013, classified documents showed how the US National Security Agency (NSA) and its British counterpart, the Government Communications Headquarters (GCHQ), had spied on their citizens. The documents showed that while these governments have not sought to stop or censor the flow of communications, they had secretly observed, recorded, and acted on this information. In light of the leaked documents, the United States submitted to international pressure and announced in 2014 that it would step back from its unique role in governing the Internet.

The process of shaping who now governs the Internet has gone through extensive negotiations, and as of 2018, it remains unclear how it will be structured. The United Nations (UNESCO 2017: 7), for its part, advocates a structure that is “human rights‐based; open; accessible to all; and with multistakeholder participation.” But the work of the governments of China, Russia, and others shows how nations have resisted such efforts and attempted to shape information flows to fit their juridical boundaries (Mueller 2017). They continue to argue that the Internet is a threat to national sovereignty (see Chapter 5), and desire greater control over, and surveillance of, these global flows.



Social Media and Social Movements

It is not only governments and corporations that have utilized the Internet to empower themselves; social movements have also harnessed the technology for their goals. We will deal with social movements in greater depth in Chapter 13, but we want to emphasize here the role of social media and the Internet in new social movements today. In Networks of Outrage and Hope: Social Movements in the Internet Age, Manuel Castells (2015) notes that social movements emerge wherever there are injustices. Thus far in this book, we have addressed injustices such as economic exploitation, poverty, non‐democratic polities, repressive states, and violations of privacy, and we will address many more in chapters to come (e.g. racism, xenophobia, sexism, homophobia, religious oppression, and cultural exploitation). However, the structural roots of injustice are not sufficient to understand how social movements grow and are successful.

Castells (2015: 13) explains that, “at the individual level, social movements are emotional movements.” For individuals to take action over injustice, they must be able to envision a better future, have hope of attaining it, and overcome fear, which has a paralyzing effect on action. Then, “for a social movement to form, the emotional activation of individuals must connect to other individuals,” which “requires a communicative process from one individual experience to others” (Castells 2015: 14). This process has two requirements. First, individuals must have a similar understanding of an unjust situation; the message must be framed in a way that resonates with the participants. This process of empathy allows for a feeling of togetherness. Second, there must be some kind of communication through which people come to understand injustices, and through which their emotions of outrage and hope are magnified. The more quickly these messages and communication channels flow, and the more social interaction within these processes, the more likely collective action will result.

In the past, social movements relied on printed material (e.g. books, pamphlets, manifestos), speeches, sermons, and rumors to spread their message. But Castells argues that today's “mass self‐communication,” brought about by the Internet, has dramatically changed this potential. Through social media and the physical technology (e.g. smart phones) that integrates it throughout our lives, we can communicate much more rapidly and autonomously than ever before. We come to learn much more quickly about injustices (and alternatives), and to recognize that others share similar experiences and emotions to our own, which can facilitate a profound sense of togetherness and hope. The technologies go deep to enable a certain organizational form within the movements themselves that is less hierarchical and more participatory.

To illustrate this tremendous capacity, Castells provides several examples, including the Egyptian Revolution in 2010–2011. The protests there were inspired by the Tunisian Revolution (Hiba Hechiche 2017) and sparked, in part, by the brutal death of Khaled Mohamed Saeed, a 28‐year‐old Egyptian man who was severely beaten and died while in police custody. Photographs of Saeed's disfigured face went viral online and helped mobilize a discontented populace against then‐President Hosni Mubarak. Protestors used social media, and especially a Facebook group titled “We Are All Khaled Said,” to organize mass protests (the page was started by Wael Ghonim, at the time a Google marketing executive). Protests continued to grow, so the government shut down the Internet to quash the uprising, but the movement was already highly organized and was ultimately successful at overthrowing the Egyptian ruler of 30 years. Similar processes can be seen in Chile's student movement (2011–2014), Hong Kong's Umbrella Revolution (2014), Mexico's protests against the kidnapping and murders of students (2014), and the US Black Lives Matter movement (starting in 2015), to name just a few.

Unique online platforms have also emerged that help link various movements and networks together, allowing activists to develop a collective identity and to coordinate action. For example, Avaaz.org launched in 2007 “with a simple democratic mission: organize citizens of all nations to close the gap between the world we have and the world most people everywhere want.” Avaaz (which means “voice” in several Middle Eastern, European, and Asian languages) addresses many global, regional, and national issues, from genocide and war to climate change and poverty. The site is truly global, in that it is translated into 15 languages and draws on thousands of volunteers to create and promote campaigns around the world. While some campaigns are focused online (e.g. Internet petitions), many are aimed at organizing protests offline; nonetheless, all campaigns harness the quick and efficient use of the Internet to spread information and mobilize action.

The key point from the perspective of globalization is that technology has made it possible for information to flow instantaneously both locally and globally, enabling collective organizing. As Harvey argues, it compresses time and space so that networks of activists can be linked across long distances. For Castells, an important aspect of these technologies is that they are difficult for governments and corporations to control. But the stories of China, Edward Snowden, Internet surveillance, and the struggles for Internet governance ultimately reveal that in this era of high technology, powerful interests will go to great lengths to keep information secure and control its flows. While the information itself resembles the gases increasingly associated with globalization, barriers are constantly erected to contain these gases and prevent them from flowing around the world. The technologies are no guarantee of effective social movements, and the struggle to direct, contain, or free the flows will continue far into the future.




CHAPTER SUMMARY

High‐tech flows and structures such as technology, media, and the Internet are closely interconnected. Technology plays an important role in expediting global processes. Significant cornerstones have been the development of containerized ships, air freight, the personal computer, the Internet, and the smart phone. These technologies can usefully be conceptualized as bringing about time–space compression and distanciation. Time–space compression refers to the shrinking of space and the reduction of the time required by a wide range of processes, brought about by changes in transportation and communication technologies advanced mainly by capitalist corporations. The concept of time–space distanciation is very similar, in that it conceives of the stretching of social relations across space and time. However, distanciation is argued to be brought about by technological change, independent of the capitalist pursuit of profit, and to specifically involve the ability to relate to others who are not co‐present.

The global flow of technology does not go to all parts of the world, and it may “skip” areas due to the presence of barriers such as a lack of electricity. There are instances of countries “leapfrogging” in the process of technological advancement; they skip certain technologies and move directly to more advanced ones. Barriers to technology include a lack of basic infrastructure (such as electricity), illiteracy, a lack of strong systems of finance, and unstable political conditions.

Mass media refers to media intended to reach large audiences, and includes traditional media such as newspapers, radio, television, and film. The global flows of mass media are often characterized as media imperialism. Television shows, music, books, and movies – and the cultural ideas inherent in them – are perceived as being imposed on developing countries by the West. Media imperialism undermines the existence of alternative global media originating from the developing countries themselves, such as Al Jazeera and Bollywood, as well as the influence of local and regional media. The Internet can be seen as an arena for both powerful media imperialism and the emergence of alternative media.

Global media are dominated by a small number of large corporations. This extends from old to new media (including social media). As a result, in the long run, the Internet could end up being less diverse and competitive. Global media have been seen as tending toward homogenization, both through McLuhan's concept of the “global village” and through the more pessimistic approach of the Frankfurt School, which theorizes the creation of a “culture industry” under capitalism.

The Internet and social media are truly global phenomena, since they are used in all parts of the world. They are produced and maintained by global corporations, IGOs, and INGOs, reducing the influence of the nation‐state. Social media (e.g. Wikipedia, Facebook) involves the creation of content by a site's users; they are prosumers, simultaneously producing and consuming. They perfectly embody time–space compression and distanciation, but they also create overlapping physical and virtual spaces in which time is filled with interruptions and distractions.

The Internet has prompted a flat‐world thesis: anyone can be involved in it, at least theoretically. It has given rise to Bitcoin, a cryptocurrency that is not controlled by any nation‐state. Cryptocurrencies are made possible by blockchain technology, which involves the encoding of digital information in blocks, distributed globally across a virtual database, and its regular verification/reconciliation. There are efforts to create barriers to shape and control flows on the Internet, including limits on cryptocurrency and China's “Great Fireweall.” These issues, including the state and corporate interests driving them, have led to conflicts over how the Internet is governed. Against each of these powerful interests, networked social movements have harnessed Internet‐based social media tools to promote their own values and interests, with varying degrees of success.









DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


	How have high‐tech flows changed the nature of time and space? What are the most important forces in shaping these changes?

	What is media imperialism? How do global flows of technology affect it?

	Discuss the idea that “the world is flat” in the context of global flows of technology.

	Discuss the potential of the Internet to be a global “democratic” space.

	Discuss the impact of global technological flows on the nation‐state.

	How is online social networking changing the ways in which people interact, both online and offline?

	Discuss the Internet and social media in terms of solids, liquids, and gases. How does power relate to these flows and the barriers to them?
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Because much of it exists in the form of ideas, words, images, musical sounds, and so on, culture tends to flow comparatively easily throughout the world. In fact, that flow is becoming easier, because culture exists increasingly in digitized forms. Thus, the Internet permits global downloading and sharing of digitized cultural forms such as movies, videos, music, books, newspapers, photos, memes, and so on. Further, those who see themselves as part of the same culture can maintain contact with one another through email, social media, or via virtual face‐to‐face contact on Skype, Facetime, or other videochats. They can also remain immersed within the culture in which they exist and/or from which they come by, for example, reading online newspapers from home. While the global flow of digital culture is increasingly easy, the fact is that there are still barriers to it – especially, for many, a lack of access to the Internet, particularly in the South.

While culture does flow comparatively easily across the globe, not all cultures and forms of culture flow with the same ease or at the same rate. For one thing, the cultures of the world's most powerful societies (most notably the United States) flow much more readily than those of relatively weak and marginal societies. Similarly, some types of culture (e.g. pop music) move quickly and easily around the globe, while others (e.g. innovative theories in the social sciences) move in slow motion and may never make it to many parts of the world.

This chapter permits the introduction of three theories of globalization (for others, see Chapter 2): cultural differentialism, hybridization, and convergence (Nederveen Pieterse 2015). While these theories are treated here under the heading of “culture,” they have much broader applicability to many issues covered in this book, such as the previously discussed topics of economics and politics. In politics, for example, it could be argued that nation‐states throughout the world remain stubbornly different (“differentialism”), are growing increasingly alike (“convergence”), or involve more and more combinations of various political forms drawn from many different parts of the world (“hybridization”). In spite of this broader applicability, the focus here will be on these theories as they relate to global culture.







Cultural differentialism: involves barriers prevent flows that serve to make cultures more alike; when cultures tend to remain stubbornly different from one another.














Cultural hybridization: The mixing of cultures and the integration of the global and the local, leading to unique combinations.














Cultural convergence: When cultures are subject to many of the same global flows and tend to grow more alike.






What makes these three theories particularly attractive from the perspective of this book is that they are all about our focal concern with flows and barriers, but they take very different positions on them and their relationship to one another. In differentialism, the focus is much more on barriers that prevent flows that would serve to make cultures (and much else) more alike. In this view, cultures tend to remain stubbornly different from one another. In the convergence perspective, the barriers are much weaker and the global flows stronger, with the result that cultures are subject to many of the same flows and tend to grow more alike. In its extreme form, convergence suggests the possibility that local cultures can be overwhelmed by other, more powerful cultures, or even a globally homogeneous culture. Finally, in the hybridization perspective, external flows interact with internal flows in order to produce a unique cultural hybrid that combines elements of the two. Barriers to external cultural flows exist in the hybridization perspective, and while they are strong enough to prevent those flows from overwhelming local culture, they cannot block them entirely. That which succeeds in gaining entry combines with local culture to produce unique cultural hybrids.



CULTURAL DIFFERENTIALISM

Those who adopt this theory argue that there are lasting differences among and between cultures, largely unaffected by globalization or any other bi‐, inter‐, multi‐, and transcultural processes and flows. This is not to say that culture is unaffected by any of these processes, especially globalization, but at its core it is largely unaffected by them; it remains much as it always has been. In this perspective, globalization occurs mainly, if not only, on the surface, with the deep structure of cultures largely, if not totally, unaffected by it. Cultures are seen as basically closed, not only to global processes, but also to the influences of other cultures. In one image, the world is envisioned as a mosaic of largely separate cultures. In another, it is a billiard ball table, with the balls (representing cultures) bouncing off one another. This is more menacing, because it indicates the possibility of dangerous, potentially catastrophic collisions among and between at least some of the world's cultures.

This theory has a long history, but it has attracted a great deal of attention and adherents (as well as critics) in recent years as a result of two sets of events. One is the terrorist attacks on September 11 (and continued religious fundamentalist violence today) (Sidanius et al. 2016) and the ongoing conflicts between immigrants and Western populations (Yardim and Tecim 2016). To some, these events are seen as the product of a clash between Western and Islamic culture and the seemingly eternal differences between them. The other is the increasing multiculturalism of both the United States (largely the growth of the Hispanic population) and Western European countries (largely the growing Muslim populations) and the vast differences – and enmity – between their respective majority and minority populations. Evidence of these processes can be found in proposals in the United States to build a wall on the border with Mexico and prevent immigration from Muslim countries, the backlash against migration into Britain and the Brexit vote, and the rise of far‐right populist leaders across Europe.


Civilizations

The most famous, and controversial, example of this theory is Samuel Huntington's Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of the World Order (1996). Huntington traces the beginnings of the current world situation to the end of the Cold War and the reconfiguring of the world from one differentiated on a political‐economic basis (democratic/capitalist vs. totalitarian/communist) to one based on cultural differences. Such cultural differences are nothing new, but they were largely submerged (as in the old Yugoslavia and the differences between, among others, Serbs and Croats) by the overwhelming political‐economic differences of the Cold War era. In the last two decades, ancient identities, adversaries, and enemies have resurfaced. Huntington uses the term civilization to describe the broadest level of culture and cultural identities (indeed, to him, civilization is culture “writ large”). What he sees is the emergence of fault lines among and between these civilizations. Given the historic enmities among at least some of them, these fault lines have created a highly dangerous situation.

Huntington differentiates among eight or nine world civilizations: Sinic (Chinese), Japanese (sometimes combined with the Sinic as “Far Eastern”), Hindu, Islamic, Orthodox (centered in Russia), Western European, North American (along with the closely aligned Australia and New Zealand), Latin American, and (possibly) African. He sees these civilizations as differing greatly on basic philosophical assumptions, underlying values, social relations, customs, and overall outlooks on life. To Huntington, human history is, in effect, the history of civilizations, especially these civilizations. Every civilization shares a number of characteristics, including the fact that there is great agreement on what it is (although civilizations lack clear beginnings and there are no clear‐cut boundaries between them, they are nonetheless quite real). Civilizations are among the most enduring of human associations (although they do change over time); they are the broadest level of cultural identity (short of humanity in its entirety); they are the broadest source of subjective self‐identification; they usually span more than one nation‐state (although they do not perform state functions); they are a totality; and they are closely aligned with both religion (see later) and race.

Huntington offers a modern grand narrative of the relationships among civilizations. For more than 3000 years (approximately 1500 BCE to CE 1500), civilizations tended to be widely separated in both time and space. As a result, contacts among them were apt to be almost non‐existent. The contacts that did occur tended to be limited or intermittent, but when they occurred, they were likely to be quite intense.

The next phase, roughly from CE 1500 to the close of WW II, was characterized by the sustained, overpowering, and unidirectional impact of Western civilization on all other civilizations. Huntington attributes this to various structural characteristics of the West, including the rise there of cities, commerce, state bureaucracy, and an emerging sense of national consciousness. However, the most immediate cause was technological, especially in ocean navigation and the military (including a superior military organization, discipline and training, and, of course, weaponry). In the end, the West excelled in organized violence – while those in the West sometimes forget this, those in other parts of the world have not. Thus, by 1910, just before the beginning of WW I, the world came closer, in Huntington's view, than at any other time in history to being one world, one civilization – Western civilization.

The third phase – the multicivilizational system – is traceable to the end of the expansion of the West and the beginning of the revolt against it. The period after WW II and until about 1990 was characterized by a clash of ideas, especially capitalist and communist ideologies. However, with the fall of communism, the major clashes in the world came to revolve around religion, culture, and, ultimately, civilizations. While the West continues to be dominant, Huntington foresees its decline. It will be a slow decline, it will not occur in a straight line, and it will involve a shrinking (at least relatively) of the West's resources – population, economic products, and military capability (traceable to such things as the decline of US armed forces and the globalization of the defense industries, making weapons once obtainable only, or largely, in the West generally available). Other civilizations will increasingly reject the West, but they will embrace and utilize the advances of modernization, which can and should be distinguished from Westernization.

While the West declines, the resurgence of two other civilizations will be of greatest importance. The first is the economic growth of Asian societies, especially Sinic civilization. Huntington foresees continuing growth of Asian economies, which will soon surpass those of the West. Important in itself, this will translate into increasing power for the East and a corresponding decline in the ability of the West to impose itself on it. Huntington sees the economic ascendancy of the East as largely traceable to the superior aspects of its culture(s), especially its collectivism (in contrast to the individuality dominant in the West). Also helpful to the economic rise of the East are other commonalities among the nations of the region (e.g. religion, especially Confucianism). The successes of Asian economies are important not only in themselves, but also for the role they play as models for other non‐Western societies.

This first of Huntington's arguments is not that surprising or original. After all, we witnessed the dramatic growth of the post‐WW II Japanese economy, and we are now witnessing the amazing economic transformation of China and India. Few would disagree with the view that, projecting present economic trends, the Chinese economy will become the largest in the world in the not‐too‐distant future (by some accounts, it already is [Smith 2017]), and India will experience great economic growth, as well.

More controversial is Huntington's second major contention, involving the resurgence of Islam. While the Sinic emergence is based in the economy, Islamic expansion is rooted in dramatic population growth and the mobilization of that population. This has touched virtually every Muslim society, usually first culturally and then sociopolitically. It can be seen as part of the global revival of religion. It can also be seen as both a product of and an effort to come to grips with modernization.

Huntington goes beyond pointing to these developments to paint a dire portrait of the future of the relations between the West and these other two civilizations, especially Islam. Conflict will occur at the fault lines among and between civilizations, especially the Western, Sinic, and Islamic civilizations. Thus, he foresees dangerous clashes in the future between Western “arrogance”, Islamic “intolerance”, and Sinic “assertiveness.” Much of the conflict revolves around the West's view of itself as possessing “universal culture,” its desire to export that culture to the rest of the world, and its declining ability to do so. Furthermore, what the West sees as universalism, the rest of the world – especially Islamic civilization – sees as imperialism.

The West seeks to export democracy to, and even impose it on, other societies and civilizations (Iraq and Afghanistan are notable examples in the Islamic world), which often resist it. The West also seeks to control and limit immigration, especially from Islamic civilizations – but many from those civilizations have found their way into the West, or want to be there. As such immigration increases, Huntington sees cleft societies developing within both Europe and the United States (in the latter, fault lines will develop not only between Westerners and Muslims, but also between Anglos and Hispanics [Huntington 2004: 30–45]).

Huntington's predictions seem to have been borne out, at least in part, in recent years. For example, much tension and conflict has arisen between Muslims and “natives” in Europe (notable instances have occurred in France, the United Kingdom [e.g. Brexit], the Netherlands, and Denmark) and between Hispanics and “native” Americans over undocumented immigrants in the United States. Other research has shown how cultural differences across civilizations have led to trade conflict (Gokeman 2017). While barriers to trade during the Cold War were around geopolitical blocs, cultural differences have become more important, accounting for a 52% reduction in trade after the Cold War. Perhaps most important for the future is the conflict between the West (embodied by the United States) and China, or Sinic culture (Allison 2017).

Huntington has earned numerous criticisms and great enmity for his controversial statements about Islamic civilization and Muslims (Huntington 1996). For example, he argues that wherever Muslims and non‐Muslims live in close proximity to one another, violent conflict and intense antagonism are pervasive. And Huntington puts much of the blame for this on the Muslims and what is, in his view, their propensity toward violent conflict. He argues that, from the beginning, Islam has been a religion of the sword; it glorified military values and has a history of conquest. The relationship between Islam and other civilizations has historically been one of mutual indigestibility. (Of course, Western imperialism and military adventurism – often with Islam as a target – have played a key role in this.) Islam also lacks a strong core state to exert control over the various elements that constitute its civilization. But of greatest importance to Huntington are the pressures created by the demographic explosion within Islam. The high birth rate in Islamic countries will force many to move abroad in search of income and work. This will serve to bring Muslims and their culture into more and more contact – and conflict – with those in other civilizations.

Huntington is concerned about the decline of the West, especially of the United States. He sees the United States – indeed, all societies – as threatened by their increasing multicivilizational or multicultural character. For him, the demise of the United States effectively means the demise of Western civilization. Without a powerful, uni‐civilizational United States, the West is, in his view, minuscule.

Huntington argues that for the West to survive and prosper, the United States must do two things. First, it must reaffirm its identity as a Western (rather than multicivilizational) nation. Second, it must reaffirm and reassert its role as the leader of Western civilization around the globe. The reassertion and acceptance of Western civilization (which would also involve a renunciation of universalism) is the surest way to prevent warfare between civilizations. The real danger, for Huntington, is multiculturalism within the West and all other civilizations. Thus, Huntington ultimately comes down on the side of cultural continuity and something approaching cultural purity within civilizations. For him, in some ideal sense, globalization is a process by which civilizations will continue to exist and move in roughly parallel and largely independent fashion in the coming years. This constitutes a reaffirmation of the importance of civilization (i.e. culture) in the epoch of globalization.

Beyond Huntington's specific and highly controversial arguments is a more general theory of culture and of the global flow of culture, as well as of the barriers to that flow. At a general level, cultural differentialism emphasizes the barriers to cultural flows and the ways in which those barriers lead cultures to remain largely distinct from (and potentially in conflict with) one another.

It should be noted that much of the controversy behind Huntington's thesis is that it promotes cultural racism and Islamophobia (Marranchi 2004; Saeed 2007). First, his attempt to characterize any civilization as a monolithic entity may be overly simplistic. He ignores important differences within the West, or within Sinic or Islamic cultures. For example, consider the millions of Muslim Americans and French Muslims who have embraced many aspects of American and French culture. Second, his explicit concern about the fall of Western civilization and its vulnerability to multiculturalism reflects a belief in the inherent superiority of the West and inferiority of Islam and other “civilizations.” It is on this basis that he legitimates the West's need to assert itself and is concerned about its waning ability to impose itself on other civilizations. Given that there are significant racial overlaps between civilizations (e.g. white Westerners and Asian Sinic culture), this theoretical framework reduces each group to a simplified set of cultural criteria and assigns superiority to some groups over others. Most importantly, it promotes a fear of Islam. While some nationalist politicians have used such fear to emphasize cultural differences and mobilize voters, many examples of cultural integration also exist (Hauk and Mueller 2013).




CULTURAL HYBRIDIZATION

The second theory emphasizes the mixing of cultures as a result of globalization and the production, out of the integration of the global and the local (Roudometof 2015, 2016), of new and unique hybrid cultures that are not reducible to either local or global culture. From this perspective, the focus is on the integration of global processes with various local realities to produce new and distinctive hybrid forms that indicate continued global heterogenization, rather than homogenization. Hybridization is a very positive, even romantic, view of globalization as a profoundly creative process out of which emerges new cultural realities and continuing, if not increasing, heterogeneity in many different locales.

Glocalization is the concept that gets to the heart of cultural hybridization, as well as what many contemporary theorists interested in globalization think about the essential nature of global processes. Glocalization can be defined as the interpenetration of the global and the local, resulting in unique outcomes in different geographic areas.







Glocalization: The interpenetration of the global and the local, resulting in unique outcomes in different geographic areas.






Based on the work of Robertson (2001; Friedman 1994; Robertson and Buhair‐Gulmez 2016), the essential elements of the perspective on globalization adopted by those who emphasize glocalization are that the world is growing more pluralistic (glocalization theory is exceptionally alert to differences within and between different areas of the world); that individuals and local groups have great power to adapt, innovate, and maneuver within a glocalized world (glocalization theory sees individuals and local groups as important and creative agents); that social processes are relational and contingent (globalization provokes a variety of reactions – ranging from nationalist entrenchment to cosmopolitan embrace – that produce glocalization); and that commodities and the media are not (totally) coercive, but rather provide material to be used in individual and group creation throughout the glocalized areas of the world.

A discussion of some closely related terms (and related examples) will be of considerable help in getting a better sense of glocalization, as well as the broader issue of cultural hybridization (Canclini 1995; Nederveen Pieterse 2015). Of course, hybridization itself is one such term, emphasizing the increasing diversity associated with the unique mixtures of the global and the local, as opposed to the tendency toward uniformity often associated with globalization. A cultural hybrid involves the combination of two or more elements from different cultures and/or parts of the world. Examples of hybridization (and heterogenization, glocalization) include Ugandan tourists visiting Amsterdam to watch Moroccan women engage in Thai boxing, Argentineans watching Asian rap performed by a South American band at a London club owned by a Saudi Arabian, and the more mundane experiences of Americans eating such concoctions as Irish bagels, Chinese tacos, Kosher pizza, and so on. The list of such hybrids is long and rapidly growing. The contrast, of course, is to such uniform experiences as eating hamburgers in the United States, quiche in France, or sushi in Japan.







Hybridization: The idea that external flows interact with internal flows to produce a unique cultural hybrid that combines elements of the two.






Yet another concept that is closely related to glocalization is creolization (Hannerz 1987). The term “creole” generally refers to people of mixed race, but it has been extended to the idea of the creolization of language and culture, involving a combination of languages and cultures that were previously unintelligible to one another (Cohen 2007; Knörr 2012).







Creolization: The combination of languages and cultures that were previously unintelligible to one another.






While all of these definitions – glocalization, hybridization, creolization – should give the reader a good feel for what is being discussed here under the heading of “cultural hybridization,” the following example should also help.


Muslim Girl Scouts

An interesting example of hybridization in the United States involves Muslim girls (Sarroub 2005) who participate in one of the quintessentially American institutions, the Girl Scouts (Muslim involvement in the Boy Scouts is less significant) (MacFarquhar 2007; Yee 2016). Muslim girls are now wearing a Girl Scout sash (with American flag, troop number, and merit badges) along with the flowing headscarf that is a traditional Muslim garb. For some Muslim girls, the Girl Scout garb tends to reduce tension when they interact with non‐Muslims. At a cookout, hot dogs and s'mores are served, but such food meets the dietary restrictions of Islamic law (the hot dogs are made of beef, not pork). One Girl Scout broke the fast of Ramadan with such food, exclaiming, “It's delicious! … It's a good way to break my fast” (quoted in MacFarquhar 2007). Another won a Bismallah (in the name of God) ribbon for writing some of God's names in Arabic calligraphy and for memorizing a verse in the Koran that involves protection from gossip and goblins. (Such religious badges are not issued by Girl Scouts, USA, but it does endorse having them issued by specific groups.) However, her favorite badge was awarded for learning “how to make body glitter and to see which colors look good on us and ‘how to clean our nails’” (quoted in MacFarquhar 2007).

The Girl Scouts have adapted to Muslims, as well, especially if a given troop is predominantly or wholly Muslim in composition. In one mostly Muslim troop, the Girl Scout Promise is: “On my honor I will try to serve Allah and my country, to help people and live by the Girl Scout law” (quoted in MacFarquhar 2007). Some Muslim Girl Scout troops also hold events to teach other Scouts about their faith and dispel misconceptions. For example, one troop in California hosted over 100 Scouts and their parents to discuss similarities between their faith and Scouting. One 11‐year‐old Girl Scout “helped explain that both the Girl Scout Code and the Muslim holy book Quran ask participants to be honest, fair, kind and considerate” (Yee 2016).

A similar process of hybridization is also happening with the Girl Scouts' global sister organization, the Girl Guides. This organization, founded in Great Britain in 1910, has 10 million members in 150 countries around the world (World Association of Girl Guides and Girl Scouts 2018). Given its linkage to Great Britain, the Girl Guides' oath contains a reference to the queen, with girls swearing to “do my duty to God, to serve the queen and my country” (McDonald 2012). However, in 2012, the Girl Guides of Australia removed the reference to both God and the queen (as well as a promise that the girls would be obedient). As the organization has become more culturally diverse (including having more Jewish and Muslim members), the Girl Guides of Australia has sought to promote more inclusiveness and to create more space for cultural expression. This modified cultural form continues to exist alongside both the Girl Scouts (in the United States) and other national organizations of Girl Guides (around the world).



Appadurai's “Landscapes”

Arjun Appadurai's Modernity at Large: Cultural Dimensions of Globalization (1996; Powell 2015) emphasizes the concept of global flows that is central to this book, as well as the disjunctures among them. These flows and disjunctures serve to produce unique cultural realities around the world; they tend to produce cultural hybrids.

Appadurai discusses five global flows: ethnoscapes, technoscapes, financescapes, mediascapes, and ideoscapes. The use of the suffix ‐scape allows Appadurai to communicate the idea that these processes have fluid, irregular, and variable shapes and are therefore consistent with the idea of heterogenization and not homogenization. The fact that there are a number of these scapes and that they operate somewhat independently of one another, and perhaps even in conflict with one another, put this perspective in tune with those that emphasize cultural diversity and heterogeneity. Furthermore, these scapes are interpreted differently by different agents, from individuals to face‐to‐face groups, sub‐national groups, multinational corporations, and even nation‐states; they are ultimately navigated by these agents on the basis of their own subjective interpretations of them. In other words, they are imagined worlds, and those doing the imagining range from those in control of them to those who live in and traverse them. While power obviously lies with those in control and their imaginings, this perspective gives to those who merely live in these scapes, or pass through them, the ability to redefine and ultimately subvert them.

Ethnoscapes involve those who are mobile: groups and individuals on the move (tourists, refugees, guest workers), who play an important role in the ever‐changing world in which we live (Chun 2012). This involves actual movement as well as fantasies about moving, such as a resident from Moldova dreaming of moving to Germany. In an ever‐changing world, people cannot afford to allow their imaginations to rest too long, and thus must keep such fantasies of movement alive.







Ethnoscapes: The actual movement, as well as fantasies about moving, of mobile groups and individuals.






Technoscapes are the ever‐fluid, global configurations of high and low, mechanical and informational technology and the wide range of material (videos, email, tweets, memes) that now moves so freely and quickly around the globe and across borders once thought to be impenetrable (Mele 2012).







Technoscapes: Fluid, global configurations of technology and the wide range of material that moves freely and quickly around the globe.






Financescapes involve the processes by which huge sums of money move through nation‐states and around the world at great speed via commodity speculations, currency markets, national stock exchanges, and the like (Powell 2012). The importance of this scape was highlighted by the Great Recession, which spread rapidly throughout the world in the late 2000s and early 2010s.







Financescapes: The processes by which huge sums of money move through nation‐states and around the world at great speed.






Mediascapes involve both the electronic capability to produce and transmit information around the world and the images of the world that these media create and disseminate (Kuipers 2012). Involved here are those who write blogs online, citizen journalists who provide news to outlets such as CNN, global film makers and distributors, television stations (e.g. SkyNews), traditional newspapers, news articles shared by Sina Weibo or Reddit, online news sites (e.g. Vox), and magazines.







Mediascapes: The electronic capability to produce and transmit information and images globally.






Ideoscapes, like mediascapes, are sets of images (Martínez 2012). However, they are largely restricted to either political images produced by states that are in line with their ideology, or the images and counter‐ideologies produced by movements that seek to supplant those in power, or at least to gain a piece of their power. For example, Netting (2010) has described marital ideoscapes, which are communicated among Indian youth and promote the freedom to choose a partner based on romantic love, instead of abiding by traditional norms for arranged marriage.







Ideoscapes: Flows of images that are primarily political in nature.






In addition to documenting new subtypes of scapes (e.g. marital scapes), Appadurai's framework continues to offer a useful way to conceptualize global flows, by highlighting new combinations. For example, Ey and Sherval (2016: 176) introduce the minescape as “a conceptual and imaginative tool through which to integrate and represent growing shifts in the way natural resource extraction is understood.” This idea challenges the notion of mining as a purely economic and natural phenomenon, and shows how it must simultaneously be understood from a sociocultural perspective attached to space. The ways that we culturally make sense of natural resources and mining intersect with powerful economic interests to transform natural landscapes around the world.

Three things are especially worth noting about Appadurai's landscapes. First, they can be seen as global processes that are partly or wholly independent of any given nation‐state. Second, global flows occur not only through the landscapes, but also increasingly in and through the disjunctures among them. Thus, to give one example, the Japanese tend to be open to ideas (ideoscapes, mediascapes) but are notoriously closed to immigration (at least one of the ethnoscapes). More generally, the free movement of some landscapes may be at variance with the blockage of others. Studies in this area must be attuned to such disjunctures and their implications for globalization. Third, territories are going to be affected differently by the five landscapes, and their disjunctures lead to important differences among and between cultures. The focus on landscapes and their disjunctures points globalization studies in a set of unique directions. However, the key point here is that such a focus is in line with the idea of hybridization.




CULTURAL CONVERGENCE

While differentialism is rooted in the idea of lasting differences among and between cultures, and hybridization emphasizes differences resulting from the interaction of the global and the local, cultural convergence is based on the idea that globalization tends to lead to increasing sameness throughout the world. Those who support this perspective see cultures changing, sometimes radically, as a result of globalization – specifically, flows of global culture and the relative weakness of barriers to those flows. They see the cultures of the world as growing increasingly similar, at least to some degree and in some ways (Uz 2015). They also tend to see global assimilation as occurring in the direction of dominant groups and societies.

While the different perspectives to be discussed in this section do focus on cultural convergence, they certainly do not argue that that is all that is happening in globalization or that local cultures (Wherry 2008) are disappearing completely, or even necessarily being altered in some fundamental way. While globalization often overwhelms local realities, or at least changes them dramatically, those realities frequently survive in some form or other.

One example is the delivery of home‐cooked meals to workers throughout Mumbai (with an estimated metropolitan population of 22 million) by what are called dabbawallas (the dabba is the food box and the walla is the person who delivers it). The dabbwallas pick up the meals from the homes where they are cooked, deliver them to customers via local railways and push cart, and pick up the food boxes again once they are done with them. Here is how the system works:


The lid of each is marked with a code combining numbers, letters and colours, a system for identifying the delivery address that has evolved because many of the dabbawalas can't read … Most of the families who use the dabbawala service have particular dietary requirements … There are Hindus who don't eat beef, and Muslims who don't touch pork. There are those who don't eat meat (“veg”) and those who do (“non‐veg”) … [Jains'] strict diet even excludes onions, potatoes and garlic.

(Pilling and Chilkoti 2015)



The system functions through a network of dabbwallas, with most meals moving through multiple pairs of hands. The practice is unique to Mumbai, where 260 000 transactions occur daily. The dabbawallas are so efficient and make so few errors that they have been studied by management firms, consultants, and global corporations – including FedEx (Pilling and Chilkoti 2015). The system has remained largely the same for 127 years, and despite competition from new companies equipped with efficiency‐maximizing apps, they have continued business, at least for now.


Cultural Imperialism

The idea of cultural imperialism (Tomlinson 2012a) indicates that one or more cultures are imposing themselves, more or less consciously, on other cultures, thereby destroying them, in whole or (more likely) in part. There are many examples of cultural imperialism in the world today, with local cultural practices being threatened or even destroyed by the flow of culture from other parts of the world, especially from the North to the South.







Cultural imperialism: Cultures imposing themselves, more or less consciously, on other cultures.






One of the traditional crafts being threatened with destruction as a result of globalization is hand‐woven silk sari‐making in India (Wax 2007; Worrall 2016). Silk saris can take as much as two months to make by hand. They involve elaborate designs (such as leaves, elephants, and birds), made using strands of gold thread and green silk. There are about a million sari‐makers in India today, and they are threatened by machine‐made saris (produced using technologies with their roots in Western culture). While some of these are made in India – employing far fewer and less skilled workers – others are being made in (where else?) China. The head of a local committee in India commented, “This is the ugly, painful side of globalization” (quoted in Wax 2007). As a result, a local cultural product (the silk sari), practice (making such saris by hand), and practitioners (skilled sari‐makers) are being threatened by mass‐manufactured products (often made of polyester) produced by machine and by less skilled workers in a foreign country (China).

Examples such as this have led to the argument that what we are seeing throughout the world is increasing convergence as a result of cultural imperialism. In fact, the United Nations Education, Science, and Culture Organization (UNESCO) was sufficiently concerned about the issue of cultural imperialism and its deleterious effect on cultural diversity that on November 2, 2001, it adopted a Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity.

In spite of many examples of, and much hand‐wringing about, cultural imperialism (including UNESCO's great concern about threats to cultural diversity), many observers have argued that the danger is greatly exaggerated. Mike Featherstone (1995: 13–14) was an early critic of the idea of a global culture, as well as associated ideas such as cultural imperialism and increasing global homogeneity: “The process of globalization, then, does not seem to be producing cultural uniformity; rather it makes us aware of new levels of diversity. If there is a global culture, it would be better to conceive of it not as a common culture, but as a field in which differences, power struggles and cultural prestige contests are played out.”

John Tomlinson (2007, 2012a) sees many obvious examples of increasing similarity around the globe in the operations and effects of the global capitalist system, but also many global differences and countervailing trends. Globalization is uneven, and it neglects and even excludes some areas. Thus, globalization, to Tomlinson, is not quite global. He is critical of the view that a global culture is being formed, most generally by cultural imperialism emanating from the West (especially the United States), and that distinct, non‐Western cultural traditions are being lost. Tomlinson sees this perspective as focusing on the superficial issue of the global distribution of cultural goods (e.g. Coke, Big Macs, iPhones, and the like).


Deterritorialization

Central to Tomlinson's (2012b) work is the issue of deterritorialization, or the declining significance of the geographic location in which culture exists; culture is no longer as tied as it once was to the constraints of local geography. This means that, in Tomlinson's terms, “global connectivity” is reaching into local culture and the localities of everyday life. This transformation is both perplexing/disruptive and exhilarating/empowering (here, Tomlinson is following the theorizing of Anthony Giddens). Involved is the penetration of everyday life by distant forces and the dislodging of everyday meanings from the anchors of the local environment. In the long run, it may be that this weakening of traditional bonds between cultural experience and geographic territory will be the most far‐reaching effect of cultural globalization. However, Tomlinson is careful to point out that this does not simply involve loss, as localities can also thrive on globalization. Yet, he admits that the culture produced by a locality (if such a narrow source of production ever really existed) is no longer the single most important factor in our lived reality. It has been attenuated by deterritorialization, with the integration of distant events, processes, and relationships into everyday life. Tomlinson singles out the media and communication technology for their role in deterritorialization. He is very even‐handed, arguing that while there might be negatives associated with all of this, and with its effects on emotions, social relations, and cultural identity, there are also many positives, including a new sensibility of cultural openness, human mutuality, and global ethical responsibility. However, such deterritorialization depends upon exposure to transcultural media representations and familiarity with other cultures, which cannot necessarily be assumed.




World Culture

A distinctive theoretical approach to convergence in general, and cultural convergence in particular, is associated with John Meyer and colleagues (Bromley and Meyer 2015; Meyer et al. 1997). They argue that there has developed, especially in recent years, a series of global models in a variety of different domains (politics, business, education, organizations, family, religion, etc.) and that their spread has led to a surprising amount of uniformity throughout the world. This is, in part, a result of the fact that such global models have become more codified and publicized than at any previous time in history. In addition, there are more organizations involved (and more actively) in educating and advising various populations about them. Consequently, there is a striking amount of structural isomorphism throughout the world (Boxenbaum and Johsson 2017; DiMaggio and Powell 1983). These global models have been spread by a wide variety of cultural and associational processes. An assumption behind this approach is that the nation‐state has declined as a significant player in the global world. Indeed, the authors often describe the world society in terms of “statelessness.” As a result, the models of concern in this theory are able to flow relatively freely throughout the world and are not impeded to any great extent by the nation‐state.







Isomorphism: A series of global models has led to a great uniformity throughout the world.






While a variety of forms of isomorphism are discussed by world culture theorists, culture is accorded pride of place. In fact, world culture scholars describe the world in terms of an enactment of culture. More specifically, culture is associated with a “cultural order” and “institutions,” both of which are seen as “rationalized” (e.g. carried and legitimated by professional and scientific organizations). Culture is seen as shaping (and being shaped by) the macro (states and the state system), meso (organizations such as schools and firms, associations including voluntary associations), and micro (individual citizenship and identity) levels throughout the world.







World culture: The spread of global models, leading to global convergence.






Boli and Petrova (2007) demonstrate the general tendency in this approach to emphasize homogenization. While they acknowledge the existence of global resistance, their emphasis is on the spread of world culture, standardized cultural models, and organizational isomorphism around the globe. All of this is part of a “soft” model of increasing global homogeneity. These things tend not to be imposed on people, institutions, or societies, but rather to be welcomed by them. Thus, globalization, in their view, tends to be seen as something legitimate rather than as something illegitimate People tend to feel increasingly part of and included in a global culture. While global culture can be constraining, the emphasis in this approach is on how it is enabling; how it permits people to self‐actualize.

There has been a globalization of models that place great value on the individual. These are manifest in the educational system (with an emphasis on the education and well‐being of the individual student), the economy (it is individuals who are to be paid, to have property rights, etc.), the ideology of human rights, and so on. Then there are global models for the state (Cole 2017), which expect it to be responsible to its citizens for schooling, medical care, development, gender empowerment, control over state corruption, and so on. There are also methods for assessing the state's performance, for deciding whether it is handling its responsibilities. These entail the possibility that a state can fail to fulfill its responsibilities to such a degree that it can be considered a “failed state.” A failed state is characterized by high levels of poverty, violence, and social disorder. In the realm of economic organizations, the corporation has become the globally favored model. A global model of corporate morality has emerged as well. Finally, fairly standard organizational forms have developed globally for universities, sports clubs, hobby groups, and professional associations.

The power of globalization from this perspective is that it is both internal and external to actors. Culture is manifest cognitively in the individual, but it also exists outside them in the form of the larger culture and increasingly isomorphic organizations that reflect that culture. The school is crucial here, since it is a prime agent for teaching world culture and is an organizational form that is both increasingly similar throughout the world and a structural reflection of world culture.

While the thrust of this is to emphasize increasing global homogeneity, there is also diversity, glocalization, and resistance. The emphasis is not on globalized homogeneity inducing resistance, but rather on globalization producing legitimate differences and diversity.

One way of getting at world culture is to examine the international non‐governmental organization (INGO) as an organizational form that is shaped by it. There is a common set of principles among most INGOs throughout the world (Boli and Thomas 1997). These include universalism, individualism (e.g. the one‐person, one‐vote rule), rational voluntaristic authority (rational individuals organizing themselves on a global basis to undertake purposive action and employing rational procedures; the collectivities in which they exist create and come to employ rules that are efficient, just, and equitable), rational progress (economic development, collective security, justice, and the self‐actualization of individuals), and world citizenship (everyone has various rights and obligations, including to take action to deal with global problems; everyone is seen as a citizen of the global polity).



McDonaldization

The McDonaldization thesis (Ritzer 2018) is based on Max Weber's classic turn‐of‐the‐twentieth‐century theory of the rationalization of the West. In fact, Weber's theory of rationalization was, at least in part, an early theory of globalization, since he tended to see not only the Occident (i.e. the West) as increasingly dominated by rationalization, but much of the rest of the world as destined to rationalize as well. Weber's model for the rationalization process was the bureaucracy, while the end‐of‐the‐twentieth‐century McDonaldization thesis takes the fast‐food restaurant as its model. The McDonaldization thesis also brings the theory into the twenty‐first century, and views rationalization extending its reach into more sectors of society and areas of the world than Weber ever imagined. Of greatest concern here is the fact that McDonaldization is a force in global cultural homogenization.

McDonaldization is defined as the process by which the principles of the fast‐food restaurant are coming to dominate more and more sectors of American society, as well as the rest of the world. It is the latter aspect of the definition that makes it clear that McDonaldization is a globalizing force.







McDonaldization: The process by which the principles of the fast‐food restaurant are coming to dominate much of the world.






The nature of the McDonaldization process may be delineated by outlining its five basic dimensions: efficiency, calculability, predictability, control through the substitution of technology for people, and the irrationality of rationality. The key point for our purposes is that these five principles, as well as the McDonaldization process of which they are part, are becoming increasingly global and flowing increasingly rapidly around the world.

First, a McDonaldizing society emphasizes efficiency, or the effort to discover the best possible means to whatever end is desired. Workers in fast‐food restaurants clearly must work efficiently; for example, burgers are assembled, and sometimes even cooked, in an assembly‐line fashion. Customers want, and are expected, to acquire and consume their meals efficiently. The drive‐through window is a highly efficient means for customers to obtain, and employees to dole out, meals. Overall, a variety of norms, rules, regulations, procedures, and structures have been put in place in the fast‐food restaurant in order to ensure that both employees and customers act in an efficient manner. Furthermore, the efficiency of one party helps to ensure the efficiency of the other.

Second, great importance is given to calculability, to an emphasis on quantity, often to the detriment of quality. Various aspects of the work of employees at fast‐food restaurants are timed. This emphasis on speed often serves to adversely affect the quality of the work from the point of view of the employee, resulting in dissatisfaction, alienation, and high turnover rates. Similarly, customers are expected to spend as little time as possible in the restaurant. In fact, the drive‐through window reduces this time to zero. However, if a customer does desire to eat in the restaurant, the chairs may be designed to feel increasingly uncomfortable in order to impel them to leave after about 20 minutes. This emphasis on speed clearly has a negative effect on the quality of the dining experience. Furthermore, the emphasis on how fast the work is to be done means that customers cannot be served high‐quality food, which, almost by definition, requires a good deal of time to prepare.

Third, McDonaldization involves an emphasis on predictability, meaning that things (products, settings, employee and customer behavior, etc.) are pretty much the same from one geographic setting to another (globalization!) and from one time to another. Employees are expected to perform their work in a predictable manner, and customers are expected to respond with similarly predictable behavior. Thus, when customers enter, employees ask (following scripts) what they wish to order. For their part, the customers are expected to know what they want, or where to look to find what they want, and they are expected to order, pay, and leave quickly. Employees (following another script) are expected to thank them when they do leave. A highly predictable ritual is played out in the fast‐food restaurant – one that involves highly predictable foods that vary little from one time or place to another.

Fourth, great control exists in McDonaldized systems, a good deal of which comes from technologies. Although these technologies currently dominate employees, increasingly they will be replacing them. This process started with employees being controlled by such technologies as french‐fry machines that automatically lift the fries out of the hot oil when they are done, but has evolved into full‐fledged robotic production. In 2016, the company Momentum Machines announced it was opening a burger restaurant in San Francisco where the burger production would be carried out entirely by robots (Hughes 2016). Its machine is capable of producing 400 custom‐made burgers per hour, cooking them, adding toppings, and assembling the finished product. The company announced it would still employ a limited number of employees to oversee the robots, clean the machinery, stock ingredients, and handle payroll, but clearly there will be fewer than in a traditional fast‐food restaurant. Customers can expect to receive their burgers quicker and with fewer errors, and perhaps at lower cost. Given the promise of higher profits, a former McDonald's CEO suggested replacing their own employees with robots (Kasperkevic 2016). Fear about the potential impacts of this has prompted at least one local San Francisco politician to propose a “robot tax” that could support displaced workers (Robinson 2017).

Finally, both employees and customers suffer from the irrationality of rationality that seems inevitably to accompany McDonaldization. That is, paradoxically, rationality seems often to lead to its exact opposite – irrationality. For example, the efficiency of the fast‐food restaurant often entails the inefficiencies associated with long lines of people at the counter or long lines of cars at the drive‐through window. It also entails dehumanization. Employees are forced to work in dehumanizing jobs and customers are forced to eat in dehumanizing settings (e.g. in their cars) and circumstances (e.g. on the move). The fast‐food restaurant can be a source of degradation for employees and customers alike. Furthermore, with robots increasingly replacing human labor, fewer people may be able to find work and thus be able to afford to purchase the company's products – thus threatening the company's own existence (see Chapter 6)!

The most important irrationality of rationality, at least from the point of view of globalization, is that McDonaldization is a force for increasing global homogeneity. This is because fast‐food restaurants and many other businesses and organizations throughout the world are based on the same fundamental principles: efficiency, predictability, calculability, and control. This serves to give them a high degree of structural similarity even though they may sell (or do) very different things – even things (e.g. foods) that are quite local in nature. They are also similar in the sense that they all tend to spawn various irrationalities of rationality. Thus, the McDonaldization thesis describes a process of increasing global homogenization, but it is critical of that process for helping to reduce global differences and to produce a rather depressing sameness throughout the world.


McDonaldization, Expansionism, and Globalization

The fast‐food restaurant in general, and McDonald's in particular, has been a resounding success in the international arena. Today, over 60% of McDonald's restaurants are located outside the United States (compared to 25% in the mid‐1980s). The vast majority of its new restaurants each year are opened overseas. In 2017, McDonald's announced its most ambitious expansion yet, in Southeast Asia. The company plans to open more than 2000 new stores in China alone (over a five‐year period), bringing its total number of locations there to 4500 (Ka‐Sing 2017). With this plan, China will overtake Japan as McDonald's second largest market (after the United States). The stores will be designed to offer more digitalized ordering and greater personalized experience, and 75% will offer delivery services.

Another indicator of globalization is the fact that other nations have developed their own variants of McDonaldized fast‐food restaurants. Canada has a chain of coffee shops, Tim Hortons, with 4988 outlets (742 in the United States; it merged with Wendy's in 1995). It has had stores in the Middle East for several years, and is now expanding into England, Scotland, Wales, Spain, and the Phillipines. Paris, a city whose love for fine cuisine might lead one to think it would prove immune to fast food, has a large number of fast‐food croissanteries; the revered French bread has also been McDonaldized. In Great Britain, Pret a Manger (the name is French, meaning “ready to eat”) focuses on healthier, high‐quality fast food, such as wraps, salads, sandwiches, and soups. While most of its 450 locations are in Britain, it has opened stores in the United States, France, Hong Kong, China, Dubai, Singapore, and Denmark. India has a chain of fast‐food restaurants, Nirula's, which sells mutton burgers (about 80% of Indians are Hindus, who eat no beef) and local Indian cuisine. Mos Burger is a Japanese chain with over 1700 restaurants, which, in addition to the usual fare, sells Teriyaki chicken burgers, rice burgers, and Oshiruko with brown rice cake. Russkoye Bistro, a Russian chain, sells traditional Russian fare such as pirogi (meat and vegetable pies), blini (thin pancakes), Cossack apricot curd tart, and, of course, vodka. Perhaps most unlikely of all, in 1984 a war‐ravaged Beirut witnessed the opening of Juicy Burger, with a rainbow instead of golden arches and J. B. the Clown standing in for Ronald McDonald. Its owners hoped that it would become the McDonald's of the Arab world. After the 2003 war, a number of clones of McDonald's (“Madonal,” “Matbax”) quickly opened in Iraq. In spite of the great hostility between the governments of Iran and the United States, many Iranians are very positive toward Americans and America, and this is reflected in their fast‐food restaurants. While there were no American chains there as of 2018, there are local shops that are modeled after them, such as Mash Donald's, with its golden arches and smiling clown (Erdbrink 2015), Kabooki Fried Chicken (an imitation KFC), Pizza Hat (Pizza Hut), and Burger House (Burger King).

Now McDonaldization is coming full circle. Other countries with their own McDonaldized institutions are beginning to export them to the United States. The Body Shop, a British cosmetics chain, had over 3100 stores in 66 nations in 2017, including the United States. Furthermore, American firms are opening copies of it, such as Bath & Body Works. Pollo Campero, a Guatemalan chain specializing in fried chicken, is currently in 12 countries and is spreading rapidly throughout the United States.

McDonald's itself has come to occupy a central position throughout the world. At the opening of the first McDonald's in Moscow in 1990, it was described as the ultimate American icon. Likewise, when Pizza Hut opened there in the same year, customers saw it as a small piece of America. Reflecting on the growth of fast‐food restaurants in Brazil, an executive associated with Pizza Hut of Brazil said that his nation was passionate about things American.



Beyond Fast Food

While the fast‐food restaurant is the model for the process of McDonaldization, that process extends far beyond it. For starters, as already suggested, it has spread into all forms of consumption. Amazon is clearly McDonaldized, with its robotized warehouses, highly efficient delivery systems, and algorithms that streamline product reviews and similarly viewed items. You could even argue its new Amazon Go store (a brick‐and‐mortar store in Seattle) is hyper McDonaldized: shoppers simply use the Amazon Go app on entering the store, take whatever automatically detected products they want to purchase, and leave. Amazon Go's highly liquid “Just Walk Out Technology” is connected to the Internet and employs computer vision, sensors, and deep learning. Uber (along with its rivals around the world) has done much the same thing by having riders pay electronically through its app, with payments automatically processed when the GPS locators recognize that the rider has reached their destination.

But the processes of McDonaldization have penetrated much deeper into society than this. A wide range of studies have analyzed the McDonaldization of higher education (Hayes and Wynyard 2016), churches (Drane 2000, 2008), social work (Dustin 2007), psychotherapy (Goodman 2016), and much else. The point is that not only have many sectors of society been McDonaldized, but those sectors, like McDonald's itself, are increasingly global in character.

Let us close this section with an unusual example of McDonaldization, this time as it relates to the globally distributed drug, Viagra. Viagra is designed to help deal with erectile dysfunction (ED), but it could be argued that it also serves in many ways to McDonaldize sex (e.g. by making more predictable the ability of males to perform sexually). It has become a global phenomenon. Wide‐scale use of Viagra is a subject of concern (and some humor), not only in the United States, but elsewhere in the world. In Spain, Viagra has been stolen from pharmacies; it has become a recreational drug demanded even by young people. Its producer, Pfizer, has generated enormous sales at high retail prices ($40 per pill at current prices), and illegal sales (e.g. at night clubs) of a single pill can reach as much as $80. Why this great demand for Viagra in a society noted for its macho culture? According to a spokesperson for the company that makes it, it is linked to McDonaldization: “We used to have a siesta, to sleep all afternoon … But now we have become a fast‐food nation where everyone is stressed out, and this is not good for male sexual performance” (quoted in Bilefsky 2007: 14, italics added).

McDonaldization, as a theory of globalization, certainly emphasizes convergence, but it does not argue that everything throughout the world is growing increasingly homogeneous. Overall, we do see the global proliferation of systems that operate on the basis of the basic principles of McDonaldization. However, while that represents some degree of convergence, there is considerable variation in terms of the degree to which, and the way in which, McDonaldized systems operate efficiently, predictably, and so on. Further, McDonaldized systems often provoke resistance, which can lead to continued or even increasing differences in many parts of the world.

Interestingly, most of the debate over McDonaldization and globalization has focused on the wrong issue. In the main, it has looked at the end‐products, arguing against convergence because the products differ, at least to some degree, from one geographic locale to another. However, McDonaldization is not about end‐products (e.g. Big Macs), but rather about the system and its principles. That system has been globalized, and across many different domains – but it operates at least slightly differently from sector to sector and in different parts of the world. There is convergence, but it does not result in uniformity and homogeneity.




The Globalization of Nothing

The globalization of nothing (Ritzer 2007), like McDonaldization, implies growing convergence as more and more nations around the world are increasingly characterized by various forms of nothing. The argument is that there is an elective affinity, using a term borrowed from Weber (1921/1968), between globalization and nothing. That is, one does not cause the other, but they do tend to vary together. Note: the argument is not that globalization is nothing; indeed, it is clear, if for no other reason than the existence of this book, that the process is of enormous significance.

Central to this argument is the idea of grobalization (a companion to the notion of glocalization), which is defined as the imperialistic ambitions of nations, corporations, organizations, and the like and their desire – indeed, need – to impose themselves on various geographic areas throughout the world (Matusitz 2014). Their main interest is in seeing their global power, influence, and in some cases profits grow (hence the term grobalization, a combination of grow and globalization). Grobalization involves a variety of subprocesses, three of which – capitalism, Americanization, and McDonaldization – are also of great significance in the worldwide spread of nothingness.







Grobalization: The imperialistic ambitions of nation‐states, corporations, and organizations, and their imposition throughout the world.






Nothing involves (largely) empty forms; forms largely devoid of distinctive content. (Conversely, something is defined as [largely] full forms; forms rich in distinctive content.) It is easier to export empty forms (nothing) throughout the globe than it is forms that are loaded with distinctive content (something). The latter are more likely to be rejected by at least some cultures and societies, because their content conflicts – is at variance – with local content. In contrast, since they are largely devoid of distinctive content, empty forms are less likely to come into conflict with the local. In addition, empty forms have other advantages from the point of view of globalization, including the fact that since they are so minimalist, they are easy to replicate over and over, and they have a cost advantage since they are relatively inexpensive to reproduce.







Nothing: Social forms largely devoid of distinctive content.














Something: Largely full social forms; those rich in distinctive content.






A good example of nothing, in these terms, is the shopping mall (especially chains of malls), which is a (largely) empty structure that is easily replicated around the world. These malls could be filled with an endless array of specific content (e.g. local shops, local foods, etc. – something!) that could vary enormously from one locale to another. However, increasingly they are filled with chain stores, themselves meeting the definition of nothing, carrying a wide range of various types of … nothing! That is, chain stores throughout the world sell goods that are more or less the same everywhere they are sold. Since more and more countries in the world have these malls, chain stores, and chain‐store products, this is an example of the grobalization of nothing and of increasing global convergence.

There are four subtypes of nothing, and all of them are largely empty of distinctive content and are in the process of being grobalized. These are: non‐places, or settings that are largely empty of content (e.g. malls and chain stores); non‐things, such as chain‐store products and credit cards (there is little to distinguish one credit card from the billions of others, all of which work in exactly the same way for all who use them anywhere in the world); non‐people, or the kinds of employees associated with non‐places, such as telemarketers (who may be located virtually anywhere in the world), who interact with all customers in much the same way, relying heavily on scripts; and non‐services, such as those provided by ATMs (the services provided are identical; the customer does all the work involved in obtaining them) as opposed to human bank tellers. The grobal proliferation of non‐places, non‐things, non‐people, and non‐services is another indication of increasing convergence.







Non‐places: Settings largely devoid of distinctive content.














Non‐things: Objects largely devoid of distinctive content.














Non‐people: Those who occupy positions that lead them to be devoid of distinctive content, at least in those positions.














Non‐services: Services largely devoid of distinctive content.







Cricket: Local, Glocal, or Grobal?

The sport of cricket has attracted a lot of attention from those interested in globalization in general and in the globalization of sport in particular (Giulianotti 2016; Kaufman and Patterson 2005), with perhaps the best‐known work on it being done by Appadurai (1996). His argument is that cricket has become decolonized and indigenized in India, so that it is “no longer English‐mediated” (Appadurai 1996: 104). That is, it has been glocalized, if not localized. Appadurai recognizes that cricket was brought to India by England; it was an aspect of colonization. England needed to create teams that it could play against, and India and the other colonies were perfect for this. However, the Indians have transformed cricket (just as the Japanese transformed baseball) and made it their own.

Of particular importance is the role played by the media and language. Mass Indian publications – books, magazines, and pamphlets – have liberated cricket from its “Englishness” and dealt with cricket matches in native terms; they have “vernacularized” cricket. The game has come to be played widely in the streets, playgrounds, and villages of India, so that it is inculcated in the bodily practices of many Indians. Indians also read about their favorite teams and stars, hear about them on the radio, and see them on TV (and more recently online). This has all served to make cricket an important part of the fantasy lives of many Indians.

In India, and elsewhere in former English colonies, cricket has come to be dominated by the locals and not by England; they have “hijacked” the game from the English. In the process, they have transformed cricket, making it a much more aggressive game, one that is less “sportsmanlike,” and perhaps most importantly, much more spectacular (just as the Japanese game of baseball is more spectacular than the American version). To Appadurai (1996: 107), cricket “now belongs to a different moral and aesthetic world.” It has become an “instrument for mobilizing national sentiment in the service of transnational spectacles and commoditization” (1996: 109). Thus, to take one example, cricket matches between rivals India and Pakistan resemble a war. As a result, in such matches, as well as in many other international cricket matches, “England … is no longer part of the equation” (1996: 109).

While there is much merit in Appadurai's analysis, it is important to remember that cricket was grobalized by the English. It was out of the interaction between the cricket of the English, which was centrally conceived, controlled, and lacking in distinctive content (“nothing”), and the indigenously conceived, controlled, and rich‐in‐distinctive‐content cricket (“something”) produced by glocalization in India, that the distinctive form of Indian cricket emerged. As with all other cultural forms, cricket cannot be reduced to glocalization or grobalization, or to something or nothing. In today's world, all cultural forms involve elements of all four.





CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter examines the global flows of culture, which tend to move more easily around the globe than ever before, especially through non‐material digital forms. Three perspectives on global cultural flows are examined: differentialism, hybridization, and convergence.

Cultural differentialism emphasizes the fact that cultures are essentially different and are only superficially affected by global flows. The interaction of cultures is deemed to contain the potential for “catastrophic collision.” Samuel Huntington's theory of a clash of the civilizations best exemplifies this approach. According to Huntington, after the Cold War, political‐economic differences were overshadowed by new fault lines that were primarily cultural in nature. Increasing interaction among different “civilizations” (such as the Sinic, Islamic, Orthodox, and Western) will lead to intense clashes, especially economic conflict between the Western and Sinic civilizations and bloody political conflict between the Western and Islamic ones. This theory has been critiqued for a number of reasons, especially its portrayal of Muslims as being “prone to violence.”

The cultural hybridization approach emphasizes the integration of local and global cultures. Therefore, globalization is considered a creative process that gives rise to hybrid entities that are not reducible to either the global or the local. A key concept is “glocalization,” or the interpenetration of the global and local, resulting in unique outcomes in different geographic areas. Another key concept is that of Arjun Appadurai's “scapes” (global flows involving people, technology, finance, political images, and media) and the disjunctures between them, which lead to the creation of cultural hybrids.

The cultural convergence approach stresses homogeneity introduced by globalization. Cultures are deemed to be radically altered by strong flows. Cultural imperialism, wherein one culture imposes itself on and tends to destroy at least parts of another, is also analyzed under this heading. One important critique of cultural imperialism is based on the idea of the “deterritorialization” of culture. That is, it is much more difficult to tie culture to a specific geographic point of origin in the modern globalized world.

McDonaldization, based on the principles of fast‐food restaurants, involves the global spread of rational systems, such as efficiency, calculability, predictability, and control. This process is extended to other businesses, sectors, and geographic areas.

Grobalization (in contrast to glocalization) is a process wherein nations, corporations, and so on impose themselves on geographic areas in order to gain profits, power, and influence.

Globalization can also be seen as a flow of “nothing” (as opposed to “something”), involving the spread of non‐places, non‐things, non‐people, and non‐services. The interplay between these processes (grobalization and glocalization; nothing and something) can be clearly seen in the globalization of sports, a phenomenon that is an important part of culture.









DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


	Analyze the three main perspectives discussed in this chapter with respect to the deterritorialization of culture.

	Analyze the “clash of the civilizations” as a perspective on globalization. What are the advantages and disadvantages of utilizing a “civilizational” approach?

	Critique “differentialism” and “convergence,” using the concept of “scapes.”

	Make a case for cultural hybridization in the study of culture.

	Contrast glocalization with grobalization. Examine the relative significance of each to the study of globalization.

	Make a case for whether the world is getting more similar or more different in terms of culture. Provide evidence and examples.
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In the recent “Brexit” vote, the most common reason cited for voting yes to leaving the European Union was fear of immigration (Travis 2016). In Donald Trump's successful campaign for US President, one of his biggest promises was to build a wall between the United States and Mexico to keep out Mexican immigrants. Still, for millions of people around the world, the prospect of migration offers the opportunity to improve their lives and reconnect with family. Furthermore, many countries rely on immigration to grow their labor force and economy. This chapter deals with global flows of migrants, which remains one of the most contentious dimensions of globalization today.

One way to examine migration is through this book's focus on global flows and barriers. In particular, many migrants – especially if they have low skills or are undocumented – have great and increasing difficulty moving about the world because they are “heavy” (e.g. they lack education and training). They encounter many structural barriers – including literal walls, bodies of water, and stringent governmental limits – that impede their movement (Cohen 1995). Other migrants are much “lighter” (e.g. they have valuable skills that are in high demand), and are often encouraged through favorable migration policies to move freely across borders. We will examine these migrants' diverse experiences and the processes through which they move (both with and without authorization) throughout the world.



MIGRANTS

There has undoubtedly been a great deal of population movement associated with globalization. Much of this movement comes from migration, and while migration can occur within a single country (also known as “relocation”), this chapter focuses on international migration. The United Nations (2017) defines an international migrant as “any person who lives temporarily or permanently in a country where he or she was not born, and has acquired some significant social ties to this country.” As of 2017, the United Nations estimates there are 258 million international migrants – about 3.4% of the world's population (United Nations 2017). To some observers, this represents a large and growing number, and in fact it constitutes an increase from 173 million migrants in 2000 and 220 million in 2010. To others, however, the sense that we live in a global era of unprecedented international migration is exaggerated; they point out that migration flows are lower today than they were before WW I (MacInnes and Díaz 2016). While international migration has ebbed and flowed over time, the current rate is unspectacular in comparison to at least some of the recent past. Further, rates of migration in search of work, while high and the subject of much media interest, lag behind the mobility rates for goods, services, and technologies.







International migrant: Someone who lives in a country where they were not born and to which they have important social ties.






While the contemporary numbers may not be impressive in comparison to the past, migrants do make up a significant percentage of the population of many regions and countries. Europe (80 million) and Asia (78 million) are the largest regions attracting new international migrants (United Nations 2017), but the United States remains the country with the largest migrant population; in 2017, 49.8 million people living there were foreign‐born (15% of the total US population, and 19% of the total international migrant population). The US–Mexico corridor is also the world's largest route for international migrants. Other countries with large international migrant populations include Germany, France, and the United Kingdom (because of work migration and their geographic proximity to Africa), and oil‐producing nations such as the Saudi Arabia, Russia, and the United Arab Emirates. The countries with the largest numbers of citizens living outside of their borders are India (16.6 million), Mexico (13 million), Russia (10.6 million), China (10 million), and Bangladesh (7.5 million).

There are interesting and important changes in the nature of today's migrants. They are more likely to be of working age as compared to the rest of the global population. In 2017, 74% of international migrants were of working age, compared to only 57% of the population broadly. This increase in the working population helps to decrease the dependency ratio (with lower percentages of children and elderly). In some high‐income countries, international migrants alone are driving population growth. From 2000 to 2015, the total population of Europe would have fallen if it were not for international migration.

Our ability to discuss migration is hampered by the fact that there are great difficulties in tracking population flows. First, many countries do not collect such data. Second, those that do often don't report them to international agencies. Third, population flows are defined differently in different countries; there are also differences in how they define the permanency of a move and the residency period required for migrant status. Fourth, few countries keep track of their expatriates. Finally, there are overwhelming difficulties in keeping tabs on undocumented migrants. One must keep these limitations clearly in mind in discussing migration.



MIGRATION

Unlike much else in the modern world (trade, finance, investment), restrictions on the migration of people, especially labor migration, have not been liberalized (Tan 2007). The major exception is in the European Union (which has sparked significant controversy, including Brexit), but elsewhere in the world restrictions remain in place. How do we explain this anomaly?

For one thing, in order to prosper economically, a nation must try to keep the labor it needs, both highly paid professionals of various types and masses of low‐paid semi‐skilled and unskilled workers. If nations routinely lost large numbers of such workers, their ability to compete in the global marketplace would suffer.

For another, the influx of large numbers of migrants into a country often leads to conflict of various types, usually between the newcomers and those who have been there for some time, although there may also be conflict between different groups of migrants. Thus, many nations prefer to maintain significant barriers to migration.

Finally, the concern over terrorism in many parts of the world, especially in the United States and many European nations, has served to reinforce, if not increase, the restrictions on migration. This is especially clear in the immense difficulties involved in migrating to the United States today. For example, as of this writing, President Trump continues to push for a ban on immigration from Muslim‐majority countries (claiming it is necessary to prevent terrorism), which is being challenged in the courts. Such restrictions have even been extended to people traveling on business and to students wishing to study there (in 2017, there was a sharp drop in the number of student visas issued by the United States). Even those who visit as tourists now often find the process of clearing border control in the United States burdensome and offensive. There is concern that these barriers and difficulties will cause people to take their business elsewhere and the best students to study in other countries, and will lead to a significant decline in tourism and the money to be earned from it.

While much attention has been devoted in recent years to barriers to the movement of migrants, it is important to note that other barriers have been reduced in terms of movement between certain countries, such as the EU nations (this was predated by the 1985 Schengen agreements – now part of EU law – which eased border controls among the European signatories). In the case of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), some restrictions on movement have been eased between the United States, Canada, and Mexico (e.g. for business executives and highly skilled workers), although other barriers remain in effect and have in fact been strengthened and increased.

As already noted, easing of these restrictions has often been controversial. Fear of immigration was the main driving force behind Brexit and the return of tighter immigration controls. It is important to state that it was fear of immigration, and not immigration itself, because the cities and neighborhoods that were most likely to support Brexit were those with the lowest levels of immigrants (Travis 2016). Conversely, the areas with the highest levels of immigrants were the most likely to oppose leaving. Nonetheless, voters supported Brexit, and the government swiftly made plans to erect a wall in Calais, France to prevent refugees and immigrants from gaining unauthorized access to the United Kingdom via its ferry route (Travis and Chrisafis 2016).

Since many of these barriers are created by nation‐states, it is clear that they are a product of the Westphalian era (see Chapter 3). Prior to that era, people moved about geographic space fairly freely, but with the rise of the nation‐state, much more notice was taken of such movement and many more barriers were erected to limit and control it. However, as late as the end of the nineteenth century, there was still much freedom of movement, most notably in the great Atlantic migration from Europe to the United States. It is estimated that about 50 million people left Europe for the United States between 1820 and the end of the nineteenth century (Moses 2006: 47). Prior to 1880, entry into the United States was largely unregulated; anyone who wanted to get in, could get in. In 1889, an International Emigration Conference declared: “We affirm the right of the individual to the fundamental liberty accorded to him by every civilized nation to come and go and dispose of his person and his destinies as he pleases” (cited in Moses 2006: 47). It was WW I that changed this situation; nation‐states began to impose drastic restrictions on the global movement of people. Today, while there is variation among nation‐states, “there is not a single state that allows free access to all immigrants” (Moses 2006: 54).

However, while authorized migration is restricted in various ways (although there are exceptions for skilled people in some locales, others have “guest worker programs,” etc.), there seems to have been an increase in unauthorized immigration, even in the smuggling of people into (and out of [Shane and Gordon 2008: 1, 17]) various nations. In some cases, nations have laws requiring them to accept refugees escaping war, political persecution, and so on (see below). For those who make it into another country, with or without authorization, the burgeoning business of global remittances (see later), as well as technological developments that have made such transfers of funds quicker and easier, has tended to encourage and support migration.

A combination of push and pull factors is usually used to explain migration. Among the push factors are the motivations of the migrants, contextual issues in the home country (e.g. unemployment, low pay) that make it difficult or impossible for them to achieve their goals there, and major disruptions such as war, famine, political persecution, and economic depression. Pull factors include a favorable immigration policy in the host country, higher pay and lower unemployment, formal and informal networks that cater to migrants, labor shortages, and a similarity in language and culture between home and host country.

In the global age, some new factors can be added to these lists. There is, for example, the global dispersion of information, which makes it easier to find out about, and become comfortable in, a host country. Then there is the interaction of global–local networks, either formal networks mediated by modern technologies such as mobile phones and the Internet (especially email, Skype, and social media) or more informal family and social networks, which might well employ the same technologies (Kaur and Shruti 2016). All of this makes it much easier to migrate and to be comfortable in new settings. The presence of diasporic communities in such settings makes it easier for migrants to find housing and work. At the same time, remittances have become an increasingly significant factor in the economies of many home countries.

While, in general, migration policies have not been liberalized, there has been a selective reduction in barriers to migration in many countries. This is driven by various factors, including labor shortages, the needs of multinational corporations (MNCs), aging populations, and the new tax revenues offered by migrants, which can be used to help support state welfare systems. As already noted, international migrants are more likely to be of working age as compared to the broader population, and thus are more likely to contribute to society through labor and taxes.

Special kinds of international migrants include refugees (those who are forced to leave their homeland, or leave involuntarily, because they fear for their safety [Haddad 2003]) and asylum seekers (refugees who seek to remain in the country to which they flee). There were about 25.9 million refugees and asylum seekers in the world in 2016, and while many of them moved with authorization, many others joined the flow of undocumented immigrants (United Nations 2017). The largest numbers were to be found in Turkey (3.1 million), Jordan (2.9 million), the State of Palestine (2.2 million), and Lebanon (1.6 million). In contrast to other international migrants, refugees are much more likely to migrate to other low‐ and middle‐income countries.







Refugees: Those forced to leave their homeland, or who leave involuntarily, because they fear for their safety.














Asylum seekers: Refugees who seek to remain in the country to which they flee.






Many sociological concepts relate to the refugee, including the “stranger,” the “marginal man,” and the “outsider within.” All point to the idea that the refugee is, at least structurally, in an uncomfortable position, since he or she is no longer in, or part of, his or her home country, but is also not, or at least not yet, truly part of the country to which he or she has emigrated. Of course, refugee status is generally only a temporary one; it is possible that the refugee can, among other things, become a citizen of the new country, return to their country of origin, or move on to some other locale. In the latter case, the status of refugee is retained, albeit in a new country.


Flows of Migrants to and from the United States


Undocumented Mexican Migrants to the United States

Approximately 15% of the US population (49.8 million in 2017) was born outside the United States (United Nations 2017). Approximately 11.3 million immigrants reside in the US without authorization (Migration Policy Institute 2018). Approximately 11.3 million immigrants reside in the United States without authorization. They come from various countries (Philippines, China, El Salvador), but the largest number (half) come from Mexico (although this percentage is declining). In 2016, about 5.6 million Mexicans were in the United States without authorization, down from 6.4 million in 2009 (Pew Research Center 2017) (It is estimated that more than 9% of Mexico's total population lives in the United States.) In fact, about half of Mexican immigrants are in the United States without documentation (they may have crossed the border without authorization, or they may have remained after their visas expired). They come (and often stay) because, while they may be paid poverty wages by US standards (28% of Mexican families live in poverty, compared to 18% of all immigrant families and 10% of native‐born families), that can be as much as four times what they could earn in Mexico. Furthermore, there are more jobs and better future job opportunities in the United States than in Mexico.

Life is not easy for undocumented Mexican immigrants in the United States. While they may be better off economically than they were in Mexico, and than those who remain in or returned to Mexico, their life is problematic in various ways. First, while their situation has improved from an economic point of view, they remain largely marginal economically in the US context. Second, their family life is often in shreds, with many family members (and friends) still in Mexico. They are separated from them by a border that has recently become increasingly difficult to breach from the Mexican side for those who do not have proper authorization. Their economic situation is also complicated by the fact that they are asked for, and often feel obligated to give, financial aid (remittances) to relatives (and friends) who remain in Mexico (roughly $26.1 billion in 2017 [Gillespie 2018]) and who are worse off than they are. Third, those who are in the United States without authorization are haunted by the possibility of being apprehended by the immigration authorities, “la migra.” Yet, with all these problems (and more), many prefer life in the United States to their old life in Mexico. According to one, “Living here without papers is still better than living there” (quoted in Alvarez 2006).

The situation for young Mexican Americans has become especially tumultuous. Former President Obama's Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) program allowed children whose parents had brought them to the United States without authorization (from a variety of countries) to apply for temporary legal status (Venegas et al. 2017). According to the Department of Homeland Security, a person could qualify for DACA only if they met a long list of conditions, including being younger than 31 years old as of June 15, 2012; having come to the United States before their 16th birthday; having had continuous residence in the United States since June 15, 2007; being in school, having graduated, or having been honorably discharged from the Armed Forces; and not having been convicted of a felony, significant misdemeanor, or three or more misdemeanors. This was not a pathway to citizenship, but simply access to a two‐year period of not being deported (at which time they could reapply). The intention was to enable those who were brought to the United States as children to pursue schooling or employment. DACA has helped 700 000 young immigrants (most of whom are from Mexico), referred to as “Dreamers,” to build lives without the threat of being deported. Under President Trump, the DACA program has come under threat (Kopan 2018). In late 2017, Trump announced an end to DACA, but through a series of political maneuvers and court challenges, negotiation for extending the program and providing Dreamers a pathway to citizenship has continued. In the meantime, Dreamers remain in limbo regarding their future in the United States. For example, Cesar Montelongo was 10 years old when his family moved from Las Cruces, Mexico to the United States (Lopez 2018). As a student, Cesar earned nearly a 4.0 GPA and graduated with honors, and he holds three degrees, but he could not find employment. Cesar expressed emotional difficulty because “being undocumented, you grow up realizing that you can work as hard as you can and sometimes things just don't work out.” When DACA was introduced in 2012, Cesar saw his opportunity and applied to medical school. He was awarded a full scholarship for the Stritch School of Medicine at Loyola University, Chicago, and was attending school there when President Trump announced an end to DACA. Cesar explained that “it was like I have to do very well on this test but at the same time all these things are happening that are going to make my life very hard and uncertain.” As of this writing, no new applications for DACA were being accepted and its future was uncertain; Cesar's dreams of becoming a doctor remain uncertain with it.

Without legal protections, the life of undocumented Mexican immigrants in the United States often shrinks to just the few square blocks of their immediate neighborhood, where they feel safe from la migra. This is also an area where they are not asked for what they do not have, the crucial indicators of legitimacy: insurance cards, credit cards, Social Security cards, and “Green” Cards (which offer authorized permanent residence in the United States and enable immigrants to get a job legally; people often pay large sums for fraudulent Green Cards). Local information networks warn them of the presence of government authorities. Some places (e.g. the nearby Wal‐Mart) become no‐go zones when there is word that they are being watched by la migra. It is even deemed a good idea to be wary of neighbors, who just might inform on them. Undocumented Mexican immigrants rely heavily on the underground economy. When they need to cash a check, they often make use of check‐cashing enterprises that charge exorbitant fees.

Current immigration policies (including the increased enforcement documented in the next section) make daily life very precarious, increasing the stress and deprivation that migrants experience. Common outcomes include “fear and mistrust, discrimination, limited access to services, parent‐child separation, and poverty” (Torres et al. 2018). New research has linked these experiences to poor mental health outcomes, such as depression, anxiety, and post‐traumatic stress disorder (PTSD). Furthermore, they can worsen prior experiences with traumas in the home country (e.g. some migrants come to the United States after fleeing gang‐related violence) and during migration (e.g. some are sexually assaulted or robbed of what small amount of money they have while travelling the United States).

Many migrants leave the United States because they regret the inability to interact with family members who remain in Mexico and the loss of their support network. However, upon their return to Mexico, many of these people must deal with the separation from those who remain behind in the United States. They are now kept from them by the newly reinforced border and the difficulty in obtaining the funds necessary to finance an unauthorized trip across it. Adding to their dissatisfaction are the relatively poor wages and occupational prospects in Mexico. Furthermore, they now have the experience of life in the United States to compare with what it is like back home.



Increased Law Enforcement

Just five days after taking office, President Trump expanded border patrols, increased deportation efforts, and began plans for his promised border wall between the United States and Mexico. Calls for increased protection on the border are not new. Across the 2000 miles of the US–Mexico border, there are already 650 miles of fence to prevent people from crossing without authorization. But plans to expand the fence recently have proven elusive. In 2009, the Department of Homeland Security spent approximately $21 million per mile to expand it near San Diego, California. The high cost and the general ineffectiveness of a wall have prevented attempts to further expand it until recently. As of this writing in 2018, prototypes for the wall are being built and President Trump is seeking the tens of billions of dollars required to complete it.

Another strategy for securing the border involves drones. Drones, or unmanned aerial vehicles, fly at altitudes of 12 000 ft or more and are often equipped with infrared cameras. When they identity people, the information is sent to patrol agents on the ground so that they can intercept them. However, the use of drones to secure the border (both to fight drug trafficking and to prevent unauthorized migration) costs hundreds of millions of dollars. In 2013 alone, the program cost $62.5 million (Michel 2015). And as border patrol agencies have invested more in the use of drones, the cartels that smuggle drugs and humans have invested more in fighting them. The traffickers now can hack the drones' software and spoof their GPS position.

One problem with these strategies, as critics point out, is that there is little documented evidence that they are actually effective at deterring unauthorized migration. For example, as more walls are built, more tunnels are dug to go beneath them (Nixon 2016). There are many homes and other buildings very close to the fence, and tunnels can be built that enter or exit into them. Alternatively, they can simply come out in remote areas. Tunnels have become so common that, since 1990, border patrol agents have found approximately 200 crossing the US–Mexico border. When they find these tunnels, they fill the entrances with concrete and mark them with the date. However, many tunnels can be difficult to detect, and no technology exists to identify them. General Barry R. McCaffrey, the White House drug policy director in the Clinton administration, said, “The Border Patrol has done an incredible job, given its resources. But it would be a stretch to say that the border and border communities are secure when the agency lacks a high‐confidence ability to detect cross‐border tunnels. No wall is going to fix that.” In regard to the drone program, an audit carried out by the Department of Homeland Security in 2014 concluded: “Given that, after 8 years of operations, the [Unmanned Aircraft System] program cannot demonstrate its effectiveness, as well the cost of current operations, [the US Customs and Border Protection's Office of Air and Marine] should reconsider its planned expansion of the program.” (Nixon 2016).

Another strategy under President Trump has been to increase border patrols and deportations (Huth 2018). This has been most clear in interior deportations, or those that occur after people have already made it across the border (either without authorization, or after staying past a visa's expiration date). From 2016 to 2017, interior deportations increased by 25% (from 65 332 to 81 603). However, the number of people caught trying to cross the border without authorization has actually decreased. The total number of border apprehensions in 2017 (144 516) was far lower than in Obama's early years in office – in fact, it was the lowest since 1971. Total deportations peaked in 2012 (409 849) and fell in subsequent years to a low of 226 119 in 2017. Thus, overall border apprehensions and deportations have fallen from 2012 onward. While this trend has continued overall under Trump, many observers interpret the most recent drop as a result of the aggressive interior deportations he has introduced and his hardline rhetoric, which has discouraged further migrants from attempting to cross the border without authorization.

One irony of increased law enforcement is its unintended consequences in encouraging immigrants to remain in the country. In the past, most migration, especially from Mexico, was a round‐trip journey. However, to the degree that migrants can avoid interior deportations, it is increasingly becoming one‐way as they settle, often without authorization, into life in the United States (and elsewhere in the world). There are several reasons for this. First, migrants today are more likely to be able to get jobs outside of the agricultural sector. Such work is less seasonal and more likely to be regular and stable. Second, many are moving beyond the southwestern border states and deeper into the United States, making a return to Mexico more difficult and more expensive. Third, and most importantly in this context, with the tightening of border controls since the 1980s, and especially after 9/11 and the election of President Trump, it is simply more difficult and more expensive to find a way to return to Mexico. According to one sociologist, “Having run the gauntlet of enforcement resources at the border, migrants grew reluctant to repeat the experience and hunkered down to stay, causing rates of return migration to fall sharply” (quoted in Navarro 2006). Another expert commented, “The primary effect of hardening the border has been one of locking people in” (quoted in Navarro 2006). About 47% of undocumented immigrants returned to Mexico between 1979 and 1984, but this dropped to 27% between 1997 and 2003. The longer immigrants stay in the United States, the lower is the probability that they will leave.

The impact of the increased enforcement of immigration laws is being felt throughout the United States, even as far north as upper New York State, where natives engaged in already marginal farming are increasingly threatened by the loss of their low‐paid undocumented immigrant workers from Mexico. Not only are the workers more likely to be picked up by immigration authorities, but the farm owners themselves now worry about criminal prosecution. There is a pervasive climate of fear, as undocumented workers are suspicious of everyone and the farmers fear that jealous neighbors might inform on them for employing these migrants.

Some of those who support the more stringent law enforcement do so out of a concern for the immigrant workers, their low wages, and their otherwise highly exploited status as farm workers. However, others do so because they feel undocumented immigrants drag down wages for everyone and they resent the costs associated with the public services accorded to them. In contrast, domestic farmers (among others) tend to support the immigrant workers, because they contend that they are unable to find anyone else to do the work. Undocumented migrants are also supported by those who are concerned that their human rights are being abused (e.g. fathers being arrested and leaving behind wives and American‐born children to fend for themselves) in the current crack‐down.




Flows of Migrants into and within Europe


Brexit and British–EU Migration

Since the ratification of the Maastricht Treaty, a number of nations have been added to the European Union, including less developed Eastern European nations such as Poland in 2004, Bulgaria and Romania in 2007, and Croatia in 2013. One of the key points of the Maastricht Treaty was to move Europe toward being an increasingly borderless society, at least as far as the member nations and their citizens are concerned. However, the influx of both authorized and unauthorized immigrants from the less developed east to the more developed west has led to major concerns in a number of countries in Western Europe and calls by many for a reassertion of border controls. As in the United States, there is growing concern about unauthorized immigration in Europe and increasing efforts are being made to reduce or eliminate the flow of undocumented immigrants.

Fears of immigration were especially important in fueling the Brexit vote. This vote followed several years of intense public debate over various aspects of the European Union, but especially the impact of the free movement of workers from Eastern Europe. With the admission of new members to the union, Great Britain (and a few other EU nations) saw an influx of over half a million people. For example, in 2013, Britain's largest inflow of migrants came from Poland and Romania, while immigration from non‐EU countries fell (Arnett 2014). Predictably, these new immigrants took many low‐paying jobs. They were perceived as a threat because the jobs they obtained might have gone to British workers and because of their overall impact in driving down wages for all, especially at the lower end of the occupational hierarchy.

Many larger issues are involved in this debate. There are those who argue that the influx of low‐wage immigrants aids a country like Great Britain by making its products less expensive and therefore more competitive in the global marketplace. These immigrants also often take jobs that natives are reluctant to do, either because of the low wages or due to the nature of the work. Their wages are seen as dampening the tendency toward inflation, and the taxes they pay help fund public services.

In spite of these advantages, fears of immigration drove the British public to vote to leave the European Union. Prime Minister Theresa May emphasized that a “red line” in Brexit negotiations was a curb on immigration, arguing that Brexit “must mean controls on the numbers of people who come to Britain from Europe” (Asthana 2016). While Britain is still negotiating its exit from the union as of this writing (Article 50 was invoked in March 2017, starting a two‐year clock for the conclusion of negotiations), significant impacts on immigration of all kinds are already evident.

In the year following the Brexit vote, net migration of EU nationals into Britain fell by 75 000 (Travis 2018). Migration into Britain had been rising for many years previously, and peaked in the year leading up to the vote, but fell by half in the year following it. European nationals intending to stay in Britain immediately became concerned for their future, and applications for British citizenship from EU27 countries increased 150% (from 15 460 to 38 528). The impacts affected both high‐skilled and low‐skilled workers. Companies in Britain have found it harder to find skilled labor in particular, and UK visas for skilled workers regularly hit their caps, leaving positions unfilled.

Brexit's impact on migration has been especially dramatic for young migrants attracted to London. Lulle et al. (2018) describe the role of liquid migration (Bygnes and Erdal 2017) and the way in which London has acted as a magnet for both highly educated and low‐educated young adults. They characterize liquid migration as that where “such youth mobilities are predominantly work and study driven, are envisioned as temporary, are mainly invisible due to open borders, hence they are legal, and are spontaneous and unpredictable” (Lulle et al. 2018; emphasis in original). For these young adults, open borders within the European Union permitted their self‐development, career opportunities, and the ability to increase their earnings relative to their home cities and countries. London has always represented a means for them to achieve their dreams of a new life.







Liquid Migration: Migration that is predominantly work‐ and study‐driven, and is envisioned as temporary and unpredictable.






The changing relationship between the United Kingdom and the European Union is reshaping how young migrants perceive London. Young migrants living in London reported shock at the Brexit vote and said they immediately felt like outsiders. Rachel, a 25‐year‐old EU national, stated that “When the results happened … I remember it as a punch, as a real shock … And I cried. It was that shocking. I mean that I completely felt shocked: ‘Why, why do they hate us?’” Many young adults sought to adapt to the new climate of uncertainty. One Romanian immigrant, Oana, explained: “I won't be stubborn to remain here. If I can make a future in another place, why not? I have already moved from a country. I know what happens, I know what it means to move to another country, I've been there.” The migrants often perceived their moves as temporary, seeing the need to migrate toward new opportunities in a liquid world. Britain's decision to leave the European Union immediately put up a barrier to their mobility; to use the terms of this book, it solidified youth mobility. While London will remain a global city (see Chapter 11), migration flows into and out of it could be significantly reduced in the foreseeable future.



Undocumented Migration Across the Mediterranean into Europe

The EU countries employ a system known as Frontex to police their borders. Frontex makes use of patrol boats, spotter airplanes, radar on land, and other high‐tech devices. Many migrants must also overcome a treacherous route across the Mediterranean Sea in order to get into Europe – this is the most common route used by undocumented migrants. Despite these enforcement mechanisms and natural barriers, each year hundreds of thousands of migrants fleeing violence and poverty in their home countries make the journey to the European Union in search of a better life. The example of an Ethiopian law student is illustrative of the problems faced by even highly desirable undocumented immigrants:


He bribed Ethiopian border officials, hid in a truck carrying coffee to Sudan, endured seven days in the Sahara, spent months in a grim camp in Libya, suffered a terrifying voyage across the Mediterranean, hitched a lift in a frozen‐meat lorry in Turkey, scavenged in a forest for days and feared he would drown in a fishing boat that carried him into the EU. He paid several thousand dollars for the journey and ended up locked in a cramped and stinking warehouse on the island of Samos, crammed with asylum‐seekers. Dejected, he says he wants to go home.

(Economist 2008)



The typical entry points into the European Union have varied across the years, based on a number of political, geographical, and economic factors. Older routes went from Morocco into Spain. From 2014 to 2015, the number of sea arrivals into Greece skyrocketed from 34 442 to 853 650 (International Organization for Migration 2017). However, in 2016 and 2017, they dropped again, to 173 561 and 29 595, respectively (European Council on Refugees and Exiles 2018). Migrants often travel from Turkey to three Greek islands: Lesbos, Chios, and especially Samos. Although it is a short dinghy ride from Turkey to Chios, the waters are treacherous and the trip is quite dangerous. Most immigrants on this route come from Syria and Iraq.

Another common route has been from Libya across the Central Mediterranean Sea and into Italy. Libya's lack of a strong government makes it easy for smugglers and traffickers to organize their voyages and depart its shores undetected. As a result, a steady stream of refugees and migrants has attempted the journey, mostly from Nigeria, Guinea, and Côte d'Ivoire. From 2014 to 2017, Italy averaged more than 156 000 sea arrivals each year (although the number was at a four‐year low in 2017, with 119 310 arrivals). This route has proven the most treacherous of all, however. The estimated number of deaths in 2016 and 2017 were 4249 and 2824, respectively (IOM 2017). This constitutes 88–91% of all migrant deaths in the Mediterranean – which is the most deadly migrant route in the entire world.

While the waters themselves can be dangerous to navigate, the strategies used by smugglers help make the journey especially deadly (Thompson and Singhvi 2017). Traditionally, smugglers used small wooden boats and packed as many migrants on board as possible. The boats would frequently capsize and sink, leaving the passengers to drown. The smugglers even built the boats so that the engine could be easily removed, in order that a second boat could pick up the driver and the engine if they were to sink or were caught by Frontex. When Frontex began capturing boats and burning them to prevent them from being used again, the smugglers switched to cheaper rubber dinghies. These dinghies are the length of two cars and are built to carry 60 passengers on short trips, but are frequently used to carry 150 people (or more) on long journeys. According to one spokeswoman for Frontex, “it really takes seconds for people to drown. Many people who are coming from Africa have never seen the sea in their lives before (Thompson and Singhvi 2017).” Rescue efforts frequently find people clinging to what is left of a capsized vessel, surrounded by dead bodies floating around them. In other cases, everyone is already dead by the time help arrives. The catch 22 is that the more enforcement efforts try to prevent smuggler operations or humanitarian efforts work to rescue migrants, the more the smugglers use increasingly dangerous routes and cheaper strategies to meet the demand.

Among those who suffer in this are genuine refugees and asylum seekers. The largest group are Syrians, who have been fleeing a seven‐year civil war. While half of displaced Syrians remain in their home country, five million have emigrated to the Middle East and North Africa (especially Turkey, Lebanon, and Jordan), and about one million to Europe (Connor 2018). Germany is home to Europe's largest Syrian population (530 000; Germany also has Europe's largest immigrant population), followed by Sweden (110 000).

As in the United States and United Kingdom, as the flow of documented and undocumented immigrants to Greece, Italy, Germany, and other European countries has increased, so has resistance to it. In addition to increased enforcement measures, it has helped stoke the rise of far‐right nationalist parties across Europe. In Italy, voters supported anti‐immigrant politicions in 2018 elections, a neo‐fascist shot six Africans in the city of Macereta, right‐wing politicians promised to kick 600 000 migrants out of the country, and support has grown for exiting the European Union (Tondo 2018). In Germany, neo‐Nazis and other far‐right parties have won increased political support. In Greece, serious talk about a “Grexit” has returned.

Despite the treacherous journeys and political backlash, large numbers of undocumented migrants still make it into Europe. In the end, these barriers will not keep out those who are desperate to get in (and will likely keep in those who might want to leave). There is some evidence of a decline of undocumented immigration in Europe (European Council on Refugees and Exiles 2018). However, the question is whether the decline will continue in the long term or is nothing more than a blip in an otherwise upward trend. The latter appears more likely, given the problems seemingly endemic to Africa and the Middle East: warfare, poverty, and ethnic and religious conflict. In particular, Spain has seen a significant increase in the arrival of refugees and migrants. From 2016 to 2017, sea arrivals more than doubled, from 8162 to 21 791. Approximately 40% of them were from Algeria or Morocco, with the rest coming from West African countries. The shift led one observer to ask, “Is Spain becoming Europe's next gatekeeper?” (Davis 2018).




Flows of Migrants in Asia

The problem of undocumented immigrants is not restricted to the European Union and the United States. It is an issue elsewhere too, including in Asia. For example, there are more than four million immigrants in Malaysia (a country of 31 million), about half of whom are there without authorization. Over 15% of the labor force is made up of immigrants (Bergmann 2017). They mostly come from poor neighboring countries such as Indonesia, India, Nepal, the Philippines, Vietnam, Myanmar, and, increasingly, Bangladesh. They are there to work in various manual occupations, as well as to labor in the service industry. There are also 62 000 Rohingya refugees (and an additional estimated 30 000–40 000 who don't have official refugee status) who have fled the genocide in Myanmar (Hui 2018). Many of the migrants and refugees, especially those who are there without authorization, live in fear of harassment, arrest, whippings, imprisonment, and deportation.

In 2005, the Malaysian government tasked “Rela,” or the People’s Volunteer Corps, with searching out undocumented immigrants throughout the country (the group was originally created in the 1960s to combat communism). Its members are permitted to stop a “suspect” on the streets or to enter into their home. Rela's leaders are armed. The organization has grown significantly since its inception, from about half a million to more than three million uniformed volunteers today. It is now larger than Malaysia's police and armed forces. Human rights groups accuse it of various abuses, such as “violence, extortion, theft, and illegal detention.” A 2007 Human Rights Watch report said: “They break into migrant lodgings in the middle of the night without warrants, brutalize inhabitants, extort money and confiscate cell phones, clothing, jewelry, and household goods before handcuffing migrants and transporting them to detention camps for illegal immigrants” (quoted in Mydans 2007). Rela's director‐general responded: “if you talk about human rights, you cannot talk about security” (quoted in Mydans 2007). According to one undocumented immigrant serving as lookout for an apartment he shares with several others: “We always fear, especially at night … Maybe there will be a raid. Where will we run? I worry for my wife and children. I've been thinking of moving to the jungle [many have done just that]” (quoted in Mydans 2007). By 2015, Malaysia had already begun turning away Rohingya refugees. Other measures taken by the government include deportations, a cap on the total foreign work force, and the imposition of new taxes on employers who hire foreign workers, including all types of industries and those who employ household maids (Lokman 2017).

The issue of immigration, often undocumented, is also of concern in central Asia, where large numbers of people are moving north from impoverished and declining countries such as Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan to the comparatively oil‐rich Russia (Lang 2017). According to Russian estimates, migration peaked in 2013 with approximately 2.7 million Uzbeks, 1.2 million Tajiks, and 600 000 Kyrgyz nationals. All of these are currently working, some of them seasonally, in Russia, either with or without authorization. Remittances (see below) make up a large part of these nations' economies –in the case of Tajikistan, in 2013, remittances valued at $4.2 billion represented 41% of its GDP (the largest percentage in the world).

Problems arise because receiving nations do not seem to know how to categorize such immigrants, and they are often treated very badly, sometimes even being turned into slaves or semi‐slaves. One Uzbek migrant contended that immigrants were being sold in an open public market. In spite of such treatment, the immigrants keep coming, because economic conditions are so poor back home. They take jobs in construction (buildings, roads), factories, and market stalls of various types. There has been a rise in Russia of anti‐immigration sentiments and demonstrations, and there is the potential – as elsewhere in the region – for even greater problems (e.g. ethnic tensions and violence). While the borders in the region remain open, there has been an increase in the smuggling of undocumented immigrants. Furthermore, Russia's ability to absorb this number of immigrants has been important to the region's stability, but its recent economic problems could cause problems in this area (Lang 2017). Remittances from Russia have declined 50% in the last three years, and as other common destinations (e.g. Kazakhstan, Turkey, China) are also lacking in opportunities for migrants, central Asia could face increasing unrest.




THE CASE AGAINST THE BACKLASH TO UNDOCUMENTED, OR “ILLEGAL,” IMMIGRATION

A number of arguments have been made against the various roadblocks currently being erected in the path of immigrants. From the point of view of the South, emigrants to the North have benefited enormously, and many have sent money back home. Those who return eventually bring with them money saved while working in the North, new skills and technical expertise, and innovative new ideas.

Of course, it could be argued that it is the North that benefits more from immigration, whether authorized or unauthorized. It is this that makes the growing opposition there so incomprehensible. Among other things, the North usually gains youthful, vigorous, and ambitious new workers of all types. This factor is especially important to the graying, and perhaps shrinking, work forces in the European Union and United States. In some cases, there are few alternatives to hiring immigrants. For example, a hotel owner in Ireland recently advertised for a hotel receptionist. Two hundred people applied, but none were Irish. Immigrants often do work (e.g. farm labor, care for the elderly) that natives eschew. Migrant workers are generally more flexible than natives, being willing to go almost anywhere and do almost anything. Additional flexibility is made possible by the fact that migrants can free up natives to take other, often higher‐status and better‐paying, jobs (e.g. by taking on low‐paid jobs working in day care). Migrant workers also protect the economy from inflation because of their low wages. Alternatively, the North may see an influx of the best‐trained, most elite workers from the South. Then there is the fact that migrants are consumers, and the more they are paid, the more they spend. When they open their own shops and restaurants, they contribute to the diversity of the host country (immigrants tend to start their own businesses at rates higher than among those born there). Overall, the economies of the North have grown historically, and are likely to continue to grow, as a result of both authorized and unauthorized immigration.

Why, then, the fears in the North? Politicians gain much notoriety and support by focusing national attention on “illegal” immigration and “illegal aliens” (i.e. undocumented immigrants). After all, the latter are safe to attack – especially the undocumented, who cannot vote. Further, they represent a convenient scapegoat for both politicians and much of the public (even framing them as “illegal” carries with it a certain stigma). Many politicians and immigration opponents will characterize them as dangerous criminals, even though studies show that they are less likely than natives to commit crimes (Pérez‐Peña 2017). Few members of the public support undocumented immigrants, or at least want to be seen as supporting them, and many fear them for various reasons. Thus, they are receptive to the arguments of ambitious politicians.

There are also a number of more practical reasons why there is such fear of undocumented immigrants in the North. Some simply find it disturbing to see a significant influx of people from other cultures, especially when they come into contact with them on a daily basis. It is difficult for such immigrants to integrate into the larger culture, and some may not want to. For their part, Northerners may not want, or allow, them to integrate. The least skilled workers are the ones who may see their jobs as threatened – or their pay reduced – by competition from undocumented immigrants. However, there is evidence that the decline in pay traceable to immigration is relatively small and that over time the wages recover. Furthermore, there is at least some job creation that occurs as a result of immigration – employers move in to take advantage of migrants' low wages, distinctive skills, and so on. There is also a fear, especially in the United States and the European Union, that undocumented immigrants will become reliant on state welfare systems and strain school systems, public housing, and hospitals. However, most immigrants, both documented and undocumented, are of prime working age and contribute to the economy by paying taxes (e.g. excise and sales taxes). Of course, fears in the North of all types of immigration were exacerbated by the terrorist attacks on or after 9/11.

The most complete case against restrictions on international migration is made by Jonathon W. Moses in International Migration (2006). He divides his argument into economic, political, and moral dimensions.

Economically, Moses argues that immigration has had a positive not a negative effect on the economy of the United States (and other developed nations). In one comprehensive review of existing research, the Brookings Institution concluded that “on average, immigrants raise the overall standard of living of American workers by boosting wages and lowering prices” (Greenstone and Looney 2010). Contrary to what many believe, it is not clear that immigrants compete with natives for jobs. It is also not clear that immigrants have less skill than natives; for example, in the United States, foreign nationals living in the United States account for a quarter of new patent applications, and foreign‐educated nurses are making up an increasing percentage of those taking the US licensure exam (Kenny 2012). In any case, there is great variation in this from nation to nation and from immigrant group to immigrant group. While the wages of native, less‐skilled workers may be negatively affected, overall wages are not, and may even increase. Immigrants are not a drain on public finances and may pay more in taxes than they cost in services (one reason for this is that immigrants are usually young and in their prime as far as work is concerned). A very strong economic argument in support of more open immigration in developed countries is the fact that these countries are dominated by aging work forces and need an influx of young, vibrant, and “hungry” workers. Another relates to the high (and increasing) cost of restricting immigration through border controls and the building of expensive walls – money that would be saved and could be put to other uses if border controls were eased.

All of this relates to the economic benefits experienced by receiving countries, but sending countries benefit economically, as well. Those workers who remain behind are in an improved bargaining position and can better their economic situations, and their lives more generally. Also, remittances can provide capital that can be used to make investments in economic development.

In the political realm, freer immigration can contribute in various ways to greater democratization and less authoritarianism. In terms of sending countries, the fact that people (especially the most highly educated and skilled) can and do leave because of a lack of democracy puts pressure on political systems to reform themselves. More generally, it strengthens the ability of individuals to influence political regimes and to push them in the direction of increased democratization. In short, with free(r) migration, nation‐states need to be more responsive to their citizens. In a world of freer movement, nation‐states would also compete with one another in order to be better able both to keep their best people and to attract those from elsewhere. This could improve nation‐states the world over and enhance international exchanges.

Morally, there are two basic arguments in support of freer migration. First, as an end in itself, free mobility is “a universal and basic human right” (Moses 2006: 58). Second, instrumentally, “free migration is seen as a means to achieve greater moral ends (in particular, economic and political justice)” (Moses 2006: 59). In terms of the latter, greater freedom of movement would lead to a reduction in global economic inequality and would mitigate global tyranny. Overall, Moses emphasizes the moral aspect of freer migration: “Today's migration regime is terribly unjust: it distributes opportunity by fate, and has the effect of condemning people to life sentences in their country of birth. As such, the current regime tends to prioritize the rights of an imagined community (the nation), at the expense of sometimes desperate individuals” (Moses 2006: 9). To the degree that societies value a diverse population with vibrant cultures, this could be a further rationale for promoting immigration.



REMITTANCES

The issue of remittances is increasingly important as more and more immigrants, both authorized and unauthorized, make their way into developed countries in order to find work. Those who are successful often end up sending money back to their country of origin for the care and support of various family members (Kunz 2018). While they are often poorly paid by the standards of developed countries, they are better off than many in their country of origin. Further, they are aware that their absence makes it harder for family members left behind to survive. Thus, remittances have become an increasing reality, and of increasing importance, to developing countries. According to one estimate, some 250 million migrants throughout the world are supporting a roughly equal number who remain at home (if the population of migrants were a nation‐state, it would be one of the largest in the world). It is also estimated that, in 2016, remittances to developing countries amounted to some $429 billion (global remittances, including to high‐income countries, totaled $574 billion) (World Bank 2017a). This reflects two consecutive years of declining remittances as the world continued to rebound from the Great Recession. With strong economic growth in the European Union, Russian Federation, and United States, remittances are now rebounding. Early estimates suggest that those to developing countries increased 4.8% in 2017, to $450 billion, and another 3.5% in 2018, to $466 billion. Furthermore, these flows represent enormous historical increases (up from less than $40 billion in 1990).

Remittances constitute the second largest source of money flowing into developing countries from the rest of the world. They are even catching up to foreign direct investment (FDI) from private companies, which is much less stable across time. In some countries in the South, remittances constitute a substantial, even stunning, proportion of GDP. This is highest in Nepal (31.3%), the Kyrgyz Republic (30.4%), Haiti (29.4%), Tajikstan (26.9%), and Liberia (26.1%). Remittances are most likely to go to East Asia and the Pacific ($129 billion), South Asia ($121 billion), and Central and South America and the Caribbean (just over $76 billion). In terms of specific countries, the top receivers are India ($65 billion), China ($63 billion), Mexico ($31 billion), and Nigeria ($22 billion).

Remittances are usually seen as a boon to those who receive them, as well as to the economies of the societies in which they live. Recipients are better able to survive poverty and natural disasters, to buy the basics they need, and to afford a few luxuries (a television set, a cell phone). More generally, remittances can:


	reduce poverty rates;

	go directly to those in need and give them experience with banks and in saving;

	help deal with emergencies (flows of money can be increased easily and quickly, as virtually all of the money goes to satisfy important needs for food, clothes, housing, education, and health);

	be used to raise educational levels,

	be a source of pride and confidence in the receiving community (over the success of those who are able to send them);

	be countercyclical (i.e. remittances can be increased as a result of an economic slump at home [or a natural disaster] – in contrast to money from investors, which declines during a slump);

	be preferable to foreign aid (they are more predictable, better aimed at those in need, and less susceptible to corruption [since they go directly to the recipients, officials cannot skim from them]);

	increase a nation's foreign reserves and thereby reduce its borrowing costs;

	be monitored by intimates, rather than by officials.



As the head of the Global Knowledge Partnership on Migration and Development (KNOMAD) put it: “Remittances are a lifeline for developing countries; this is particularly true following natural disasters, such as the recent earthquakes in Mexico and the storms devastating the Caribbean” (World Bank 2017a).

On the other hand, there are negatives associated with remittances – and the immigration they help to encourage – that are difficult to rebut. First, the most skilled and educated citizens of less developed countries are the ones most likely to leave (and to remain in developed countries), because of the greater earnings opportunities abroad and the resulting ability to remit money to loved ones. This creates a drain on the economy of the home country; those most likely to succeed in it are precisely the ones most likely to emigrate.

Second, the money that is infused into the local economy does not necessarily translate into economic growth and development. The increases in personal consumption made possible by remittances do not lead to greater investment in the economic infrastructure capable of fueling economic development. As one scholar said, “If I ask can you name a single country that has developed through remittances, the answer is no – there's none” (quoted in DeParle 2008). However, some Southern countries (e.g. India, Morocco, Mexico) are making efforts to ensure that more of this money is being invested in infrastructure and industry. In any case, greater consumption among the poor can be seen as a good thing.

Third, those who receive remittances can become the targets of local gangs interested in stealing either the cash they receive or the products purchased with that cash.

Fourth, the money sometimes goes to countries that have regimes that are highly dubious, such as Zimbabwe and North Korea. That is, while those who send the money are supporting, perhaps only indirectly, regimes of choice, it may be that from a broader global perspective those regimes should not be supported.

Fifth, it is surprisingly costly (although that cost has been declining) to send remittances. Currently, the average cost of remittances is 7.2%, far higher than the Sustainable Development Goal of 3% (World Bank 2017b). Remittance prices are lowest for South Asia (5.4%) and highest for sub‐Saharan Africa (9.3%).

Sixth, while they may help, remittances are no cure for poverty. On their own, they are unable to lift a country out of poverty. And there is a fear that those who receive remittances will become dependent and reduce their efforts to find ways to make it on their own.

Seventh, there is the problem of those left behind (e.g. children) when people emigrate in search of work. A UNICEF official said, “Behind every remittance, there's a separated family” (quoted in DeParle 2008). Remittances can also be a source of divisiveness within families (Schmalzbauer 2008). Those who go abroad in search of work may also be abused, forced into sex work, beaten, or even killed.

Eighth, the poorest nations are not the greatest recipients of remittances. In fact, it is middle‐income countries that receive the most. Similarly, within the poorest countries, the poorest people are not the most likely to receive remittances.

Finally, in the end, we are still talking about relatively small sums of money, and the subject of remittances tends to obscure the problem of the exploitation of migrants. It also “tends to justify the way the world is being restructured for the benefit of a small elite” (quoted in DeParle 2008).

Overall, then, remittances have been an increasing reality, but perhaps not an unmitigated boon to the economies of developing countries and the people who remain there. Yet, there are many whose lives are materially better as a result of remittances. As a pioneer in the area of remittances put it, “Let's not forget, a billion dollars in the hands of poor people is a lot of money” (quoted in DeParle 2008).



DIASPORA

The term diaspora has a long and rather specific history, but it has come to be adopted by various groups to describe their situation (and that of others); it has also come to be used widely in the popular media to describe a range of population movements (Braziel 2008; Hage 2017; McAuliffe 2007; Palmer 2018). The term is, of course, most associated with the dispersion of the Jews to many places in the world in the years both before and after the birth of Christ. In 586 BCE, the Babylonians dispersed the Jews from Judea, while in CE 136 the Romans chased them out of Jerusalem (Armstrong 1996). In recent years, however, the use of the term has broadened to include the dispersion, dislocation, and de‐territorialization of any population (Bauman 2000: 314). Most frequently, a diaspora involves the large‐scale dispersal of a religious, ethnic, racial, or national group. In addition to the Jews, other groups that have experienced diasporas include the Lebanese, Palestinians, Armenians, and Irish. In fact, the term has come to be used so widely and loosely that many complain that diaspora discourse has lost a consensus on its meaning (Lie 1995), that it has in fact become less clear, and that it is in danger of becoming little more than a “buzzword” (Cohen 1999: 3). It seems clear that it is best to differentiate among the various diasporas rather than to combine them all under one all‐encompassing heading.







Diaspora: The large‐scale dispersal of a population.






Nevertheless, there have been a number of efforts to develop an ideal‐typical diaspora by enumerating its various characteristics. Safran, for example, discusses “expatriate minority communities” that are dispersed from some original central location to two or more peripheral locations; that have a collective memory or mythology of their homeland that is maintained by the community and that binds it together; that involve people who are alienated from the country from which they emanated and are not – and may never be – fully accepted there; that involve people who nevertheless idealize a return to their ancestral homeland and maintain a commitment to restore that homeland to its former glory (e.g. independence, prosperity); and that maintain a relationship to the homeland not only through a commitment to its restoration, but also through group solidarity and consciousness resulting from this commitment. Of course, since this is an ideal type, no single diaspora conforms to all of these dimensions, nor could it (Clifford 1994).

In another approach, a diaspora can be seen as involving one, several, or all of the following (Vertovec 1999). First, it is a social form. That form is defined by the fact that relationships are maintained even though the population has been dispersed. The population spans transnational borders; it constitutes transnational communities. It involves a group of people who collectively define themselves as such even though they may be widely dispersed, perhaps even globally. While they reside in different locales, they relate to the homeland from which they and/or their forebears came. Second, it involves a type of consciousness. Those involved have great sensitivity to various interconnections, especially those that span borders, and to attachments that are decentered. They are aware of being different from those around them and of the fact that those they identify with exist in multiple locales, as well as in the homeland. Third, it is a mode of cultural production. The diaspora's cultural objects, meanings, and images are produced in, and involve, global flows. Thus, they are highly fluid and subject to many mutual influences, negotiations, transformations, and contestations. Fourth, it is political. Individuals and/or collectivities involved in diasporas often become important political players both in their host country and internationally (prominent examples include Palestinians and Tibetans) (Bruneau 1995).

The preceding are rather static approaches to diaspora that are inconsistent with the more fluid orientation to globalization adopted in this book. A better approach, at least for our purposes, is to be found in Paul Gilroy's (1993: 190) classic The Black Atlantic, which, most generally, is concerned with “flows, exchanges and in‐between elements.” Implied here is a sense of diaspora as process, specifically a transnational process. It is not tied to any specific locale (especially a nation‐state) but involves a constant dialogue with both real and imagined locales. Thus, the Black Atlantic (Black cultures in the Atlantic basin) cannot be understood as West Indian, British, or American, but as an ongoing relationship involving the Black Atlantic in its entirety. The Black Atlantic (and diasporas in general) is therefore an imagined (and contested) community, rather than a specific geographic space(s). Thus, Gilroy (1993: 18) concludes that the Black Atlantic should be seen as “a deterritorialised, multiplex and anti‐national basis for the affinity or ‘identity of passions’ between diverse black populations.”

The use of the term “diaspora” has expanded with the process of globalization. There are not only more diasporas today, but more people describe themselves and their relationships with others using this term. This relates, in Dufoix's (2007: 311–316) view, to the expansion of “trans‐state collective experiences linked to an organized referent (e.g. a state, a land, a nation, a people, a language, a culture).” In fact, the use of the term has become so common that Dufoix (2007: 314) describes the “diasporization” of the world. It shares with globalization “processes such as the shrinking of the world, a disembeddedness of time and space, glocalization, instantaneous communication, the reshaping of geography, and the spatialization of the social.” While diasporas were relatively unusual in a world dominated by powerful nation‐states and territories, they have proliferated with the decline of the nation‐state and deterritorialization. Furthermore, the trans‐state community networks that characterize diasporas today are made possible by a wide range of technologies (e.g. inexpensive air travel, cheap international phone calls and phone cards, cell phones, the Internet, social media) that enable communication among far‐flung people. Thus, diasporization and globalization are closely linked today, and since the latter will continue to develop and expand, we can expect more and more dispersals that are, or at least are called, diasporas. New technologies are playing such an increasing role in diasporas that it could be argued that we have seen the emergence of “virtual diasporas” (Laguerre 2002). These technologies have provided new ways for people to maintain links with one another, for communities to maintain themselves, and even for new communities to be created. Of course, a virtual diaspora requires the prior existence of a real diaspora – the real dispersal of a given population.



CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter analyzes the global flow of people as migrants, refugees, and asylum seekers.

Refugees are forced to flee their home countries due to safety concerns. Asylum seekers are refugees who seek to remain in the country to which they flee. Those who migrate to find work are involved in labor migration. Labor migration mainly involves the flow of less‐ and unskilled workers, as well as undocumented immigrants who live on the margins of the host society.

Unlike other global flows, labor migration still faces many restrictions. Many of these are intimately associated with the Westphalian conception of the nation‐state. A state may seek to control migration because it involves the loss of part of its work force, because of the risk of conflicts with local residents, or because of concerns about crime and terrorism.

Migration is traditionally governed either by “push” factors such as political persecution, economic depression, war and violence, natural disasters, and famine in the home country or by “pull” factors such as a favorable immigration policy, a labor shortage, family reunification, and a similarity of language and culture in the country of destination. Global factors that facilitate easy access to information about the country of destination also exert a significant influence.

Many countries face issues of unauthorized migration. The United States has experienced a major influx of undocumented immigrants from Mexico and other Central American states. Under President Trump, increased law enforcement and a proposed border wall are being used to deter migrants. However, the efficacy of walls and border patrols can be questioned, and it is thought that they only lead undocumented immigrants to adopt more dangerous methods in order to gain entry. Europe also faces increasing flows of migrants and asylum seekers, especially across the Mediterranean Sea, which is the most deadly migrant route in the world.

A strong case can be made against the backlash to undocumented immigrants. In the North, such immigrants constitute a younger work force that is willing to do the work that locals are not. They are also consumers who contribute to growth. From the perspective of the South, migrants send remittances back to family members in their country of origin, which improves the lives of the recipients, reduces poverty rates, and increases education levels and foreign reserves.

The term “diaspora” is increasingly being used to describe migrant communities. Of particular interest is Paul Gilroy's conceptualization of the diaspora as a transnational process, which involves dialogue with both imagined and real locales. Diasporization and globalization are closely interconnected, and the expansion of the latter will lead to an increase in the former. Today, there exist virtual diasporas that utilize technology such as the Internet to maintain their community network.









DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


	Is the heightened flow of people a unique feature of the current global era?

	Analyze the concept of an “illegal migrant.” How does a migrant become “illegal”? Trace the repercussions of such labeling.

	Has globalization facilitated or obstructed greater labor migration?

	Consider some common migrant routes (e.g. across the US–Mexico border or across the Mediterranean) and identify the factors that make some routes more traveled than others.

	Examine the concept of “diaspora as a transnational process” in the context of global technological flows.
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Global environmental flows, including the accumulation of greenhouse gases and global warming, could pose the most significant threat to the world today. While some politicians (e.g. President Donald Trump) and corporations (some gas and oil companies) encourage skepticism of global climate change, the scientific consensus clearly indicates that the world is getting warmer and that this warming is caused by humans (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2013). This chapter reviews these global threats, the science behind them, and potential global solutions.

While the environment is inherently global (i.e. we all share the same atmosphere, are warmed by the same sun, and are connected by the same oceans), the earliest thinking on globalization tended to ignore the environment, or at least to underplay its significance (although there was some early concern for the environmental impact of fallout from nuclear testing and acid rain [Munton and Wilkening 2007]). However, in the 1980s and 1990s, the environmental movement (Rootes 1999) made great progress, and a number of notable problems – especially the depletion of the ozone layer (Liftin 2007) and global climate change – brought the environment to the fore as a global issue. It is clear that many throughout the world play a major role in the creation of environmental problems and that virtually everyone will suffer their adverse consequences. In that sense, they are clearly global in nature.

However, while the idea that environmental problems are global seems indisputable, it can be challenged in various ways:


	Not everyone or every part of the world is equally responsible for the most pressing global environmental problems. It is clear that those from the most developed countries are disproportionately responsible for them.

	Such problems do not, and will not, affect everyone and all areas of the world in the same way. For example, the rise in the sea level as a result of global climate change will most affect those who live in coastal areas or on islands (see below). Such areas will also be most affected by the expected increase in the number and severity of hurricanes. Tornados are also expected to increase, although they are likely to affect different geographic areas (e.g. the American Midwest more than American coasts). To take another example, those in the North will be better able to find ways of avoiding or dealing with all but the most catastrophic of the problems caused by global warming, while those in the South will be far more defenseless and will have fewer options (e.g. selling their homes and moving to a less threatened locale). Therefore, poorer people and people of color will suffer more from environmental problems of various kinds.

	There are global differences in the importance accorded to, and the dangers associated with, these problems. For example, the developed North is highly concerned about global warming, while much of the South feels that it is faced with so many more pressing problems (e.g. health problems such as malaria, HIV, hunger and malnutrition, etc.) that global warming is, at best, a remote difficulty that will need to be confronted later, if at all.

	The main sources of environmental problems are changing – for example, as the center of manufacturing (with its associated pollutants) moves from the United States to China.



There is much dispute over how the nations of the world should respond to environmental problems, especially climate change. Given that nations have contributed unequally to climate change (with the affluent North contributing more) and that its effects are felt unevenly (with the South suffering higher burdens), important questions can be asked about what constitutes environmental justice (Ammons and Roy 2015) and climate justice (Hayward and Roser 2016).



MODERNIZATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL FLOWS

In Chapter 2, we discussed processes that are related to and predate globalization, including colonialism, imperialism, and development. These forces were all part of a long process of modernization that would have slow but accelerating effects on the natural environment. The beginnings of this transition unfolded in this way:


The indigenous practices and forms of knowledge that preceded colonization were on the whole, if not always sustainable, often ecologically restrained and had successfully managed productive landscapes, sometimes for millennia. These peoples, cultures, and landscapes were disrupted and most often destroyed by new, harsh exploitative colonial resource regimes that were usually insensitive to the environments on which they were imposed.

(Christoff and Eckersley 2013: 42)



With colonialism and imperialism came new, intensified forms of resource extraction, which fueled early wealth accumulation and the new industrial powers of Europe and, later, the United States. New ports and cities were built for trade within Europe's newly industrialized centers. People moved from rural areas to the cities, and populations grew, which fueled demand for, and kept resources flowing from, the colonies.

Colonialism and imperialism, as economic systems, also coincided with the Enlightenment and new ways of thinking about the world (Christoff and Eckersley 2013). First, people saw history as evolutionary and linear, and likened human progress to evolution in the natural world. Second, given their ships, guns, new medicines, and industrial machinery, those who had them (mainly Europeans) came to afford importance to their scientific and technological superiority. Third, Europeans believed in their own moral and racial superiority, asserting that their culture did and should dominate the “inferior” (non‐white) people of the world. Fourth, progress was also tied to an anthropocentric worldview. Humans were seen as the center of the natural order of the world and as inevitably coming to dominate and subjugate the non‐human world.

This constellation of practices and ideas came to be known as modernization, or the supposedly evolutionary process that moved humankind from agricultural and pre‐modern societies into the modern era, brought about by wide‐scale rational planning (Schmidt 2012). Driven by this notion of modernization, industrialized nations applied their scientific and technical knowledge to economic expansion, cultural domination, and intensifying exploitation of the earth. During this time, there was no conception that humans were negatively impacting the environment or that the environment could not absorb the myriad human demands placed on it – if anything, the natural environment existed explicitly for the betterment of humans.







Modernization: The belief in an evolutionary process that moved humankind from agricultural and pre‐modern societies into the modern era, brought about by wide‐scale rational planning.






The long, slow early phases of modernization would ultimately give way to contemporary globalization, which would rapidly accelerate modernization and its environmental impacts. This process intensified most quickly after WW II, as international trade increased and more countries were integrated into the global capitalist economy. Mass production became increasingly efficient, facilitating mass consumerism in the United States, Western Europe, and elsewhere. Goods that had always been built to be durable and long‐lasting were becoming part of a disposable consumer society. Through further technological developments, humans began making all sorts of new chemicals and applying them widely to agriculture (e.g. dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethnane [DDT]), war (e.g. Agent Orange), and consumer goods.

There was little consideration of how these processes affected the environment until the publication of Rachel Carson's book, Silent Spring, in 1962. Carson focused especially on the unintended effects of the chemical revolution that had taken place since the 1940s, and criticized humans' attempt to exploit the earth for their own gain with little regard for its complex ecological systems. While Silent Spring was published in the United States, it was translated into 22 languages and became a truly international phenomenon. Although it emerged at the same time as new scientific studies with an ecological (rather than anthropocentric) framework, and others (e.g. Aurielo Peccei, the vice president of Fiat and Olivetti) were also noting the limits of economic growth, Carson's book is widely considered the source of an emerging global consciousness about the environment and of the modern environmental movement.

That movement brought attention to the implications of resource extraction, energy consumption, industrial production, population growth, and mass consumerism. Several problems associated with these human activities – such as global climate change, loss of biodiversity, and overpopulation – will be explored in this chapter. Given that these problems were largely a result of globalizing industrial activity, environmentalists began to demand curbs on economic globalization. They viewed economic globalization as leading to more manufacturing, which, among other things, increased pollution. As a result, they generally demanded limits on trade, curbs on the human‐made chemicals that had become so commonplace in industrial production, and movement away from the use of non‐renewable resources (e.g. oil). Environmentalists were also critical of the mass consumerism that drove demand for cheaper and cheaper goods.

However, the environmental movement sparked its own opposition, especially among neoliberals. We discussed neoliberalism in detail in Chapter 2, including how it applies to various aspects of the economy, such as trade. The neoliberal perspective views free trade as central to economic globalization. It sees the efforts made by environmentalists to limit industrial pollution as impediments to free trade and thus as needing to be opposed. If efforts to reduce pollution are implemented, they need to be watered down and, if possible, eliminated. In effect, environmentalists offer an alternative model of globalization to that of the neoliberals (Gareau 2013; Harvey 2005). To environmentalists, environmental issues are not only global in nature, but should be accorded priority over economic considerations. The priorities are clearly reversed by neoliberals, especially many economists and virtually all capitalists.

While the environmental and neoliberal economic paradigms are clearly opposed, there are efforts to create models that integrate the two. One example is the field of ecological economics (Daly and Farley 2011), which argues that productive economic activity must consider the ecological carrying capacity of the earth. Neoliberal economists view environmental resources as commodities to be bought and sold, and prioritize economic production above any environmental concerns. They thus disregard environmental limits in emphasizing efficient production. Ecological economists, on the other hand, argue that without a sustainable environment, markets will eventually be unable to produce anything efficiently. Indeed, if the environment is pushed to its limits, the markets themselves will be threatened. Therefore, ecological economists take into account ecological limits and costs when analyzing the efficient use of resources in promoting development. In other words, globalization need not be a “race to the bottom” ecologically (and in many other senses), but can be a process that protects and enhances the environment, as well as much else that is of importance to humanity.







Ecological economics: An economic theory that takes into account the ecological carrying capacity of the earth, thus integrating economic theory with environmental knowledge.








DIFFERENCES AMONG NATION‐STATES

In 2018, an international group of scientists ranked 180 countries in terms of their environmental performance on 24 dimensions, including air pollution, greenhouse gas emissions, sanitation, and agricultural policies (Wendling et al. 2018). The top 10 nations in terms of their environmental performance index (EPI) were Switzerland, France, Denmark, Malta, Sweden, the United Kingdom, Luxembourg, Austria, Ireland, and Finland. The bottom of the list included Burundi, Bangladesh, the Democratic Republic of Congo, India, Nepal, and Madagascar. Some of the other major economies are ranked as follows: Germany, 13th; Italy, 16th; Japan, 20th; Australia, 21st; Canada, 25th; the United States, 27th; Russia, 52nd; Brazil, 69th; and China, 120th.

As countries grow their economies, there can be a tension between that growth and their environmental performance. But as ecological economists point out, effective environmental policy can promote economic growth within environmental constraints. The authors of the EPI make a similar observation:


One of the consistent lessons of the EPI is that achieving sustainability goals requires the material prosperity to invest in the infrastructure necessary to protect human health and ecosystems. In a rapidly urbanizing world, it is important to build facilities for delivering improved sources of drinking water, managing wastewater, and mitigating pollution – as through smokestack scrubbers. The inherent tension of sustainable development is that income growth too often comes at the cost of the environment, especially through exploitation of natural resources and unchecked industrialization.

(Wendling et al. 2018)



For the most part, high‐performing countries have made long‐term commitments to promoting economic growth and reducing environmental impacts, such as greenhouse gas emissions, thereby decoupling greenhouse gases from economic activity. In contrast, the United States has made weaker commitments to environmental targets (claiming that environmental performance hinders economic growth), and thus performs poorly on greenhouse gas (e.g. carbon dioxide) emissions, ranking lower than other high‐GDP countries. Given the lower but wide spread of rankings for some of the most rapidly developing economies (e.g. Brazil [69th], China [120th], and India [177th]), this underscores both the challenges of sustainable development and the significant role that strong policy and governance can play.



GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE

Global climate change is the defining environmental challenge of today, and has become a rallying point for many in the environmental movement. There is little doubt, at least among scientists, that global warming is a real phenomenon that is brought about by human activity, most notably a huge increase in the use of greenhouse gases. This is the conclusion reached by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), an agency under the auspices of the United Nations that “reviews and assesses the most recent scientific, technical and socio‐economic information produced worldwide relevant to the understanding of climate change.” Founded in 1988, the IPCC comprises thousands of scientists from around the world and is the most authoritative scientific source on climate change. In its most recent (2013–2014) report, it stated: “warming of the climate system is unequivocal, and since the 1950s, many of the observed changes are unprecedented over decades to millennia … carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide have increased to levels unprecedented in at least the last 800 000 years.” The IPCC's scientific evidence shows that our current period of warming is unprecedented in observable history and is indeed caused by humans. Furthermore, the predominant view is that global warming is already well advanced and is moving ahead more rapidly than predicted. In 2014, Rajendra K. Pachauri, chairman of the panel, told reporters at a news conference that “nobody on this planet is going to be untouched by the impacts of climate change.”

However, there are still some dissenters in the lay public, business community, and political sphere who adhere to the view that the global warming and resulting climate changes that are now occurring are not the result of human actions but simply part of a natural cycle. This is likely not surprising in certain industrial sectors (e.g. coal and oil), given the material interest they have in continuing their profitable business practices. However, several factors can affect whether or not people are skeptical about climate change, and it has become a very partisan issue in some countries (especially the United States). For example, one analysis of newspaper editorials written by the most often read conservative columnists in 2007–2010 shows an important trend: overall, the editorials give “a highly dismissive view of climate change and critical stance toward climate science among these influential conservative pundits” (Elasser and Dunlap 2013: 754). Another analysis of both liberal and conservative newspapers that printed articles on climate change from 2001 to 2014 shows that, to some degree, the newspapers function as “echo chambers,” reinforcing their audience's existing views on climate change (Carmichael et al. 2017). When new scientific reports reveal the impacts of climate change, it increases concern among Democrats but not Republicans, and “when Republicans are presented with opposing frames about climate change from liberal media, they appear to reject the messages such that they are less concerned about the issue” (Carmichael et al. 2017: 599). In general, people who are politically conservative, lack confidence in science, are affiliated with some religions (e.g. Evangelical Protestants), and have lower levels of education are more skeptical of climate change (Ecklund et al. 2017). While certain media outlets may mislead the lay public about global warming, addressing the problem becomes an even greater challenge when leading politicians (e.g. President Donald Trump) do the same.


Rising Sea Levels

As of this writing, the hottest years on record based on average global temperatures were 2016, 2017, 2015, and 2014 (Fountain et al. 2018). Furthermore, temperatures are currently rising at a faster rate than even the most extreme estimates had predicted. One of the many impacts of these rising temperatures is that glaciers around the world are melting, and sea levels rising. Sea‐level rise is now occurring at a faster rate than at any previous time during the past two millennia (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2013). To put this in perspective, the US state of Louisiana is currently losing 65 km2 (or 25 mile2) to rising sea levels every year.

One of the many human impacts of sea‐level rise is the loss of land in coastal areas, and the displacement of people living on that land. Climate refugees are those displaced by environmental changes brought about by climate change, such as rising sea levels, drought, and increases in hurricanes, floods, and other environmental disasters (see Chapter 8 for a more complete discussion on global flows of people, including refugees). There are already millions of climate refugees around the world. By 2050, there are likely to be 200 million (estimates vary between 25 million and 1 billion) (Weiss 2015). One particularly vulnerable area is the Maldives, a nation of 1200 islands (200 inhabited) in the Indian Ocean (Christoff and Eckerlsley 2013). The Maldives' highest point of elevation is a mere 2.3 m (7.5 ft) above sea level. Much of its population of 395 000 lives only a few feet from the ocean waves. Kivalina, Alaska is the first American town that will likely be lost to climate change; predictions put the date at 2025. The town sits on a small peninsula and is home to 400 indigenous peoples. For generations, they have depended on the sea for their survival, but they will soon lose their homes to it. The cost of relocating them is estimated at $100 million (Mooney 2015). As more people become climate refugees, we can expect to see increasing border conflicts as they flee to new areas. Mass migrations will cause international tensions and raise pressing security issues.







Climate refugees: People displaced by environmental changes brought about by climate change, such as rising sea levels, drought, and increased exposure to hurricanes, floods, and other environmental disasters.






There is particular concern about how global warming will affect the huge ice sheets that cover Greenland, the Arctic, and Antarctica (Struck 2007). If all of the ice on Greenland alone were to melt, global sea levels would rise 23 ft; another 17 ft rise would be associated with similar disintegration in Antarctica. This would be a global catastrophe, leading to the end of life on many islands and in coastal civilization throughout the world.



Loss of Biodiversity

With global warming, sea levels rise and salt water spills into fresh‐water areas. As a result, these areas experience desertification. In conjunction with other human activity (e.g. deforestation, activities that encourage invasive species), such forces are already altering natural ecosystems (e.g. wetlands), with profound effects on biodiversity, animal and human food systems, and the overall functioning of local environments (Christoff and Eckersley 2013; Hooper et al. 2012). According to the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), nearly 23 250 species of plants and animals are considered at “high risk” for extinction. Ecologists have shown that ecosystems rely on the interactions of multiple species within a specific local environment. Pearson (2012) notes:


These systems provide food, fresh water and the raw materials for construction and fuel; they regulate climate and air quality; buffer against natural hazards like floods and storms; maintain soil fertility; and pollinate crops. The genetic diversity of the planet's myriad different life‐forms provides the raw ingredients for new medicines and new commercial crops and livestock, including those that are better suited to conditions under a changed climate.



These are systems that we still know little about. In fact, of the 1.7 million known species, fewer than 4% have been evaluated by scientists. Furthermore, for each known species, there are likely two more that are not yet discovered. The direst possibility for these species is extinction; according to one estimate, at least 20% of the earth's plants and animals will soon be at increased risk of disappearing. Even if they do not become extinct, many species are going to change as their environment changes. The problem is that plants and animals can adapt to gradual changes through evolutionary processes, but the changes currently underway are more rapid than they are accustomed to, and are only likely to accelerate in the future.

Animals are affected in different ways by global climate change. For example, polar bears that live on Arctic ice are losing their habitat, and are likely to experience a 30% decline in population by mid‐century. Migrating birds (e.g. robins) are likely to migrate earlier, and will find little food or ice‐covered ground. Rodents (e.g. the American pika) that cannot live in warm environments will move higher and higher into the mountains in order to find temperatures that allow them to survive. Several frog species already seem to have disappeared in the Monteverde Cloud Forest of Costa Rica due to a reduction in cloud cover, which provides the damp, foggy, and misty weather they need to survive. Other species may lose environmental cues for breeding.



Threats to Food Security

While some climate changes will affect people (and other creatures) in different parts of the world differently, virtually everyone, everywhere will be affected by changes (e.g. higher temperatures, salt seepage into groundwater, increases in floods and droughts) in farming, and therefore the food supply (Downing 2013). This could have disastrous consequences for food security, where climate change might increase water shortages and crop failures. In such events, food prices could rapidly increase. The effects will be greatest in the South, in the lower latitudes of the world – India, Africa, Latin America – where a majority of the world's poor live. And this does not even take into account other adverse changes, such as new pests and diseases that are likely to plague agriculture. As different locales compete for increasingly limited resources, this could further lead to an increase in local and regional conflicts. Finally, in one of its 2014 reports, the IPCC warned that in terms of food security, the worst is yet to come (Gillis 2014).



Global Warming and Health

Global warming is expected to adversely affect health in a number of different ways (Butler 2016). It will bring with it more, and more intense, heat waves, and excessive heat can be deadly. A heat wave in Europe in 2003, the worst in almost 500 years, caused at least 30 000 deaths from heat‐related illnesses. The aging of the population throughout much of the developed world makes more people vulnerable to being made ill and dying due to excessive heat. Increasing urbanization also increases the likelihood of death, since cities become “heat islands.” Other factors making death from excessive heat more likely are being very young, ill, poor, and among those who lack the ability to move away from super‐heated areas. However, there are things that can be done to mitigate the dangers of heat stress, such as making increased use of air conditioning (although many people in the world have no access to it or cannot afford it, and it causes other problems such as putting a great demand on limited energy sources), increasing awareness of the dangers associated with excessive heat, and providing better medical treatment for those afflicted with heat stress. Of course, those in the North are much more likely to be able to avail themselves of these mechanisms.

More severe storms will lead to more deaths, especially from increased flooding. Residents are likely to become stranded and cut off from access to health care in such emergencies. This was one exacerbating factor that affected the United States when Hurricane Sandy devastated areas along the Atlantic Coast in 2012 (Lipton and Moss 2012).

Increased heat will speed up chemical reactions and worsen pollution from ozone and soot. Deaths from ozone pollution (mostly among those with lung or heart problems) could rise by 5% by 2050. Increased pollen production could increasingly affect those with asthma and other allergies. Waterborne diseases (e.g. cholera) will increase with higher temperatures and more torrential rains. Food‐borne infections (e.g., salmonella) will also increase with hotter weather.

Diseases caused by animals and insects may increase, although there is less certainty on this compared to the other health issues discussed in this section. For example, it is expected that there will be an increase in malaria and dengue borne by mosquitoes. Exposure to malaria in Africa is expected to increase by 25% by 2100. However, actions can be taken to mitigate the problem, such as controlling the mosquito population with pesticides (although these pose many other hazards [Carson 1962]), increasing the use of bed nets (especially among pregnant women and children), and providing better medical care. Other diseases of this genre that are likely to become more prevalent are schistosomiasis (carried by snails), leishmaniasis (sand flies), Lyme disease (ticks), and yellow fever and the chikungunya virus (mosquitoes).




OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS

Most, if not all, environmental problems are global, in the sense that they flow readily around the world and there are few barriers to those flows. While there is not enough space to address adequately all the major environmental problems affecting the world today, this section will look at a few of them.


Destruction of Natural Habitats

As a result of human activity, a variety of natural habitats (e.g. forests, wetlands, coral reefs, the ocean bottom) are facing destruction (Diamond 2006: 487). In fact, deforestation was a – perhaps the – major factor in the collapse of many past societies. Today, the most rapid deforestation in the world is taking place in the Gran Chaco (the second largest forest in South America after the Amazon), especially in Paraguay, but other parts of the world are also destroying/losing their forests. Between 2000 and 2012, the countries that experienced the worst deforestation include Malaysia (14.1% deforested), Paraguay (9.6%), Indonesia (8.4%), Guatemala (8.2%), and Cambodia (7.1%). However, Brazil and its immense forested landmass has experienced the greatest total deforestation. Much of South America's forests is being decimated to allow the area to be “developed” (to create farms and areas for livestock to graze) and for the creation of more human settlements. What is different about Brazil is that its forest is so huge and it plays such a large role in the global ecology, that its destruction will have negative effects on the world as a whole. For example, the burning of all of those felled trees releases large amounts of carbon dioxide, which flow around the globe, contributing to global warming. The loss of the forest leads to other problems for humans, including the loss of timber and other raw materials. It is also of great concern, especially in the areas undergoing deforestation, because forests “provide us with so‐called ecosystem services such as protecting our watersheds, protecting soil against erosion, constituting essential steps in the water cycle that generates much of our rainfall, and providing habitat for most terrestrial plant and animal species” (Diamond 2006: 487). The loss or decline of the other natural habitats (wetlands, coral reefs, the ocean bottom) will also have a variety of negative consequences for life on earth. For example, the decline of coral reefs (due, for example, to runoffs from agriculture) adversely affects the sea life that exists in and around them.



Decline of Fish

A large fraction of the protein consumed by humans comes from fish and, to a lesser extent, shellfish. However, many fishing areas (e.g. the Mediterranean) are in decline or have collapsed. Without seafood, more people would need to rely on meat for protein, but livestock can only be reared at great cost, and with great damage to the environment. Aquaculture is not an adequate replacement for the loss of natural fishing areas, because it causes a series of ecological and other problems (Goldburg 2008).

Marine life in the world's oceans has been greatly diminished by over‐fishing. According to the Food and Agricultural Organization of the United Nations (2016), 89.5% of the world's most important fisheries can be considered either “fully fished” or “overfished.” A major culprit in the decimation of marine life is industrial fishing. As the amount of sea life declines, the techniques used in fishing become that much more industrialized and intensive. Drift nets were in use until 1992, when they were banned on the high seas by the United Nations. These were “free‐floating veils of monofilament webbing that can be as long as twenty‐five miles … at the peak of their use in the eighties, there was enough drift netting in the ocean on any given day to encircle the planet, if measured end to end” (Khatchadourian 2007: 68). Clearly, such a technology was capable of ensnaring innumerable forms of marine life, some wanted, others unwanted – with the latter unceremoniously discarded back into the sea. Bottom trawling, which “involves raking the ocean floor for food on a large scale,” continues. Not only does this contribute to over‐fishing, but it destroys complex ecosystems in the process (Khatchadourian 2007: 68). Longlines are what they sound like, and can employ thousands of hooks at a time. They, too, catch lots of unwanted fish, which are discarded. In fact, over 20% of the fish hauled out of American waters – over a million tons – is discarded as bycatch. One of the worst examples of bycatch occurs as a result of the use of bottom trawling in the harvesting of shrimp in the Gulf of Mexico. That method leads to over 80% bycatch. Furthermore, innumerable plants and corals are uprooted, caught in the trawling, and destroyed.



Decline in Fresh Water

Water is becoming an increasingly important global issue, or rather it raises a number of different issues (Gleick 2014). Among the concerns are water pollution (with one result being water‐borne diseases), flooding (especially as a result of global warming), increasing water scarcity, the need to choose between drinking water and using it to produce crops for food, and the possibility that the flow of water could slow or stop completely, at least in some locales. This last concern involves “desertification” (Glantz 1977), or the decline in the water supply as a result of the degradation and deterioration of soil and vegetation. Indeed, because of the latter, water, once considered a public good, is increasingly becoming a valuable and privatized commodity, as many places run low on it. (Much water – perhaps two‐thirds of all the water used for irrigation, and as much as half of city water supplies – is simply wasted, due, among other things, to leaky pipes.) There is likely to be an increase in the number, and an escalation of the actions, of social movements involved in efforts to deal with various issues that relate to water.

While we usually think of water as abundant and readily accessible, the fact is that about 663 million people (1 in 10) lack access to safe drinking water, and 2.4 billion (1 in 3) lack access to adequate sanitation systems (World Health Organization and UNICEF 2015). The poorest areas of the globe (largely in the South), and the poorest people within those areas (especially children and women), experience a disproportionate share of water‐related problems. The situation is apt to grow worse in coming years, with the possibility that as much as 60% of the world's population will be faced with water security problems by 2030.

Fresh‐water ecosystems (rivers, lakes, wetlands, etc.) are under increasing stress (from dams, pollution, etc.), as are the invaluable services they provide, “including controlling floods, filtering water supplies, diluting pollutants, cycling sediments and critical nutrients, and providing rich storehouses of biodiversity” (Conca 2007: 1246). The contamination of these systems is only worsening with the increased use of hydraulic fracturing (i.e. fracking) (Cooley and Donnelly 2014).

A less visible water problem involves international trade, especially in agricultural and industrial products. For example, when Japan buys crops (which are water‐intensive) produced in the United States, pressure is put on US water supplies. In other words, Japanese consumers (to use just one example) contribute to the “mining of aquifers and emptying of rivers in North America” (Hoekstra and Chapagain 2008: 1). Without realizing it, people throughout the world are using other people's water (“virtual water”). If they do not know they are using (or abusing) it, how can they do anything about it? According to one estimate, it takes about 140 l of rainwater to produce enough coffee beans to make one cup of coffee. We begin to get a sense of the magnitude of the water problem caused by the use of “virtual water” when we multiply that by the many cups of coffee – to say nothing of all the other commodities – consumed on a daily basis throughout the world (Hoekstra and Chapagain 2008: 7).

Global climate change will make some parts of the world wetter, but other parts will grow drier (as a general rule, already wet areas will grow wetter, already dry areas drier; both floods and droughts will intensify), and it is in the latter that we are likely to see increasingly desperate and expensive efforts to find water (e.g. by drilling ever deeper into the earth for underground water supplies). Among the areas likely to grow drier are southern Europe, the Middle East, South Australia, Patagonia, and the Southwestern United States. For example, parts of California saw the end of six years of drought in early 2017. Such water shortages are becoming the new normal (McPhate 2017). There are also predictions of a dust bowl‐like situation in the American Southwest, with the resulting possibility of mass migrations. A similar situation, with potentially even more dire implications, is forecast for Mexico, likely leading to mass migrations to Mexican cities and the United States. This will only serve to intensify the existing problems and animosities resulting from both authorized and unauthorized Mexican immigration.



The Paradox of Bottled Water

There has been an enormous growth in the global distribution and sale of bottled water, which commands relatively high prices. In fact, bottled water is usually too expensive for the poorest people in the world, who are often the most in need of it. Sales are most likely to thrive in relatively well‐off areas, especially in the global North, where there is still plenty of drinkable water freely available. Bottled water is often shipped in from distant locales, at great cost and with profoundly negative effects on the environment. All sorts of environmental problems are related to the huge amounts of fuel used by the airplanes and ships that transport it, for example.

One of the most outrageous examples is Fiji Water, which makes $424 million in sales per year. Its water is produced and bottled in Fiji in the South Pacific and transported thousands of miles to places like New York and London. Aware of the danger it poses to the environment, Fiji Water has announced plans to begin using renewable energy (it intends to build a windmill to power its bottling plant), to preserve forests, and to cut its carbon footprint by, for example, shipping its bottles of water directly to the East Coast of the United States rather than overland by truck from Los Angeles. Of course, this says nothing about the environmental cost of shipping to the United States at all. In spite of actions like these, the executive director of the Rainforest Action Network has said: “Bottled water is a business that is fundamentally, inherently and inalterably unconscionable … No side deals to protect forests or combat global warming can offset that reality” (Deutsch 2007).



Toxic Chemicals

Various industries, especially the chemical industry, “manufacture or release into the air, soil, oceans, lakes, and rivers many toxic chemicals” (Diamond 2006: 491). Among the culprits are “insecticides, pesticides, and herbicides … mercury and other metals, fire‐retardant chemicals, refrigerator coolants, detergents, and components of plastics” (Diamond 2006: 491). All of these have a variety of immediate and long‐term negative effects on humans and other forms of life.

There is, for example, the issue of persistent organic pollutants (POPs), which are highly toxic artificial chemicals, including polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), once used as coolants, and various pesticides (especially DDT) (Dinham 1993, 2007). POPs have four characteristics in common: they are highly toxic; they are persistent, remaining in the environment for years before breaking down and becoming less harmful; they can travel great distances (thus, what is locally produced can easily become a global problem, e.g. the role of PCBs in the decline of the ozone layer and the resultant effect on global health of increased exposure to ultraviolet radiation); and their impact “can be magnified through processes of bioaccumulation and biomagnification, in which their concentrations build up along food chains (Downie 2007).”



Population Growth

As of 2018, the global population is 7.6 billion, and the United Nations expects it to reach 9.7 billion by 2050. Significant population growth, especially in the South (populations will remain stable or decline in much of the North), will exacerbate the kinds of ecological problems discussed so far in this section and produce new ones besides.

In terms of the latter, it is not sheer numbers themselves that matter, or matter most, but rather what the population consumes, and there are huge variations in consumption around the world (see Chapter 4) (Diamond 2008). The roughly one billion people who live in the developed countries, especially the 326 million or so in the United States, have a per capita consumption rate of 32 – much higher than in the less developed world, where many countries (e.g. Kenya) approach a rate of 1. From an ecological point of view, the greatest problems are produced by those nations (especially the United States) with both the largest populations and the highest consumption rates.

The latter points to the looming increase in ecological problems traceable to the booming populations and economies of India and, especially, China (its 1.41 billion people give it a larger population than the whole of the developed world). Their consumption rates still rank far below those in the developed world, but they are increasing rapidly. Enormous strain would be placed on the resources and ecology of the planet should their rates approach those of the developed countries. Of course, this could be compensated for by a decline in the consumption rate in the developed world (perhaps inevitable with the ongoing global redistribution of wealth), as well by various conservation efforts. These would not be too painful, since they would mainly focus on the many wasteful aspects of consumption (e.g. reducing at least the excessive rate of growth of oil, forest, and fish consumption).




GLOBAL RESPONSES

Many global environmental problems, especially global warming, are traceable to modernization and economic development. That is, as economies grow larger and more successful, they are likely to do increasing damage to the environment. This might occur in the ways in which they produce things (e.g. factories that pollute) or in what they produce (e.g. automobiles). As concerned as nation‐states are becoming about damage to the environment, they are not about to give up the fruits of development or cease seeking to become more developed. This leads to the important concept of sustainable development (Blewitt 2014; Holden et al. 2017; Park et al. 2008; Sachs 2015).


Sustainable Development

The origin of this concept is a 1987 report to the United Nations by the World Commission on Environment and Development, entitled “Our Common Future.” In the view of the authors of the report, sustainable development (which should apply to all countries) involves economic and environmental changes that meet the needs of the present (especially of the world's poor) without jeopardizing the needs of the future. While the focus of sustainable development is on physical sustainability, there must also be a concern for equity within the current generation and for future generations.







Sustainable development: Economic and environmental changes that meet the needs of the present without jeopardizing the future.






A key event in the history of global environmentalism, indeed of globalization, was the 1992 meeting in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil known as the Earth Summit, but formally titled the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (Najam 2007). It is known for legitimizing and advancing the concept of sustainable development.

While “sustainable development” was originally focused on the environment (although not exclusively, given the concern for economic development), the term has come to be used much more broadly, even indiscriminately, to include “using renewable energy and farming organically to increasing local self‐sufficiency and undertaking radical political decentralization” (LeLe 2007: 1103).

Globalization can be seen as either a threat or a boon to sustainability. As a threat, globalization can lead to unsustainable development through the “undermining of the regulatory capacities of nation‐states and local communities, and the depletion of biological and social diversity in favor of an overconsuming and culturally homogenized lifestyle” (LeLe 2007: 1103). As a boon, it can aid sustainable development through the “enhanced penetration of markets, diffusion of modern technologies, and globalization of standards,” leading to “enhanced efficiency of resource use and demand for cleaner environments” (LeLe 2007: 1103).

While virtually everyone today would be in favor of sustainable development, there are at least three key issues with such a notion. The first is the difficulty involved in developing reliable projections about what is likely to happen to an ecosystem in the future. The second is the question of whether we should simply seek to maintain the current ecosystem (e.g. the rainforests) or make use of advances in knowledge and production to attempt to compensate for what has been lost. The third, and biggest, debate is over the causes of the current unsustainability of our ecosystem. The main difference is between those who argue that the main cause is population growth and those who contend that it is high levels of production and consumption (Dauvergne 2008) in developed countries (as well as China and India). Overall, there is a strong relationship in the debate over sustainability between the environment and economic development. The issue, of course, is whether economic development is possible without substantial (perhaps overwhelming) damage to the environment. Some view sustainable development as not being truly “sustainable,” and thus believe it must be limited.

There are a number of dimensions to the relationship between globalization and sustainability. First, there is the economic dimension, and the issue of whether economic development irretrievably destroys the environment or provides the ability to control the factors that are adversely affecting it. Second, there is the technological dimension, which can be seen as both producing environmental degradation and creating the possibility of limiting it (e.g. through dissemination of information about environmental problems and their causes via the mass media or the global spread of green technologies). Third, there is the dimension of awareness. On the one hand, a nation's integration within the world polity, through the presence of civil and political international organizations, tends to lead to greater individual environmental concern (Givens and Jorgenson 2013). On the other, it is unclear whether the global media have produced a greater awareness of environmental problems and their causes, or whether their promotion of relentless consumerism has blinded people to these issues. Finally, there is the politics of environmentalism, with some global organizations (e.g. the World Trade Organization [WTO]) pushing for more economic growth and many others (e.g. environmental international non‐governmental organizations [INGOs] such as Greenpeace) seeking either to reduce it or to limit its negative impact on the environment. Overall, then, “[w]hile many elements of globalization are clearly detrimental to already fragile efforts at environmental protection, there are those who believe that the economic benefits resulting from globalization will increase societal capacity to deal with environmental problems” (LeLe 2007: 1106).



Multilateral Agreements

In spite of the overwhelming scientific consensus evidence that human activity, largely through the burning of fossil fuels, is the major factor in global warming, some major corporations and governments, especially in the United States (Armitage 2005), have resisted taking action to limit carbon emissions. This has made it difficult to develop and implement multilateral agreements to address climate change.

Take, for example, the 1997 Kyoto Protocol, a major effort to deal with climate change due to carbon emissions. Ratifying nations would have been required by 2012 to reduce their emissions to 5% below what they were in 1990. The agreement created ceilings for the carbon emissions of developed countries, but none for developing countries, especially China and India. Many nations ratified the Kyoto Protocol, but it required that those that were responsible for a total of 55% of global emissions be signatories; it did not reach the required percentage. Especially notable is the fact that the United States did not ratify it, and in 2001 it was finally rejected by President George W. Bush. Arguments against the treaty were that it was based on questionable science, that it would hurt the American economy, and that it was not fair and would not be successful because the rapidly developing nations, especially China (and India), were not restricted in terms of their emissions. After another failed attempt at a multilateral accord to fight climate change in Copenhagen in 2009, some significant progress was made with the 2016 Paris Agreement (Oberthür 2016). Some commentators called this a “historic deal,” in which “representatives of 195 nations reached a landmark accord that will, for the first time, commit nearly every country to lowering planet‐warming greenhouse gas emissions to help stave off the most drastic effects of climate change” (Davenport 2015). The fact that it transcended previous North–South divides and included the world's two largest polluters – the United States and China – was a major accomplishment. The deal was facilitated, in part, by sustained “behind‐the‐scenes” negotiating between the United States, China, and India. John Kerry, the US Secretary of State at the time, worked closely with Chinese and Indian representatives to overcome previous differences over the agreement. For their part, Chinese officials have been facing increasing criticism about air pollution from their massive coal‐burning power plants. Developing countries had originally sought $100 billion annually to help them combat climate change as they developed economically, but they ultimately gave that up to help reach a deal.

However, the Paris Agreement has significant limitations – especially the lack of legal mandates – and is highly dependent on future national governments continuing to work to carry it out. One expert went so far to call it “the Paris Agreement to Ignore Reality,” noting “how the Agreement has been reached by removing almost all substantive issues concerning the causes of human‐induced climate change and offers no firm plans of action” (Spash 2016: 928). While it does provide a framework for addressing climate change, the actions are not legally required or enforceable. Rather, it places high value on future technological fixes, and does not fundamentally challenge the dominant model of industrial development.

Given that the Paris Agreement is largely dependent on the future actions of individual governments, the results of recent elections do not look good for reduction goals. For example, President Trump announced the United States' withdrawal from the agreement shortly after taking office in 2017. Later that year, when Syria joined the climate agreement, this left the United States as the only country in the world that was not committed to the Agreement. While other countries are moving ahead with plans to fight climate change, this means that one of the world's largest polluters is reversing course. In the absence of firm commitments, some found hope in the fact that the Agreement “did reveal the presence of a growing and increasingly sophisticated and powerful climate justice movement that heralds the most hope for a just response to the global climate crisis” (Buxton 2016: 934). But without US commitment, other countries' involvement could be jeopardized.



Carbon Tax

One proposal for helping to reduce the emission of greenhouse gases is the carbon tax. Under this scheme, businesses would pay a tax based on the amount of fossil fuels (e.g. oil, coal, and natural gas) they used. The idea is that the economic costs involved in paying the tax would motivate them to modify their production processes in order to reduce emissions and therefore the taxes they would need to pay. Many economists agree that a carbon tax would actually be the simplest and most effective way to reduce greenhouse emissions (Tyson 2013). In British Columbia, Canada, a carbon tax of 10 Canadian dollars per ton was introduced in 2008 (increasing to 30 dollars in 2012). Independent studies showed that the tax helped reduce emissions by 5–15%, with “negligible effects on aggregate economic performance” (Porter 2016). The cost of gasoline increased by 19 cents per gallon, and heating fuel became more expensive, but those increases incentivized people's switching to more energy‐efficient technologies and driving less. The ideal scheme would be a global carbon tax, so that all nations of the world would participate. Clearly, the effectiveness of the system would be reduced if some areas participated and others did not. However, the participation of any nations – especially major polluters such as the United States and China – would help to reduce global carbon emissions and, ultimately, global warming.







Carbon tax: A tax applied to the use of fossil fuels (e.g. oil, coal, and natural gas) as a means of curbing carbon emissions








Cap‐and‐Trade

An alternative to the carbon tax is a system of cap‐and‐trade (Goulder and Schein 2013). In this system, a limit is placed on the total amount of carbon emissions allowed, and individual companies can buy permits entitling them to produce more. The permits are bought and sold in the marketplace, allowing the market, rather than regulators, to set the price of carbon. According to the logic of cap‐and‐trade, companies would have an incentive to pollute less so as to save on buying permits. As a result, investments in better technology would be rewarded economically, perhaps even allowing companies to sell permits they no longer needed. The system is more complicated than a carbon tax, but has had greater political success. As of 2018, cap‐and‐trade systems have been adopted in over 40 countries, representing more than 50% of global GDP and 15% of global greenhouse gas emissions (International Carbon Action Project 2018). One reason for this relative success is that politicians view cap‐and‐trade as more palatable to voters and businesses that fear new taxes (Galbraith 2013). The most established cap‐and‐trade system is in the European Union, but when China's national program launched in 2017, it immediately became the largest carbon trading system in the world.







Cap‐and‐trade: A system that limits total carbon emissions and allows companies to buy permits entitling them to produce more, with prices set by the market






Despite the political success of the cap‐and‐trade system, the actual workings of carbon markets have been riddled with problems, and some controversy (Bryant 2016). After a great start, where the European system went from a market value of $15 billion in 2005 to $144 billion in 2009 (thus making it more expensive to emit greenhouse gases), prices in carbon markets around the world stagnated for several years as energy demand fell during the Great Recession (Gronewold 2011). Trading declined and prices on carbon emissions dropped, thereby weakening the incentive structure for polluting less. The system was further hurt by fraud. As a result, Europe revamped its system in 2015 to decrease the number of permits available and incentivize greater investment (Drozdiak 2015). However, many environmental groups argue that companies are still allowed to emit greenhouse gases at rates far higher than is necessary to slow global warming. Further, as countries around the world continue to experiment with carbon taxes and cap‐and‐trade, one of the largest polluters – the United States – does not have a national program for curbing emissions. Some individual states (e.g. California) have adopted a cap‐and‐trade system, but the future is uncertain under President Trump, who has referred to climate change as a “hoax” and appointed climate change deniers to lead the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).



Carbon Neutrality

The most ambitious goal in cutting emissions would be for a country to go carbon neutral, where its carbon emissions are equal to (or less than) the amount of those emissions that are absorbed by the natural environment. Some ways in which a country might achieve carbon neutrality include switching to renewable energies and collecting industrial pollutants or methane. The difficulty of actually reducing carbon emissions is reflected in the case of Norway, which announced in 2007 that it would be “carbon neutral” by 2050. That is, it would generate no net greenhouse gases into the atmosphere by that date. By early 2008, the Norwegian government announced that the date for carbon neutrality had been moved forward two decades to a startling 2030. However, it turns out that these gains are the result not so much of reducing carbon emissions in Norway, but of canceling them out by, for example, “planting trees or cleaning up a polluting factory in a country far away” (Rosenthal 2008: A6). This kind of sleight of hand is allowable under the environmental accounting policy of the United Nations. Even with its limitations, however, Norway's method of dealing with carbon emissions is costly, and few other nations can afford it (Norway is awash with oil income). More importantly, it is not sustainable, since there are just not enough trees to plant and factories to clean up in the less developed world to compensate for carbon emissions in developed (and some developing) countries. Critics of Norway and other countries engaging in these practices argue that they conceal the fact that much more needs to be done at home to cut carbon emissions (e.g. cutbacks in heavy industries).







Carbon neutrality: A scenario wherein carbon emissions are equal to (or less than) the amount of those emissions that are absorbed by the natural environment








Alternative Fuels and Power Sources

The global problems associated with the extraordinary use of gasoline to power automobiles have finally led to the beginnings of a serious effort to find alternatives to it – especially in the United States, the world leader in automobile and gasoline use. One development of note is the increasing importance of hybrid automobiles that derive at least part of their power from electricity. With future sources of oil dwindling, demand rising, and concern about global warming growing, we will see more and more efforts to create alternatives to the gasoline‐powered automobile in the future. Cars that plug into an electrical outlet and run entirely on electric power are also increasingly available. For example, the Chevrolet Volt (sold as the Holden Volt in Australia and New Zealand, the Vauxhall Ampera in the United Kingdom, and the Opel Ampera in Europe) runs purely on an electric battery until that battery is drained, at which point it can draw its power from a gasoline engine.

An excellent alternative source of energy is solar power. One of its attractions is that it produces no greenhouse gases. Another, especially in warmer climates, is that it produces its maximum amount of energy just when it is needed (i.e. on hot, sunny days when air conditioners are most in demand). Some of the technologies involved in solar energy are capable of storing it (in batteries or molten salt) and can therefore operate at night and on cloudy days. Solar power remains more expensive than the use of fossil fuels, but the price difference continues to fall (as the supply of fossil fuels decreases and the costs of solar energy decline). Local governments and utilities (especially in Europe) sometimes pay homeowners to use the excess electricity generated by solar panels installed on their homes.



A Technological Fix?

Talk of the increased use of solar power is related to a growing interest in finding a “technological fix” for at least some global environmental problems, such as global warming. To many, finding new technologies seems far easier and less painful than getting large numbers of people to change their longstanding behaviors. That is, people tend to be loath to change their consumption patterns and thus prefer the hope of technological fixes to the ecological problems they play a large role in causing. Enter “geoengineering,” and a series of relatively new proposals for dealing with global ecological problems while leaving untouched and unaddressed the underlying and growing causes of global warming (Zhang et al. 2015). Among the ideas being discussed are “injecting chemicals into the upper atmosphere to cool the poles, or blocking sunlight by making clouds more reflective or stationing mirrors in space” (Dean 2007: A11). Scientific support for these possibilities has been muted, for several reasons: there is fear that talk of such solutions will encourage people to continue, if not increase, their use of fossil fuels; there is also fear that even if some of the proposals do work, they might have a series of unanticipated consequences that will pose as great a problem as those they are designed to fix (or even greater ones); the innovations in question are untried, incredibly difficult, and likely to be extraordinarily expensive; and there are many other climate‐related problems (e.g. the increasing acidity of the oceans) that would be unaffected by the changes they are intended to produce. Undertaking such projects would require truly global efforts, and “the costs and benefits of geoengineering are likely to vary spatially over the planet with some countries and regions gaining considerably while others may be faced with a worse set of circumstances than would be the case without geoengineering” (Zhang et al. 2015: 898).



Economic Issues

Long‐term solutions, and even very short‐term solutions, to environmental problems in general, and the problems of climate change in particular, are likely to be hugely, if not monumentally, expensive. Advanced scientific efforts will cost huge sums just to research, let alone to implement. Even less innovative changes such as wind turbines, solar panels, reforestation, retooling large industries, power plants capable of recapturing carbon dioxide, and, most controversially, nuclear power plants, involve high costs (although the costs of alternative energy have fallen significantly). Furthermore, these efforts need to be undertaken globally, and that would involve many nations that do not have the resources to implement them. Even in the highly developed countries, it is not clear that people understand the costs involved, never mind being willing to pay them. This is especially the case in the United States, which lags behind Europe in implementing and paying for even the most rudimentary of changes. On the other hand, the cost of not dealing with climate change could far exceed the costs of the proposed solutions. The more time that passes without addressing global warming, the worse its impacts will be, with costs possibly rising exponentially.



Opposing Environmentalism

While it seems like an unmitigated good, it is not unusual for there to be opposition to environmentalism. Most generally, those interested in economic development have little patience for environmentalists, especially when they threaten to slow or stop such development. An interesting example involves efforts by the World Wildlife Fund (WWF), beginning in 2003, to create parks and reserves in Brazil, in a program known as Amazon Region Protected Areas. The Amazon forest is important to the world for its ability to absorb enormous quantities of carbon dioxide. Its capacity to do so has declined dramatically, however, with increasing deforestation – and, in fact, decaying plant life in the Amazon is now contributing heavily to the production of carbon dioxide, and therefore to global warming. While the Amazon Region Protected Areas program successfully cut deforestation from 20 000 km2 (7700 mile2) to 6000 km2 year−1, it is on the rise again (Economist 2014). The goal of the WWF is to protect not only the Amazon's trees, but also its biodiversity. However, some businesspeople have reacted negatively to this, for two basic reasons. First, it is seen as impeding their ability to develop the region and its natural resources, and thereby to increase their businesses and profits (especially in Brazil's booming meat exporting sector, which relies on the ability to graze animals on deforested land). Second, it is seen as a kind of colonialism, and perhaps a precursor to the re‐emergence of a more traditional form of colonialism, in which foreign (especially American) entrepreneurs come in to develop the area, perhaps preceded by the military. In response to these issues, the Brazilian policy on clearing trees switched in 2012 from requiring approval by multiple government agencies to requiring just a single approval from the Ministry of Agriculture (which can be issued over a couple weeks). As a result, deforestation in Brazil increased 30% from 2015 to 2016 (Torres 2017). For its part, the WWF denies any colonial interests and associations, and says that it is simply seeking to protect land that the Brazilian government has not.




COLLAPSE

Jared Diamond has written a popular book, Collapse (2006), on societal collapse and the role of environmental factors in it. He concludes that while not all civilizations that have collapsed in the past have done so because of environmental causes, at least some have. One factor in collapse due to environmental causes is the amount and type of damage that people inadvertently inflict on their environment. Damage will depend in part on what people do, and in part on the degree of fragility or resilience of the environment (i.e. its ability to restore itself). It will also be affected by how a society responds to the environmental problems it faces. For example, historically, those societies (e.g. Highland New Guinea) that developed sound forest management policies and procedures continued to survive, while those that did not (e.g. Easter Island) collapsed.

What is unique about the global era is that unlike in the past, societies are not likely to collapse in isolation (as Easter Island did). On the one hand, globalization can be a cause of optimism, in the sense that societies will be alerted to dangers in other parts of the world long before they become critical to them. They can therefore act to ward off or reduce the problems, and help affected societies avoid collapse. On the other hand, global interconnectedness means that ecological problems in one part of the world are likely to affect others – perhaps the entire planet. Thus, profligate use of fossil fuels (especially oil) by the United States and China has played a huge role in the global warming that is threatening large portions of the globe. The nature of the problem makes it impossible for significant ecological issues, including collapse, to be isolated to one locale in the global age.



CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter examines the detrimental impact of negative global flows on the environment. The most developed countries are disproportionately responsible for the current environmental problems. These countries are also best equipped to deal with them.

Today's global environmental flows and problems are closely connected to modernization, or the supposedly evolutionary process that moved humankind from agricultural and pre‐modern societies into the modern era, brought about by wide‐scale rational planning. Among other changes, modernization reflected an anthropocentric worldview, where humans are seen as the center of the natural order of the world and as inevitably coming to dominate and subjugate the non‐human parts of it. Through the application of science and technology, humans have created countless new chemicals and altered ecosystems for their own development. There was little consciousness of the human impacts of these activities until the 1960s and 1970s, when scientists, some business groups, and new environmental activists began documenting the relationship between modernization, economic growth, and the environment.

Today, neoliberals and environmentalists debate the impact of free trade on the environment. Environmentalists argue that environmental issues should be given priority over economic issues. Free trade, through its emphasis on the expansion of manufacturing, is associated with environmental damage. For their part, neoliberals see the efforts of the environmentalists as serious impediments to trade. Some seek to integrate these approaches. For instance, ecological economists see globalization as a process that can both protect and enhance the environment. The most pressing global environmental problem is climate change. The science of climate change, which has a clear consensus, shows that greenhouse gases trap sunlight and heat in the earth's atmosphere, contributing greatly to global warming. This warming causes the melting of land‐based and glacial ice, with potentially catastrophic effects. Apart from the possibility of substantial flooding, global warming threatens ecosystems and fresh‐water supplies, diminishing both biodiversity and human access to water. The destruction of the water ecosystem will lead to the creation of climate refugees: people who are forced to migrate due to the effects of climate change. Global warming also poses a threat to the global food supply, human health, and national security.

Other major environmental challenges include the loss of natural habitats, biodiversity, fish, and fresh water. The decline in the water supply as a result of degradation of the soil, or desertification, has transformed what was once considered a public good into a privatized commodity. The poorest areas of the globe experience a disproportionate share of water‐related problems. The issue is further intensified by the consumption of “virtual water,” wherein people inadvertently use up water from elsewhere in the world through the consumption of water‐intensive products. Pollution through toxic chemicals has also had a long‐term impact on the environment. Population growth and the attendant increase in consumption intensify ecological problems.

Degradation of the environment has elicited significant global responses. One approach is that of sustainable development, which seeks to chart a middle path between economic growth and a sustainable environment. The relationship between globalization and sustainability is multidimensional: it involves economic, political, and technological aspects.

Various efforts are underway to deal with climate change. However, these are countered by strong resistance on the part of governments and corporations. The 2016 Paris Agreement was celebrated as a success in getting governments to set emissions targets, but it did not lay out an action plan or enforceable goals. Rather, it depends on the will of future governments to implement the agreement, and the withdrawal of the United States underscores its limitations.

There are significant political challenges involved in implementing various measures (e.g. carbon tax, carbon neutrality) to deal with environmental problems. Market‐based measures, such as cap‐and‐trade systems, have received greater political support, but they have problems associated with their implementation. Alternative energy sources, especially wind and solar, have become increasingly affordable but remain a small percentage of global energy production.

Previous experience in dealing with environmental issues indicates that a global view of the problem is required. Furthermore, environmental damage has been a driving force of societal collapse in the past. It is argued that, unlike in the past, global interconnectedness ensures that damage to nature will no longer be confined to isolated geographical areas.









DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


	In what ways are global environmental problems a result of modernization?

	Outline as many connections as possible among the world's leading environmental problems.

	Examine the influence of various consumption practices on environmental degradation.

	Examine the role of global corporations in causing and alleviating environmental problems.

	Do you think that the world may someday “collapse” because of accelerating environmental problems? Why? Why not?

	In what ways can global flows positively affect the environment?

	Analyze the various global responses to environmental degradation. Develop an argument about why one of those responses is the best way forward.

	Examine the feasibility of sustainable development as a global project.

	Are environmental problems likely to bring the world's nations together or drive them apart?
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CHAPTER 10
Negative Global Flows and Processes: Dangerous Imports, Diseases, Terrorism, War
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When the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria (ISIS) spreads its message around the world to recruit militants in far‐off countries, or when Russian intelligence services hack American computers to shape the democratic process, these are examples of negative globalization. While there are many negative flows that could concern us in this chapter, the discussion will be limited to the global flows associated with dangerous imports, borderless diseases, terrorism, and war.

It is important to first explain how the concept of negative globalization is used here. Some commentators, such as Bauman (2006), go too far with the idea of negative globalization, or at least farther than we are prepared to go. That is, in Bauman's view, our contemporary era “is a wholly negative globalization: unchecked, unsupplemented and uncompensated for by a ‘positive’ counterpart which is still a distant prospect at best, though according to some prognoses already a forlorn chance” (Bauman 2006: 96). While there are certainly many negative aspects, flows, and processes associated with globalization, we would not accept the view that globalization is wholly negative. A discussion of the problems associated with globalization, and of the kind offered in both this chapter and the preceding one, should not blind us to globalization's positive side (e.g. the flow of life‐saving pharmaceuticals or of medical personnel to check the outbreak of a new pandemic, the diffusion of human rights, etc.).

Another key point is that the issue of what is regarded as positive or negative about globalization often depends on one's perspective and position. Thus, while most of us would agree that terrorism is a negative process, those who are involved in it, and support it, disagree. To take another example, many in the United States see neoliberalism as a good thing, but there is no shortage of others (including Bauman and these authors) who see it as creating problems for large parts of the world and therefore as an example of negative globalization. This general orientation applies to the examples of negative globalization discussed throughout this chapter. That is, while many – perhaps most – would agree with this characterization, others would adopt a more positive view toward them.

Finally, it needs to be pointed out that negative globalization involves not merely negative flows and processes, but also structures whose effects at least some would regard as largely, if not totally, negative. Thus, for those (the vast majority of people in the world) who take a negative view of terrorism, the cellular organization of ISIS would be considered a negative structure; if one thinks of neoliberalism as a negative global process, then the structures associated with it (such as the International Monetary Fund [IMF] and the World Bank) will be seen as negative structures. Of course, as was pointed out early in this book, the distinction between structure and process is, in many ways, a false one. Among the many reasons for this argument is that any structure is made up of a series of processes, and those processes are affected by, and affect, a series of larger structures.

It is also worth noting that negative global flows of various kinds lead to global counter‐reactions; to global efforts, both processes and structures, to deal with them. In terms of processes, one example is the development of increasingly sophisticated – often continuous – global surveillance techniques to deal with, among other things, terrorism (Lyons 2004). As to structures, the World Social Forum (WSF) is the broadest example of a structure created to centralize efforts to deal with the negative flows associated with globalization, especially neoliberal globalization.



DANGEROUS IMPORTS

The flow of all sorts of products from every corner of the world has made it near‐impossible to know precisely the true nature of those entering a country. Furthermore, products produced locally contain ingredients from many parts of the world. Take the case of Sara Lee's Soft & Smooth Whole Grain White Bread, which includes the following ingredients (with the nations supplying each in brackets): guar gum (India); calcium propitionate (Netherlands); honey (China, Vietnam, Brazil, Uruguay, India, Canada, Mexico, Argentina); flour enrichments (China); beta‐carotene (Switzerland); vitamin D3 (China); wheat gluten (France, Poland, Russia, Netherlands, Australia) (Schoenfeld 2007).

The greater the use of global ingredients, the greater the difficulty in ensuring that no contaminants find their way into a finished product. Further, it is hard to know the source of such contaminants when finished products include numerous ingredients from many different locales. Thus, if, for example, Sara Lee's bread were to make people sick, there would be many potential ingredients and locales from which the contamination might have arisen. Furthermore, many of the ingredients come from nations whose food safety standards are not likely to equal those of nations in the North. Consumers are helpless, since food labels are silent on where such ingredients come from (although there is some labeling on the country of origin of fruits and meat in the United States, some European countries, and elsewhere). Here we have both a global value chain involving the ingredients in various foods and the possibility, because the chain is so long and diverse, of the spread of contaminants associated with at least some of them.

Globalization has led to an increase in imports of all kinds, including those that are dangerous to a nation and its citizens. This issue has gained much notoriety lately in the case of Chinese imports, especially into the United States and Europe. As the quantity and diversity of products imported from China by wealthy nations (with tighter regulations) has exploded in the past two decades, and then exploded again, outcries over problems associated with them have increased proportionately (Ioan et al. 2014). For example, the United States imports 70% of its apple juice, 43% of its processed mushrooms, and 22% of its frozen spinach from China; overall US food imports from China increased from 453.6 million pounds in 1990 to 3867.3 million pounds in 2010 (Food and Water Watch 2011). However, food production in China has weak regulations and enforcement, and outcries over problems associated with these products have also increased over the same period (Assmann 2013). Some severe scandals have included an industrial chemical, melamine, that was added to pet food (4000 pets died from ingesting it), milk, candy, hot cocoa, and infant formula; industrial pollution spilling into waterways used to irrigate crops; the illegal use of antibiotics in honey; and the use of illegal veterinary drugs in hogs and other livestock.

It is important to remember that many other countries besides China have also been, and still are, involved in the global exportation of dangerous products. For example, American companies have exported pharmaceuticals that have been banned in the United States to other countries. Many Western countries, especially the United States, send their decommissioned ships to South Asia to be dismantled. This involves hard, dirty, polluting, and highly dangerous work. The Swiss company Nestlé has been found guilty of aggressively exporting baby formula to the South, especially Africa, even though it has adverse effects on infants. Among other things, the water needed to mix the formula can often be contaminated, and the formula is designed to replace nutritious breast milk.



BORDERLESS DISEASES

While borderless diseases have become much more common and have spread more rapidly in recent years (Zhou and Coleman 2016), they are not a new phenomenon. Diseases such as plague, malaria, tuberculosis (TB), and sexually transmitted infections (STIs) of various types have long been global in their reach. A specific example of an STI is syphilis, which has recently spread throughout a number of less developed countries. Its roots are probably to be found in Europe, and it was spread by European colonialism and military exploits. In fact, for many, the disease was closely associated with French soldiers, and it came to be known in some parts of the world as the “French Disease.”

Then there is the increasing prevalence of other borderless diseases, many of them relatively new, such as severe acute respiratory syndrome (SARS), bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE) (or “mad cow disease,” a disease often found in cattle that can cause a brain disease, Creutzfeldt–Jakob disease, in humans – outbreaks of BSE in cattle [e.g. in the United Kingdom] have led to periodic halts in the exportation of beef [Ong 2007]), Ebola virus, Chikungunya virus, and HIV/AIDS. The nature of these diseases and their spread, either in fact (HIV/AIDS [Whiteside 2016]) or merely as a frightening possibility (avian flu), tells us a great deal about the reality of globalization in the twenty‐first century. For example, the chikungunya virus has long been common in parts of Africa and Southeast Asia, but not until 2013 did cases appear in the Western Hemisphere. They first occurred in the Caribbean Islands and quickly spread from there. The pathogens that cause these diseases can flow readily around the globe, and it is very difficult, if not impossible, to erect barriers to them.


HIV/AIDS

HIV/AIDS spreads in various ways (e.g. blood transfusions), but its spread through sexual human contact (as an STI) is especially relevant in the context of this book (Whiteside 2016). The globalization of the disease is a result of the increasingly heightened flow of people throughout much of the world. Unlike the other diseases to be discussed in this section, HIV/AIDS cannot be contracted through casual contact with those who have it. Thus, passengers on an international flight will not contract AIDS simply because they sit next to someone with the disease.

The spread of AIDS is closely linked with globalization, especially the increased global mobility associated with tourism (including, and perhaps especially, sex tourism), the greater migration rates of workers, increases in both authorized and unauthorized immigration, much greater rates of commercial and business travel, the movements (sometimes on a mass basis) of refugees, military interventions and the movement of military personnel, and so on.

More and more people, especially in the South, are contracting HIV/AIDS – in 2016, there were 36.7 million people living with AIDS globally (UNAIDS 2017). It is initially largely symptomless. People who contract the disease can travel great distances over a period of years without knowing they have it, and they therefore have the ability to transmit it to many others in a number of widely scattered locales. When those with HIV/AIDS have unprotected sexual contact with people in other countries, they are likely to transmit it to at least some of them. Similarly, those without the disease can travel to nations where HIV/AIDS is prevalent, contract it, and then bring it back to their home country. In either case, the disease moves from region to region, country to country, and ultimately globally, carried by human vectors. In Africa, one well‐known way in which the disease has spread is through truck drivers travelling from country to country, and visiting areas that were previously disease‐free.

In fact, no area of the world has been more devastated by AIDS than Africa, where more than 52% of infected people live. The disease, as well as the many burdens associated with it, is having an adverse effect on all aspects of social and economic life throughout the continent. Some even predict the failure of at least some African states and their complete economic collapse as a result of the spread of AIDS. The economies of many African nations have already contracted as average life expectancy has declined and it has become harder to find healthy adults to perform basic work‐related tasks.

The prevalence of AIDS in Africa is just one example of the greater vulnerability of the world's have‐nots to many borderless diseases. This is not just a question of economic marginality, but also of social and political marginality. Compounding the problem is the fact that it is precisely this most vulnerable population that is least likely to have access to the high‐quality healthcare and very expensive drugs that can slow the disease for years, or even decades. Nonetheless, treatments have increased in Africa, slowing the rate of new infections (UNAIDS 2017).



Ebola Virus

Ebola haemorrhagic fever is a viral disease that was first identified in Sudan and Zaire (now the Democratic Republic of the Congo) in 1976. Other outbreaks have occurred in the intervening years, including in southern Sudan in 2004, the Congo in 2007, Uganda in 2012, and West Africa in 2014–2016. The disease is highly virulent, killing between 50 and 90% of those who contract it. It is not spread by casual contact, but rather through direct contact with the blood, body fluids, and tissues of those who are infected. It can also occur through the handling of chimpanzees that have the disease or that have died from it. Thus far, the spread of the disease has been highly limited. This is at least in part a result of global responses to any reported outbreak. Health officials rush to the affected area and seek to contain it by ministering to the sick and restricting contact with the outside world.



Tropical Diseases in Europe

The increase in tropical diseases in Europe indicates not only the importance of borderless diseases, but also that the impact of such diseases is not restricted to the South. This is related to another global problem: global warming (see Chapter 9). One of the consequences of global warming is the increased ability of disease‐bearing vectors (e.g. mosquitoes) from hot tropical areas to survive in areas (like Europe) they were previously barred from. According to a World Health Organization (WHO) official:


This is the first case of an epidemic of a tropical disease in a developed, European country … Climate change creates conditions that make it easier for this mosquito to survive and it opens the door to diseases that didn't exist here previously. This is a real issue. Now, today. It is not something a crazy environmentalist is warning about.

(Quoted in Rosenthal 2007: 21)



For example, tiger mosquitoes arrived in Italy from Albania about a decade ago, in shipments of tires. Since then, they have spread throughout southern Europe and even into Switzerland and France. These mosquitoes spread a tropical disease, chikungunya (a relative of dengue fever usually found in the Indian Ocean area), by drinking the blood of an infected person and passing it on to those they subsequently bite. The chikungunya virus was found in France in 2010 and Spain in 2015 (Hotez 2016). In 2012–2013, there was an outbreak of Dengue fever, which had not been reported in Europe for several decades, in Madeira (off the Atlantic coast, near Portugal). The West Nile Virus has appeared recently in Bulgaria, Hungary, and Romania.

In addition to global warming, political and economic turmoil will continue driving migration from poorer countries in Africa, further increasing the spread of these viruses.




TERRORISM

One of the most debated forms of negative globalization is terrorism. It often intersects with other forms, as in the case of Hezbollah's (a militant Shiite group in Lebanon) involvement in drug trafficking (Hernández 2013). Hezbollah has begun doing business with Los Zetas, recently considered one of the strongest (and most brutal) Mexican drug cartels; their partnership represents the “convergence between transnational drug trafficking and international terrorism” (Hernández 2013: 47). Drug trafficking and terrorism are global in character and have been aided by various aspects of globalization. For example, both the operations of terrorist groups like al‐Qaeda, Hezbollah, and ISIS and the global distribution of narcotics utilize modern means of global transportation and communication. Further, the blurring of such criminal enterprises with licit activity was made clear when the US Treasury shut down the Lebanese Canadian Bank for its involvement with money laundering. And the global mass media fan interest in, even hysteria about, these and other problems.

Objectively, terrorism can be defined as actions that cause “deaths, serious bodily injuries, and serious damage to public or private property, places, facilities, or other systems” and that are aimed at intimidating citizens, governments, or international organizations (Rehman 2007: 1137); both terrorist attacks and fatal attacks have increased sharply since the mid‐2000's (LaFree and Dugan 2016). However, “terrorism” tends to be a label that those who are in power seek to impose on those who are not. Thus, the United States (and many other nation‐states) labels al‐Qaeda a terrorist organization but resists the label itself, even though it has engaged in actions (“state terrorism”) that have at least some similarities with those of al‐Qaeda (e.g. missile strikes from unmanned drones in Afghanistan and Pakistan that kill innocent citizens). Similarly, Israel labels Hamas and Hezbollah as terrorist organizations but refuses the label for itself despite destroying much infrastructure and killing many people in Lebanon who have little or nothing to do with the war effort there. Furthermore, a recent study found that governments are more likely to label organizations as “terrorist” if they have a different ideology than themselves (Beck and Miner 2013). In other words, governments do not identify a group as terrorist simply because it targets citizens and threatens national security, but rather because it exhibits different values and beliefs about the world than the government's own.

A key distinction is between “terrorism from above” and “terrorism from below” (Martin 2017). Both forms involve violence against non‐military targets and citizens, but the latter is undertaken by stateless organizations or “dissidents” (such as al‐Qaeda) while the former is undertaken by nation‐states (such as Israel). However, as the only terrorist organization with its own state territory, ISIS is starting to blur this distinction. Both forms are increasingly global, as witnessed by al‐Qaeda's 9/11 attacks on the United States and by US missile and bombing attacks on non‐military targets in Iraq at the beginning of the war there in 2003 (the initial US attack was labeled “shock and awe” because it was designed to intimidate both the Iraqi government and its citizens). And both forms are political, in that al‐Qaeda was attacking, at least in part, the American government and its policies, while the United States was seeking, and achieved, “regime change” in Iraq.

Terrorism, even international terrorism, is certainly not new, but there does seem to be something different about its most recent manifestations. First, the types of organization that practice terrorism beyond domestic boundaries have changed (Martin 2017). From the 1960s until the early 1980s, the primary groups engaging in terrorism across state borders were leftist “solidarity” groups. For example, Western European groups attacked important symbols in solidarity with marginalized groups in other countries. In the United States, the radical leftist Weather Underground directed its bombings and arson in support of the Viet Cong during the Vietnam War. Few leftist terror groups remain today, and those that do (the Shining Path in Peru) do not typically practice international terrorism. While there are exceptions (e.g. ethnic‐based groups such as Hamas), the main type of organization practicing international terrorism today is religious extremists, such as al‐Qaeda and ISIS.

A second important change in terrorism is in terms of its global aspirations and reach. Traditional militant Islamic groups (e.g. Hamas) focused on capturing state power and revolutionizing national societies via the state (McDonald 2012). Even if nationalist groups, such as Hezbollah, engaged in terrorism in nearby countries, it was in the service of nationalist projects (Barnard 2013). In fact, al‐Qaeda has actually criticized Hamas' leaders for their focus on national issues. Al‐Qaeda's leaders only care about local/national conflicts to the degree that they are manifestations of a global struggle (however, ISIS still values physical territory). Both al‐Qaeda and ISIS have set up local affiliates in regions around the world, in an effort to spread their global ideology. Certainly, earlier terrorist organizations had global aspirations and reach. For example, the Jewish terrorist group Irgun sought to bring its grievances to the attention of a global audience. However, while al‐Qaeda (and, increasingly, ISIS) achieved its status as today's paradigmatic terrorist organization through its attacks on American and Western interests in various places throughout the world, Irgun restricted itself to actions in and around the future territory of Israel (most famously, the 1946 bombing of the King David Hotel in Jerusalem, which killed and injured a number of British soldiers, officials, and citizens).

Thus, while earlier terrorist groups operated, largely because they had little choice, in and around their home territory, today's groups are much freer to launch, and much more interested in launching, attacks far from home (indeed, they may not have a “home” in a conventional sense). Furthermore, their attacks often take place in global cities (New York, Washington, London, Paris) and are at least sometimes aimed at highly symbolic, even iconic, targets (the World Trade Center, the London Underground, the Louvre) that (if the attack is successful) will guarantee great media attention throughout the world.

Another distinguishing characteristic of today's terrorist groups is their greatly enhanced ability to get their message across, often almost instantaneously, to a global audience (Rudner 2017). Certainly, earlier groups sought to do this, but they had far fewer means at their disposal. They could, by their actions, garner headlines around the world (e.g. the King David Hotel bombing), but they had little or no control over the message that was communicated – that was dictated by the international media. While today's terrorist groups welcome the attention of the global media, they also have more direct means of getting their message out to large numbers of people, framed in precisely the way that they want. Thus, al‐Qaeda wages “electronic jihad” by using self‐produced videos that are broadcast via major media outlets and posted on their websites to communicate directly with a global audience. The Zapatistas in Mexico are known for their use of the Internet to get their message across. Pro al‐Qaeda and Zapatista bloggers also communicate their messages over the Internet, increasingly via Facebook, YouTube, and Twitter (Rudner 2017). Thus, the more modern terrorist groups are distinguished by their increasingly sophisticated use of global communication channels unavailable to earlier organizations, as well as their ability to completely control the content of their messages.

There are several other characteristics of the new global age that aid today's terrorists. First, global transportation systems make it easier for individuals to move around the world in order to plan and carry out terrorist acts (this was abundantly clear in the actions and activities of the terrorists both prior to and during the 9/11 attacks). Second, more porous national borders, and the growing inability of nations to control them, also make it easier for terrorists to move about relatively freely (although greater vigilance in the United States and elsewhere appears to have thwarted further terrorist attacks, at least as of this writing). Third, the reactions against globalization have produced and solidified broad political alliances that are ready audiences for the ideas and actions of terrorist groups. For example, there are at least some in much of the Islamic world who are sympathetic to, or at least tolerant of, the ideas and actions of al‐Qaeda as a result of global actions, real and perceived, taken against them by the West, especially the United States. An even larger audience for ISIS, as well as the Zapatistas, is the millions, if not billions, of people throughout the world who feel that they have been left out of or disadvantaged by globalization. Finally, earlier forms of terrorism, especially during the heyday of the Soviet Union and its efforts to expand globally, tended to be more narrowly ideological (e.g. socialism, communism). Today's terrorism is based on broader appeals to ethnicity and/or a wider set of grievances against the process of globalization.

The weapons at the disposal of recent terrorist organizations are also a reflection and a part of the global age. The most obvious example is al‐Qaeda's use of jetliners in the 9/11 attacks. Further, there is the rather ready global flow of weapons. However, the great fear here is the global flow of knowledge about chemical and biological weapons, and especially about nuclear technology, and the ability of terrorist groups to make use of it. A preoccupation in the West is the development and use of a so‐called “dirty” nuclear bomb by al‐Qaeda or ISIS. Such a bomb would not set off a large nuclear explosion, but the radiation from it would cause many deaths and could make large areas of a major city uninhabitable for many years. Given our previous discussion of the ease with which contraband passes through the world's ports, this is a real concern.

The archetypical contemporary terrorist organizations today are al‐Qaeda and ISIS, both of which adopt a violent and transnational strategy. They also share an extreme ideology that “permits their followers to kill those who do not agree with them, even if they are other Muslims. [Both] groups do not tolerate others' views; they disregard opposing, or even minutely differing, beliefs” (Centre on Religion and Geopolitics 2016). These groups are believed to be organized on the basis of largely independent cells spread throughout the world, some of them so‐called “sleeper cells” that have lain dormant and undercover for years. They can be seen as being structured as a global secret “franchise” system (versus McDonald's highly public franchise system). New branches are frequently “cloned,” especially at the moment as a result of American (and NATO) incursions in Iraq and Afghanistan.

However, ISIS' and al‐Qaeda's tactics vary significantly. One of the most important differences is ISIS' brutal strategy of targeting massed civilians, as compared to al‐Qaeda's strategy of gaining popular support (an attempt to win “hearts and minds”) while targeting security personnel. ISIS also favors the use of brutal propaganda (e.g. videos of beheadings) to recruit followers. Recent data on some affiliates show high percentages of civilian deaths for ISIS targets in Afghanistan (100%), Bangladesh (92%), and Egypt (65%). In contrast, “all victims of attacks by al‐Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb (AQIM) and al‐Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula (AQAP) were security forces personnel. For Ansar Dine, an affiliate operating in the Sahel [a region in northern Africa], security forces accounted for 96 per cent of its victims” (Centre on Religion and Geopolitics 2016). Al‐Qaeda has focused more on Western attacks with an emphasis on spectacle, including the infamous 9/11 attacks, which have successfully attracted a new generation of potential leaders (UN Security Council 2018).

ISIS has traditionally focused on gaining territory in Muslim‐dominated countries, including Iraq, Syria, and Libya (Byman 2015), although this is currently changing. With major setbacks in those regions in 2017 (including losing its hold over all the major cities that it had controlled), it is now focusing less on gaining territory, and has shifted to launching external attacks on Western cities such as Manchester, London, and Paris (UN Security Council 2018). According to the United Nations, al‐Qaeda remains “remarkably resilient,” and its “affiliates remain the dominant terror threat in some regions, such as Somalia and Yemen.” While the two groups have generally battled with one another, there are now signs that at least some of their members are willing to cooperate and support one another in carrying out attacks.

Knorr Cetina (2005: 215) has offered considerable insight into global terrorist organizations by considering them as examples of “complex global microstructures” with four basic characteristics. First, they are, as was mentioned in Chapter 1, and consistent with one of the major orientations of this book, light. By this, Knorr Cetina (2005: 215) means:


that mechanisms and structures involved suggest a reversal of the historical trend toward formal, rationalized (bureaucratic organizational) structures … while microstructures are on some level organized or coordinated systems, the coordinating elements involved are not the kind we associate with formal authority, complex hierarchies, rationalized procedure or deep institutional structure.



Instead, they utilize methods of coordination that are more like those people use in face‐to‐face relationships. Even so, they are able to hold together systems and relationships that stretch over great geographic distances.

Second, terrorist microstructures are effective even though they do not employ the rationalized structures, especially heavy bureaucracies, we usually associate with effectiveness in the modern world. They achieve in several ways, including by augmenting and amplifying their effectiveness through the use of such technologies as hijacked airplanes and the media (especially the Internet), by “outsourcing” support functions and keeping them distinct from the internal structure, and by keeping regulations to a minimum in order to maximize adaptability to large developments. They rely on both a cellular structure and linkages built on diaspora (in this case, the Arab diaspora; see Chapter 8).

Third, while terrorist microstructures are networks through which various things (especially people) flow, there is more to them than that, including, in al‐Qaeda's case, its “Islamist religious representations, its family structure and its self‐reproducing mechanism” (Knorr Cetina 2005: 216). Thus, it is not just relational connectivity that holds these microstructures together.

Finally, terrorist microstructures are not only organizationally complex, but also temporally so. The key point here is that organizations increase in complexity when they exist both spatially and temporally (Giddens 1990; Harvey 1989). That is, they not only have a spatial existence (although, by design, it is hard to pin down exactly where al‐Qaeda or ISIS are physically), but they have succeeded in continuing to exist over time (although at least ISIS has been significantly weakened, as already noted), and the combination of the two gives them greater complexity. It is the global stream of developments over time stemming from al‐Qaeda and ISIS (e.g. terrorist attacks, threats via the media, etc.) that has made them more successful than terrorist groups that are more locked into a given local or national context and which have failed to maintain an existence over time. Also important in holding the widely dispersed members of al‐Qaeda together from a temporal point of view is a close linkage between the situation the group faces at the moment and the past as it exists in its “collective memory” (Halbwachs 1992). Al‐Qaeda and ISIS are also held together by a belief in a future desired state such as a successful jihad or achievement of personal paradise. These perspectives and beliefs help to account for their patience and persistence and the long‐term planning that must go into some of their terrorist activities.

More threatening than this unusual network is the transformation of terrorist extremism into more of an ideology (e.g. “Qaedaism”) than a cellular organization of people (McDonald 2012). What is ominous about this, at least from the point of view of the West (or promising, from the perspective of al‐Qaeda), is that ideas flow around the world far more easily than people and it is nearly impossible to set up effective barriers to them. If large numbers of people can be converted to Qaedaism simply by the dissemination and power of its ideas, then it has great possibilities to expand and become an even more important global force in the future.

Of course, the fact that contemporary terrorism is much more globalized means that the efforts to respond to and deal with it must also be increasingly global. Hence, the United States has undertaken steps around the world to combat terrorism, both on its own and in conjunction with other nation‐states. This includes both overt American actions in Iraq, Afghanistan, and Syria and covert actions elsewhere. In addition, under President Trump, the United States has attempted to ban immigrants from six mostly Muslim countries (Iran, Libya, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, and Yemen) with the purpose of stemming the tide of terrorism. However, critics have noted that domestic terrorism is a greater threat to the United States and that discriminatory bans aimed at Muslims could actually fuel extremist recruitment, thus worsening the threat of international terrorism. Furthermore, the US Supreme Court has rejected the ban and upheld its decision after an appeal from the White House.

There have also been more multilateral efforts to cope with terrorism, such as internationally binding agreements on preventing and dealing with offenses on airplanes, the hijacking of airplanes, and airport violence. There have been agreements to deal with terrorism at sea, hostage‐taking, and nuclear terrorism. There have also been a number of more regional agreements on terrorism, and European nations have significantly increased their anti‐terrorism budgets (Alderman 2016). However, there is as yet no comprehensive universal treaty that deals with all forms and aspects of terrorism (Rehman 2007).

The recent international efforts against terrorism have, at least to a degree, showed some success in fighting it, especially against ISIS. From 2014 to 2016, ISIS lost 22% of its territory in Syria and Iraq (Strack 2016), and major losses continued throughout 2017; as of this writing, it has control of only a small enclave in the desert. With this, ISIS has lost a significant recruitment pool, and the states in the region report a decrease in the quality of its propaganda. The UN Security Council (2018) reports that these struggles “and increased control measures by Member States had positive effects on the overall flow of new foreign terrorist fighters, which has nearly come to a halt globally.”

Both terrorism and the reactions against it raise issues of human rights, which involve “entitlements of individuals to life, security, and well‐being” (Turner 2007: 591). Clearly, by their actions, terrorists deprive people of their human rights – in some cases, their lives. However, it has been complained that state actions against terrorism, especially the US “War on Terror,” are also violating people's human rights in various ways, including through religious discrimination (via attempted travel bans against those from predominantly Muslim countries), the incarceration without due process of many suspected terrorists in camps like Guantanamo Bay, the use of torture (e.g. “waterboarding”) in an effort to extract confessions from accused terrorists, and the use of drones for “targeted killings” of people without trial (i.e. extrajudicial killings).

There is, for example, the case of Nabil Hadjarab, an Algerian who grew up in France and who was held in Guantanamo Bay for 11 years without ever being charged with a crime. Hadjarab was living in an Algerian guesthouse in Kabul, Afghanistan in 2001. After 9/11, the US government began offering cash payments to anyone who could provide it with suspicious Arabs, and Hadjarab was sold for $5000. In January 2002, he was held in a makeshift prison at Bagram Air Base in Afghanistan:


As one of the first prisoners, there were no walls, only razor‐wire cages. In the bitter cold, Nabil was forced to sleep on concrete floors without cover. Food and water were scarce. To and from his frequent interrogations, Nabil was beaten by United States soldiers and dragged up and down concrete stairs. Other prisoners died.

(Grisham 2013)





The United States had no hard evidence linking Hadjarab to al‐Qaeda, the Taliban, or any criminal activity. Nonetheless, he was eventually transferred to Guantanamo Bay in February 2002. There, he experienced “sleep deprivation, sensory deprivation, temperature extremes, prolonged isolation, lack of access to sunlight, almost no recreation and limited medical care,” and was not permitted any family visitors for the whole of his 11‐year incarceration. In 2007, a review board assembled by the Bush administration recommended his release, but no release was given. In 2009, another review board under Obama recommended his transfer, but no transfer was given. When he went on a hunger strike in 2013, he was force‐fed through a tube. Hadjarab was never charged with a crime. Finally, in 2013, he was transferred to Algeria, despite the fact that his family was living in France.

More generally, there is the danger that terrorism leads nation‐states to reactions that threaten their very legitimacy. For example, the United States has jeopardized not only its own objective in the War on Terror (which is not a “true” war), but its overall legitimacy by, for example, “its lawless behavior at its penal colonies” (e.g. Guantanamo Bay) (Bobbitt 2008: 17). There is also the danger, perhaps already the reality, that nation‐states might employ tactics “that are indistinguishable from those of terrorists” (Bobbitt 2008: 45). As a result, at least in part, of such behavior, the US government has weakened its ability to convince American (and, especially, global) public opinion of the justness of its cause, and this in turn has adversely affected its ability to pursue legal objectives.



WAR

In spite of its great importance, war has not received a great deal of attention in globalization studies (Barkawi 2004). It clearly deserves more, and not only because of its great social and political importance; it is also a realm that well illustrates the basic ideas about globalization that orient this book. While it seems like a dysfunctional way to make such linkages, there is a long line of work in the social sciences that analyzes the functions of social conflict (Coser 1956; Simmel 1908/1955), including warfare.

For much of human history – until recently – nations have usually been engaged in war in some capacity, whether it be preparing for war, in the midst of war, or recovering from a war's aftermath (Nester 2010). States most commonly used violence, or the threat of it, against other states. These international geopolitical conflicts have become less prevalent in the contemporary era as nations have experienced longer periods of peace. So one thing that is new about war during this period of globalization is that it is more often “instigated by rogue states, militant ideologies, transnational terrorist groups, revolutionary movements, voracious, ruthless economic interests, and environmental collapse” (Nester 2010: 2). Few contemporary wars involve the world's wealthy countries, but when they do, it is usually a rich country attacking a poorer one (e.g. the United States attacking North Korea, North Vietnam, or Afghanistan [Atwood 2010]). They are increasingly targeted toward ISIS and other terrorist organizations and rogue states (e.g. the threat of war against North Korea). The prospect of environmental catastrophes brought on by global climate change (see Chapter 9) will likely be an increasingly important motivation for war going into the future.

Experts are now distinguishing between “new” and “old” wars (Kaldor 2013). The “old” wars between nation states, which battle by inflicting as much damage on one another as possible, are now being replaced by a form of mass violence that includes a mixture of war, organized crime, and wide‐scale human rights violations. The actors in the “new” wars fight “on the basis of seemingly traditional identities – nation, tribe, religion” – but become entangled in war through new global processes (Kaldor 2013: 71). In the context of globalization, which purports to link all social and cultural groups in a universalizing process, these identities get mobilized as a response to their exclusion (e.g. from economic integration) or rejection of these processes. Consider the violence waged by ISIS or al‐Qaeda against the West. In their global struggle, these organizations emphasize the need for a militant ideology, based on a specific interpretation of Islam, and to reject the continued global spread of American or Western values. The newness is not the fact that their religion serves as a call to arms but that this happens in the context of a globalizing ideological force, and that the response must be globally and not nationally focused.

Another dimension of the new wars is that they are fought using the weapons, networks, and other resources of transnational criminal groups, which profit from them. These groups range from private contractors for government militaries (e.g. the infamous Blackwater group hired by the US military to fight in Iraq) to networks dealing in the illegal arms trade. Through many of these emerging networks, both public and private actors systematically commit human rights abuses that are ignored or even endorsed by the state on whose behalf they fight. In new wars, organizations tend to enlist a broader network of actors to fight on their behalf. This might involve, for example, global actors (e.g. the United States, the European Union, or ISIS) enlisting local organizations (local rebel groups) to carry out their fighting in pursuit of mutual interests. Again, this is very different from the military of one nation actively fighting the military of another nation through traditional means of warfare.

Even seemingly local wars are shaped by globalization in profound ways. This can be seen in all of the types of processes we have associated with globalization. The numerous relations that exist among the different regions of the world mean that a war in one is likely to involve various others. For example, the 1991 invasion of Kuwait by Iraq led to a coalition of armed forces led by the United States pushing the Iraqi army back across its borders and liberating Kuwait from its occupation. Many of the countries in the military coalition were involved in relations with Kuwait because it is a major oil‐producer. The Iraqi invasion was seen by them as a threat to their relations not only with Kuwait, but with all the oil‐producing nations in the region. This, of course, is intimately related to the global flow of oil. The developed nations, and almost all less developed nations, are highly dependent on a steady flow of oil. The invasion of Iraq in 1991 demonstrated once again that many nations, especially the United States (which was most dependent on that oil at the time), are willing to go to war to keep it flowing. Flows of arms and material, to say nothing of troops, were also necessary to conduct the war.

People are involved in various networks, and some of those networks (e.g. among those involved in the oil business) were disrupted by the invasion of Kuwait. Furthermore, existing networks were revived and new ones created in order to mount opposition to the Iraqi invasion. Propaganda networks around the world were fired up and intelligence and military networks were created or revived in order to make the subsequent invasion of Iraq possible.

What all of this demonstrates is that more and more social structures and social institutions are interconnected on a global basis (Nester 2010). Various governments and government agencies needed to be interconnected in order to mount the invasion of Iraq. And that invasion reverberated throughout various social institutions in many of the world's nation‐states. For example, it became the focal concern of the global media. Even families in many parts of the world were affected as sons and daughters, fathers and mothers went off to war.

Overall, is it possible to determine whether globalization makes war less or more likely? There are those who argue that the increasing economic bonds that accompany globalization are likely to mean a reduction in the occurrence of war (Friedman 2005; Schneider 2007). That is, nation‐states are unlikely to sacrifice valuable economic relationships by going to war with one another. On the other hand, the economic gains of war may seem so great that nations will be willing to engage in warfare, no matter what the consequences for their relationships with other nation‐states. Then there is the huge global market for, and flow of, weapons of all sorts, new and used. Such a huge market serves to make such weapons increasingly inexpensive, and they can be acquired easily and quickly. Overall, “one in every twenty dollars spent worldwide feeds the military” (Nester 2010: 58).

Another factor making war more likely in the age of globalization is time and space compression, which makes it easier to engage in warfare with other countries. Militaries can be mobilized rapidly (the Israeli military is a model in this regard) and moved across great distances quickly and easily (as in the case of the coalition of military forces involved in the First Gulf War). Furthermore, new global technologies make it possible to wage wars thousands of miles away without being physically present. An example is the employment in Pakistan and Yemen of drones equipped with missiles that are controlled remotely by military technicians in the United States using computers and video monitors.

At the same time, steps have been taken in the global community to limit the likelihood of war (Nester 2010). The mere fact that countries have become interdependent has made them acknowledge common interests and develop common rules around mutually destructive violence. Two of the most important attempts in this process were the League of Nations and, later, the United Nations. It should come as no surprise that wars recently have been brought about by organizations not involved in these global communities (e.g. terrorist organizations, rogue states). Overall, the best we can do is to say that globalization has an ambiguous relationship with the likelihood of international warfare.

What we can say unambiguously is that in various ways, globalization is changing – and will continue to change – the nature of warfare. To take one example, the decline of the nation‐state and the increasing importance of stateless societies are causing the United States to rethink its basic doctrines concerning warfare. Instead of traditional combat operations such as major armies facing off against one another, some within the American military are arguing for the need to engage in long‐lasting stability operations. In fact, that is what the US military is doing in the War on Terror. With the increasing number of fragile, weak, or even stateless societies, the view is emerging that a major task for the military in the future will be nation‐building rather than war‐making (Scott Tyson 2008).


Global Military Structures

Many international military organizations and alliances have been formed over the centuries, but the most important and most global, at least until the end of the Cold War, was the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). NATO was formed in 1949 as a reaction against the growing threat of the Soviet Union and its allies (Whitefield 2012). In response, the latter formed the Warsaw Pact in 1955. While the Warsaw Pact lasted only until 1991, NATO continues to exist today. It currently includes 29 nations, mostly in Western Europe, but also Canada and the United States. (NATO has been dominated by the United States since its inception.) A number of former Soviet‐bloc nations (e.g. Latvia) and others (e.g. Montenegro) have joined in recent years.

NATO currently has 18 000 military personnel engaged in several missions around the world. The largest NATO force (13 000 personnel) is stationed in Afghanistan, where it oversees a “non‐combat mission which provides training, advice and assistance to Afghan security forces and institutions.” NATO has had forces in Kosovo since 1999, when it intervened in the Kosovo War and attempted to end the humanitarian crisis there. It also operates counter‐terrorism efforts in the Mediterranean and supports the African Union in peacekeeping missions on the African continent.

While some analysts have questioned the future of NATO (Parenti and Adda 2017), it maintains an important role in geopolitics. As of this writing, “the greatest question facing NATO is what to do with Syrian president Bashar al‐Assad, believed to be responsible for a deadly chemical attack on Syria … and Russia, which has resisted any international intervention in Syria” (Watson 2017). Furthermore, while President Trump initially was highly critical of US involvement in NATO (the United States pays 22.1% of the NATO budget and dominates its decision‐making), he has since been supportive of the organization. As of this writing, however, Trump is threatening tariffs against NATO allies unless they begin contributing more military spending to the NATO budget.



Drones and Other Technology

One of the things that makes war today increasingly likely to be global is the existence of advanced information and communications technologies (ICTs) such as computers and advanced weaponry. Of course, it is the developed countries, especially the United States, that are most likely to be able to afford, to have access to, and to use these technologies. But even the least developed countries are impacted by them, if only in the sense that they are likely to be used against them. Thus, the United States uses its satellites to keep track of developments in some of the world's least developed countries (Afghanistan, Somalia) and to guide the use of military technology (e.g. drones) there.

Drones are easily the most rapidly growing and most controversial military technology in use today (Bergen and Rothenberg 2016; Hall and Coyne 2013). Also known as unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), drones are controlled remotely and are used for military purposes in surveillance and combat (although their non‐military uses are rapidly expanding as well). The first known armed drone attack was carried out by the United States in Afghanistan in 2001, after it had declared its War on Terror (Bergen and Rowland 2016). At the time, the US military had only 50 military drones, but by 2014, it had amassed approximately 1500 aircraft‐sized drones and 8000 smaller ones. In its War on Terror, drones were especially focused on suspected al‐Qaeda targets in Pakistan and Yemen, but today they are increasingly targeting ISIS assets as well.

American officials report that the advantages of drones include their accuracy and the reduced risk they provide to its military personnel, making them more effective in warfare. But critics, including Ben Emmerson, the UN special rapporteur on counter‐terrorism and human rights, note that many civilian casualties have resulted from seemingly “accurate” drone strikes. For example, the first known drone strike in Yemen authorized by President Obama resulted in the deaths of 14 women and 21 children (Mothana 2012). While the Obama administration defended its drone usage, it was concerned about the bad public image that civilian deaths caused. As a result, the administration redefined a “militant” as any male of military age, which allowed it to count fewer civilians in death tolls from its drone strikes. Critics note that innocent deaths from drone strikes are likely to help terror organizations to recruit participants and perpetuate war (Boyle 2013). Indeed, in Pakistan, thousands of citizens protested American drone strikes and vowed to disrupt NATO efforts there to thwart future attacks (Masood and Mehsud 2013). One study found that drone strikes have no impact on al‐Qaeda's ability to produce propaganda, suggesting that they have little effect on disrupting its organizational capacity (Smith and Walsh 2013).

Not only do drones lead to civilian deaths, but they can create an emotional disengagement from the reality of war, desensitizing their pilots and others from the death and destruction that war entails. Drone pilots sit behind computer screens, as if playing a video game, but unleash real weapons and violence on their military targets, and on civilians who happen to be nearby. It is important to remember that technologies do not act of their own accord. People and social organizations are needed to bring them into existence, to decide how they are to be used, and actually to use them in that way.

While the United States maintains the most powerful arsenal of military drones, drone technology is rapidly proliferating around the world (Bergen and Rowland 2016). Israel is actually the world's largest exporter of drones, with clients such as Mexico, Russia, and Nigeria. A US firm, General Atomics, has sold its unarmed Predator drones to Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Morocco, and the United Arab Emirates (although the US government prevented drones from being sold to Turkey). European powers including “Sweden, Greece, Switzerland, Spain, Italy, and France are working on a joint project through state‐owned aeronautical companies and are in the final stages of an advanced armed drone prototype” (Bergen and Rowland 2016: 301). Many more governments are acquiring drone technology as well – and so too are non‐state actors. Insurgent groups such as Hezbollah have begun acquiring drones, and with the wealth of drug cartels behind them, it is only a matter of time before they incorporate them into their arsenal. As other nations and terrorist networks continue to develop their military technologies, drones will be an increasingly important global dimension of war.



Information War, Trolls, and Fakes News

The new, advanced technologies have made possible both traditional warfare and the more recent “information war” or “iWar” (Pötzsch 2015). In addition to the use of advanced weaponry, many other aspects of contemporary warfare, such as surveillance (by satellites, drones, algorithms on social media, etc.) and the targeting of information (and misinformation) to control public opinion, are becoming more central to how wars are waged.

We are moving from a world dominated by heavy “industrial war” (e.g. that waged during WW II) to one dominated by light “information war.” Industrial war generally involved sovereign nation‐states, and the homeland deeply supported it; it was fought over territory; it involved the mobilization of a large portion of the population and led to mass casualties; it was largely symmetrical, in that massed armies confronted one another; it witnessed the media harnessed in support of the war effort; and it provided the media with only a very limited view of what was taking place on the battlefield.

In contrast, information war involves information permeating all aspects of war. It incorporates all sorts of new technologies (digital soldiers, drones, computer‐driven weapons, bots, fake news articles, viruses, hacked Twitter feeds, etc.); it involves relatively small numbers of troops (many of whom are better thought of as “knowledge warriors”); it is less oriented to gaining territory; and it involves only a small portion of the population, although masses of people are its target.







Information war: The increasing use of information, misinformation, and information technology in conducting warfare.






Some strategies of information warfare are fairly straightforward. For example, militaries issue news releases, hold press conferences, and employ public relations officers to give reporters, and the global public, the information and perspective they desire. They also seek to control what the reporters get to see. For example, in the war in Iraq, only a select few reporters were allowed by the US military to be “embedded” with its troops (i.e. the “heavy” part of the war effort); these therefore were the only ones who had direct knowledge of frontline battles, and of course even their view of those battles was restricted, and what they saw was limited to a small number of encounters. On the other hand, blogs and social media have enabled a deeper democratization of media communication, with the result that many more voices are heard by, and perspectives available to, global consumers of information than ever before. Thus, early in the assault on Iraq in 2003, the so‐called “Baghdad Blogger” was disseminating information from the scene that was at times at odds with the views from the mass media outlets.

The increasing sophistication of information war is exemplified by Russia's recent use of hacking, fake accounts, bots, trolls, and misinformation in the build‐up to the 2016 US presidential election. While the details are still being investigated as of this writing, the US intelligence community and US Special Counsel Robert Mueller have argued that Russia deliberately interfered in the election. According to reports, hackers gained access to 20 000 Democratic emails and leaked them to the general public in order to paint Democratic candidate Hillary Clinton in a bad light. Through these documents, as well as a variety of fake news stories (e.g. a false story claiming that Clinton and her staffers were involved in a pedophile ring in the basement of a Washington, DC pizza restaurant went viral), an army of trolls attempted to build support for Donald Trump. In fact, researchers found “nearly 20% of political tweets in 2016 between Sept. 16 and Oct. 21 [shortly before the US election] were generated by bots of unknown origin,” although they are still attempting to determine how many came from Russia (Calabresi 2017). Recent indictments further reveal that Russian trolls, through the Internet Research Agency, went to great lengths to create fake social media profiles and “sow discord” among voters in order to shift support toward Trump (Vogel 2018). It is impossible to know how much these actions actually influenced voters or the election, but the evidence suggests the goals were clear.

The sophistication of Russia's information war against the United States has only escalated following the election. Moving beyond simple email hacks to gain information, Russian operatives began targeting Twitter accounts at the Defense Department in order to shape public perception and attitudes (Calabresi 2017). In early 2017, the FBI and CIA learned that Russian hackers had sent custom‐tailored messages to the Twitter feeds of 10 000 Defense Department employees. Reports show that “depending on the interests of the targets, the messages offered links to stories on recent sporting events or the Oscars, which had taken place the previous weekend. When clicked, the links took users to a Russian‐controlled server that downloaded a program allowing Moscow's hackers to take control of the victim's phone or computer – and Twitter account” (Calabresi 2017). With control over such a large number of government Twitter accounts, the hackers have the potential to send out misinformation, corroborated by multiple sources, to increase confusion or shape public opinion.

Rand Waltzman of the Rand Corporation, which managed a Pentagon research program to evaluate how social media can be used for propaganda purposes, argued: “Using these technologies, it is possible to undermine democratic government, and it's becoming easier every day” (Calabresi 2017). Through sophisticated algorithms, hackers identify which reporters, Congressional staffers, or government officials are susceptible to influence, and use information and misinformation to attempt to alter their behavior. They use other algorithms to group people into different categories and identify the subtle ways that comments or messages can alter their attitudes and so shape public perceptions. With access to this information, they can enlist humans or bots to attempt to influence what people think about a political issue, candidate, brand, or event – and how these things might be reported or voted upon.

What all of this indicates is an increasing profusion of global sources of information on war (and much else). As a result, it is increasingly difficult for any one nation or military to control that information, and there is unlikely to be a clear winner in any given media battle. While this means less ability on any one actor's part to control media messages, the profusion of different messages is likely to lead to much greater ambiguity, ambivalence, and confusion in the minds of the public. This might make it more difficult for a given nation to undertake a war or to carry one out for any lengthy period of time. All of this is complicated by the virtual “blizzard” of information that overwhelms even the most attentive student of world affairs.

Often mentioned in this context is Joseph Nye's (2005) distinction between “soft” and “hard” war (Lucas 2017). The information war, with its secretive bots and hacked social media accounts, is usually seen as soft (i.e. military technology is not employed), whereas an actual military engagement is seen as hard (as involving the use of such “hard” technologies). However, because military hardware is increasingly dependent on information technology, it is more and more difficult to make such a clear distinction. Hard military war is increasingly influenced by various media (employing soft technologies), which are important in deciding whether a war begins, and even in determining its outcome.

Overall, the public may feel less personally involved in (and is less likely to know that it has been impacted by) information war than it was in industrial war. For example, far fewer fight (compare the millions of troops involved in WW II to the hundreds of thousands involved in the Iraq war), and there are therefore fewer casualties, affecting fewer families. The population is much more dependent on second‐hand, media‐based reports for its information on the war, rather than personal accounts (e.g. letters from loved ones at the front). The impact of trolls, bots, and fake news stories on its perception of the war can easily go unnoticed.



Cyber‐War

The increasing importance of computers and the Internet has had many implications for globalization, as we have seen at various places in this book. One of the potentially most important and devastating is the possibility of cyber‐war (Powers and Jablonski 2015). Indeed, this is not just a possibility, but has already occurred, most notably in the case of Iran in 2006–2011 (Sanger 2012). The US National Security Agency (NSA) and the Israeli military, in a project code‐named Olympic Games, wrote a computer worm that was aimed at disrupting Iran's nuclear enrichment program. The worm was designed to make centrifuges, vital to nuclear enrichment, spin too fast or too slow, and to cause some of them to explode. In 2008, centrifuges began failing at Natanz, Iran's most important nuclear facility. The code was designed to make the breakdowns appear like random accidents, with different codes causing different disruptions. When President Obama took office in 2009, he was briefed about the program under way and was advised that continuing the secret cyber‐attack could mean the difference between war and peace. He decided to continue it, and in 2010 the worm took out over 1000 centrifuges (approximately 20% of Iran's nuclear capacity). However, it then escaped into the public Internet, where it began replicating quickly. Computer engineers named the worm Stuxnet, and the story eventually made its way into the mainstream press. Iran then became aware of the cyber‐war underway against it and took measures to defend Natanz against the attacks. In 2011, the US and Israeli governments claimed major setbacks for Iran's nuclear program, but the actual effect is disputed.

Today, there is a kind of arms race between China, Russia, and the United States to see which can develop the most powerful “information‐warfare program.” Most recently, China has used online espionage, coupled with domestic censorship and a growing military, to gain global advantages (Fritz 2017). Attacks have ranged from the theft of industrial technology for economic gain to stealing secrets on military intelligence and planning (Hannas et al. 2013). Targets might include military strategy, diplomatic negotiations, and weaponized technology. The continued arms race, and the centrality of computer networks in the digital age, raises the possibility of far more devastating attacks in the future.




THE IMPACT OF NEGATIVE GLOBAL FLOWS ON INDIVIDUALS

All of the negative flows discussed in this chapter, indeed virtually all of the analyses offered in this book, deal in general and abstract terms with large‐scale aspects of globalization. This is to a large degree because globalization itself is large in scale, general, and abstract (although an effort has been made throughout this book to concretize it). However, it is also the case that globalization in general, as well as the various negative flows discussed in this chapter, has a wide range of very profound effects on individuals (Lemert and Elliott 2006).

Clearly, each of the major negative flows discussed here has profoundly adverse effects on individuals: people are victimized, even killed, as a result of global crime; citizens pay the costs resulting from corruption on a global level; innocent people, like those in the Twin Towers, in the subway systems in London and Madrid, and in Konduga, Nigeria and Mogadishu, Somalia are the victims – often the intended victims – of terrorists; and it is certainly the case that large numbers of civilians die, and have their lives destroyed, by war.

We can also look at this in another way by thinking about the individual implications of the various insecurities iterated by the United Nations Development Report: financial volatility and economic insecurity, job and income insecurity, health insecurity, cultural insecurity, personal insecurity, climate change and environmental insecurity, and political and community insecurity. While all of these insecurities exist globally, nationally, and in other large‐scale collectivities of one kind or another, they are also certainly manifest at the individual level. Individuals suffer in global economic crises, in global wars, and from fear of such things as AIDS, hostile neighbors, identity theft, the effects of global warming, and being caught up in the turmoil associated with a failed or failing state.

Along these lines, one recent book (Lemert and Elliott 2006) has gone so far as to argue that globalization is toxic to individuals and their emotional lives. The authors see a variety of personal problems resulting from globalization, such as hyperindividualism, privatization, and the decreasing solidity and durability of personal identity (although they recognize that globalization also brings with it the possibility of more open and flexible selves). Overall, they conclude that people are being emotionally damaged (Walker 2008) by the new “globalized individualism” and by globalization in general, or at least its negative aspects.



CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter analyzes negative global flows and processes such as dangerous imports, diseases, terrorism, and war. With globalization, such flows can move across borders with ease and at great speed. Negative globalization comprises not only flows and processes, but also structures. Negative flows also induce global counter‐reactions.

Global value chains involve the importation of both products and product ingredients. The length and complexity of these chains leave them vulnerable to the spread of contaminants and make it difficult to locate the source of contamination.

The transmission of diseases across borders is not a novel phenomenon, but it has become much more common in recent years. This indicates the difficulty involved in checking the flow of disease‐causing pathogens across borders. The global spread of disease is particularly influenced by the increasing mobility of people (e.g. AIDS travels from one region to another through human vectors). The situation calls for an appropriately global response. It is often the most vulnerable populations that bear the burden of such diseases (e.g. the high incidence of AIDS cases in regions across Africa), and these populations are the least likely to have access to the expensive health care required to combat them. Globalization can also contribute to the spread of diseases in other ways. For instance, global warming has resulted in the spread of tropical diseases to what is now a much warmer Europe.

Terrorism is defined as actions that cause “deaths, serious bodily injuries, and serious damage to public or private property, places, facilities, or other systems” and are aimed at intimidating citizens, governments, or international organizations. Since the mid‐2000's, there has been a sharp increase in terrorist attacks and fatal attacks. There is a need to distinguish between terrorism from below (undertaken by stateless organizations such as al‐Qaeda) and terrorism from above (practiced by the state), although the boundaries are blurred by groups like ISIS. Terrorist activities are expanding in terms of their global aspirations and reach. Terrorist groups are no longer restricted to their home territory and can strike anywhere in the world. They also have access to sophisticated technology that enables them to transmit their messages to a global audience. As a result, the counter‐reaction to terrorism is also increasingly global. However, in launching counter‐terrorist offensives, nation‐states often resort to tactics that resemble those of the terrorists they seek to combat.

Warfare is increasingly influenced by globalization. There are key distinctions to be made between how “old” and “new” wars are fought in the context of globalization. For example, while globalization purports to link all social and cultural groups in a universalizing process, local identities get mobilized as a response to their exclusion from (e.g. economic integration) or rejection of (e.g. Western culture) these processes. In addition, “new” wars are fought using broader networks – especially the weapons, organizational capacity, and other resources of the transnational criminal groups that profit from them.

Global interconnectedness implies that a war in a given region is no longer an isolated phenomenon and will involve other regions, often quite distant, whether directly or indirectly. In fact, this interconnectedness is interpreted by some as an indication that the incidence of war may decline with globalization. However, the economic gains of war and easy access to weapons in the global era might instead lead to an increase in warfare. Drones are becoming an increasingly common technology, with many governments and other actors acquiring them, and they will shape the nature of warfare far into the future. Other advanced technologies are also leading to new forms of warfare, including information war and cyber‐war. Information is permeating all aspects of war, which increasingly takes place through the Internet.









DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


	Discuss the role of structures in perpetuating negative globalization.

	What actions can be taken by nation‐states to deal with dangerous imports?

	What actions can be taken globally to deal with borderless diseases?

	Discuss the concepts of terrorism from above and terrorism from below. What is the relationship between these two types of terrorism in the context of globalization?

	Describe recent changes in terrorism and warfare. How are these impacted by globalization?

	Examine the impact of global media flows on warfare in the current global age.

	Compare “heavy” industrial and “light” information war.

	Discuss the role of social media and misinformation in information war. Do you believe that you have been exposed to this type of warfare through your social media?
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Given the great importance of inequality in the world today, we will devote two chapters to the issue of power and inequality and their relationship to globalization. In this chapter, we will discuss class inequality among societies throughout the world (Piketty 2014; Sernau 2016), including the role of global cities in shaping inequalities of wealth and power.

The first part of this chapter is based on the premise that one of the most pressing problems, if not the most pressing problem, in the world today is the great economic inequalities that exist within and between societies. These inequalities not only raise enormous moral and ethical concerns (e.g. how can we live with the fact that so few are so rich and so many are so poor?), but they also represent a major source of instability and conflict in many areas of the world. Not only is inequality among societies a problem in itself, but there is also the issue of whether or not globalization contributes to greater and greater inequality in the world or, conversely, whether it represents the great hope for reducing much of that inequality.

Whatever position one takes on this issue, all would agree that economic globalization is related to global inequality (and equality). However, it is important to remember that there is much more to globalization than economics, and that many other aspects of the broad process of globalization relate to the issue of inequality. In Chapter 12, the focus will shift to the relationship between globalization and inequality based on race, ethnicity, gender, and sexuality.



CLASS INEQUALITY

Derived from the classic work of Max Weber, social class relates to social rankings made on the basis of economic factors such as occupation, wealth, and income. There is a hierarchy of social classes all over the world, although what it takes (in terms of income, wealth, etc.) to be included in a specific social class varies greatly from society to society and from one time to another. In any case, there is almost always a hierarchy of social classes, with the most common being some sort of distinction between upper, middle, and working classes. This most often plays itself out within nation‐states, but it is also possible to delineate global differences, and potential class conflicts, on the basis of economic inequality. Thus, for example, more of those in the upper classes are to be found today in North America, Europe, and, increasingly, Asia, while a disproportionate number of those in the lower classes are in Africa and South America.







Social class: Social rankings made on the basis of economic factors such as wealth, occupation, and income.






The issue of class inequality among and between areas of the world (especially North and South) would seem to require little or no discussion. Even a casual examination of global realities makes it clear that such inequalities exist and that they are extraordinarily dramatic and disturbing. Billions of people live in global poverty in a time of abundant wealth. But the nature of this inequality is multidimensional and complex. While globalization has linked countries from around the world into a global economy, many nations, and even many people within rich nations, have not benefited from this tremendous creation of wealth. In some ways, the world is becoming more equal, but in others, it is becoming less equal. Also, from a global perspective, many readers might not be familiar with the relationship between the global North and South, and how it shapes global economic inequality. The role of cities – in both the North and the South – is also important in structuring this inequality.


Inequality in the World System

World systems theory was an early theory of globalization that relates to an important perspective on development (Wallerstein 1974, 2004). It envisions a world divided between the core, the periphery, and the semi‐periphery. The core includes the wealthiest industrialized countries with strong state institutions (referred to in this text as the global North), such as Western European countries, the United States, Australia, and Japan. The periphery consists of the least developed countries with weak state institutions (referred to in this text as the global South), including most of Africa and parts of Asia (e.g. Indonesia, Vietnam, Afghanistan), the Middle East (e.g. Iran, Syria), and South America (e.g. Peru, Bolivia). The semi‐periphery encompasses intermediate countries with developing economies, including much of Eastern Europe, Thailand, India, China, South Africa, Brazil, Chile, and Argentina.

From the world systems perspective, understanding these global economic inequalities requires a broad historical context and an examination of the inter‐relationships between the core, periphery, and semi‐periphery (Reifer 2012). First, a nation's level of development and wealth is partially dependent on when it entered into the world capitalist system. The earlier a country became integrated in the capitalist world economy, the more rapidly it accumulated wealth (but also, the more rapidly inequality increased within that country). Positions within the world economy were largely determined by 1640, with European countries at the top. This is not to say that countries have not changed positions (e.g. China and India have moved from the periphery to the semi‐periphery in recent years), but history and the timing of a country's integration into the global economy are necessary for understanding their position within it today.

Second, world systems theory argues that we cannot understand an individual nation's wealth today by understanding only development processes that have occurred within that country. Instead, we must understand a nation's position in the world system by its relationship to other countries in the core, periphery, and semi‐periphery. For example, consider the many nations that were brought (or forced) into the capitalist world system through colonization. As a British colony, much of India's natural resources and food was sent back to England. When droughts hit India in the late 1800s, millions of Indians died, because the majority of their food was being redirected from them back toward the colonizing power (Davis 2002). While India had large food stockpiles, these functioned as wealth for Britain, and thus did not go to the Indian people. In other colonized countries around the world, gold, timber, and other natural resources have been extracted from colonized countries (i.e. the periphery) for the benefit of the colonizers (i.e. the core). When Western nations abducted people from territories throughout Africa and made them slaves, not only did this help them (e.g. Britain, the United States) accumulate more wealth, it also removed people of prime working age and fertility from their home countries, thus compromising for generations their ability to develop. If these countries had been independent of their colonizers, they could have benefited from their own resources and labor, and could ultimately have been more economically developed today.

While colonial systems have largely disappeared, these power relationships continue through global financial institutions. The World Bank and International Monetary Fund (IMF) (see Chapter 3), which are disproportionately controlled by rich core countries, make loans to countries in the periphery and semi‐periphery. The core sets the terms of global loans and repayment. For example, the IMF has made loans to countries in the periphery where 90% of the value must be spent on infrastructure projects carried out by US corporations (e.g. Halliburton, Bechtel), thus ensuring financial rewards flow back to wealthy countries. Global corporations (owned largely by those in the core) help to keep resources and profits flowing back to the wealthy classes in Europe, Japan, and the United States.

In each of the preceding examples, it is the core nations that benefit most from their position of power within the world system. They largely control the world economy and keep resources and cheap labor flowing from the periphery to the core. This enables them to stay wealthy atop the global class pyramid. With its intermediate position, the semi‐periphery benefits from power over the periphery but is exploited by the core. Inevitably, this power relationship leads to conflicts between the core and the periphery. The semi‐periphery also mediates and lessens these conflicts, helping to reinforce global economic inequalities. In sum, periphery countries do not stay poor simply because of their own failed policies or bad decisions, but also because of the policies and practices of wealthier countries. We can therefore only fully understand a country's economic development today – and its resulting economic inequality relative to the rest of the world – by understanding its relationship to other countries in the world system.



Trends in Economic Inequality

When examining trends in economic inequality, it is possible to focus on inequality within countries and inequality across countries around the world. The findings paint a mixed picture: inequality within virtually all countries is currently increasing, but inequality across countries is decreasing (with a growing global middle class). We will examine each of these trends and the forces driving them in this section.

Inequality within countries over the last several hundred years has been shaped by different economic, social, and political forces. For example, as countries start to industrialize, they go through periods of increasing inequality between rich and poor. Great Britain, other countries of Western Europe, and the United States all experienced these trends in the 1700s and 1800s; other countries have been through them more recently. On the other hand, at different points in history, many countries have experienced periods of lessening inequality. The United Kingdom experienced much lower levels of inequality from WW I through the 1950s. Inequality in the United States declined beginning with New Deal legislation in the mid‐1930s, and continuing into the 1970s with the rise of powerful unions and progressive social policies. (Subsequently, inequality began to rise again.) Generous social welfare programs in the Scandinavian countries have helped them to become some of the most egalitarian nations in the world.

Regardless of their previous paths, virtually all nations are now seeing increasing inequality (Milanovic 2016; Piketty 2014). Whether they are located in the core, periphery, or semi‐periphery, rising inequality is part of a clear global pattern. Among countries in the core, the United States is the most unequal by a significant margin.

While inequality within countries has been increasing, inequality across countries has been decreasing (Milanovic 2016; Piketty 2014). It appears that after 300 years (or more) of increasing global inequality, nations across the world are now converging in terms of average incomes. To be clear, global inequality remains very high. For example, as of 2012, the wealthy countries (EU countries, the United States, Canada, and Japan) had approximately 17% of the world's population but earned between 46 and 57% of global income (depending on which measure is used to compare incomes across countries) (Piketty 2014: 66).

It may seem confusing that within country inequality can increase everywhere while inequality across countries decreases. But it is important to keep in mind that the data look at average incomes in each country. As countries such as China, India, and Ethiopia begin to industrialize, their overall income (national income) and the average income of each citizen (income per capita) increase. In short, these emerging economies have growing middle classes (Koo 2016; Milanovic 2016). In fact, at least the top 20 fastest‐growing economies in 2016 were in developing countries. These countries are growing at a faster pace than any of the countries in the developed North. So, despite the fact that they all have increasing inequality within their own countries, inequality is decreasing at a global level (i.e. across countries).

There are several factors that explain this trend toward decreasing global inequality. For Piketty, the single most important factor is the spread of knowledge. Specifically, “the poor catch up with the rich to the extent that they achieve the same level of technological know‐how, skill, and education, not by becoming the property of the wealthy” (Piketty 2014: 71). The flow of knowledge enables countries and firms to dramatically boost their productivity, but it can only be accomplished with appropriate institutions. Knowledge and skills can only be acquired through effective government and institutions that finance large‐scale investments in education and training, as well as a rational and predictable legal setting in which people can make decisions.

Many researchers, activists, and students are interested in whether global inequality will continue to fall into the future. On the one hand, there are those, most notably many of the neoliberals discussed in Chapter 2, who argue that as economic globalization progresses, inequality will inevitably decrease. A global free market, with increasingly free flows of products and money, is seen as enriching everyone, at least in the “long run.” This is based on the general premise that a free and open global market will lead to great growth in the global economy and that all people will benefit from such growth (popularized by the phrase, “a rising tide lifts all boats”). This perspective is consistent with Thomas Friedman's notion that globalization is leading to a “flat world.” With barriers to trade and investment minimized or eliminated, more and more people can participate in, and profit from, the global economy, thereby greatly reducing inequality. A flat world is, to a large extent, an equal world – or at least one where everyone, everywhere has an equal chance to succeed. Put another way, and in terms central to this book, in a flat world, money and economic success are free to flow everywhere; they are no longer limited largely to the North and small pockets in the South.

However, there are few data to suggest that economic growth or economic globalization will inevitably lead to lessening inequality. Despite the leveling effects of the spread of knowledge, it is not a magic bullet, and there are several factors that simultaneously increase economic inequality. For Piketty, the most important is the relationship between the rate of return on capital investments (e.g. profits, dividends, interest, rents) and the growth of the economy. By examining hundreds of years of data, Piketty found that during many periods (including periods of economic growth and globalization), the gains from economic growth were largely captured by the wealthy. When the economy grows but it only benefits the wealthy, it leads to worsening inequality (in other words, the rich get richer and the poor stay poor). For example, in the late 1800s, the economies of Britain, France, and Germany grew significantly, but the gains did not benefit people further down the class hierarchy. The same process has happened since the 1980s in the United States and many other wealthy countries.







Capital: Material assets (e.g. factories and machinery) and financial wealth that are used to produce a profit.






One of the mechanisms driving inequality is inherited wealth. If the rates of return or profit from inherited wealth grow faster than the economy as a whole, gains will be concentrated at the top. As Piketty (2014: 26) describes it:


People with inherited wealth need save only a portion of their income from capital to see that capital grow more quickly … Under such conditions, it is almost inevitable that inherited wealth will [grow faster than] wealth amassed from a lifetime's labor by a wide margin, and the concentration of capital will attain extremely high levels – levels potentially incompatible with the meritocratic values and principles of social justice fundamental to modern democratic societies.



This process, in which the wealthy capture the most economic gains, appears to be particularly strong during periods of low economic growth. When all countries are experiencing increasing inequality, the developed core is likely to have lower growth rates on average, and to be particularly vulnerable to this force promoting diverging incomes. Another of Piketty's main findings is that trends in inequality are not naturally occurring phenomena; instead, “the history of inequality is shaped by the way economic, social, and political actors view what is just and what is not, as well as by the relative power of those actors” and the choices they make (Piketty 2014: 20). So, while the spread of knowledge helps to lessen inequality, and higher rates of profit (relative to economic growth) tend to increase it, these forces are moderated by a variety of other factors. For example, redistributive social policies (e.g. a strong a welfare state) and strong unions can reverse inequality, while a weak welfare state and a lack of organized labor can help the wealthy consolidate their profits and advantages. Based on his research, Piketty supports a global tax on capital to prevent disproportionate gains flowing exclusively to the rich and help create more equal opportunities.



“The Bottom Billion”

As illustrated by world systems theory and other theories of inequality, the most common way of looking at economic inequality in the world is to focus on the differences between the North and the South, the core and periphery, or the developed and less developed. However, Collier (2007, 2012) argues that in making such a gross distinction, we ignore the very poorest people in the world – what he calls “the bottom billion.”

The vast majority (70%) of the people in the bottom billion are found in Africa. Others live in Haiti, Bolivia, Laos, North Korea, and Yemen. Wherever they are, the bottom billion have incomes of only about a fifth of those in other developing countries, and their situation will only grow worse unless dramatic changes are made in the near future. They also have many other serious problems, such as a low life expectancy (about 50 years, compared to an average of 67 in other developing nations), high infant mortality (14% of their children die before their fifth birthday, versus 4% in other developing countries), and high rates of malnutrition (36%, as opposed to 20% in other developing countries). Perhaps of greatest importance is the fact that their situation has grown worse in recent years and they have fallen further behind the rest of the world.

Collier argues that there are four “traps” that differentiate the nation‐states (and failed states) that contain most of the bottom billion from other nation‐states and that disproportionately account for their impoverishment.


Conflict Trap

The first is what Collier calls the conflict trap. A state involved in a conflict trap is confronted with either continuing civil wars or frequent violent coup d'états. Various African countries (most notably Rwanda, Congo, and Sudan) have experienced wrenching civil wars in recent years. Coup d'états have been common as well, in countries such as Congo, Niger, Mali, and the Ivory Coast. In addition, various African nations have experienced a number of failed coup attempts, which can also be quite disruptive. A nation caught in continuing rounds of violent conflict, coups, coup attempts, and counter‐coups is likely to suffer economically and to see large portions of its population plunged into poverty and, perhaps, into the bottom billion.







Conflict trap: The situation where a nation‐state is trapped in a cycle of either continuing civil wars or frequent violent coup d'états.






The contrast, of course, is to the North, where violent conflicts within states are rare and coup d'états are even rarer. Thus, Northern states and their citizens live in much more stable and peaceful conditions and can, as a result, concentrate on that which enhances their economies and their economic well‐being.



Natural Resources Trap

The world's poorest countries also fall into the natural resources trap. Ironically, these countries are often rich in at least some natural resources, but their dependence on those resources and the wealth they provide militates against broader economic development. Countries focusing on one or two important resources fail to pay sufficient attention to other forms of production, which tend to decline, leading to a wide range of shortages. For example, in Nigeria in the 1970s, oil became a valuable export and the focus of national attention. Other resources such as peanuts and cocoa came to be seen as less‐ or unprofitable, and as a result, their production declined precipitously. Income from these crops fell, as did their availability as a source of food for the local population.







Natural resources trap: Limiting economic development because of excessive dependence on abundant natural resources.






The market for natural resources is also very volatile, with the result that periods of boom are followed by busts, which hurt the economy – and especially those who are the poorest members of society. During boom times, public spending is largely devoted to the profitable exports, and other interests and concerns founder. Further, the periodic extremes of boom and bust, as well as their consequences, become increasingly difficult for the government to manage, and it grows increasingly ineffective at more and more levels. Cycles of boom and bust also make it more difficult for the electorate to determine whether or not the government is doing a good job. A relatively small number of people grow increasingly wealthy (thereby increasing inequality within the country), because they benefit the most from the nation's exports, especially during boom periods. As a result, they tend to grow more powerful, and their power – and their desire to maintain and extend it – serves to undermine democratic governments and the chances that democracy can succeed.

The natural resources trap may also come to adversely affect other countries where relatively few of the bottom billion reside, including the now oil‐rich nations in the Arab world and Russia. Russia, given the great economic disparity between its developed areas in the western part of the country and its less developed areas in the east, undoubtedly contains some of the bottom billion, but there are relatively few of them in the Arab oil states. Nevertheless, even those states may become so dependent on oil as a source of wealth that they fail to diversify and to find alternate sources of income. Many nations in the Arab world seem to have come to this realization in recent years, and we are seeing much more diversification there (the United Arab Emirates, especially Dubai, is a notable example, although Dubai experienced hard times in the Great Recession), perhaps in part because they are awash in oil money and are desperate to find new ways to spend and invest it. There is as yet little evidence that Russia is diversifying in this way, and it remains in the natural resource trap, which may well hurt it when the oil begins to run out.



Trap of Being Landlocked with Bad Neighbors

The third trap is being landlocked with bad neighbors. Being landlocked does not in itself necessarily lead to poverty. Switzerland is a landlocked country (Luxemburg is another), but it and its people are extraordinarily well‐off economically. However, overall, the fact is that almost 40% of the poorest billion live in landlocked countries, and again the overwhelming majority of them are in Africa.

One problem faced by these landlocked countries is the unavailability of transportation to the coast (and the high cost when it is available). Such transportation is necessary if a country is to export its products. Internally, many African nations lack adequate roads, railroad systems, river boats, and the like, and in many cases the infrastructure is deteriorating rather than improving. If a landlocked country's neighbors are similarly lacking in a transportation infrastructure to the coast – and this is often the case in Africa (and not, for example, in the wealthy countries surrounding Switzerland, such as Germany, France, and Italy) – this creates huge, if not insurmountable, impediments to being involved in the export business and to reaping the income to be derived from it.

It is also the case that a landlocked nation does better when its neighbors are successful economically and can therefore serve as markets for its products. While Switzerland is surrounded by successful countries and markets, Uganda (to take one example) “has Kenya, which has been stagnant for nearly three decades; Rwanda, which had a genocide; Somalia, which completely collapsed; the Democratic Republic of the Congo, the history of which was sufficiently catastrophic for it to change its name from Zaire; and finally Tanzania, which invaded it” (Collier 2007: 55).

Some landlocked African countries do overcome such disadvantages and barriers, but these seem to be the ones (e.g. Botswana) with enormous, well‐managed resources. In many cases, landlocked African countries lack such resources, manage those they do have poorly, and have “bad” or problematic neighbors. Such neighbors can impede or block shipment of the landlocked country's products, can have serious internal problems of their own (some of which may spill over), can have weak economies, and can have weak or even non‐existent governments (“failed states” such as Somalia).



Bad Governance Trap

The final trap discussed by Collier is bad governance in a small country. A bad government with bad policies can not only inhibit an economy from growing, but can literally destroy that economy. One example is the government of Robert Mugabe in Zimbabwe, which came to power in 1980. In spite of disastrous inflation in the early twenty‐first century, which decimated the economy and the society as a whole, Mugabe clung to power, only stepping down in 2017 after 37 years of autocratic rule (he was facing a military takeover and possible impeachment).

In 2008, Mugabe was involved in a run‐off election (after questionable, likely fraudulent, vote‐counting by his government in the first round) against Morgan Tsvangirai. Eager to remain in power, Mugabe had his thugs attack and even kill Tsvangirai's supporters in an effort to prevent them from voting or to intimidate them into voting for Mugabe. His supporters also hounded and harassed Tsvangirai himself, and at several points during the campaign Tsvangirai was imprisoned for brief periods. In order to protect his supporters and himself, Tsvangirai finally withdrew from the run‐off and took refuge in the Dutch embassy. Mugabe “won” the election. Millions of people fled Zimbabwe, many crossing the border into South Africa without authorization. This led to protests, riots, and even violence against these immigrants. Mugabe's second win over Tsvangirai in 2013 was challenged by US officials, who cited “substantial electoral irregularities reported by domestic and regional observers” (Polgreen 2013). But as of this writing, at age 94, Mugabe is plotting a comeback for the 2018 presidential election (Thompson and Ndlovu 2018). Mugabe's 51‐year‐old wife has even stated if he dies before the election, he should run “as a corpse” (Associated Press 2017).

While the trap of bad government can be disastrous and difficult to escape, it is possible for a country to recover from it. The most notable example in recent history – although in a large, not a small country – has been the remarkable economic turnaround in China after the death of Mao Zedong in 1976, with the economic reforms implemented by Deng Xiaoping. Mao had engaged in a series of disastrous policies, such as the infamous “Great Leap Forward,” in which he attempted to force China to make a rapid transition from a farm‐based to an industrial economy. This policy was highly disruptive and extremely unsuccessful. In fact, it led to great failures on the farms and to a famine in China. It took decades for the Chinese economy to recover from this misguided policy and others promulgated by Mao and his supporters.



Summary

Breaking out of these four “traps” is difficult for the countries that contain the vast majority of the bottom billion. They have great difficulty breaking into the global market and attracting capital investment, and they are especially likely to experience a brain drain, with the emigration of those members of the population who might be able to help them develop economically.

As useful as Collier's work is in bringing the bottom billion to our attention, he does have a tendency to engage in victim‐blaming. While the countries in which most of the bottom billion live are certainly at fault, we cannot ignore the role played by the North. As world systems theorists argue, core countries have made and kept the bottom billion poor through imperialism and colonialism (see Chapter 2), as well as the structural adjustment programs associated with the IMF, among other examples (see Chapter 3).




Growing Global Inequality in Health and Healthcare

While globalization has been associated with increased aggregate life expectancy throughout the world, it also has tended to widen global disparities in life span and in health (Hashemian and Yach 2007; Holtz 2016; Johns et al. 2013). Economic inequality drives many of these health disparities.

Those in poor nations tend to have poorer health as a result of having limited access to health services, education, sanitation, proper nutrition, and housing. Conversely, poor health tends to limit economic growth in these nations, mainly by adversely affecting productivity. Developing countries have a disproportionate share of mortality and morbidity, much of which could be prevented inexpensively and treated effectively if the money were available. Ninety percent of the total burden of disease in the world is concentrated in low‐ and middle‐income countries, which account for only 10% of healthcare expenditures. Similarly, only 10% of research money in the United States is devoted to the health problems that account for 90% of the global disease burden. Furthermore, developing countries have lower levels of education, which lessens the likelihood of people's knowing about preventive strategies and of obtaining knowledge about how to control their own health (World Health Organization 2017). As a result of such disparities, there is a 19‐year gap in life expectancy between high‐ and low‐income countries. Those improvements that we have seen in the developing world tend to be found in countries (e.g. Brazil, Egypt, Malaysia) that are more deeply involved in the globalization process. For most of the rest, especially the least developed countries, globalization has brought with it a fall in economic growth, an increase in poverty, and, as a result, a decline in health.

Developing countries in the South also suffer disproportionately from hunger and malnutrition (Young 2016). Roughly 795 million people are chronically undernourished, and 52 countries suffer from levels of hunger that are “serious,” “alarming,” or “extremely alarming” (International Food Policy Research Institute 2017). Causes include inadequate or almost totally unavailable food supplies, a lack of assured and continual access to food, and poor and unbalanced diets. This is especially important for children, who are likely to die young from malnutrition. Furthermore, those underweight children who survive are, when they become adults, likely to be less physically and intellectually productive and to suffer more chronic illnesses and disabilities. This carries on inter‐generationally, as the ability of such adults to provide adequate nutrition for their own children is compromised. Meanwhile, there is an increase in obesity among other segments of the poor in less developed countries. Developing countries therefore now increasingly suffer from a “double nutritional burden,” with some members of the population not having enough to eat and others eating too much, especially of the wrong kinds of food (e.g. that which is high in fat and cholesterol).

Finally, poorer countries are less likely to provide extensive healthcare for their populations. Low‐income countries tend to have fewer hospitals, less research capacity with regard to health and disease, and fewer people covered by medical insurance programs. When they do encounter healthcare costs, people in the global South are much more likely to have higher out‐of‐pocket costs (World Health Organization 2017). These problems can be addressed through economic growth when national governments prioritize spending on healthcare.

It is also worth noting that a society's wealth does not always correspond to its health coverage or health outcomes. For example, the United States spends the most in the world on healthcare, but it ranks significantly lower than other developed countries on a number of public health indicators. Americans tend to live shorter lives, be more likely to experience violent deaths, be more likely to be obese, and have many higher disease rates. Unlike in all other developed countries in the world, many US citizens (especially those with low incomes) do not have health coverage. While the number of uninsured Americans decreased dramatically with the introduction of the so‐called “Obamacare” (or the Affordable Care Act), the law has been significantly weakened under President Trump. Since the Affordable Care Act went into effect in 2010, the percentage of uninsured Americans has fallen from 18 to 8.8% (Mangan 2017). Among developed countries, the United States is also one of the most economically unequal. Research shows that the more unequal a country, the lower the overall health of its population (Pickett and Wilkinson 2011). With a highly inefficient private health insurance system, Americans pay more money for lower‐quality healthcare.



Global Digital Divide

The rapid global diffusion of digital technology (at a faster pace than any previous technological form) has led many observers to proclaim its liberating potential. In particular, advocates have suggested that it will alleviate a great number of inequalities, including providing access to information and education and ensuring greater government transparency. However, not only have these potentials not been realized, there is evidence to suggest that the global digital divide has not actually decreased (Hilbert 2016). While Internet access has increased, other forms of the digital divide (e.g. broadband access) are becoming more important, and inequalities persist. Overall, the digital divide mirrors income inequality, and those in poor countries are often unable to afford – and even do not have the electricity or other infrastructure needed to run – computers capable of giving them Internet access (Skaletsky 2016).

There is great inequality in the world in terms of access to (the ability to get one's hands on) and use of (the ability to operate) the Internet and computers generally, to say nothing of other digital technologies. Most computers are in the developed countries; the less developed countries have relatively few, and the gap is not narrowing appreciably. As a result, the number of online users in the South remains relatively small. As of this writing, 53.6% of the world has Internet access, but this varies dramatically from 18% of households in Africa to 84.2% of households in Europe (International Telecommunications Union 2017). Several countries have less than 3% of their population online, including Eritrea, Somalia, Niger, Sierra Leone, and Chad (the countries with the highest percentage online – over 98% – include Iceland, the Falkland Islands, and Bermuda). In addition, the vast majority of Internet hosts are in the North, and, once again, there is little representation of such hosts in less developed countries.

Even when people do have access, there are still dramatic inequalities in the type of access and in terms of bandwidth, which impact much of the online experience and will become increasingly important dimensions of the digital divide (Hilbert 2016). In terms of mobile broadband, 97.1% of the developed world has access, compared with only 22.3% of the least developed countries, with a world average of 49.4% (International Telecommunications Union 2017). Fixed broadband subscriptions (which are the most expensive type) range from 30.0% of the developed world to 1.0% of the least developed, with a world average of 13.1%. Furthermore, the speed of broadband access in the developed world is, on average, much faster than that in less developed countries.

Language represents another source of inequality on the Internet. The vast majority of webpages are in English. A small number are in other languages, such as German, Japanese, French, Spanish, and Swedish. Clearly, those who do not speak any of these languages (the overwhelming majority in the South) are at a huge disadvantage online, and may even find the Internet totally inaccessible to them.




GLOBAL CITIES

The world has always been predominantly rural, but sometime between 2000 and 2010 a “watershed in human history” occurred as for “the first time the urban population of the earth” outnumbered the rural (Davis 2007: 1). However, cities have been central to both scholarly and popular discourse on globalization from the beginning of interest in it as a topic and a phenomenon (Timberlake and Ma 2007). Cities are seen as “cosmopolitan” (Beck 2007), and therefore inherently global, because they encompass a range of cultures, ethnicities, languages, and consumer products. Cities also exert a powerful influence (cultural, political, and economic) over surrounding areas and are “drivers” of globalization (Curtis 2016). The many city‐based organizations are linked through elaborate networks to organizations in other cities throughout both the home country and the world. The system of national and global cities is hierarchical, with substantial flows of people, information, ideas, and objects moving both up and down the hierarchy. While cities have important social and cultural dimensions, this section will focus on their role in terms of power, inequality, and the global economy – thereby maintaining the focus of this chapter.


Global Cities in the World Economy

The most important of the world's cities are global cities (Curtis 2016; Sassen 1991). It is no coincidence that the world's most important stock exchanges are located in those cities, such as New York, London, and Tokyo. More generally, they tend to be chosen by many organizations as sites for key offices, through which they exert great control over the world's political economy and, in the process, accrue great riches to themselves and their populations.







Global cities: Key cities in the global – especially capitalist – economy.






The idea of a global or world city has a long history, but it has exploded as a topic of interest in the study of globalization since the publication of Saskia Sassen's The Global City: New York, London, and Tokyo (1991). She, and many others, have continued to work on the topic in the intervening years (Curtis 2016; Derudder and Taylor 2016; Derudder et al. 2012; McNeill 2017). Sassen clearly embeds her notion of global cities in the process of globalization, focusing on economic – especially capitalistic – globalization. In this context, she privileges New York, London, and Tokyo on the basis of their place in the new world economy. Specifically, they are the key locations for leading industries and marketplaces, the centers of the production and creation of cutting‐edge financial services, the homes of new financial, legal, and accountancy products, and the settings from which businesses and organizations exercise global command and control.

To Sassen and others, a key point is that global cities are central nodes in a new international division of labor. Of great importance are the linkages and flows among and between these global cities. In many ways, they have more in common with one another than with the smaller cities and the hinterlands within their own countries. They are also more integrated into the global economy than those hinterlands.

However, others have a much more expansive sense of what constitutes such cities, and recognize that their number is likely to grow in the future. Many have come to prefer the far broader notion of “world cities” to the highly limited and limiting one of global cities (Alderson and Beckfield 2004; Derudder and Taylor 2016).

The categorization of cities in this way clearly conveys a sense of hierarchization, and therefore inequality (see below), among them (Beaverstock et al. 2002). However, as Friedman (1986, 1994) notes, there are other important inequalities to take into consideration. For one thing, as one descends Friedman's list of cities – and the countries in which they exist – one encounters more and more deprived, marginal, even subsistence economies, in which people in general fare far worse than those in the world cities at the top of the list. For another, there are many other cities, even large cities, in the world that do not make any “top ten” lists, and their economies are likely to be in even worse shape. Furthermore, even the global cities are likely to have internal inequalities, with the well‐to‐do living in elite areas and the poor in inner‐city ghettos (more the US pattern) or in suburban squatter housing (more the European and Latin American one). The key cities are much more tied into the world economy than are the hinterlands, with the result that those who live in the latter are more likely to be isolated from that economy and therefore less likely to be well‐off than those who reside in the cities.

Why are global/world cities still important in a supposedly flat world of computer‐enhanced telecommunications (Friedman 2005)? Since everyone can, at least theoretically, have access to this system from anywhere, the world's great cities should cease to be so important. However, contradicting the flat world thesis once again, these cities remain important. The cities are, in effect, “hills,” if not “mountains,” that are yet another factor giving the lie to the idea of a flat world. In fact, beyond their continued centrality in the global economy, these cities tend to be the centers for the various aspects of the telecommunications industry, as well as the places where the most important innovations take place.

Increasingly, global/world cities can be seen as key nodes in a variety of networks and flows (Castells 2000; Curtis 2016). In fact, leaders in these cities compete to make them central nodes in a variety of flows and networks. For example, one type of flow is that of people, especially airline passengers. Cities compete with one another to become hubs for airlines: central nodes through which many flights connect and many passengers flow. It is relatively easy to quantify the number of passengers passing through such nodes and thereby to determine whether a city has been successful in becoming a central node, at least in this particular flow (Choi et al. 2006). This means, of course, that locales (e.g. airport hubs) remain important, even in a world increasingly dominated by networks and flows (Yeoh 2006).

Some have argued that the global/world city network is of such great importance that it can be equated with globalization (Timberlake and Ma 2007). While cities, especially global/world cities, are of course important in globalization, this is clearly a bit of hyperbole, especially given the many different aspects of globalization discussed throughout this book.



Changes in the Network of World Cities

Building upon Sassen's pioneering work on global cities, researchers have tracked how world cities have changed over time. Derudder and Taylor (2016) have analyzed to what degree these world cities have become more central to flows of global capitalism and how they have become more connected to one another. Allen (2010: 2898) outlines the relationships in this way:


It is the forms of interaction and exchange which take place through a complex of networks which are constitutive of a city's powers. In cities like New York and Tokyo, high‐level professionals working in banks, overseas finance houses, law firms, and the like mobilize their economic powers through the financial and business service networks; through the co‐present interaction which enables them to shrink the space and time between each other and to construct closer, integrated ties and relationships.



In other words, it is through and across these cities that wealthy elites and corporations develop new financial instruments, cutting‐edge technologies, and partnerships to maintain control over the economy. Accordingly, researchers track data such as the presence of multinational corporations (MNCs) in key sectors (financial services, management consulting, advertising, law, and accountancy), the number of professional staff within these firms and sectors, the locations of their headquarters, regional offices, and subsidiaries, the degree of connectivity to other cities, and so forth in order to determine the relative power of various urban centers.

The findings of these studies reveal a significant amount of continuity, with some important exceptions (Derudder and Taylor 2016). First, the most globally connected cities have maintained their rankings from 2000 to 2012, with London and New York as the most powerful and globally connected, followed by Hong Kong, Paris, Singapore, and Tokyo. In particular, New York and London (“Ny‐Lon”) have experienced significant increases in foreign investments (such as from sovereign wealth funds) and have strengthened connections between them and increasingly powerful elites in other nations. Other leading world cities include Sydney, Chicago, Mumbai, Milan, Toronto, Frankfurt, Sao Paulo, Los Angeles, and Madrid. Regionally, North America, Europe, and Pacific Asia are still the most globally connected. With the exception of a small number of cities, there is “relative stability of core–periphery patterns and positions of the world's most connected cities” (Derudder and Taylor 2016: 625). As noted throughout this book, globalization is a highly uneven process.

Second, several cities outside the core have made huge gains in connectivity, and some patterns of regional changes are noticeable. The cities making the largest gains are Shanghai (7th), Dubai (8th), Beijing (10th), and Moscow (17th). Some cities have experienced marked declines as well. These are most noticeable in Tokyo (probably as a result of Japan's stagnating economy) and Taipei (likely due to the opening up of mainland China). While they remain very connected, fewer top firms are locating their headquarters in the United States (declined 9.7%) and United Kingdom (declined 7.0%). Overall, there is some shift in movement from North to South and East to West – but the pattern is limited and not uniform. While many cities in the Middle East/North Africa, Eastern Europe, South Asia, and sub‐Saharan Africa are relatively more connected, cities such as Jakarta, Manila, and Bangkok have lost connectivity.

Finally, more world cities are becoming increasingly connected overall. The office networks of important producer firms are becoming more coordinated in organizing global flows of capital, strengthening their positions (and those of their regions) within the global economy. While some countries could be impacted by widespread backlash to globalization (e.g. Brexit), it is unclear how cities within them will fare. In the case of London, Brexit will create some barriers for flows between the United Kingdom and Europe, decreasing important regional connections. On the other hand, the density its of network ties to other world cities (including those beyond Europe) is so entrenched that changes at the national level could ultimately prove unimportant to its role in the global economy. There are sure to be winners and losers as the changes unfold, however.



Global Slums and Gentrification

While global/world cities are generally rich, powerful, prestigious, and the main beneficiaries of global financial flows, these flows are highly uneven and the cities experience extreme inequality within their own boundaries. The wealthy and other elites in aspiring world cities all seek for their cities to become more globally connected and important. In doing so, they erect structures that expedite flows into and out of some parts of the cities at the expense of flows into and out of other parts.

Books such as Planet of Slums by (Davis 2007) and Planetary Gentrification by (Lees et al. 2016) document the highly uneven processes associated with world cities (and cities generally) as they relate to globalization. For example, Planet of Slums documents the rise of slums throughout cities in the global South. From people living on mountains of garbage in Manilla to the sprawling “megaslums” of Mexico City, entire groups have been disconnected from the economic growth that might be booming just a few miles away. Globalizing cities attract migrants from rural parts of the country, but as reported by the United Nations, “instead of being a focus for growth and prosperity, the cities have become a dumping ground for a surplus population working in unskilled, unprotected and low‐wage informal service industries and trade” (UN‐Habitat 2003: 46). Often without access to toilets, drinking water, or jobs, people struggle to survive in the shantytowns of the rapidly growing cities. It is now estimated that more than one billion people globally live in such slums, and this number is growing.

As world cities grow and evolve, the urban poor also become subject to gentrification and displacement (Lees et al. 2016). Gentrification refers to the process by which poorer residents are increasingly displaced by wealthier residents in a particular neighborhood or area, along with reinvestment in the physical structures of that area. The process can take different forms in different cities. In the United States, Canada, and the United Kingdom, wealthier classes have been moving back into city centers in recent decades, displacing working‐class communities. Increasingly, the poor and working classes have been moving into suburban spaces farther from jobs and economic opportunities, blurring distinctions between urban and suburban. In South Korea and China, “new‐build” gentrification is coordinated by the state. In these places, rural areas are targeted for massive development projects, with little concern for the farmers and peasants who will be removed from the land in order to construct the new cities. In North America, Latin America, and Africa, gentrification also falls along racial lines, with people of darker skin color more likely to be displaced by, and excluded from, new reinvestment benefiting middle‐class and rich newcomers.







Gentrification: When poorer residents are displaced by wealthier residents in a particular neighborhood, together with reinvestment in that area.






Regardless of the form that gentrification takes in world cities and other locales, it is linked to global economic processes in at least two fundamental ways. First, it is the outcome of a global capitalist economy. The wealthy are constantly seeking opportunities to grow their wealth at a faster rate, and they often look to (relatively) low‐priced real estate to develop. Communities with poor residents and deteriorating infrastructure – especially when they border wealthier neighborhoods or are in highly influential cities – are prime targets for this kind of real estate speculation. Through a process of creative destruction, older industries (e.g. manufacturing) are replaced with newer ones (e.g. high‐tech or service firms) and older buildings are replaced with new office towers, luxury condominiums, and green buildings. States are often involved in the process and invest public money in creating new projects to spur tourism, attract transnational corporations and wealthy residents, and promote economic growth.

Second, gentrification reinforces and often deepens economic inequality. As already noted, economic inequality is increasing within virtually all countries in the world. Cities aspiring to become or strengthen their positions as world cities are helping to drive this uneven process of gentrification. Wealthy elites, whether they are investing in their own cities or in other cities across the world, are already empowered by their wealth and leverage that wealth to secure further economic opportunities. State projects aimed at promoting tourism and development disproportionately benefit already wealthy companies. The displaced residents of gentrifying communities often lack the education or training to qualify for the new high‐paying jobs or become further distanced geographically from the low‐ to medium‐paying jobs that support them. Whether it is Chinese investors in London, wealthy Canadians in Toronto, oil tycoons in Moscow, or Qataris investing their money in Dubai (Kanady 2017), the rich are helping to deepen social and economic inequality across the globe.

The inequalities of global/world cities also lead to a wide range of global problems. Among other things, it is world cities that have been the targets of major terrorist attacks and that are the destinations for large numbers of immigrants, many of them unauthorized, impoverished, and in need of public assistance; they are also where those affected by global health problems are likely to end up in search of medical help. Thus, according to Bauman (2003: 101), “cities have become dumping grounds for globally forgotten problems.” In spite of their global nature and source, dealing with these problems is a local city problem; it is a political problem for the city. This represents a huge difficulty for city officials, who often lack the economic resources to even begin to deal with many of them. Furthermore, since the sources are global, whatever city officials seek to do is doomed to failure. Thus, for example, the Mayor of London is helpless in dealing with the roots of terrorism in the tribal territories of Pakistan, the global epidemic of HIV/AIDS, or the air pollution being generated in nearby cities on the Continent. To quote Bauman (2003: 102) again, “Local politics – and particularly urban politics – has become hopelessly overloaded.” While all large cities face great – perhaps overwhelming – problems, it is the large and impoverished cities in the South that are the most affected by them.

Karachi is not on the list of world cities, but it is enormous; with 23 million people, it is currently the world's seventh largest city. In fact, it is the fastest‐growing megacity in the world (between 2000 and 2010, it grew by more than 80%). There were 9.8 million residents in Karachi in 1998, and no city has ever grown at such a rapid pace in the history of the world. As a context for this growth, Karachi had only 1 million inhabitants in 1950. With a population density of 63 000 people per square mile, it is also one of the most densely populated cities (by comparison, the New York metro area has a population density of 4600 people per square mile).

Based on size alone, one might think of Karachi as a world city, but it has a low level of economic and social development. It is one of the main examples of a city that is overwhelmed by its slums, with approximately half its population living in slum conditions (Davis 2007). Indeed, the Economist ranked it the sixth “least‐livable” city in the world. Among its more appalling characteristics are:


	a deteriorating infrastructure that was built for a much smaller population;

	city services, including power, that are unreliable if not nonexistent for many;

	costly and difficult‐to‐obtain clean drinking water;

	enormous growth that is largely unplanned and uncontrolled;

	ubiquitous garbage (a source of work and income for many, including “pickers” in dumps);

	enormous traffic jams, producing a cacophony of noises;

	economic activity that takes place mainly on the streets;

	increasing air pollution;

	gang violence;

	a murder rate 25% higher than in any other megacity in the world;

	one of the world's largest populations of street children.



The plight of the street children is especially bad. It is estimated that “90 percent of Karachi street children regularly sniff glue or other solvents and about 85 percent to 90 percent are survivors of physical or sexual abuse” (Jilani 2013). Chemicals (e.g. toluene and benzene) in the glue often cause self‐mutilation, aggression, and deliriousness, but the children continue to use it because it is easily obtained and it numbs them to their horrible reality. Many die from Sudden Sniffing Death Syndrome.

Nevertheless, Karachi remains a lure for those outside the city who are impressed with what new residents can acquire there compared with what is available in rural Pakistan. In other words, rural Pakistan is even poorer than Karachi. Thus, hundreds of thousands of new people come to Karachi every year, and as the numbers swell, living conditions grow harsher.

Surprisingly, some observers see Karachi as offering a positive model: a demonstration of how millions of people can survive through constant improvisation. With few regular jobs available, one such improvisation involves setting up informal businesses that sell anything and everything along almost every street, to take advantage of traffic jams and any other opportunity that might come along.

Interestingly, although it is a city that is largely excluded from most global flows, or at least most beneficial ones, Karachi, and Pakistan more generally, is the source of many negative flows (e.g. of drugs and crime) (see Chapters 9 and 10). It is a breeding ground for the Taliban and other terrorist organizations, for whom the ranks of unemployed youth – about 33% of whom are illiterate – provide a large pool of vulnerable and uneducated recruits. The food, shelter, and community these organizations offer are attractive to such destitute individuals, who might ultimately end up as part of the global flow of crime or terrorism. In addition, the city's ports have become important way stations for global flows of narcotics and weapons smuggling.

Aside from such negative global flows, Karachi exists largely outside the process of globalization, at least its most beneficial aspects. While it remains Pakistan's financial center and is home to much of its industry, it lacks all of the advanced productive service functions associated with a world city (Qutub 2005). Indeed, economic globalization (including trade liberalization) and economic migration have arguably had a negative impact on Pakistan's human development and well‐being (Hussain et al. 2010). In particular, the limited degree to which Karachi and Pakistan have become integrated within the global economy has brought significant income inequality.




CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter analyzes class inequality within and between societies throughout the world, and looks at the role of global cities in shaping such inequality.

One of the most important theories of global economic inequality is world systems theory. By dividing the world into the core, the periphery, and the semi‐periphery – and looking at their inter‐relationships – world systems theory explains how economic inequalities were created and continue to be reproduced. In particular, resources and cheap labor flow from the periphery to the core, enriching the core and maintaining the periphery's weaker state of development.

Class inequality is multidimensional and complex. When we examine inequality within individual countries, we find that it is increasing in virtually all of them. The leveling of inequality that occurred in much of the developed world during the early and mid‐twentieth century is reversing. However, inequality across countries is decreasing, as countries in the less developed periphery attain higher incomes. As historical patterns show us, there is nothing natural about levels of inequality – they are a result of social and political processes.

Paul Collier focuses on the poorest billion people, nearly 70% of whom reside in Africa. The nation‐states that contain the bottom billion are confronted with four traps: the conflict trap (unstable political problems with continuing rounds of violent conflict), the natural resources trap (heavy dependence on natural resources, which impedes broader economic development), the trap of being landlocked with bad neighbors (who impede transport of exports), and the bad governance trap (bad policies inhibit or destroy the economy).

Economic inequality is closely related to many types of inequality, including in health and information technology (the digital divide). The declining access of the global poor to health services and nutrition leads to a decline in productivity. They are also affected disproportionately by various diseases, hunger, and malnutrition. Additionally, poor people often lack access not only to computers and the Internet, but also to basic infrastructure such as electricity. Language represents another barrier for the poor in the South, since 80% of the content on the Internet is in English.

Over half of the world's population now lives in cities, which are a driver of globalization. Sassen uses the concept of global cities to describe the three cities of New York, London, and Tokyo as economic centers that exert control over the world's political economy. World cities are categorized as such based on the global reach of the organizations found in them. The most globally connected regions continue to be North America, Europe, and Pacific Asia. However, some cities in developing countries are becoming more powerful, reflecting a slow but important increase in power for elites in the global South. In particular, Dubai, Shanghai, Beijing, and Moscow are rapidly becoming more globally connected and more powerful within the global economy. Following Castells, these cities can be seen as important nodes in a variety of global networks.

While global/world cities are generally rich, powerful, prestigious, and the main beneficiaries of globalization, these flows are highly uneven, and global cities experience extreme inequality. Many cities, especially in the global South, have large slums – over a billion people globally now live in slum conditions. The slums are also part of a broader process of gentrification, which is where poorer residents are increasingly displaced by wealthier ones. People in slums and gentrified areas are often socially and economically excluded from opportunities in other parts of the city.

Cities are disproportionately affected by global problems. For example, Karachi is a rapidly growing city in which half of the population lives in slums, many children live on the streets, crime rates are high, and environmental problems abound. Cities face peculiar political problems, wherein they are often fruitlessly seeking to deal locally with global issues.









DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


	Discuss how world systems theory explains global inequality and the inter‐relationships between different regions.

	Examine the trends in inequality within and between nations in the context of globalization.

	Explain how economic inequality is related to health and the information economy.

	What is the role of global/world cities in the global political economy? How do they shape globalization?

	Identify ways in which global cities experience inequality. How does such inequality impact people's lives in these cities?
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This chapter will examine a wide range of relationships that can be subsumed under the heading of global majority–minority relations (Chapman and Werthheimer 1990; Yetman 1991). The focus will be on the problems and difficulties experienced by minority groups, but it will be presented in the context of the fact that many of those difficulties are traceable to the thoughts (e.g. prejudice) and, more importantly, the actions (e.g. discrimination) of the majority group, and the structures of which they are a part. The majority–minority relationships to be covered here are dominant and subordinate races and ethnic groups, male dominance over females, and heterosexual dominance of gays and lesbians. This builds upon two other dimensions of majority–minority relations that have been discussed in Chapter 11 and at various other places in this book: the power of the upper social classes over those lower in the stratification system and the power and control of the North over the South. In all cases, although to varying degrees, those in a dominant group or category are not only superordinate, but are also prone to taking actions that exploit, in many cases injure, and at times destroy members of subordinate groups.



DEFINING MAJORITY–MINORITY RELATIONS


Majority–Minority Relations in a Global Context

Majority and minority relations are an important set of concepts for understanding social (and global) inequality. Members of majority groups (e.g. a male white upper‐class heterosexual adult from the global North) have numerous advantages over those in minority groups (e.g. a female black Ibo lower‐class homosexual adolescent from the global South). What most interests us here is the nature of majority and minority groups and the ways in which they relate to one another in a global context. However, the distinction between majority and minority raises a number of questions: How can, for example, the white race be a majority group when it is by a wide margin outnumbered in the world by those in the other races? Or, how can women be a minority when they outnumber men? The answers lie in the sociological definitions of majority and minority, definitions which do not rely on the numerical size of a group. The classic example of this is apartheid South Africa, where whites were vastly outnumbered by blacks, but it was the whites who set up and controlled the system that oppressed the blacks.

Rather than numbers, the definitions of majority and minority rely on money, prestige, and power (or, as the classic social theorist Max Weber [1921/1968] put it, class, status, and power). A minority group is in a subordinate or oppressed position in terms of wealth, power, and/or prestige (status), while a majority group is in a superordinate or dominant position in those same terms. Thus, it is a concern for superordination/subordination that runs through our discussion of the various minority groups in this chapter.







Minority group: A group of people in a subordinate position in terms of wealth, power, and/or prestige (status).














Majority group: A group of people in a superordinate position in terms of wealth, power, and/or prestige (status).






In more general terms, we are interested in social stratification and the relationship between majority and minority groups within stratified systems. This relationship is part of a general tendency to create hierarchies, as, for example, among races and ethnic groups. The nature of these hierarchies varies from society to society and from one time to another. As a result of this, of great interest and importance is the relationship, especially in terms of superordination–subordination, between, for example, races and ethnic groups within given societies (e.g. whites and blacks in apartheid‐era South Africa and after), between different areas of the world (e.g. North–South), and over time (e.g. the changing relationship over the years among Ibos and other tribes [Yoruba and Hausa] in Nigeria, or between the Tutsi and Hutu in Burundi). From a racial perspective, of global interest is the value of whiteness and the global dominance of people of European descent.

A concern with majority–minority relations – with stratification – inherently involves an interest in conflict, if not violence (Collins 1975). That is, all majority/minority relations are fraught with at least the potential for conflict because of the interest of members of the majority group in maintaining or enhancing their privileged position and the interest of minority‐group members in improving theirs (or, at least, preventing it from declining any further). As a general rule, these conflicts, potential or real, are resolved in favor of the majority group, because it has far greater resources (e.g. money, power). At times, potential conflict becomes real and even descends into violence (e.g. ethnic conflict between Tutsis and Hutus in Burundi and among various ethnic groups in the former Yugoslavia).

Most work on majority–minority relations has dealt with them in the context of a specific nation‐state (e.g. South Africa, Brazil, the United States), but our focus is on those relations in a global context. In fact, all of the minority (and majority) groups have been represented, at least implicitly, in many of the preceding chapters. They are often represented most generally by the North–South distinction that runs through the book. As a general rule, it could be argued that the North is characterized by having more majority‐group members, while the South has more minority‐group members. In addition, it has long been the case – and it continues to be so to this day – that the North has dominated, controlled, exploited, and oppressed the South – but as we will see, there are further differences across class, race, gender, and sexuality. We have also already documented many examples from preceding chapters that relate to majority–minority relations.

One way in which to think about majority–minority relations and their relationship to globalization is to return to our definition of globalization and its major dimensions from Chapter 1. First, it could be argued that those in the minority categories are far less likely to participate in the globe's positive flows of, for example, money, commodities, food, healthcare, technologies, and the like. Conversely, those in the majority categories are likely to be in the thick of these flows, as both creators and recipients. People in the majority categories are also more likely to be able to move freely, while those in minority categories are more likely to be either immobile or forced to move, or to migrate only without authorization. Further, it is those in the latter categories who are more likely to move from South to North (as well as South to South). Those in the former categories are highly unlikely to move from North to South.

Of course, the opposite is the case for negative flows (see Chapter 10). Those in minority groups are more likely to be on the receiving end of such flows as borderless diseases, war, and most environmental problems. Those in the majority groups certainly cannot completely avoid these negative flows, but they are far better able to insulate and protect themselves from them. Furthermore, those in majority groups often initiate flows (armaments, global warming) that have profoundly negative effects on minority groups.

Second, those in majority groups are better able than those in minority groups to create barriers between themselves and various negative flows. These barriers can include border controls in the nation‐states dominated by advantaged groups, local actions such as creating gated communities patrolled by guards, and even individual actions such as having alarm systems in one's home. They can also create structures that greatly enhance positive or protective flows. For example, in advantaged locales, the police and medical systems allow personnel to flow easily and quickly through well‐established structures (e.g. 911 phone calls leading to a series of actions resulting in the swift arrival of help; medical alert buttons and the expensive contact networks associated with them, which allow elderly people to summon help even if they can't get to a phone). Those in minority categories can afford few if any of these kinds of protective barriers.

On the other hand, there are a number of structures that expedite various negative flows, and these are more likely to dump into, and to be found in, areas dominated by minority groups. For example, a variety of illegal structures allow the relatively free flow of weapons into and through areas dominated by minority groups, but strong structures are in place that prevent their flow into advantaged areas dominated by majority groups. To take another, much more specific example, people in disadvantaged categories are more likely to live in close proximity to disease vectors (malaria‐bearing mosquitoes, pigs carrying swine flu), with the result that they are at greater risk of contracting various diseases, including malaria and the Zika virus. In contrast, majority‐group members are far more likely to live in places where they are more protected, or even widely separated, from such disease vectors.

Yet another way of getting at this is to say that those in minority groups are more likely to be “heavy,” and therefore less likely to be able to be part of (to avail themselves of) positive flows. Being defined in any of these categories, and defining oneself in such categories, serves to make one heavy. At one level, there is a heaviness associated with the mere fact of being a member of certain races (blacks), ethnic groups (Roma), genders (women), classes (lower), sexual orientations (gays and lesbians), age groups (children), and global areas (South). At another level, this heaviness often prevents those in these categories from being able to acquire the various things (e.g. education, training, wealth) that are likely to make them “lighter.”



The Social Construction of Race, Ethnicity, Gender, and Sexuality

We tend to think of most, if not all, of the categories under discussion here, whether majority or minority, as being objective, in the sense that they are based on such seemingly objective, phenotypic characteristics as the color of one's skin, one's sex, or one's age. However, the fact is that all majority and minority statuses are products of social interaction; in other words, the categories are defined differently by different cultures and social groups. The categories themselves are the outcomes of people fighting with one another to shape what they mean and how they should be interpreted. In this way, the social definitions are not based in immutable, objective traits. But just because they are not objective does not mean that they do not have powerful effects on people's lives. This is based on one of the classic arguments in social theory: “If [people] define situations as real, they are real in their consequences” (Thomas and Thomas 1928: 572). This points not only to the importance of socially defined meaning, but also to the fact that “erroneous” social meanings can and do have powerful consequences. For example, a white defined as black, or a black defined as white, will be profoundly affected by that definition, whatever the “objective” reality.

There is nothing intrinsic, for example, about any racial or ethnic group that makes it distinct from any other; race and ethnicity are dynamic, fluid categories that are socially defined. While people do indeed have different skin tones or pheynotypes (just as they do eye colors), the important point about race is what meaning society ascribes to these superficial differences. In other words, it is not the color of their skin that makes a person black or white; it is how people are socialized to see and interpret that skin color. Someone defined by others, or who defines themselves, as black in Canada might be considered, and consider themselves, white in Peru. So, while it is true that people have different skin colors, the concept of race comes from the meaning that societies ascribe to those colors. The same can be said of ethnic groups. In the United Kingdom, for example, whether one is considered Jewish or Italian relates both to the definitions of others and to self‐definitions.

If both involve social definitions, what serves to differentiate a race from an ethnic group? The lines are not clear because races (e.g. whites) are often considered ethnic groups (e.g. “white ethnics” [Greeley 1976]) and ethnic groups are often considered races (e.g. Jews, most notoriously in Nazi Germany, and in the effort to destroy them in the Holocaust). However, the basic difference is that while a race is generally defined as the differentiation of people into groups based on some real or presumed physical or biological characteristic, an ethnic group is defined as a group that shares some cultural characteristic (e.g. religious beliefs and practices, what they eat, how they dress). In the American context, whites, blacks, American Indians, Asian and Pacific Islanders, and Hispanics are usually considered to be races (the main basis for the definition is physical), while Italians, Jews, Poles, and White Anglo‐Saxon Protestants are considered ethnic groups (mainly on the basis of cultural characteristics).







Race: A social group defined on the basis of real or presumed physical, biological, or phenotypical characteristics.














Ethnic group: A social group defined on the basis of some cultural characteristics (e.g. language, food, religion).






Thus, race and ethnicity are social constructions and social creations. For example, the “invention” of race as an ideological concept dates back to the Enlightenment and the emergence of modern society (Winant 2001: 290). The concept of race has been used to refer to inherent biological differences between human groups and to justify the associated idea of racial superiority and inferiority. In the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, ideas about race were supplemented with “science,” and allegedly fixed biological characteristics were used to justify scientifically the unequal distribution of wealth, power, prestige, access to resources, and life chances among different groups.

Even though “biological” or “scientific” racism continues to exist, a new type, more based on social and cultural factors, such as religion, language, and national origin, is more prevalent today. In other words, racism as an ideological construct became transformed in the second half of the twentieth century, in that ideas of cultural superiority increasingly replaced those associated with biological superiority. Further, racism is now more a matter of hegemony than physical domination (e.g. by the state). That is, one race now subordinates another on the basis of dominant ideas (especially about cultural differences) and the fact that hegemonic racist ideas come to “operate as a taken‐for‐granted, almost unconscious common sense” (Winant 2001: 293) in the minds of the individuals who accept them.







Racism: Belief in the inherent superiority of one racial group and the inferiority of others.






Racism and ethnicism serve similar functions in social discrimination; both define the Other as inherently different from, and inferior to, the dominant group in society. Therefore, racism and ethnicism are often accompanied by xenophobia, which, etymologically, translates as “the fear caused by strangers.” Xenophobia involves beliefs, attitudes, and prejudices that reject, exclude, and vilify groups that are outsiders or foreigners to the dominant social group (Khair 2016). Xenophobia sometimes leads to violence. Racism/ethnicism and xenophobia take forms as diverse as murder, physical attack, hate speech, denial of entry to stores and clubs, and denial of access to employment. Examples of xenophobic reactions can be seen in many of the right‐wing activities that have taken place in France, the United Kingdom, the United States, Germany, and other countries in recent years (Inglehart and Norris 2017).







Xenophobia: Beliefs, attitudes, and prejudices that reject, exclude, and vilify groups made up of outsiders or foreigners.






Turning to gender and its meaning as being socially constructed, we need to distinguish between sex and gender. Sex refers to the physical differences between males and females. This includes differences in genitalia, chromosomes (XX/XY), and hormones. Gender, however, like race and ethnicity (and class, for that matter), is a matter of social definition and social distinction (Bourdieu 1984). It refers to the different meanings that people attribute to men versus women, which vary across time and place. For example, when someone is physically born as a female (i.e. their sex), people place expectations on how they might dress or behave, what kinds of college majors they might be interested in, and what types of occupation they might pursue (i.e. their gender). While conceptions of sex have remained the same, conceptions of gender have varied tremendously across time and cultures (some cultures even have more than two gender categories, reaching five or more in some cases). Also like race and class, gender involves more than simply making distinctions. Gender distinctions are used to organize the social world and to affect the lives of women and transgender people, often adversely. Such distinctions are made even though there are great similarities between men and women and great variations within each category (Hess and Marx Ferree 1987). Of most interest from the point of view of this chapter is the way gender differences are used to advantage men and disadvantage women, not only within nation‐states, but also globally. Most extremely, definitions of gender employed by men often lead to acts of violence (beatings, rape, murder) against women.







Sex: The physical differences (e.g. in genitalia, chromosomes, and hormones) between males and females.














Gender: The differences in meanings attached to masculinity and femininity, learned though socialization, prejudice, and discrimination.






Finally, social definitions are deeply implicated in the distinctions around sexuality. There are no incontrovertible physical signs that one is homosexual, heterosexual, or bisexual, so inclusion in those categories depends on how society defines them, and perhaps ultimately on one's self‐identity as belonging to them. Until very recently, identifying as bi‐ or homosexual had very negative consequences, but there are signs of improvement in many places throughout the world. This is certainly not universal, however. For example, in 2014, President Goodluck Jonathan of Nigeria instituted a law that criminalized homosexuality, where offenders can be stoned to death for being gay. In one incident in 2017, 53 people were arrested for “conspir[ing] to celebrate a gay marriage” (which the defendants argued was a birthday party), which is punishable by 10 years in jail (Gaffey 2017). That being homosexual is a matter of social definition is clearly manifest in the fact that many homosexuals – much more so in the past than today (although that varies by areas of the world) – were “in the closet.” If they were successful in concealing their homosexuality, they were not defined, at least by heterosexuals, as being homosexual.



Intersectionality

Since we will deal with an array of minority groups in this chapter, it is important to point out that many of their experiences and problems overlap and intersect in various ways. Thus, they need to be examined in the context of the key concept of intersectionality, or the idea that members of any given group are affected by their positions within multiple systems of inequality (Chow et al. 2011; Collins 2000; Collins and Bilge 2016). This concept was developed, at least initially, to deal with the situation confronting women as a minority group, but it can be extended to all majority and minority groups. Minority group members are seen as being enmeshed in a “matrix of oppression” that involves their gender, race, ethnic group, sexual orientation, age, social class, and the part of the globe (North or South) in which they live. All of these variables can be seen as “vectors of oppression,” and minority group members are likely to be affected by many of them.







Intersectionality: The analysis of multiple systems of oppression to understand how members of any one group are affected by their simultaneous positions in majority and minority statuses.






The experience of a member of any given minority group is not simply additive, but changes based on the context and other statuses that they occupy. For example, being a black woman in the United Kingdom is different from being a black man in the United Kingdom, but both experiences vary based on class, and differ from the same experience in Brazil. With each different combination of identities and experiences, the vectors of oppression change. Thus, for example, one of the most disadvantaged groups of people in the world is composed of those who occupy simultaneously the following categories: being female, being black, being Ibo (an African tribe found primarily in Nigeria), being working class, being lesbian, being an adolescent, and being from the global South. Conversely, an example of one of the most advantaged groups of people in the world would be a male white upper‐class heterosexual adult from the global North. But virtually all people (including you!) occupy both majority and minority positions. Such knowledge can be used to understand the privileges and disadvantages of majority/minority groups other than one's own.

Intersectionality theory also emphasizes the interdependence of multiple forms of oppression. For example, capitalism often uses ideas of race to maintain class oppression. This is evident in the use of slavery by plantation owners to strengthen their class position or in the hiring of poor black workers to break up strikes by whites (thereby encouraging infighting among the working class). In short, systems of capitalism, racism, and patriarchy have been developed in conjunction with one another and intersect in powerful ways. Therefore, to address inequality in one dimension (e.g. class), other forms that intersect with it (e.g. race, gender, sexuality) must also be addressed.




RACE AND ETHNICITY

The earliest scholars of race immediately saw the global dimension of racial and ethnic inequality. For example, when the prolific writer W. E. B. Du Bois “predicted that the problem of the twentieth century would be the problem of the color‐line, he was in fact referring to a global color line, ‘the relations of the darker to the lighter races of men in Asia and Africa, in America and the islands of the sea’” (Du Bois 1903: 13; quoted in Aulette 2017: 17–18). Colonialism, the global slave trade, and social movements from abolitionism to suffrage movements to human rights are all global processes that have shaped the flows of people and ideas about race.

Perhaps the most important factor of relationships between racial and ethnic groups from the perspective of this analysis is the way in which they relate to the majority–minority issue. That is, some racial and ethnic groups tend to be minorities in many different societies around the world, while others tend to be in the majority. This is clearest in the case of the white–black distinction, where whites are disproportionately in the majority and blacks are disproportionately in the minority. This is true within many societies, although not all (in most African societies, blacks are the majority group). However, what is most important for our purposes is the global picture and global relationships. At the global level, whites are disproportionately in the dominant North, while blacks are primarily in the South (although this is changing with South‐to‐North migration). As a result, according to Winant (2004: 131), “Globalization is a re‐racialization of the world. What have come to be called ‘North–South’ issues are also deeply racial issues. The disparities … between the (largely white and wealthy) global North and the (largely dark‐skinned and poor) global South have always possessed a racial character.” The key issue from the point of view of globalization is the nature of the relationship – of the flows and barriers – between predominantly white and black areas of the world, and more generally between different areas dominated by different races (and ethnic groups).

Historically, most work on the issue of race and ethnicity has focused on particular nation‐states and what transpires within them. This is particularly true of the United States, largely because of its unique history in terms of both race and ethnicity. In terms of race, there is, of course, the history of slavery and the continuing legacy of that system and its impact on black Americans. In terms of ethnicity, there is the history of massive immigration to the United States, especially in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Many ethnic groups from Europe made their way there, but so too did many others, especially Asians and, more recently, large numbers of Hispanics. Thus, the United States was, at least until recently, a uniquely multiracial and multiethnic society. This has changed as many other societies, such as those in Europe, have become much more multiracial (largely as a result of South‐to‐North migration from Africa) and multiethnic (mostly as a result of both South‐to‐North [e.g. from Turkey] and North‐to‐North [from Eastern Europe] migration).

Of course, other societies have been in the forefront of discussions of race and ethnicity. In terms of race, South Africa was long a focus of attention (Dunbar Moodie 1975; Dunbar Moodie and Ndatshe 1994) because of its system of apartheid, a formal system of “separate development” for whites and blacks (the vast majority of the South African population is, and was, black) that served to perpetuate both white privilege and power and black subordination and weakness. Apartheid was formally abolished in 1991, but its history and legacy continue to be important in analyses and discussions of race in South Africa. While whites continue to be the statistical minority, they are considered the majority in terms of power relations and privilege.

Brazil is another nation‐state that gets much attention in discussions of race (Degler 1971/1986), largely because of the much more harmonious relationship between the races there compared to that in the United States (although racism and racial inequalities persist there as well). There is also a much more fluid definition of race in Brazil than in the United States. People in Brazil think about race much more on a continuum, and someone who is considered black in the United States would not necessarily be considered black in Brazil.

However, while discussions of various societies throughout the world in terms of their distinctive patterns of racial (and ethnic) relations is important, far more important from the perspective of globalization is a focus on global flows and barriers. Of particular relevance in this context is the global flow of people from various racial and ethnic groups, as well as the global flow of ideas. The flow of ideas includes racial categories (see below), racism, pluralism (the idea that different races and ethnic groups can live together and coexist [Bloemraad 2016]), and resistance to discrimination and its deleterious effects.







Pluralism: The idea and fact that different races and ethnic groups can live together, can coexist.






The issue of ethnicity (race) relates to a sense of who one is. It offers a sense not only of one's being, but also of the collectivities (real and imagined) to which one belongs. That is, in general, people see themselves as belonging to ethnic groups that involve others with the same or a similar identity. Identities, therefore, are at the heart of collective bonds. Because they are often so strongly felt, identities are also often at the heart of struggles among ethnic groups.

At least in the last few hundred years, if not earlier, ethnic (or national) identities have been closely tied to states. However, in recent years, with the increase in globalization and the corresponding decline in the nation‐state, identity with the nation‐state has tended to decline in importance (but global processes such as the Olympics, the World Cup, and inexpensive international phone calls, among many others, have served to reinforce such identity), although it certainly remains a powerful force on the global stage. It is more the case that ethnic identity and other kinds of identities – class, race, and gender, as well as age, sexual orientation, and others – have grown in importance, often because of global processes that serve to increase and to reinforce them.

The existence of so many identities on the global stage has increased the possibility of people having hybrid identities. That is, they identify not only with, say, their ethnic group, but also with their gender, race, and sexual orientation. This leads to more complex identities and to the greater likelihood of internal conflict among one's identities.

Some see globalization as a threat to ethnic identity; they see it as creating a world of homogeneous identities, or at least one where the number and variety of ethnic (and other) identities is in decline. Others argue that this is not the case. For one thing, it is contended that such identities are not nearly as fragile – are far more powerful – than is often believed. For another, globalization can be seen as a force – maybe the most significant force – in the creation and proliferation of ethnic identity (Tomlinson 2000). Ethnic identity can also be enhanced by resistance to the global pressure toward the homogenization of identity. Further, ethnic identity itself, like globalization, is seen as a very modern phenomenon. Such a position leads to the view that globalization is not opposed to ethnic identity, but that both are part of the same modern process leading to a proliferation of such identities, not to a diminution in their number and variety. Thus, globalization brings with it an increasingly bewildering array of ethnic (and other – class, gender, racial) identities.

Ethnic identities, which might be seen as threatened by globalization, can also be seen as being enhanced and spread by it. For example, through the development of advanced forms of communication and the media, globalization allows diasporic (see Chapter 8) groups spread throughout the world not only to retain their ethnic identity, but to develop it more strongly. Furthermore, this more powerful sense of ethnic identity can be exported back to the home country through the same forms of global media. This is part of the broader process of deterritorialization (see Chapter 2), which in this case involves the separation of ethnic or national identity from any specific geographic territory.


Ethnic Conflict and Genocide

Greater ethnic diversity in many nation‐states has increased the possibility of ethnic conflict within their confines. Of course, such ethnic conflict is not new. Among the most notable examples have been conflicts between Turks and Armenians in Turkey, Germans (especially Nazis) and Jews in Germany, Tamils and Sinhalese in Sri Lanka, the Tutsi and Hutu in Burundi, and the conflict between various ethnic groups – Slovenes, Croatians, Serbs, Bosnians, Montenegrins, Macedonians, and Albanians – after the breakup of Yugoslavia in 1991. However, today, with more members of ethnic groups in more and more countries, there is the potential for a great increase in the number, if not the intensity, of ethnic conflicts.

Historically, efforts to “deal” with ethnic minorities have occurred within nation‐states and other delimited territories. The most extreme cases involve extermination or genocide. Genocide was defined in 1948 by the United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide as “acts committed with the intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnic, racial, or religious group” (cited in Karstedt 2012; Rotberg 2017). This was prompted by the Nazi Holocaust, committed primarily, but not exclusively, against Jews. At first, the Holocaust occurred within the confines of Germany, but it later spread to the European countries allied with or conquered by it. It was in that sense global, and it would have undoubtedly become far more so had the Nazis achieved their goal of world conquest. For example, had the Nazis succeeded in conquering the United States, we would have no doubt have seen the genocide of American Jews. A later example of a more global genocide was the mass killings during the Stalin era that extended throughout the then vast Soviet Empire. In the main, though, genocide continues to be practiced within nation‐states (e.g. the murder of millions by the Khmer Rouge in Cambodia in the mid‐ to late 1970s).







Genocide: Acts committed with the intent to destroy a national, ethnic, racial, or religious group.






It is important to point out that the global age brings with it at least the possibility of even more global genocide. That is, genocide could become another of the negative flows discussed in Chapter 10. In the global age, one can imagine a scenario whereby genocide that takes place in one part of the world eventually makes its way – flows – to other parts. This might be a far‐fetched scenario (a “Mad Max” scenario of the kind discussed in Chapter 13), but it is made more likely because of globalization, because of proliferating and accelerating global flows, and because of the increased inability of nation‐states to block many of these flows.

One of the processes of greatest concern in the context of ethnicity and globalization is ethnic cleansing. Ethnic cleansing can be seen as, at least in part, a specific example of another way of dealing with ethnic minorities: expulsion. Expulsion can take two forms (Eaton Simpson and Milton Yinger 1985). First, it can be direct, with minority ethnic groups forcibly ejected by the majority through military and other government action. Second, it can involve a minority group “voluntarily” leaving because it is being harassed, discriminated against, or persecuted. Of course, in the real world, these two forms of expulsion occur in concert with one another. Thus, many of those involved in diasporas of one kind or another have often experienced both forms of expulsion. This is particularly true of Jews, who have often moved both because they have been forcibly ejected (e.g. by the Romans from Jerusalem in the second century CE) and because they have faced increasing hostility and have decided to leave voluntarily (e.g. those German Jews who left before the Holocaust).

Ethnic cleansing (Ahmed 1995; Rotberg 2017) is defined in terms similar to those used to define expulsion, as “various policies of forcibly removing people of another ethnic group” (Sekulic 2007: 1450–1452). Of course, Nazi actions against Jews fit this definition, but ethnic cleansing achieved more recent notoriety during the wars that were associated with the dissolution of Yugoslavia in 1991. Many of the ethnic groups that dominated various regions (e.g. Croatia) sought to create areas that were ethnically homogeneous, and they did this by expelling and even killing (genocide rather than expulsion) members of other ethnic groups. For example, Croatians were expelled from parts of Croatia inhabited by Serbs. Bosnia, which declared independence in 1992, comprised three major ethnic groups: Slavic Muslims (the largest single group), Serbs, and Croats. Ethnic cleansing took the form of Serbian armed forces creating ethnically homogeneous enclaves by forcibly removing the other ethnic groups, especially Muslims.







Ethnic cleansing: Forcibly removing people of another ethnic group.








The Latin Americanization of Race and the Value of Whiteness

One key dimension of the social construction of race is that conceptions of it vary across place and time (i.e. they are not a fixed biological category). For example, the United States has historically viewed race through a black–white paradigm, but in other areas (e.g. Japan, Turkmenistan, Cambodia) race is important but “black” is not a meaningful category and “blackness” is not an issue (Law 2012). Throughout Latin America, race is seen on a continuum.

From a global perspective, it is particularly interesting to see the global flows of cultural ideas about race. For example, the historical black–white paradigm found in many countries is now being transformed into a “multiracial” paradigm (Bowman and Betancur 2010). In particular, race relations in the United States (and other countries) look increasingly like those found in Latin America (Bonilla‐Silva 2017; Bonilla‐Silva and Dietrich 2008). This is shaping race relations in new and important ways.

Bonilla‐Silva (2017) outlines the central features of race in Lain America. First, almost all Latin American nations, with some exceptions, are “thoroughly racially mixed.” Despite this racial mixing and widespread beliefs that racism does not exist in Latin America, whites remain the dominant group. In Latin America's racial hierarchy, Indian and black groups are at the bottom, but there are also intermediate groups of “browns,” “pardos,” or “mestizos.” Even within racial strata, there are internal divisions based on a variety of factors, including “skin tone, phenotype, hair texture, eye color, culture and education, and class” (Bonilla‐Silva 2017: 187). This reflects the idea of pigmentocracy or colorism, where, for example, darker‐skinned members of a group are more discriminated against than lighter‐skinned members. This can even be seen in families, where racial mixing can be undertaken with the goal of becoming more and more white – thus placing a higher value on whiteness. Finally, despite all these important racial influences, Latin Americans tend not to identify themselves through racial categories, but instead emphasize their nationality (e.g. Brazilian or Puerto Rican). There is a myth throughout much of Latin America that its nations have moved beyond race by achieving national unity, but racism still persists.







Pigmentocracy: A racial hierarchy based on skin tone, where darker‐skinned members of a single racial group (e.g. black) are more discriminated against than those with a lighter skin color.






Bonilla‐Silva explains why these ideas are flowing to other parts of the world – especially the United States – resulting in the “Latin Americanization of race.” Mass migration from Latin America to other nations (largely the United States) is rapidly changing social demographics. In the United States, 39% of the population is now made up of racial minorities. Between 2000 and 2017, the Hispanic population alone increased from 35.2 million to 58 million (a 65% increase, compared to an overall 15% growth in the US population). Second, race relations themselves have become more globalized. According to Bonilla‐Silva (2017: 189), “the once almost all‐white Western nations have now ‘interiorized the other.’ The new world system need for capital accumulation has led to the incorporation of ‘dark’ foreigners as ‘guest workers’ and even as permanent workers.” Now, in both the United States and European countries, the darkest‐skinned members of racial groups have been shaped into a highly oppressed underclass within this emerging racial structure. Coupled with the unique racial histories and ideologies of these receiving countries, racial hierarchies are subtly forming into multiple hierarchical levels, but they are still very powerful.

The outcome of this Latin Americanization of race is new tripartite systems of race that are replacing the previous black–white paradigms in some nations. This is most evident in the United States. At the top of this three‐tiered racial hierarchy are “whites” (including traditionally defined whites, new whites such as Russians, assimilated white Hispanics, some light‐skinned multiracials, assimilated urban Native Americans, and a few people of Asian origin), in the middle are the “honorary whites” (including light‐skinned Latinos, Japanese Americans, Korean Americans, Asian Indians, Chinese Americans, Middle Eastern Americans, and most multiracials), and at the bottom are the “collective blacks” (including Vietnamese Americans, Filipino Americans, Hmong Americans, dark‐skinned Latinos, Blacks, new West Indian and African immigrants, and Native Americans on reservations). In this system, there is a new hierarchy that reflects a continuum of racial advantages. For example, the whiter the racial group, the more likely its members are to have a higher income, to have a higher‐status occupation, to suffer fewer negative stereotypes, to marry lighter‐skinned people, and to be more socially distant from darker‐skinned people. This is a system that values whiteness, and people with white skins are given various advantages (whether or not they are aware of it).




GENDER

Recent analyses of globalization demonstrate that gender is critical in terms of globalization's effects on human groups (Benería et al. 2016). Globalization often reinforces preexisting gender structures, barriers, and relationships, but on a global scale.

Mainstream perspectives on and theories of globalization in sociology, economics, international relations, and many other fields often claim to be gender‐neutral or gender‐blind. Leaving the gendered effects of globalization aside, mainstream theories (e.g. neoliberal theories) imply that global processes have similar effects on men and on women. Women's experiences and voices, especially those in the developing world, are frequently not taken into account. However, gender is a critical aspect of globalization, especially global capitalist processes and relations.

Feminist interest in the gendered processes of global capitalism has found its way into development studies, critiques of neoliberalism, international relations, international political economy, and transnational networking. Numerous feminist accounts of global processes have analyzed the gendered effects of globalization, which shape gendered ideologies, institutions, hierarchies, and inequality structures. Specifically highlighting experiences in the developing world, these works reveal that the most devastating effects of globalization fall on women (e.g. the greater risk of maternal mortality in the peripheral areas of the globe).


Gender and the Economy

One of the key effects of globalization is the transformation of the nature of economic activity. From the 1970s on, production was reorganized through global production systems. To cut labor costs, multinational corporations (MNCs) shifted production to low‐wage economies. The effects have been significant for the labor force in both developed and developing countries. In developed countries, part‐time and temporary jobs have replaced manufacturing jobs. In developing countries, there has been a growth in low‐paying, informal, and temporary jobs as economies have shifted from nationalized industries and public sectors to export‐oriented production. Women are found disproportionately in these low‐paying, part‐time, and temporary jobs in both developed and less developed countries.

Within the last two decades, women's labor‐force participation in paid employment has increased dramatically around the globe. Since the late 1970s and early 1980s, there has been a notable increase in women's labor‐force participation rates in the Americas and Western Europe. Even though there are significant variations within and across regions, women's labor‐force participation has also risen substantially in sub‐Saharan Africa, North Africa, Eastern Europe, Southeast Asia, and East Asia over the same period (Benería et al. 2016; Cagatay and Ozler 1995; Moghadam 1999). While the progress in women's employment status is linked, at least in part, to gender‐equality movements, other key factors appear to be the better integration of an increasing number of areas into the world economy through trade and production, and changing cultural notions of womanhood in relation to the economy.

The greater involvement of women in the global paid‐labor market is observable in a variety of occupations and professions in the service sector. Women are increasingly employed in public service and are more likely to work as teachers and university professors, as nurses and doctors in state hospitals, and as workers and administrators in government offices (Moghadam 1999; Shauman 2016). Women are also concentrated in professional services such as law, banking, accounting, computing, and architecture. Women predominate in such office jobs as data entry, airline booking, credit card‐processing, word‐processing, and telecommunications (Gaio 1995; Freeman 2001; Pearson 2000). There has also been a significant increase in the informal employment of women. Women's labor migration to work as nannies, domestics, nurses, waitresses, and sex workers (Chang 2016) constitutes a significant proportion of the international informal labor force (and of human trafficking). Beyond services, women are heavily employed in agriculture, as well as in the labor‐intensive manufacture of products such as garments, sportswear, and electronics.

The increasing participation of women in both the formal and the informal global paid labor force has been termed the feminization of labor (Akorsu 2016; Benería et al. 2016; Standing 1989). This refers to the rise in female labor participation in all sectors and the movement of women into jobs traditionally held by men. While the patterns do vary across class, race, and ethnicity, this global trend has occurred in both developing and developed countries. In many developed countries, educated middle‐class women have made inroads in professional and managerial employment, resulting in a decline in the differences between male and female labor participation rates. The feminization of labor has also taken place in the developing world, but gains have been concentrated among low‐wage jobs in highly exploitative industries. On the one hand, these gains have been facilitated by women's greater access to education and training, but on the other, they have seen women forced into low‐paying jobs in order to secure a livelihood for their families.







Feminization of labor: The increasing participation of women in the formal and informal global paid labor force.






The feminization of labor in developing economies is often accompanied by the feminization of poverty and by female proletarianization (Eisenstein 2015; Standing 1989). In many of those economies, women's increased participation in paid employment is caused mainly by the shift from import substitution (see Chapter 2) to export‐oriented manufacturing. Globally, more women are being drawn into labor‐intensive and low‐paying industries such as textiles, apparel, leather products, food processing, and electronics. For instance, women represent more than half of the workforce in electronics production in Hong Kong, Macau, Singapore, Taiwan, the Czech Republic, Malaysia, Indonesia, Puerto Rico, Slovenia, Cuba, the Philippines, Thailand, and Sri Lanka (Ferus‐Comelo 2006).

Jobs in these industries are characterized by the flexible use of labor, high turnover rates, part‐time and temporary employment, and a lack of security and benefits. Women are preferred in these industries because they are viewed as cheaper labor and they are seen as easier for male employers and managers to supervise and control. They are considered not only to be more docile, but also to have greater patience and more dexterity than men in performing standardized and repetitive work (Elson and Pearson 1981). Female employment is also characterized by poorer working conditions, temporary and precarious employment, more compulsory overtime with no extra pay, and more dangerous working conditions.

A great deal of attention has been focused on the relationship between globalization and the place of women in the local, regional (Bose and Acosta‐Belen 1995), and global economies. Of particular importance, at least from the perspective of globalization, is the place of women in what has been called the “global assembly line in which research and management are controlled by the core and developed countries while assembly line work is relegated to semiperiphery or periphery nations that occupy less privileged positions in the global economy” (Ward 1990: 1). Clearly, women are much more likely to be employed in the latter than in higher‐level positions in the core.

Jane Collins (2003) has done an ethnography of part of this global assembly line, involving the headquarters of a global apparel firm in New Jersey, a knitting mill in the southern part of Virginia, and two apparel factories in Aguascalientes in Mexico. Work in this industry is highly gendered and is dominated by females. Collins' study is of particular interest to this book, given its focus on global flows, especially its concern with the “flow of resources and power between these sites” (Collins 2003: ix). It is also of interest because wherever she looked in the world, Collins found an increasing McDonaldization (see Chapter 7) of work. Workers, especially in Mexico, had their positions weakened vis‐à‐vis their employers by subcontracting (workers had no contact with their employers and little knowledge of the firm) and the casualization of work. These factors contributed to a situation where the female Mexican workers had no way to present grievances about their work situation or to act collectively against their employer.

 Export Processing Zones  (EPZs) are special industrial areas, often located in developing countries, that are designed to draw foreign companies and capital investment. They offer incentives to MNCs, including exemption from labor and environmental regulations, taxes, tariffs, and quotas. They are characteristically unstable, as they are likely to move time and again to countries where labor is cheaper and more compliant. A wide range of products are produced in EPZs, including tennis rackets in St. Vincent (Caribbean), furniture in Mauritius, and jewelry in Thailand. However, EPZs mainly focus on the production of textiles, clothing, and electronics for the mass market. Again, women are preferred in these production sites because they are considered more meticulous, disciplined, and compliant compared with men, and therefore (among other things) less likely to unionize.







Export Processing Zones (EPZs): Independent area controlled by corporations and free of national control.






It is often suggested that EPZs reduce poverty and unemployment and, as a result, facilitate the economic development of the host countries. Even if we assume that this is true, they do not do so without serious costs. Working conditions are brutal in most EPZs, where violence and abuse are daily routines. A work day might consist of impossibly long shifts with unpaid overtime, non‐payment for workers on sick leave, a lack of health and safety measures, monitored access to bathrooms, sexual harassment, physical abuse, and in some cases forced consumption of amphetamines to ensure efficiency. Working conditions are particularly hard on women, especially those who are pregnant and have infants. In most EPZs, mandatory pregnancy testing is a condition for employment and for maintaining a job. In some cases, gender bias intersects with age discrimination. EPZs tend to hire mostly young and single women; women over 25 years of age are usually not hired, since they are seen to be more likely to bear children, making them less reliable as workers (Pun 1995).

While women's labor‐force participation has increased in almost all regions, the most significant increase in developing countries has been in informal sectors of the economy (Moghadam 1999). Informal employment includes temporary work without fixed employers, paid employment from home, domestic work for households (Parreñas 2001), and industrial work for subcontractors. Informal sectors are characterized by low pay and a lack of secure contracts, worker benefits, or social protection. Workers in the informal economy do not have wage agreements, employment contracts, regular working hours, health insurance, or unemployment benefits. They typically earn below the legal minimum wage and are often not paid on time. Two‐thirds of female labor‐force participation in developing countries is concentrated in the informal economy (International Confederation of Free Trade Unions 2004); in sub‐Saharan Africa, the proportion is as high as 94% (Economist 2015).

While greater informal employment characterizes both the male and the female labor force globally, women and men are concentrated in different types of informal work. Men are found mainly in informal wage and agricultural employment, while women are typically concentrated in non‐agricultural employment, domestic work, and unpaid work in family enterprises. In manufacturing, the share of women in informal employment far exceeds that of men (International Labor Organization 2012). For example, in Brazil, 48.6% of women and 31.7% of men in manufacturing have informal jobs. In India, a staggering 94% of women in manufacturing have informal employment. Compared to men's informal employment, women's employment is highly likely to have lower hourly wages and less stability. Furthermore, if a country develops more advanced industries with higher‐paying labor, these manufacturing sectors tend to become more male‐dominated through the process of industrial upgrading (Benería et al. 2016).

The trend toward flexibilization and decentralization in production has contributed significantly to the rise in informal female employment in developing countries. In order to reduce labor costs, most MNCs establish subcontracting networks with local manufacturers employing low‐paid workers, mostly women, whose employment can be terminated quickly and easily (Pyle and Ward 2003). In these production networks, women are likely to work in small workshops or from home.

Traditional gender roles and ideas about femininity encourage home‐based work. Gendered ideas relating to the division of labor assign reproductive work to women and productive work to men. As a result, the “real” work of women is considered care‐giving and homemaking as mothers, wives, and daughters, rather than as wage earners. Since the increase in female labor participation is almost never accompanied by a decrease in their domestic workload, many women are forced to accept the lower wages and less formal working arrangements of home‐based work in order to be able to continue to carry out their household responsibilities.

The global economy creates jobs not only in developing economies, but also in the developed world. The advanced corporate economic centers, especially world and global cities (see Chapter 11), require large amounts of low‐wage labor to maintain the operation of their offices and the lifestyles of the entrepreneurs, managers, and professionals associated with them. MNCs' state‐of‐the‐art headquarters require clerical, cleaning, and repair workers, as well as truckers to bring in their copying paper, office furniture, and toilet paper (Sassen 2004). The vast majority of these tasks are performed by immigrants, primarily women, from third‐world countries (Acker 2004; Eisenstein 2015).

The feminization of wage labor in the global economy has contributed to an increase in female migration. As Ehrenreich and Hochschild (2002: 2) put it, “Women are on the move as never before in history.” Much of this involves women from the South moving, with or without authorization, to the North to handle work historically performed by women there (e.g. nannies, maids, and sex workers). Nine of the largest immigrant‐exporting countries are China, India, Indonesia, Myanmar, Pakistan, the Philippines, Sri Lanka, Thailand, and Bangladesh. This immigration serves to enrich the North and to enhance the already elevated lifestyle there. Intensifying the feminization of migration, domestic work has grown on a local and global scale and is now considered the largest labor market for women worldwide.

Since most female migration takes place in undocumented and informal ways, women laborers face the worst forms of discrimination, exploitation, and abuse. They can be held as debt hostages by recruitment agencies in exchange for their transportation and placement fees, locked up in their employers' houses, treated inhumanely, and sometimes even murdered. An increasing number of migrant women are victims of sexual abuse, sex‐trafficking, and prostitution.

All of the preceding underscores the need for intersectional analysis. As Benería et al. (2016: 4) argue:


Undoubtedly, positive transformations have taken place for those women who have benefitted from new opportunities afforded by economic change, but not so for those who have been marginalized and excluded as a result of their position in the national and global economies. Gender equality appears to be less politically threatening to the hegemonic system when isolated from other social inequalities.



For women's status or the status of racial and ethnic minorities to improve, it is necessary to consider the role of capitalism, racism, and other forms of oppression in shaping their lives.



Global Care Chains

Hochschild (2000) argues that migration of domestic workers is part of a global care chain, involving a series of personal relationships between people across the globe based on the paid or unpaid work of caring (Lutz and Palenga‐Möllenbeck 2016). Care includes social, health, and sexual care services, and usually involves menial tasks such as cooking, cleaning, and ironing. In global care chains, women supply their own care labor to their employer while consuming the care labor of others, both paid and unpaid. Migrant domestic workers often rely on female relatives, neighbors, and daughters, as well as paid domestic workers, for the care of their children. For instance, while a mother works as a nanny in a developed country, her young children might be cared for by an older daughter or a nanny who has migrated from some even less developed country. On one end of the chain is a woman in the North pursuing professional employment and finding herself unable to fulfill her duties within the family. On the other is a domestic worker's oldest daughter taking over her mother's familial duties.







Global care chain: A series of personal relationships between people across the globe, based on the paid or unpaid work of caring.






Global care chains have also been referred to as the international transfer of caretaking, the global nanny chain, and the racial division of reproductive labor. These concepts were used initially to explain the transfer of reproductive labor from women in advanced economies to those in developing economies, but care chains have expanded beyond simple North–South relationships (Lutz and Palenga‐Möllenbeck 2016). Many middle‐ and upper‐class households in Asian countries and cities (e.g. India, Singapore, Hong Kong), the Middle East (e.g. Saudi Arabia, Lebanon, Egypt), and South America (e.g. Brazil, Argentina, Chile) also employ care workers from other countries. While care workers in China and many African countries are more likely to be women from rural areas migrating to cities for work, international migration for care work is on the rise there as well. Accordingly, there are flows of all kinds, including South–South, South–North, East–West, and East–East migrations. A conservative estimate from the International Labor Organization (2013) suggests that 53 million people work in private households around the world, and 83% of workers are women.

Whatever the geographic flows for global care chains, they represent a paradoxical situation in women's empowerment through participation in the labor force. While women in the North, global cities, and wealthy families are able to undertake careers, they tend to pass their household duties and reproductive labor on to low‐wage immigrant workers. Rather than pushing for a redistribution of household responsibilities among family members, women as employers maintain the gender division of labor by transferring the most devalued work to disadvantaged women. As a result, the worth of reproductive labor (and of women) declines (Parreñas 2001). In this sense, women's labor‐force participation does not necessarily result in a change in traditional gender roles, but rather leads to a greater exploitation of immigrant women by middle‐ and upper‐class women.

The provision of reproductive labor by migrant domestic workers is not new. It has been obtained by class‐privileged women for centuries. However, the flow of reproductive labor has increased as a result of globalization and the growth of the global economy. There is an especially large and increasing demand for migrant domestic workers in the North and in global cities, and the bulk of the supply comes from the South.



Responding to and Resisting Global Minority Status: The Case of Women

The International Women's Movement has a long history, traceable back to the late 1800s (Rupp 1997), and by some accounts has become the most successful truly global movement (Park 2017). Its greatest triumphs have related to the increasingly global acquisition of the rights of suffrage (Ramirez et al. 1997). It has grown dramatically in recent years, both because of problems created for women by globalization and because of the increased ability to create a global movement. Key events were the United Nations International Women's Year in 1975 and four world conferences: Mexico City (1975), Copenhagen (1980), Nairobi (1985), and Beijing (1995) (Smith and Kutz‐Flemanbaum 2017). These conferences facilitated relationship‐building and social networks, further expanded by Internet platforms and social media, which have given women the ability to interact and mobilize on a global basis.

A variety of specific issues were the focus of the UN meetings, as well as the larger global movement that developed around them, including human rights (Park 2017; Yuval‐Davis 2006), economic concerns, healthcare issues, and violence against women. Later, concern came to focus on the adverse effects of global capitalism (e.g. increased global trafficking in women), education, women in armed conflict, the lack of a voice in global civil society and other decision‐making, representation in media, and the growth of anti‐feminist fundamentalist movements (e.g. the Taliban). More positively, the global women's movement has come to focus on issues of global justice for women and other minorities. It has had a strong impact on the United Nations and has helped to create strong linkages between the United Nations, national governments, and non‐governmental organizations (NGOs) (George 2007). One such effort has been the UN Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW), which promotes equal legal rights for men and women (covering labor discrimination, choice of marital partner, parenting, family planning, and other matters). While the Convention does ignore how different cultural interpretations of universal laws can still restrict women's rights, it has been an important instrument in introducing women's issues to national governments. The Convention was originally introduced in 1979, and as 2018, 189 countries had ratified it. The countries that have not include Iran, Somalia, Sudan, Palau, Tonga, and – perhaps most notable – the United States.

Women throughout the world have not only been involved in the global women's movement, but have responded at local and regional levels to a variety of problems caused by globalization (for many examples, see Naples and Desai [2002a]). They have interacted and organized across borders and at transnational and global levels to deal with common problems caused by globalization. They have also localized global political activities undertaken by the women's movement, global human rights groups, and so forth, and have organized against global activities (e.g. militarism) and used global organizations (such as the United Nations and international non‐governmental organizations [INGOs]) to help in local and regional activities (Naples and Desai 2002b). While these and other global linkages are important, it is also the case that many of the activities undertaken by women have been primarily or exclusively local in nature (Basu 1995). Nevertheless, many of these actions have had a profound effect globally. Even with all the local variations, Marx Ferree and Tripp (2006: viii) argue that feminism still needs to be seen as “a truly global phenomenon.”




SEXUALITY

Sexual minorities represent a diverse group of people whose identities are conceived on a spectrum including lesbian, gay, bisexual, trans, and queer and/or questioning (LGBTQ). Like race, ethnicity, and gender, conceptions of sexuality are also socially constructed. For example, notions of homosexuality depend on how a society defines sex and gender (Geist et al. 2017; Ryan 2012). In most Western cultures, the idea of two genders, which are each representative of a specific sex, presumes homosexuality to be attraction between two men or two women. Some other cultures, however, have conceptions of a third gender category, which is neither man nor woman. One example is the Samoan fa'afafine, who are people whose sex is male, but who behave, dress, work, and are treated in most respects as social women. It is important to note that they are not considered to be masculine, feminine, or transgender; they are considered to be an entirely different gender (there is no equivalent to this in Western cultures). In Samoan culture, if men have sex with a fa'afafine (who is biologically a male), they are not considered homosexual because the sexual relationship is with someone of a different gender. Not only do many Westerners have a difficult time understanding the concept of a third gender (e.g. fa'afafine), they are likely to perceive this to be a homosexual relationship.

There is a tremendous degree of global variation in the rights between majority (i.e. heterosexual) and minority (i.e. LGBTQ) populations (Lind 2010). For example, in most countries, homosexual partners are not legally allowed to marry. As of 2017, only 23 countries had marriage equality: Argentina, New Zealand, South Africa, Brazil, Iceland, Greenland, Canada, Uruguay, the United States, Colombia, and 13 European countries (plus some jurisdictions in Mexico). This represents a significant increase in the past few years, given that as of 2014, only 16 countries had passed marriage‐equality laws. Fewer countries (14) permit homosexual parents to adopt children, despite the fact that not a “single peer‐reviewed study has ever shown significant harm to children of same‐sex parents as opposed to opposite‐sex parents (with the exception of added societal discrimination having nothing to do with the parents themselves)” (Ryan 2012).

A particularly striking form of inequality is national laws that make homosexuality itself illegal. There are 65 countries where homosexual acts are illegal, and Nigeria is just one of 10 countries where homosexuality is punishable by death (Cameron and Berkowitz 2016). Homosexual sex has been illegal in Nigeria since it was under colonial rule by the British, but a 2014 law promoted more convictions and covered more homosexual activities. Now people can receive 10 years in jail for “directly or indirectly” making a “public show” of homosexual relationships (Nossiter 2014). Of course, the penalty for homosexual sex itself is much higher: being stoned to death. While most of the harshest penalties are found in African and Middle Eastern countries, violence against LGBTQ people exists in many other countries, including Western countries that have achieved marriage equality.

Another key issue from the perspective of this book is the barriers that are erected both within a country and between countries, and the ways in which they inhibit or cause a global flow of sexual minorities. Barriers at home (e.g. to equal opportunity at work, to same‐sex marriages), as well as more extreme problems (e.g. physical assaults on and murders of sexual minorities), can force sexual minorities into seeking a better life elsewhere in the world. They are not only “pushed” by problems at home (e.g. Nigeria, Russia), but they can also be pulled elsewhere in the world by better conditions (e.g. more opportunities to work and marry; large and open [especially urban] sexual minority groups accepted by the majority group). Other aspects of globalization such as inexpensive air travel and the Internet have made it easier for sexual minorities to communicate and to be with those who share or accept their orientation and lifestyle. Globalization has also contributed to the rise of gay and lesbian global social movements (Parker et al. 2014) and to the increasing acceptance in large parts of the world of same‐sex relationships (Frank and McEneaney 1999). Yet, while it could be argued that globalization has aided sexual minorities, globalization has also aided the spread of forms of prejudice and discrimination against them (e.g. homophobia [Binnie 2004]); globalization has not been an unmitigated good as far as sexual minorities are concerned.



CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter analyzes inequality among societies as it relates to majority–minority relations across race, ethnicity, gender, and sexuality. Categorization as a majority or minority group is based upon superordination and subordination, rather than numbers. Thus, a minority group is in a subordinate or oppressed position in terms of wealth, power, and privilege, while a majority group is in a superordinate or dominant position on these variables. As a general rule, it may be argued that the North is characterized by more majority‐group members, while the South has more minority‐group members.

Minority groups are more likely to be affected by negative flows. Meanwhile, those in majority groups are likely to be involved in positive flows, both as creators and as recipients. They are also better able to create protective barriers between themselves and negative flows. Minority statuses relating to race, ethnicity, gender, class, sexual orientation, and living in the South serve, in themselves, as subtler barriers to positive flows.

All majority and minority statuses are socially constructed, and thus are defined by society; there is nothing natural or immutable about how they are defined. As a result, these statuses tend to differ – with variations in social definition – from one locale to another and over time. For instance, there is nothing intrinsically distinctive about any racial or ethnic group that distinguishes it from others – these are fluid categories, and their meaning changes across different contexts. Furthermore, such experiences are intersectional, in that members of any given group are affected by their positions within multiple systems of inequality (including both privileges and disadvantages).

While some argue that globalization poses a threat to ethnic identities, these identities may in fact be reinforced by resistance to global pressures toward homogenization. Indeed, globalization and the creation of ethnicity may be seen as part of the same modern process. Greater ethnic diversity within nation‐states has increased the possibility of ethnic conflict. Various methods may be adopted to “deal” with ethnic minorities in nation‐states or other delimited areas. The most extreme involve genocide and ethnic cleansing, but all societies face issues of racism and xenophobia.

There are some ways in which racial identities are converging. The Latin Americanization of race relations refers to the tripartite system of racial hierarchy (of whites, honorary whites, and collective blacks) that has flowed from Latin America to other countries (especially the United States). This system depicts race as a continuum, with the highest value (and subsequent advantages) placed on whiteness.

Globalization reinforces many gender structures, barriers, and relationships. A key aspect has been the transformation of the nature of economic activity. Women are found disproportionately in low‐paying, part‐time, and temporary jobs in both developed and less developed countries. The increasing participation of women in both the formal and the informal paid labor force has been termed the feminization of labor. In developing economies, this may be accompanied by the feminization of poverty and by female proletarianization. It is also accompanied by an increase in female migration. A large part of this migration takes place in unauthorized and informal ways, leaving female laborers vulnerable to discrimination, exploitation, and abuse. At the same time, globalization has helped give rise to a global women's movement that has facilitated global dialogue on, and in some cases equal rights for, women.

Sexual minorities on the LGBTQ spectrum experience much discrimination, such as gays and lesbians being denied the right to marry in many countries throughout the world, or even being killed for engaging in homosexual acts. They face barriers that may inhibit or cause a global flow of sexual minorities. Globalization has contributed to the rise of gay and lesbian global movements, but it has also aided the spread of forms of prejudice and discrimination against them.









DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


	Explain how “majority” and “minority” status across categories of race, ethnicity, gender, and sexuality functions in terms of power and inequality.

	Examine the impact of global flows on ethnicity and nationality.

	Analyze the impact of global flows and structures on gendered social relations, particularly in the global South.

	Examine the impact of global flows on race relations.

	Can the success of the women's movement be a model for other minority groups seeking to combat the negative effects of globalization?

	Explain how sexuality is socially constructed and related to inequality.

	Define intersectionality and discuss ways that class, race, ethnicity, gender, and/or sexuality are interrelated.

	Discuss how the structures of inequality can function as barriers that impede some flows of people while at the same time facilitating other such flows.
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The reader should find several things jarring about the title of this final chapter. First, there appears to be a lot going on – seemingly too much – in one chapter. In addition, the first part of the title seems to imply that there is a broad consensus that globalization is problematic and, as such, needs to be dealt with and/or resisted. While there are many throughout the world who do see globalization in this way, many others are quite content with it, and there are some who extol its virtues. Thus, the title and focus of this chapter should not be interpreted to mean that there is universal consensus that globalization is problematic.

Another prefatory remark is needed. As we have seen throughout this book, and have pointed out on several occasions, there is no one globalization – there are many globalizations. Thus, there is no single phenomenon, no single globalization, to be dealt with, to be resisted. Almost everyone would want to deal with or resist the globalization of crime, but most would be quite happy to see further globalization of the distribution of pharmaceuticals, such as the “cocktail” needed to treat AIDS. Within the economy, there are huge differences in the way people respond to the increasing concentration of wealth in the hands of the few versus the ever‐escalating ability to distribute goods and services globally. The former may need to be dealt with or resisted, but most would want to see the latter encouraged further. Thus, as we discuss various coping mechanisms in this chapter, we need to keep in mind which globalization, or which aspect of it, is being dealt with and/or resisted.

The same point applies to the final topic of this chapter, the future of globalization: there is no single future for globalization. Because there are many globalizations, there are many futures. While we will need to make do with a few generalizations about the future of globalization (and of a few of the globalizations), the reader should also keep this in mind.



DEALING WITH GLOBALIZATION

Given limited space, this section will cover only dealing with the global economy and dealing with political globalization.


Dealing with the Global Economy

From the perspective of that which needs to be responded to, no issue gets more attention – undoubtedly mainly because of the profound economic inequality in the world – than the economy. We examine three broad ways of responding to/resisting economic globalization.


Protectionism

Trade exists, of course, within nations (among individuals, companies, and so on), but it is of particular interest here because it occurs globally, and at an accelerating rate in the era of globalization. There has been a general consensus that the free flow of global trade benefits the nations engaged in it, although there are still winners and losers within nations as well. Furthermore, trade, especially free trade, has its critics, and there are those who seek to restrict it through barriers – protectionism – of one sort or another (Mann and Pluck 2007).

Protectionism, or more specifically trade protectionism, is “a policy of systematic government intervention in foreign trade with the objective of encouraging domestic production. This encouragement involves giving preferential treatment to domestic producers and discriminating against foreign competitors” (McAleese 2007: 1169–1174). There are various ways to protect and encourage domestic production, including through placing tariffs and quotas on foreign imports. Domestic production can be helped directly through export subsidies (widely used in US agriculture) and indirectly by such policies as offering tax relief to producers. Protectionism has existed since the mercantilist era (1500–1800), as well as the early days of the Industrial Revolution, and has been practiced by almost every nation (Chorev 2007). It reached something of a peak following the onset of the Depression in 1929. However, following the end of WW II, and as a result of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) (1947), and later the founding of the European Economic Union (1958), the tide began to shift away from trade protectionism and toward trade liberalization (Tan 2007: 735–739). This led the way toward the great expansion of foreign trade and investment. More recently, following the Great Recession, global trade has fallen in terms of both volume and the value of goods (Evenett and Fritz 2015).







Protectionism: Government intervention in order to encourage domestic production.






A broad consensus emerged that protectionism did not work, but nonetheless it continued to be practiced by many nations and in various economic sectors. It coexisted – very uncomfortably – alongside trade liberalization. In spite of its rhetoric of trade liberalization, the United States was often accused of practicing protectionism (especially in agriculture). Meanwhile, it often accused many other nations, most notably China and Japan, of the same thing.

Many reasons have been put forth in defense of a protectionist policy, some as early as the pioneering work of Adam Smith (1953). Smith argued that it was legitimate to protect a nation's important defense industries, to impose a tax on foreign imports, to retaliate against a country imposing a tax on one's own exports, and to use protectionism to ease the transition to a more liberal trading position. Other reasons that have emerged to legitimate protectionism include assisting in the birth of new industries (as the European Union did in the case of Airbus), protecting such new industries as they develop, and more generally protecting new economies. In spite of these and other rationales, there was, given the ascendancy of neoliberal economics, a decline in both the belief in and the practice of trade protectionism, at least until very recently. Nevertheless, various forms of protectionism remained in place, and they have been resurrected in various parts of the world – especially in the South – as the adverse effects of the global neoliberal economy have taken center stage.

Trade protectionism declined because of a perception that its negative effects outweighed its benefits. First, those industries that receive protection tend, over time, to grow increasingly inefficient. They seem to require the competition brought about by free trade to hone their operations. It clearly is not in a nation's interest to support inefficient industries, at least in the long run. Second, protectionism doesn't only discourage imports, but also exports, because the tariffs on imported components raise the cost of production to industries in the nation engaging in protectionism. This leads to increases in prices and tends to make a protectionist nation's exports less competitive, especially compared to those of nations without the kinds of trade barriers that tend to raise costs. Third, the protected industries have little interest in or motivation for innovation; their protected position makes innovation unnecessary. Fourth, protectionism tends to lead, especially in developing nations (but not, historically, in the United States), to a focus on manufacturing, with the result that agriculture is adversely affected, or at least not similarly advantaged. Such countries are highly dependent on their agriculture for subsistence, and its decline can have disastrous consequences for the population as a whole.

Interestingly, those nations that have restricted imports (engaged in protectionism) have tended to suffer more from protectionism than those (the “victims” of protectionism) that have been impeded from exporting to them. Thus, the United States, for example, would gain more from eliminating its protective agricultural policies than would those nations that wish to export their products to it.

Even as trade liberalization became dominant, especially in the hegemonic neoliberal perspective, there continued to be pressures toward protectionism. On the one hand, developed nations often wanted trade protection because of fear that inexpensive imports from less developed countries would destroy domestic industries. On the other hand, less developed countries often complained about continuing trade barriers in developed nations and about pressures on them (but not developed countries) by the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank to liberalize – and rapidly – much of their economy. Furthermore, less developed countries often felt that as a result of trade liberalization, they were engaged with other less developed nations in a “race to the bottom” (see Chapter 4), in which they competed with one another to produce more at lower cost for the developed world. Instead of their standard of living improving as a result of trade liberalization, they frequently found that it was at best stable and more likely in decline.

In spite of these and other issues, the trend for many years after the end of WW II was certainly in the direction of trade liberalization. However, there were critics who argued that trade liberalization really didn't offer the benefits it was supposed to and that it disproportionately helped the developed rather than the less developed nations. Some, especially in the South, saw trade liberalization as part of a neoliberal economics designed to help the richer nations at the expense of the poorer. Nonetheless, there were few in those days anywhere in the world who would have argued for a resurrection of full‐scale trade barriers.

There are a large number of factors that explain periodically renewed calls for increased protectionism (Reuveny and Thompson 2001), including shocks to the economic system, a long‐term shift from one system to another (e.g. from agrarian to industrial, or from manufacturing to service), the preferences of voters and the politicians they elect, the desire to further a nation's foreign policy objectives and the interests of one's allies, the absence of a free‐trade ideology and the persistence of an ideology favoring protectionism, and reciprocity because of protectionism practiced by another nation. These and other factors continued to foster protectionism, but they were subordinated, at least at the time, to the global triumph (not without deep and continuing resistance) of neoliberalism and trade liberalization. Nonetheless, resentment toward trade liberalization, as well as the ways in which it seemed to benefit the rich nations and disadvantage the poor, continued to stimulate efforts at protectionism, especially in less developed nations. For their part, the rich nations generally wished to retain their positions and were often hostile to the advantages (e.g. lower wages) industries in less developed nations had over their own. Thus, there were pressures in both developed and less developed nations to retain or reimpose trade barriers even in a global economy increasingly characterized by trade liberalization.

One of the most vocal supporters of protectionism has been President Donald Trump, who promoted an “America First” trade policy as he was running for president and suggested that the United States pull out of, or at least renegotiate, the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). As of this writing, Trump has left the Trans‐Pacific Partnership (TPP) and begun to add tariffs to certain imports (e.g. aluminum and steel). Trump has targeted China in particular, proposing $60 billion in annual tariffs on a variety of Chinese products (Paletta et al. 2018). This raises the possibility of a trade war, which could significantly reduce flows of global trade. Whatever happens, the increased use of protectionism fits with the general orientation of this book, because protectionism is a barrier used to ward off the worst effects of the negative flows associated with certain forms of economic globalization.



Fair Trade

Taken to its logical conclusion, trade protectionism implies a rejection of the global economy, especially in its neoliberal form. However, there are less extreme ways of dealing with inequities in the global economy, one of which is fair trade (Brown 2013; Jaffee 2014; Lyon and Moberg 2010; Nicholls and Opal 2005; Stiglitz and Charlton 2005), which stands in opposition to the “free trade” that is at the heart of neoliberalism.

Fair trade is defined by the World Fair Trade Organization as “a trading partnership, based on dialogue, transparency and respect, that seeks greater equity in international trade. It contributes to sustainable development by offering better trading conditions to, and securing the rights of, marginalized producers and workers – especially in the South.” In contrast to the purely utilitarian orientation of neoliberalism, fair trade is oriented toward a more moral and equitable global economic system. It is concerned with:







Fair trade: A system of direct trade between marginalized producers (mostly in the global South) and consumers (mostly in the global North) that provides workers with better working conditions, higher pay, increased community development, and more sustainable environmental practices.







	creating direct relationships between producers, usually in the South, and consumers, usually in the North;

	“establishing more just prices”: prices should not be set by the free market, but by what is just as far as producers (and the social and ecological environment in which they live and work) are concerned; they should be negotiated openly, transparently, and equally by the producers and those who seek to acquire what they produce; and each side should seek to understand and accommodate the other's needs;

	protecting producers, especially farmers, from dramatic swings in prices for their products;

	providing stable work for those, especially in the South, who are economically disadvantaged;

	protecting workers' rights, including the right to unionize;

	providing work that is safe and is not exploitative of women and children;

	engaging in environmentally sound practices and in sustainable production;

	being sure that that which is produced is healthy to consume;

	educating consumers and encouraging them to put pressure on producers to engage in fair trade practices.



To illustrate how fair trade benefits workers, let's take a look at coffee – the most widely sold fair trade commodity (Brown 2013; Jaffee 2014; Lewis and Runsten 2008). Coffee supply chains can be very complex. With conventional (i.e. not fair trade) coffee, beans can change hands dozens of times between the grower and the final retailer, moving between buyers/sellers, roasters, and importers. However, the market is largely dominated by a small number of firms: just three companies (ECOM, Neumann, and Volcafe) control 50% of the global coffee trade, and coffee can be a highly profitable commodity for them. For small coffee growers, the experience is quite different: they can earn as little as 1–3% of the price of the coffee sold in a café. Farmers are subject to highly volatile prices, which can fall as low as $0.45 per pound – not even enough to cover the costs of production (as of this writing, they average $1.24 per pound, but they can fluctuate rapidly). They are also affected by other factors beyond their control, such as climate change altering where coffee can be grown.

In contrast to conventional coffee, fair trade growers are paid a minimum of $1.40 per pound ($1.70 if it is also certified organic), plus a premium of 20 cents per pound that goes toward community projects (building schools and health clinics, improving productivity and quality, etc.). They can earn more money because of the system of direct trade (which cuts out many middle men) and because of consumers who are willing to pay to contribute to a more equitable production system. In order to qualify for the fair trade designation, a farmer must follow many rules on pesticide use, farming techniques, recycling, democratically run workplaces, working conditions, and so on. This gives the consumer confidence that their purchase is supporting their social values.

While other parts of the developed world – especially Europe – have been great supporters of fair trade for some time, there are signs that interest is growing in the United States as well. In 2004, only 12% of Americans said they were aware of fair trade, but this grew to 34% in 2011 and 59% in 2016 (Fair Trade Certified 2016). In the countries where fair trade is most common (e.g. the United Kingdom, Germany, and Switzerland), 80–90% of consumers recognize the Fair Trade logo. Other products have become the focus of fair trade interest and concern, including bananas, cotton, wine, tea, chocolate, gold, sports balls, beauty products, and flowers.

“Fair trade” is the popular term for the more formal idea of “alternative trade schemes” (McMichael 2007). Such schemes have a long history, going back to WW II. They were built on the basis of the sending of aid by Britain's Oxfam to areas in Europe overrun by the Nazis. Faith‐based organizations emerged to import handicrafts from Eastern Europe, and later from less developed areas, to be sold directly to consumers in non‐profit (e.g. church‐based) shops. In the 1970s, organizations like Traidcraft emerged. Traidcraft used “mail order and other social networking devices to connect producers in lesser‐developed countries directly with conscientious consumers in the developed world” (Carducci 2007). Interest in such schemes has expanded dramatically since the 1980s and 1990s, with the growth of (and reactions against) neoliberal economic globalization.

There are several global organizations involved in the fair trade movement, including the International Federation of Alternative Traders (IFAT), the Rainforest Alliance, and the Fairtrade Labelling Organizations International (FLO), formed in 1997 on the basis of three organizations that had been involved in the European market. The FLO's goal is to educate consumers to use their purchasing power as a weapon against the abuses of the corporate system. The certification of fair trade practices, via a guaranteed superior (world) price, includes demands for representative associations of producers or workers to monitor labor conditions, protect worker rights, prohibit child and forced labor, promote safe and healthy working conditions, and sustain communities and environments. (McMichael 2007: 34).

There are limits to, and problems with, fair trade: there are questions as to whether a fair trade system can really supply a mass global market (e.g. for coffee); it is difficult to see how fair trade can be used in the far more globally significant area of mass‐manufactured products; and while fair trade has made inroads among “enlightened” consumers in the developed world, it may be harder to get producers (and consumers) in the less developed world (with far more pressing problems) to buy into it.



Helping the “Bottom Billion”

The most common way of looking at economic inequality in the world (indeed, the way we introduced the issue in this chapter) is to focus on the differences between the North and the South, core and periphery, or developed and less developed areas. However, Collier (2007) argues that in making that gross distinction, we ignore the poorest people in the world, what he calls “the bottom billion” (see Chapter 11). It is clear that if any population needs economic assistance, if any global economic problem needs to be dealt with, it is this one. There are several areas in which things can be done to improve the situation facing the bottom billion in the global age.

The first is aid. In 2016, the most generous countries in terms of foreign aid (as a percentage of their GDP) were Sweden (0.99%), Norway (0.88%), Denmark (0.82%), the Netherlands (0.80%), and Belgium (0.50%). Foreign aid can go to a variety of humanitarian functions, such as disaster relief, food, and military assistance. For many in the development community, foreign aid has been seen as critical to helping people in the poorest countries out of poverty.

However, studies show that the impacts of foreign aid are mixed (Qian 2015), and many development experts are critical of its role. For example, Collier is not optimistic about aid – even if it is doubled – for a variety of reasons, including the fact that:


	while some aid will help, the effect tends to diminish as aid increases;

	the bureaucracies involved do not function well and tend to interfere with one another;

	aid money tends to flow into dysfunctional areas, such as the military;

	aid can stimulate civil wars by making the control of the government more valuable;

	aid has little effect on a lack of natural resources;

	aid has failed to improve transportation links;

	aid has rarely alleviated the problem of bad governance.



In spite of all this, it is possible that aid could help, but only in concert with other actions on the part of the developed countries, especially the G8. In particular, donor countries' interests often play a greater role than recipients' needs in directing aid, donor countries give very low levels of aid (most developed countries fall far short of their 0.7% pledge), and donor countries are often not accountable for the aid they give.

Military intervention, as one example of aid, can be useful in restoring order, maintaining peace after a conflict ends, and preventing later military coups. While external military intervention can be helpful, the militaries in the world's poorest countries often make matters worse. For example, once in power through a coup, a military can demand (extort) huge sums of money.

The marginalization of less developed nations can be reversed through trade policy. One course of action is the reduction and elimination of trade barriers (see earlier) in both developed countries (in part, at least, through unreciprocated barrier reduction within the World Trade Organization [WTO]) and those that contain most of the bottom billion. The latter would need at least temporary trade protection until they were more competitive economically. However, when goods from free trade are made cheaper because employers can evade social and environmental regulations (e.g. workplace safety standards, taxes to fund education and other social programs), this can simultaneously hurt those in the bottom billion.




Dealing with Political Globalization

As was the case with economic issues, there is a near‐endless array of things that can be done to deal with global political problems. Space constraints will limit us to the issues of accountability and transparency.


Accountability

In a world of increasingly global organizations, including political organizations, the issue of accountability (or lack thereof) is increasingly important (Germain 2004; Palumbo 2017). On the one hand, all political organizations, including the nation‐state, need to be held more accountable for their actions. On the other, the decline of the nation‐state has freed various organizations (including political organizations) from the constraints of being embedded in it. With the nation‐state of declining importance or out of the picture, the issue arises of to whom or to what such organizations are to be held accountable politically (and in many other ways). For example, in Chapter 5 we noted the shift for some rule‐making from states to other forms of non‐state governance. This process can have the effect of eroding democratic procedures (e.g. voting for candidates, enforceable laws), thus making political accountability more difficult (Palumbo 2017). One route to ensuring accountability is to have enhanced surveillance over such organizations in order to be sure they operate in accord not only with their own rules and regulations, but also with international norms about how such organizations should behave. Another route involves having more organizations and individuals involved in what these political organizations do and a greater dialogue and reciprocity among those who have a stake in them (the stakeholders).



Transparency

Organizations of all types, including (and perhaps especially) political organizations (including nation‐states), are generally inclined to secrecy on many matters, meaning that much of what they do is not transparent (Gupta 2012). Contemporary examples include the lack of transparency by Iran in terms of its nuclear weapons program, as well as the lack of transparency by the United States and Israel (which has never publicly revealed that it has a nuclear weapons program that has produced a number of nuclear weapons) over whether they have plans to attack Iran should it be shown to be getting close to obtaining nuclear weapons.

One way to assess political transparency is using data provided by Transparency International (TI). TI is an international non‐governmental organization (INGO) founded in 1993 by Peter Eigen, who had become frustrated with his work at the World Bank. He felt he had been forbidden from addressing the issue of corruption in many nations throughout the world because it would adversely affect the Bank's image. As a result, he left the World Bank and created TI, headquartered in Berlin, which now has about 100 national chapters. It focuses on combating corruption, especially by pushing for greater transparency. Along these lines, in 1995, TI created the Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI). The CPI is based on, and brings together, a number of studies of the perceptions of experts on corruption in their country. Countries obtain scores ranging from 0 (extreme corruption) to 100 (no corruption). In 2016, the least corrupt countries were Denmark (90), New Zealand (90), Finland (89), Sweden (88), Switzerland (86), Norway (85), and Singapore (84). The most corrupt countries included Somalia (10), South Sudan (11), North Korea (12), Syria (13), Yemen (14), Sudan (14), Libya (14), and Afghanistan (15). Some other countries of interest include the United States (the 18th least corrupt country, with a score of 74), Japan (20th, score 72), and Brazil, China, and India (tied at 79th, score 40).

Later, TI created the Bribe Payers Index in order to get at the propensity of companies from developed countries to bribe public officials in emerging market economies such as Brazil, Mexico, and Russia. Out of 25 countries ranked in 2011 (the most recent year for which data are available), the Netherlands and Switzerland were the least prone to such bribery, the United States ranked near the middle at 10th (this contradicts the argument that the United States is a paragon of virtue as far as corruption is concerned), and Russia was the most bribe‐prone nation. The idea behind the publication of such indices is that greater public transparency about the breadth and depth of bribery and other forms of corruption will lead to increased concern about them, and that this in turn will lead to efforts to reduce them and their deleterious effects.

While much political secrecy remains, some commentators have argued that transparency is improving in the long term (Holzner and Holzner 2006). However, recent data by TI show that between 2015 and 2016, scores for most countries declined. They demonstrate that one of the driving forces behind this corruption is the increasing inequality within many countries (see Chapter 12). Citing an Oxfam (Fuentes‐Nieva and Galasso 2014) report, TI notes that “extreme economic inequality and political capture are too often interdependent. Left unchecked, political institutions become undermined and governments overwhelmingly serve the interests of economic elites to the detriment of ordinary people.”

TI has been involved in other activities, as well. It publishes National Integrity Systems: The TI Source Book (translated into many languages), offering local activists practical strategies for dealing with corruption and for developing greater transparency. It was instrumental in negotiating an agreement among global banks to combat money laundering, it provides small sums of money to those fighting corruption in less developed countries, and it has been involved in efforts to combat corruption and bribes that lead to environmental destruction (e.g. through deforestation). Overall, TI seeks a world free of corruption and with far greater transparency. However, there are various barriers to this, notably the global concern over terrorism, which is leading to greater secrecy and opacity. This in turn tends to feed greater corruption.





RESISTING GLOBALIZATION

Globalization, or rather globalizations, has/have created enemies and generated resistance for innumerable reasons. One broad view on this is that resistance has arisen because, for much of the world, globalization – especially neoliberal globalization – has not delivered on its promises (Cohen 2006). It has served to raise the expectations of many, but has not afforded them the wherewithal even to begin to fulfill them. Billions throughout the world, especially the “bottom billion,” continue to lack the infrastructure – schools, roads, Internet access – needed to start to move toward fulfilling their expectations. Worse, they often lack the basic necessities of survival – food, water, shelter, safety, and so on.

While globalization is seemingly omnipresent, resistance to it has grown dramatically in recent years – in some cases (e.g. the World Social Forum [WSF]), it, too, has become globalized. A wide variety of specific aspects of globalization have become the focus of resistance movements. These include the exploitation of indigenous peoples by states and multinational corporations (MNCs) (Hall and Fenelon 2015), the adverse effect on the environment of actions taken in the developed world (e.g. global warming), the loss of jobs and economic opportunity, and the threats posed by global culture to indigenous cultures (Kahn and Kellner 2007).

Resistance, like globalization itself, must be seen as being highly complex, contradictory, and ambiguous, ranging from the radically progressive (the positions taken by the WSF and its participants) to the reactionary and conservative (including frontier‐style self‐determination, isolationism, fundamentalism, neofascism, and ultra‐nationalism). In addition to making immediate gains, the resistance movement could constitute the beginning of a global civil society, of a new public sphere, that might uphold such progressive values as autonomy, democracy, peace, ecological sustainability, and social justice. While the forces that resist globalization have tended to portray it in a negative light (as, for example, being top‐down, neoliberal capitalism, imperialism, and terror war, as involving the McDonaldization of the planet, as creating disequilibrating social changes, etc.), they are themselves products of globalization, and often survive by using such globe‐straddling technologies as the Internet.

One way to conceptualize these resistance efforts is as globalization from below (or alter‐globalization), and as such they stand in opposition to globalization from above. The latter would include the globalizing efforts of neoliberal economic systems, of MNCs, of aggressively expanding nation‐states, of large and proselytizing religions, of McWorld, and the like. These efforts involve globalization from above, since they emanate from powerful entities and are imposed on those with less or little power (they involve grobalization; see Chapter 7).

The heart of the resistance to globalization lies in the individuals, groups, and organizations that we associate with globalization from below. It arises among those who are, or feel they are, wronged or oppressed by globalization from above (e.g. the Zapatistas [Gilman‐Opalsky 2008] in Chiapas, Mexico), or among organizations supported by those who come from the same social classes as those involved in globalization from above (e.g. the members of an INGO like the Rainforest Alliance or Greenpeace) but which seek to represent the interests of those who are adversely affected by it. Their actions often translate into opposition to neoliberal globalization, or the “Washington consensus.” They also involve opposition to globalization, especially economic globalization, stemming from the West in general, and the United States in particular. And there is opposition to the main intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) involved in globalization – the World Bank, the IMF, the WTO – as well as more regional efforts such as NAFTA. More positively, the movement seeks a more democratic process of globalization; one that actively involves those from “below.”

While this emphasizes globally active groups and organizations, globalization from below also occurs at various other levels (Mittelman 2004). Individuals can take an array of actions that serve to resist the aspects of globalization that they oppose. Examples include José Bové and his actions in France against the expansion of McDonald's, and individuals refusing to buy global products (e.g. Coca‐Cola), refusing to buy coffee in global chains of coffee shops (e.g. Starbucks), or refusing to shop in Wal‐Mart because its ruthless commitment to low prices often translates into low‐wage work in the South (the latter is one of the “high costs of low price”). There are also small, more locally active grassroots groups that oppose globalization, or at least some aspects of it. These may develop into the kind of globally active groups and organizations just discussed, but they can also remain wholly local phenomena (see below).

As already mentioned, while we often associate globalization from below with the left, there are increasingly visible right‐wing elements involved in this resistance. First, there are groups (e.g. the Scottish National Party) that represent a kind of “frontier” mentality, emphasizing self‐determination, and which, as a result, oppose global efforts to limit their freedom or to impinge on their territory. Second, there are other groups (e.g. the America First Party) that can be thought of as isolationists, which seek to protect the borders of their nation and to limit its (and their) involvement in global processes. The election of populist leaders in the United States, Europe, South America, Africa, and other regions reflects the successes of these groups (see later). Third, there are religious fundamentalists (e.g. the Taliban in Afghanistan) who seek a return to (at least their vision of) a pure version of their religion, and resist global processes that they think are a threat to that purity. There is also an array of non‐religious groups and organizations that would fit into this category, including those with ultra‐nationalist and neofascist orientations.

Today, globalization from below includes many individuals, groups, social movements (Smith 2008), and issues from every part of the world. Many have ties to one another, but they are generally very weak (although “weak” ties can be quite strong and very useful [Granovetter 1973]), and overall they form a very loose system. It is a highly fluid system, and it is continually changing its style, messages, and constituencies. There are several theories that relate to this resistance, many of which have been covered at one or more points in this book. They include Karl Polanyi's ideas on counter‐movements; Antonio Gramsci's thinking on hegemony/counter‐hegemony; and Manuel Castel's theory of networked society, including networks of outrage and hope. While these are all of use in thinking about resistance, they have all been found wanting as complete explanations of this resistance, for one reason or another. There are thus those who see the need for more complex and critical theories of global resistance. Furthermore, such theories need to avoid the extremes of “globophobia” (Kahn and Kellner 2007).


Local Resistance

The actions of local groups or communities face severe limitations in terms of their chances of having an impact on globalization from above. Their major problem is that while they are largely local in nature, the issues they are confronting (e.g. global warming) are often global in scope and have their sources perhaps halfway around the world. There is little or no way in which such groups, acting alone and in isolation, can have much of an impact on such global issues (although alliances among a number of them would fare better [Saguier 2007]).

One example of resistance undertaken by a small, local community involves the Amungme and Kamoro peoples of Papua, Indonesia, and their resistance to the world's largest gold and copper mine, Freeport McMoRan Copper & Gold (Abrash 2001; Hidayat and Yamamoto 2014). Before Freeport arrived in 1967, the two peoples had been involved in a subsistence economy based on agriculture, fishing, hunting, and the use of products derived from the forest. Freeport displaced many of these people and forced them to resettle elsewhere. The company seized and despoiled their land and resources. There is also evidence of torture, rape, disappearance, and murder. Adding to the disruptions caused by the company itself, thousands of migrants found their way there in search of the jobs created in and around the mine, and they brought with them different customs and ways of life. Freeport, and all the developments in and around it, disrupted what the locals considered a harmonious relationship among people, the environment, and ancestral spirits. The Amungme consider at least part of the area being mined to be sacred.

Local protests began soon after the arrival of Freeport in 1967. Among the mechanisms employed by the locals were the positioning of Amungme “taboo sticks” around a Freeport base camp, public demonstrations, sit‐ins, and attempts at open dialogue with the company. Some modest concessions were made (e.g. Freeport agreed to construct schools and clinics), but the fundamental problems remained. In 1996, the Amungme brought two civil suits against Freeport in US federal and state courts. They have also appealed to, among others, the US government, the Indonesian government, and the shareholders of the company. Freeport has made additional concessions over time (e.g. job training, scholarships, land payments, and support for local businesses). Overall, however, the changes brought about by local resistance have not, at least until now, led to fundamental changes in the activities undertaken by Freeport that are destructive to the local community. In the main, the most important players– the company and the government of Indonesia (as well as the US government) – have been largely unresponsive to local needs and interests, and the Amungme and Kamoro continue to fight back (Hidayat and Yamamoto 2014).



The Global Rise of Populism

The examples cited in the previous section demonstrate that in many cases of resistance to global forces, citizens have targeted their frustration, anger, and disgust at members of their own governments and elites. When new political leaders emerge in contrast to the elite and claim to speak on behalf of “the people,” tides of populism appear – and these have been spreading rapidly around the world in recent years. Populist leaders have risen in Europe (e.g. Marine Le Pen in France, Geert Wilders in the Netherlands, Silvio Berlusconi in Italy), the Asia‐Pacific (e.g. Thaksin Shinawatra in Thailand, Joseph “Erap” Estrada in the Philippines, Pauline Hanson in Australia), South America (e.g. Hugo Chávez in Venezuela, Evo Morales in Bolivia, Rafael Correa in Ecuador), North America (e.g. Donald Trump and Ted Cruz in the Unite States), and Africa (e.g. Yoweri Museveni in Uganda, Michael Sata in Zambia, and Jacob Zuma in South Africa) (Moffitt 2016). Populism is now recognized as an important trend that raises important challenges to both globalization and democracy.

In The Global Rise of Populism, Moffitt (2016) describes populism as “a political style” and a performance. In this conception, the political “leader is seen as the performer, ‘the people’ as the audience, and crisis and media as the stage on which populism plays out upon” (Moffitt 2016: 5). Emergent populist leaders seek to appeal to “the people” in contrast to “the elite” (or “the establishment,” “the system,” etc.). They often target specific Others, such as immigrants or racial minorities. They suggest the “liberal elite” or some other entity is the source of societal breakdown, dysfunction, or corruption, or of the loss of something valued (e.g. jobs), and thus a threat to the very fabric of society. It is “the people” who are aggrieved, taken advantage of, duped, “ripped off” – often by the supporters of globalization and global flows.







Populism: A political style through which politicians contrast themselves with “the elite” and claim to speak on behalf of “the people” via public performances, bad manners, and perceived crises.






Moffitt (2016: 44) argues that populist leaders convey their connection to “the people” through “bad manners” communicated by “slang, swearing, political incorrectness, and being overly demonstrative and ‘colorful,’ as opposed to the ‘high’ behaviors of rigidness, rationality, composure, and use of technocratic language.” For example, when populist leader Donald Trump spoke about his interactions with women in vulgar terms, claimed the establishment media spread “fake news,” and made crude sexual innuendos, he was not only criticizing existing institutions but developing his credibility to segments of the population as a political outsider. As such, he was claiming that only he could help those who felt aggrieved by the loss of jobs to other countries (or immigrants), a threat to homogeneity in an increasingly diverse society, and other changes brought about by uneven global processes and power imbalances.

Populist leaders also exploit crises or create a perception of crisis, breakdown, and threat to invoke a sense of urgency and immediate action. Many such threats are framed as global or international, such as military action coming from an unfriendly nation (e.g. North Korea), the suggestion of exploding crime rates from unfettered immigration, economic loss from outsourcing or neoliberal policy, or some other issue or social change. Ultimately, this is meant to dramatically simplify political debate and position the populist as the only person capable of addressing the problem. This strategy was used effectively by Geert Wilders, who claimed that the Islamisation of the Netherlands was threatening Dutch society, and argued for a ban of the Koran, the stopping of immigration from all Muslim‐majority countries, and the outlawing of head scarves (in the Netherlands' 2017 elections, Wilders' Party for Freedom fell short of expectations, but won additional seats).

The view taken throughout this book suggests that globalization is a highly uneven process that creates winners and losers. In light of this, it is worth asking whether populism is an effective means of dealing with social problems as they relate to globalization. The short answer is that while populism has spread around the world as a means of responding to global flows and inequality (among other factors), the definition we have presented here does not tell us whether populism itself is fair, democratic, or socially just (Moffitt 2016). The various populist projects have arisen in very diverse contexts and have varied in their objectives and their ability to distribute the benefits and costs of global flows and processes. Like other forms of globalization from below, populist projects come from all political ideologies and can have contradictory impacts for different populations.

Moffitt, like most scholars of populism, is most interested in whether or not populism is good for democracy. Among researchers, the most prominent view is that populism has an overall negative impact. The most commonly cited examples, including several of those already listed, are often referred to as “radical right‐wing populism” and the “populist radical right” (Mudde 2007). This view is especially popular in Europe, which has seen a wave of anti‐immigrant attitudes and Islamophobia, helping to propel right‐wing parties and Britain's exit from the European Union (see Chapter 5). But they also include the US Tea Party and the rise of President Trump, including his calls to build a wall with Mexico. Populist demands in these examples seek to control the flow of economic opportunity or other resources away from the Other, or to preserve cultural homogeneity to the benefit of majority groups and at the expense of minority ones. Furthermore, data from TI (Transparency International 2017) also show that populist leaders are associated with increased corruption. While they typically claim to fight corruption, their actions mostly do the opposite.

Nevertheless, there are some scholars and popular commentators who point to populist leaders that have dramatically improved living conditions among the poor and increased social welfare. This includes several examples of left‐wing populism with figures such as Morales and Chávez, who sought to return power to “the people” through bottom‐up initiatives and to develop global economic policies that distributed wealth more broadly. Similarly, “in Thailand, populist leader Thaksin was ostensibly the first politician to harness the developing political involvement of the informal masses, with this ‘people’ including the rural poor, the urban middle class, and northern small‐business and land owners (Phongpaichit and Baker 2009)” (Moffitt 2016: 143). At the same time that these leaders sought to restore democracy and share the benefits of globalization, however, they sometimes also subverted other democratic processes and norms. Chávez's critics will be quick to point to Venezuela's recent economic collapse following his death, for example. He also worked to dissolve the country's national parliament and replaced some forms of corruption with others. Venezuela consistently ranks lowest among countries in terms of political transparency.



SOCIAL MOVEMENTS

While resistance to globalization sometimes remains local (as in the case of the Amungme and Kamoro peoples) or is channeled through a populist leader, it can also take the form of a broad‐scale social movement. We have mentioned social movements several times in this chapter and throughout this book, and it is worth reflecting on what is distinct about them and their methods of shaping globalization. A social movement comprises “networks of groups and activists, with an emerging identity, involved in conflictual issues, using mainly unconventional forms of participation” (della Porta et al. 2006: 234). It constitutes a loose network of formal and informal organizations and groups sustained over time. While social movements often seek to impact political processes, they differ from populist and political parties in that they function at least partially outside normal political institutions.

Focusing on recent social protests against major global economic institutions, global forums (e.g. G8 meetings), and the European Social Forum, scholars have asked whether this diverse group actually constitutes a cohesive social movement. Based on their findings of several protests and meetings, della Porta et al. (2006) argued that these disparate groups and organizations do form a global, or at least a transnational, movement in opposition to globalization from above. Two facts are crucial to this conclusion. First, there are frequent overlaps among individuals and organizations in various anti‐ and alter‐globalization campaigns. Second, the interactions among these individuals and groups have intensified over time. Thus, della Porta et al. (2006) conclude that a movement for global justice is a truly organized form of resistance.

They also conclude that these are not only social movements, but are global in nature. First, large numbers of those involved identify themselves with a movement that is critical of the process of globalization (or at least some aspect of it), define themselves as global citizens, know about global developments, and express a sense of solidarity with the deprived in the world, especially in the South. Second, they engage in unconventional action (e.g. street protests), and such action is increasingly aimed at global targets. Third, they have developed a global organizational structure, especially via the Internet. Fourth, their definition of the conflict is that it is global in scope (della Porta et al. 2006).


The Movement for Global Justice and Democratization

If this movement truly is global, then what set of demands or vision for society unites it? To reiterate our point, resistance to particular forms of globalization come from all political ideologies, and movements advocate a diverse set of positions. But the most widely organized and visible global movement, which has received the most scholarly attention (including by della Porta and her colleagues), consists of groups that “refuse, resist, rebel, denounce, petition, campaign, and create alternative practices opposed to neoliberal globalization and capitalism, and for greater equality, dignity, democracy, devolution of power, autonomy, sustainable living, peace, and justice” (Reitan 2012: 338). There has been some debate as to how to characterize this movement.

Because of its opposition to neoliberal capitalism as a certain form of political and economic globalization (in the 1990s and beyond), this movement was originally labeled the anti‐globalization movement (Conway 2016). But it was not globalization per se that these groups were opposing; rather, it was certain forms of globalization. As such, they have been broadly framed as the alter‐globalization movement, to emphasize the alternative forms of globalization for which they are advocating. More substantively, they have been labeled the global peace and justice movement for their overarching position against war and for equality and social justice (Funke 2015). Due to their involvement of flexible organizational forms and network linkages (Castells 2015), they have also been termed the movement of movements. Their focal areas extend far beyond a traditional left focus on class struggle and economic redistribution, to include issues of identity, environmental sustainability, anti‐colonialism, gender, indigenous rights, and autonomy (Reitan 2013).

The preceding suggests a tension between the specific issues and identities of certain groups and the development of solidarity among this highly diverse set of movements. For instance, consider the women's movement in post‐colonial Muslim‐majority countries (e.g. Egypt, Syria, Iraq, Iran, Turkey) (Chubin 2017). On the one hand, this movement is highly diverse, with Islamic feminism coexisting alongside secular feminism, and some women not considering themselves part of a feminist movement at all. While they might draw their inspiration from women's movements and common global framing of women's rights, these frames may not resonate with all women in these countries. They may adapt or even reject claims from their transnational partners to appeal to women in their home countries. When women in Europe or South America are focusing on reproductive and workplace rights, women in Muslim‐majority countries may target underdevelopment, colonialism, or imperialism. At the same time, women in these Middle Eastern and North African (MENA) countries are linked transnationally to a global feminist movement via global forums (e.g. UN World Conferences, transnational economic institutions targeting women) and social media networks, where other strategies and tactics are diffused across borders (Castells 2015). They have united across the framework of intersectionality and are further linked across other issues. Women in Iran, in particular, played an important role in the Green Movement for Iranian democracy and civil rights, thus connecting them to broader social and political agendas for peace and justice (Dayerizadeh 2017).

Because of this broad set of issues, some commentators have begun to see what unites these movements as an attempt to disperse power into more democratic forms, thus evolving them into a movement for global democratization (Reitan 2013; Vanden et al. 2017). The movements are both local and global, with shifting networks between these levels. From the various manifestations of the women's movement to the Zapatistas' continued struggle for autonomy (Stahler‐Sholk 2017), European anti‐austerity protests (Funke 2017), and popular protests in China (Liu 2017), movements exhibit high degrees of both intra‐movement identity and inter‐movement solidarity while sharing common tactics and strategies. Based on context and necessity, they sometimes pull inward and sometimes connect outward in attempts to effect change and shape global flows from the bottom up.



Social Movements and the Global Boomerang

One way in which movements for global justice and democratization bring about change is through the formation of transnational advocacy networks taking a “boomerang pattern.” In their classic book, Activists Beyond Borders, Keck and Sikkink (1998) describe how local movements build transnational relationships to promote change within local settings. They note that in some countries (especially in the global South), domestic governments are not responsive to the needs of their citizens. Specifically, domestic NGOs and social movements may have little access to state institutions in their attempts to protect human rights, indigenous rights, or the environment. In these cases, one option for “domestic NGOs [is to] bypass their state and directly search out international allies to try to bring pressure on their states from outside” (Keck and Sikkink 1998: 12). They might reach out to NGOs in the North or INGOs and provide information about what is happening in their country. These NGOs and INGOs then pressure their own states (and possibly a third party, such as an IGO), which in turn pressure the government that has blocked access. This forms a boomerang pattern, where NGOs in a given country reach out to potential international allies, and the movement activity comes back to that country in the form of international pressure.

The same pattern has been observed in the global justice movement targeting MNCs (Dale 2011; Seidman 2007). For example, workers' rights groups in Indonesia have documented human rights abuses committed by domestic Nike contractors. Their local rights groups made appeals to the company and to the Indonesian government, but neither was responsive (sometimes a country might lack laws protecting workers, as well). Without sufficient channels to address their problems domestically, they reached out to workers' rights and human rights groups in the North, showing them the conditions in which they were working. The groups in the North then made appeals to consumers to boycott Nike products and to shareholders who might be concerned about tarnishing Nike's corporate image, thereby putting pressure on the company to adopt more socially responsible business practices back in Indonesia. If this transnational network proves effective, it might lead to change in Indonesia. This process does not focus directly on the employer (i.e. the Nike contractor), but it is the ultimate target in this transnational boomerang pattern.

In addition to this local–global–local pattern, scholars have also identified an inverse boomerang pattern that begins with INGOs (Pallas 2017). In particular, INGOs “encountering political obstacles [may] seek out local partners, often among marginalized populations in the Global South, who can give their agendas an appearance of global support or democratic legitimacy in the eyes of international policymakers” (Pallas 2017: 282). For example, the International Campaign to Ban Landmines, started in 1992 by INGOs in Germany, the United Kingdom, and the United States, has sought to get nations to ban the use of landmines. When they faced opposition from states not believing a universal ban was possible or arguing that it would impinge on their military security, advocates sought partners in affected countries to support their cause. The Campaign organized regional conferences in Cambodia and Mozambique, where landmines continue to impact local populations, and used images from those countries and others (e.g. Afghanistan) to help advance their argument back home. While the level of engagement with local groups was more symbolic than substantive, advocates were successful in convincing member states that they represented marginalized local populations and won a ban on landmines. The inverse boomerang pattern raises deeper questions about legitimacy than the conventional boomerang pattern, but it does underscore another form that global efforts to address social problems may take.



World Social Forum

An especially significant development in global social movements broadly (and the movements for global justice and democratization in particular) is the WSF. Emerging from the origins of the anti‐globalization movement at the WTO meetings in Seattle in 1999, as well as ensuing protests in Washington, DC (2000), Prague (2000), and other locations, the WSF held its first meeting in January 2001 in Porto Alegre, Brazil (Smith et al. 2014). The WSF was also formed as a reaction against the World Economic Forum, which critics contend lacks any democratic procedures in global economic and political affairs. It was born of the idea that more needed to be done about this problem – and others – than merely staging protests. That is, there was a need for more positive and concrete proposals to deal with such issues (especially greater democracy [Smith 2008]), as well as for a forum in which they could be generated. Its slogan is “Another World Is Possible.” That is, there must be – and there is – an alternative to the neoliberalism that currently dominates the world economically and politically. While the slogan is powerful, as yet the WSF has not gone much beyond it to produce actions that actually help make that world a reality.

The initial meeting of the WSF in Porto Alegre (Byrd 2005) drew about 5000 participants, while the 2004 meeting in Mumbai, India had 100 000 just three years later. In 2006, the meeting was decentralized and held on three continents, and many local, national, and regional meetings have developed since. Meetings have been held almost annually, with the most recent taking place in Tunis, Tunisia in 2015, Montreal, Canada in 2016, and Salvador, Bahia, Brazil in 2018.

The WSF is, by design, not a political movement or actor, but merely an arena in which like‐minded people can exchange ideas on global issues. The very diversity of those involved makes the development of concrete political proposals, let alone actions, difficult. The WSF continues to struggle with this issue and with its identity and role in globalization.

The WSF was formed initially and in large part on the basis of cyberactivism. It is a huge social network, and it should come as no surprise that cyberactivism (as well as the WSF) is based on the “cultural logic of networking,” including: the creation of horizontal ties and connections among diverse and autonomous elements; the free and open communication of information among and between those elements; coordination among the elements that is decentralized and involves directly democratic decision‐making; and networking that is self‐directed (Juris 2005). It is a radical experiment in participatory democracy and has evolved to connect diverse movements, such as Occupy, the Arab Spring, global feminism, and more (Smith et al. 2014).



Is the Resistance to Globalization Significant?

While resistance globally is generally strong and diverse, it is to a large extent dismissed by the supporters of globalization and believers in its continued, if not inevitable, expansion. For example, in dismissing the opposition to globalization, de la Dehesa (2006: 182) offers two “empirical truths”:


The first is that those minorities, who are adversely affected by a phenomenon, or those who choose to protest, generally have the loudest voice, while those who benefit tend to remain silent. The second is that it is mainly the best‐organized groups – those that exert most pressure on decision‐makers – that lead the debate. This often leaves less organized but majority groups out of the picture.



In other words, the opponents of globalization are dismissed as being a small number of well‐organized loudmouths, while its supporters represent a less well‐organized “silent majority.” Readers might keep this critique in mind as they think about this chapter and review in their minds the various forms of coping, opposition, and resistance to globalization discussed throughout the book.




THE FUTURES OF GLOBALIZATION

We close this book with a brief discussion of the future of globalization (Adam 2012; Zedillo 2007), although as the heading makes clear, we are talking about a complex scenario that involves multiple futures for multiple globalizations. To put it another way, since there is no single globalization, there can be no single future for it. But just as in the preceding sections, we can only discuss a few of the methods of dealing with and resisting globalization, and can only touch on a few aspects of the future of globalization, or a few of the futures of a few globalizations. It would simply be impossible to offer an overview of the future of economic, political, educational, religious, sport, urban–rural, and demographic globalizations, to name just a few. Complicating matters is the fact that each of these broad areas encompasses a number of more specific globalizations. For example, under the heading of “the economy,” we could discuss the future of neoliberal economies, MNCs, the labor movement, economic justice, consumption, the economies of China, the United States, and the European Union, and on and on.

It is also worth noting that while the social sciences are pretty good at analyzing the past and even the present, their prognostications about the future are notoriously weak. The history of social thought is littered with wrong‐headed (Marx on the collapse of capitalism, at least so far) and sometimes downright ridiculous (Auguste Comte on the coming of a new positivistic religion of which he would be supreme pontiff) predictions for the future. Given this history, we will offer no bold predictions about the futures of globalizations, but rather will be content with some ruminations about (and some sketchy scenarios on) them.

Seemingly the most obvious conclusion to be drawn from all that we have discussed in this book, and all that has happened globally in at least the late twentieth and early twenty‐first centuries, is that both globalization in general and at least most globalizations will continue, and most likely grow and expand, in the future.

This prediction seems safest in terms of the economy, which has globalized faster and farther than any other aspect of the social world. However, various experts on the economy are not prepared to guarantee its future globalization. Jeffry Frieden (2006) points strongly to the fact that the previous epoch of economic globalization died with the outbreak of WW I. He is quite aware that globalization, especially economic globalization, did reemerge and grow enormously in the last half of the twentieth century and into the early years of the twenty‐first. But while this new phase of globalization has been extraordinarily powerful, Frieden does not believe that its future is necessarily assured. The major impediments, in his view, are political in nature, and are likely to come from two sources. On the one hand, supporters of globalization want to gain greater control over it and its vagaries and difficulties through better forms of global governance. On the other, critics of globalization see the need for greater accountability (see earlier) through the creation of various political institutions that can exercise control over global markets. To this, we would add that in the face of vast inequality, some populist forces have arisen to push back against global trade and the flows of capital, factories, and jobs. Such push‐back involves external oversight, if not control, over the global economy, and from a neoliberal perspective this could spell the death knell for an economy that operates best when left to its own devices.

However, the major threat to globalization appears to stem from the economy itself. As long as the state of the global economy is good, globalization is likely to thrive. But economic catastrophes have in the past threatened and – in the case of the Great Depression – all but destroyed it. That threat resurfaced recently during the global financial, credit, banking, and economic crisis. While the economy rebounded, the Great Recession has increased inequality within most countries, helping fuel the protectionist and populist backlash. If the future of economic globalization is not assured, then it seems that one cannot unequivocally forecast continued growth and expansion of globalization more generally.

A grim but slightly more optimistic economic scenario is offered by Immanuel Wallerstein (2005), noted for the creation of world systems theory, who looks at the future of the global economy in terms of three related questions.

First, can every part of the world in the not‐too‐distant future achieve the standard of living (as well as similar cultural and political institutions) of the most economically advanced and progressive nations (e.g. Denmark) today? That is, will we see economic and social equality in the future? Wallerstein responds in the negative. In particular, if a few countries and their industries can no longer monopolize productive activity, “the raison d'être of a capitalist world‐economy will be undermined” (Wallerstein 2005: 1268). The assumption is that capitalism cannot and will not permit its basic reason for being, and the inequality that underlies it, to be threatened.

Second, can the currently highly unequal world persist pretty much as it is? Wallerstein says no, for two basic reasons. First, the ability of capitalism to accumulate capital is declining, and this is weakening the political structures that are based on such accumulation. Second, the resulting weakened states will increasingly be unable to control the rise of the “dangerous classes.” Already, Wallerstein sees “spreading anarchy” in the twenty‐first century.

Third, what alternatives present themselves? Wallerstein foresees the likelihood of the collapse of the current world system, but what will replace it cannot be discerned with any great precision, although the possibility of the development of less developed countries is greater than ever before. Wallerstein sees more hope in social movements (e.g. those associated with the WSF) than in the actions of nation‐states. He believes these movements are best advised to push for decommodification. Such a process runs counter to the objectives of neoliberalism, and it can provide the base for an alternative political system.

Given the fact that Wallerstein is a Marxist, he can't help but offer some hope for the future in a decommodified economy, whcih will provide the basis for a different political system. However, since commodities lie at the base of the modern economy, it is not at all clear what a decommodified economy would look like, much less whether it has any chance of success.


A “Mad Max” Scenario

At the most extreme, some observers foresee a “Mad Max” scenario for our global future (De Cauter 2011; Turner 2007). This refers to a movie series (including the hit 2015 movie, Max Max: Fury Road) that deals with an apocalyptic vision of the future, with people thrown back into primitive and extremely violent ways of life. In fact, it could be argued that we are already beginning to see anticipations of this on the streets of cities in Afghanistan, Syria, Somalia, and elsewhere. It could be that it is states without governments – non‐states, such as Somalia – that offer the most extreme examples of the Mad Max scenario, where such a world is closest to, if not already, a reality.

The Mad Max scenario is made more likely for large portions of the global population by a variety of ongoing trends:


	Ever‐accelerating crises in the capitalist economy.

	Dramatically rising oil prices (while they have dropped recently, they seem sure to rise again soon, given limitations on supply). These will contribute, among other things, to higher food prices, food shortages, and riots, because of the increased cost of producing and transporting food of all sorts.

	Increasingly short supplies of oil. These will lead not only to higher prices, but also to battles and perhaps outright warfare over the declining number of functioning oil wells, oil reserves, and, perhaps, oil‐producing countries.

	Global warming. This will bring about the collapse of numerous ecosystems upon which human life and the food supply depend (De Cauter 2011).

	Population growth in less developed areas. This will lead to pitched battles over food that is available only in limited quantities.

	Declining supplies of fresh water. This will lead to similar battles between the “water haves” and the “water have‐nots.”

	Rising sea levels. This will displace large numbers of people from islands and coastal areas. Sea‐level refugees will move inland, where they will come into conflict with residents unwilling to give up, or even share, their territory.



Other factors that could lead to a Mad Max scenario include the following:


	Nuclear exchanges, leading to nuclear war and possibly to a “nuclear winter.” Among the most likely nuclear combatants today are Israel and Iran, and India and Pakistan.

	The collapse of a nuclear power (Pakistan would seem most likely). This could lead to a series of events through which nuclear weapons fall into the hands of terrorists or other rogue elements.

	The explosion of a “dirty bomb” in a major Northern city. This would devastate the city, primarily by creating high levels of radiation that would linger for long periods of time, making at least part of the city uninhabitable. It would also lead to retaliation, likely involving nuclear weapons, against the presumed perpetrators.



There is no end to such bleak scenarios; there are undoubtedly many more that are yet to be imagined. Any one of them, let alone some combination of them, has the potential to put an end to the current era of globalization, in the same way that previous cataclysms – WW I and the Great Depression – ended an earlier global age.




CHAPTER SUMMARY

Globalization is not a single phenomenon; rather, there are many globalizations. While some need to be resisted, others are welcome and should be encouraged. There are bound to be multiple futures for multiple globalizations.

There are at least three approaches to global economic resistance. Trade protectionism involves systematic government intervention in foreign trade through, for example, tariffs and non‐tariff barriers, in order to encourage domestic producers and deter their foreign competitors. Although there exists a widespread consensus regarding its inefficiency, protectionism is still popular because it shields the domestic economy from systemic shocks. In contrast to neoliberal “free trade” principles, fair trade aims at a more moral and equitable global economic system in which, for instance, prices are not set by the market but are negotiated transparently by both producers and consumers. Efforts at helping the “bottom billion” include increasing foreign aid, instituting international policies for redistributing wealth, and reducing trade barriers in order to integrate economically marginalized people into the world economy.

Increased accountability and transparency are key issues in dealing with political globalization. All political organizations, at different levels, should be more accountable for their actions. Increased transparency has been aided by various mechanisms such as transnational justice systems, international tribunals, civil society, and Transparency International (TI).

Like globalization itself, resistance to globalization is multiple, complex, contradictory, and ambiguous. The impetus for such efforts comes from individuals, groups, and organizations that are, or perceive themselves to be, oppressed by globalization from above (neoliberal economic systems, aggressively expanding nations and corporations). Resistance efforts can take many forms, such as being channeled into populist leaders or social movements. Globalization from below can be regressive (such as the Taliban and anti‐immigrant groups) or progressive (promoting values such as autonomy, democracy, peace, ecological sustainability, and social justice). These forces of resistance are themselves products of globalization.

Social movements are those resistance efforts coordinated via collective action over time through social networks advocating change outside of normal political channels. The most active global movement has emerged in opposition to neoliberal globalization. This alter‐globalization (or peace and justice) movement seeks a more democratic process of globalization.

One venue for this global movement for democratization is the World Social Forum (WSF). The WSF promotes horizontal organizing and global justice efforts by linking networked social movements, diffusing effective tactics and strategies, and promoting global solidarity. However, the diversity of elements involved in the WSF hinders the development of concrete political proposals.

Since there is no single globalization, the future is multidimensional. Some foresee the continuing expansion of both globalization in general and specific globalizations. Others have a far more pessimistic vision of “Mad Max” scenarios that could well end the current era of globalization.









DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


	Discuss the contradictory and ambiguous nature of the resistance to globalization.

	Compare and contrast three approaches to dealing with the global economy.

	Examine the concepts of accountability and transparency with respect to political globalization.

	In what ways could populism promote or discourage global peace, justice, and democracy?

	What is your ideal vision of the future of globalization?

	In contrast to your ideal vision, what do you think is the most likely future of globalization?

	Which factors would help social movements to bring about greater global justice and democratization?
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