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GLOBALIZATION:
Ir’s Nor ABOUT FREE TRADE

“Ihese deals aren’t about trade. They're about the right
of these guys to do business the way they want, wher-
ever they want.”

— Eugene Whelan, Canada’s former Agriculture Minister

vorite pastime of the globalizers has been to label their op-
c;r_l_:t's “anti-trade.” US News and World Report, for instance,
ked the Seattle protesters with the headline “Hell No, We
“Trade.” In the same vein, a Washington Post article began

he sentence, “A guerrilla army of anti-trade activists took
il of downtown Seattle today.” And a business writer for the
obe and Mail vidiculed “anti-free trade” critics who drink cof-
- eat fresh vegetables in the winter, since without trade they
:-._not be able to enjoy these things in Canada.

Taving seized on trade as the issue, pro-globalization types
n shift into near-hysterical overdrive. Suggesting that human-
as.progressed by “trading” and “sharing” goods and knowl-
ge; they claim their anti-trade opponents will destroy human
¢ and civilization. WTO head Michael Moore, for instance,
ounced that the Seattle deronstrators represented “an um-
ella for everything that is wrong with the twenty-first century.”
Yet, the more intelligent of the globalizers must know that
ese arguments are bogus. After all, global justice activists do

oppose the exchange of goods and services around the world.
do not object to goods crossing national borders. What they
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criticize is the framework in which global production and trade
takes place: the way it empowers a few and exploits so many.

As all but the most ignorant of neoliberal pundits surcly

know, corporate globalization and the economic agreements de-

signed to entrench it have little to do with trade. To prove this
point, let’s look at some of the main myths globalization advocates™

have developed,
The Myth of Globalized World Trade

Among the main claims made by globalization advocates are
that recent decades have seen an unprecedented rise in the signifi-
cance of world trade, and that, as a result, we are moving toward
a much more open world. Neither of these claims is supported by
the evidence.

From its beginnings, in the sixteenth and seventeenth cen-
turies, capitalism has sought to profit from the exploitation of the
peoples and natural resources around the globe. Enormous world
movements of cotton, sugar, tobacco — and, Aniost unconsciona-
ble, of enslaved Africans — fueled the accuriiilation of capitalist
wealth. The colonization of huge areas of the globe — Ireland,
India, the aboriginal lands of North and South America, China,
much of Africa — were all central aspects of capitalist develop-
ment. In chapters 3, 4 and 5, I will look at the dimensions of all
this. For the moment, I merely want to undexline the fact that
capitalism has always been global in orientation.

Over 150 years ago, Karl Marx highlighted this in his dis-
section of modern capitalism. Of the emerging capitalist class, or
bourgeoisie, and its new economic system, he wrote:

The discovery of America, the rounding of the Cape,
opened up fresh ground for the rising bourgeoisic.
The East Indian and Chinese markets, the coloniza-
tion of America, trade with the colonies ... gave to
commerce, to navigation, to industry, an impulse
never before known ...
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The bourgeoisic has through its exploitation of the
world market given a cosmopolitan character to pro-
duction and consumption in every country... All old-
established national industries have been destroyed or
are daily being destroyed ... by industries that no lon-
ger work up indigenous raw material, but raw mate-
rial drawn from the remotest zones; industries whose
products are consumed, not only at home, but in ev-
ery corner of the globe,

The bourgeoisie ... compels all nations, on pain of ex-
tinction, to adopt the bourgeois mode of production;
it compels them to adopt what it calls civilization into
their midst, 1.e. to become bourgeois themselves. In

one word, it creates a world after its own image.!

These passages are even more pertinent today. And ‘they
sught to disabuse a fair-minded reader of the notion that the de-
e opment of world markets and world trade are new phenomena.
fact, the evidence strongly suggests that, in terms of trade, the
world capitalist economy neatly a century ago was probably more
ntérnationalized than the global economy today.?

Economists customarily gauge the degree to which econo-
és are globalized by measuring their imports and exports — the
uime of goods sold outside the country in which they are pro-
uced (which is known as merchandise trade) — as a proportion
all national production (normally measured as gross domestic
roduct, or GDP). A largely sel-sufficient economy receives few
ports and sends out few exports and thus has a low ratio of
neérchandise trade to GDP. In an economy highly integrated into
rld markets, on the other hand, imports and exports will corm-
rise a considerable proportion of overall GDP. And economies
ecoming more globalized — our central concern for the moment
-will show a rising ratio of merchandise trade to GDP. With these
onsiderations in mind, let’s consult the following Table which
ooks at major countries at a 60-year interval, taking 1913, the
_':é'a.r before the disruption of the First World War, as the starting

ot
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Table 2.1 — Ratio of merchandise trade (imports and

exports) to GDP at current prices

1913 1973
United Kingdom 44.7 9.3
France 35.4 29.0
Germany 35.1 35.2
United States 11.2 10.5
Japan 31.4 i8.3
Netherlands 103.6 80.1

Source: A. Maddison, "Growth and Slowdown in Advanced Capitalist Economies.”

These data indicate that the world’s major economies did not
become more internationalized over the course of the six decades

following the First World War. In fact, by this measure, all except
Germany became less globalized during this period. It’s true that

after about 1950, following the dislocation of the Great Depres-
sion and the Second World War, world trade expanded as a share
of global production. But, as the Table aboye shows, as late as
1973, most major economies were less internationalized than they
had been 60 years earlier. Since 1973, there has been a partial
trend toward increased reliance on world trade — but not for the
economically developed nations. Instead, it is countries in East
Asia and parts of Latin America that have become more inte-
grated into global trading systems.

In fact, economist John Weeks has shown that during the
key decades of “globalization” — the 1980s and 1990s — the high

income countries of the world had lower export shares than their

postwar trends would have suggested. In an important sense they
became less globalized.* Throughout the 1990s, for instance, ex-
ports represented about 12 per cent of the GDP of the economies
of the United States, Europe and Japan, not particularly high by
historic standards. If anything, then, the trade of the richest coun-
tries has been less globalized in recent years, not more so.
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- Moreover, if we turn to the late nineteenth century as a point

‘of comparison, we find a world in which people travelled without

assports and in which governments imposed no controls on cur-
rency movements. By historic standards, then, there is little basis

for saying that world trade is more globalized today than in the

ast. Whatever is going on with the rush to strengthen the WTO
rcreate a Free Trade Area of the Americas, it has little to do with
e fact that we live in a more integrated world economy today.

:‘énaged Trade and Protectionism: The Myth of
Freer World Trade

Since it is untrue that the richest nations are more globalized
today, it would be convenient for the globalizers if they could show
that world trade had become “freer,” subject to fewer restrictions.

Unfortunately for them, the evidence does not support that claim

ther. If anything, trade today may be more restricted than it was
_'enty years ago.

-, It 1s true that there has heen a decline in the most conven-
onal of trade restrictions — tariffs, a sort of tax slapped on imports
- exports when they cross borders. However, at the same time as
tariffs are being reduced, quotas and other non-tariff barriers are
riSing‘ Between 1975 and 1992, for example, the share of imports
into the US subject to such barriers rose from 8 to 18 per cent. In
fact a wide range of trade restrictions, as well as special subsidies
g- ven by governments to exporters based in their territory, have
been on the rise. As a fesult of a variety of non-tariff restrictions
- quotas, production and export subsidies, international strate-
gic alliances, local-content rules and import-limiting agreements
huge chunks of world trade today are managed. So widespread
are such non-tariff barriers that one expert estimates only about
15 per cent of world trade is truly “free” in the classical sense.
Perhaps most significant, the evidence suggest, as the authors of
Managing the World Economy argue, that trade becomes more man-
aged the more globalized firms become.®
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stance, the French government proudly defended its
satriotism” when it cobbled together a deal to block
nergy company, Gaz de Trance SA by an Italian pow-
"y:"'But- such moves are by no means unique to France.
national governments engage in economic nationalism,
ncial maneuvers, legal action, political pressure and in-
o promote banks and corporations based In their own
Tn fact, governments in Europe, North America and
tematically subsidize and protect their auto, acrospace
ce industries, among others.

e 2001, for instance, the US government of George
launched a sweeping trade action to protect America’s
sducers by curbing imports of cheaper steel and offering
| subsiclies to US firms. Bush did so by utilizing a piece of
ade-law known as section 201, which allows him to restrict
ts.-ban them entirely, or provide financial aid to American
wies. OF course, America’s biggest competitor, the Euro-
hion (EU), where eighteen steel companies affected by the
on are based, immediately responded with trade actions of
i Rather than being exceptional, trade disputes like these

with one major power after another engaging in de-

e norm,
on and hidden practices in order to support its own multina-
s by one nation that

wals. Often, these conflicts involve charge

nother is “dumping” exports into its market below cost in order
hurt local firms. “Anti-dumping” claims are then invoked in
ér to impose duties against foreign importers or 1o subsidize
al companies. Most of these claims are pure and simple bully
actics, attempts to protect domestic firms from foreign compe-
on. Fven the World Bank concedes that anti-dumping cascs
o make it look like something
“free trade” is on the rise. In
ch cases brought before the

ite a “packaging of protectionism 1
lifferent.”” And this way of evading
9000, for instance, the number of sw
WTO hit a record of 328, up from 232 cascs a'year earbier!

But anti-dumping cases are far from the only form taken by
such economic disputes. In June 2001, the WTO ruled in favour
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of a European Union {(EU) complaint against multi-billion dolla
tax breaks the US government provides to major exporters sucl
as Microsoft and IBM. The EU charges that these tax breaks rep
resent tlegal subsidies of these US cotnpanies to the tune of $4 bll
Lion in recent years As one of 2 number of retaliatory moves, Bus
responded In 2004 by grieving the very nature of the EU itself
One of the most Interesting things about these disputes:i
that they do little to eliminate world trade barriers, In fact, thos
who lose cases before the WTO have the option of removing their
restrictions on trade or accepling the imposition of contravening
trade sanctions by the competing nation. Most offending coun
tries have chosen the latter option. As a result, instead of redu
ing trade restrictions, WTO rulings have the effect of increasing
them. In what must seem a gigantic paradox to those who believe
the rhetoric of free trade, the WTO has created an environment
in which, as one commentator notes, nations are “cffectively rai
ing barriers to trade in the name of freer trade. 0 In a world of
gigantic capitalist monopolies, many of these trends can be ex-
pected to get worse, not better, After all, as'Ganada’s federal com:
petition watchdog put it recently, “The impact of cartels is much
more severe in a globalized economy.”!

of the year 2000, a tiny minority of the world’s compa-
=500 corporations — accounted for 70 per cent of world
¢: That makes these corporations more powerful global
conomic actors than the vast majority of nation-states.
cording to a December 2000 report by the Institute .of
olicy Studies, fifty-one of the one hundred largest' economics
the world are corporations, and only forty-nine nation-
_i:és.ls
fact, many of these corporations have assets greater than
he GDP of large nations. Judged in these terms, by late 19.99
icrosoft was as big as Spain, General Electric the same size
Thailand, Wal-Mart as large as Argentina, Cisco Systerns
big as Iran, Lucent Technologies the size of South Africa,
ind IBM equal to Colombia.'* _
As of 1997, according to the United Nations C‘.onfe;cnce on
Trade and Development, the world’s one hundred largest non-
inancial corporations held assets of $1.8 trillion, emp.io'yed SIX
million people, and exported products worth $2.1 trillion. .
As a result of mergers (where companies combine)' @d acqui-
itions (where one company buys another), the big just keep
:ctting bigger — and they’re doing so at ever-llra.ster rates. In
980, for instance, the top twenty pharmaceutical drug cot-
vanies held roughly five per cent of the world trade in pre-
“scription drugs. Twenty yeaxs later, they controlled well over
40 per cent.
he agricultural chemicals industry offers an even more dra-
matic example. Twenty years ago, sixty-five companies were
competing in this industry’s world markets. ‘Today nine (:)f
“them account for 90 per cent of international sales of pesti-
* cides.t® _
:I:i 1983, Ben Bagdikian estimated, in his book The Media Mo-
- nopoly, that fifty firms dominated the mass media. Seventeen
" years later, in the 2000 edition of the work, he put the nurober

The Globalizing Monopolies

While globalizers are famous for the hymn they sing to the
virtues of open, liberalized, competitive market economties, the
reality of the world economy they defend could scarcely be further’
from this image. Like free trade, the terms “openness” and “com-
petition” axe purely ideological constructions designed to conceal
immense concentrations of power. The more globalized the world
becomes, the more control of wealth and resources becomes con-
centrated in fewer and fewer hands. At the heart of the globaliza--
tion agenda is the creation of corporate monopolies with global’
reach, enormous firms that are able to write the rules of economic
life on the planet.'? Consider the following:
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at ten, among them Disney, Time Warner, General Electric,
Viacom, and Sony.

- Andrew Shapiro of the Harvard Law School’s Genter for In-
rnet and Society twigged on to the sheer hypocrisy of the global
onopolizers in an open email message to Bill Gates. Reflecting
1 the hype about the liberating effects of the so-called Internet
fqvolutlon, Shapiro challenged Gates: “If the whole idea of this
revolution is to empower people, Bill, why are you locking up the
arket and restricting choices?”®

i The answer is that the Infernet revolntion is not about em-
powering people anymore than are globalization and “frec trade.”
I'hey are about helping the richest economic actors in the world
to become richer and ever more powerful. As Canada’s former
griculture Minister, Eugene Whelan, put it, “These deals aren’t
sout free trade. They're about the right of these guys to do busi-
ness the way they want, wherever they want” And judged in those
rms, they are a wonderful success.

It should be obvious that most medium-sized businesses,
never mind small ones, have no chance of survival in competition
with these global behemoths. We can see this clearly if we take
two of the Latin American nations that have most religiously fol-
lowed the globalization model. In Argentina over the course of the
1990s, 38,000 medium-sized enterprises went bankrupt or were
eflectively destroyed by crippling debt. In Mexico, meanwhile,
fully 750,000 firms have in recent years joined an organization of
bank-indebted companies.'s

These effects are particularly dramatic in agriculture at
the moment. As I document in more detail in the next chapter,
western governments subsidize their agri-businesses to the tune of
$360 billion per year while demanding that Third World nations
open their markets. Having forced open agricultural markets in -
countries like India, the Philippines, and Mexico, western nations
then dump farm products at subsidized prices that are impos-
sible for Third World farmers to meet. (In the.next chapter, T will
explore the specific effects these practices have in impoverishing
cotton growers, sugar producers and others in the Global South.)
In this way, “free trade” policies are used by the West to manipu-
late agricultural prices and drive small farmers from their lands.
So, while Third World farmers struggle to survive on less than
$400 a year on average, every farmer in the US, Canada and
Europe receives between $16,000 and $21,000 from their govern-
ments per year In order to undercut producers elsewhere — all In
the name of “free” trade.” On one count after another, rather
than markets becoming more competitive, they are continually
becoming less so. Contrary to the neo-liberal myth of a free and
open world market, therefore, we live in a world in which an
ever-smaller mumber of multinational corporations dominate the
global economy — and as a result of new trade rules their wealth
and power is increasing at unprecedented speed.

réeing Capital, Not Trade

If we want to actually understand the economic agreements
at are proliferating, we need to look behind the obfuscating
etoric of “free trade” to decipher what’s going on behind the
nes. Once we do s0, clues as to what is occurring are not hard
‘come by.
Consider, first, an article by former Canadian Prime Min-
ter Brian Mulroney who presided over Canada’s initial “free
éde” agreement with the United States. Writing in a national
cwspaper on the eve of the April 2001 Summit of the Americas
i =.Québec City, Mulroney rhymed off a series of ostensible ben-
éfits of the current NAFTA accord. At the end of his list he re-
minded his readers that NAFTA “establishes a regime to protect
investors.”!® Next, take the aggressive push in the late 1990s to
'ﬁ:égotiate a comprehensive economic pact known as the Multilat-
al Agreement on Investment (MAT). While these negotiations
collapsed in 1998, in large measure because of public opposition,
it is worth contemnplating what the world’s richest nations hoped
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to achieve. Especially instructive for our purposes is that, rathe
than refer to trade, the very name of the failed agreement specifi
cally mentions investment.

Reflecting on these clues, we could be forgiven for thinkin
that the major purpose of global economic agreements is not so

much freeing trade as it is protecting the rights and privilege

of international investors. Once we investigate the globalization
agenda in these terms, a lot of things start to fall into place.

As an initial observation, we should note that what distin
guishes the era of globalization since the mid-1970s is not the

growth of world trade (which as we’ve seen is not much greater
in relative terms than it was in 1913} but, rather, the explosion of
foreign direct investment and, most crucially, the emergence of
the multinational corporations that drive it. It is here that we find:

the unique features of the globalization era.

Prior to the 1950s, there were few corporations that actually :-5
invested directly outside their home country. Until then, most for-
eign investment took the form of various kinds of financial loans
(often known as “portfolio investment”}.“Gapitalists would putup
large sums of money to be loaned to foreign governments, banks -
or investors (in return for tidy profits). But these loans were in
“liquid” form — advances of sums of cash in return for paper assets
(like stocks and bonds) which provide interest payments. These
investments are considered liquid because they can almost always

be turned back into cash {and withdrawn from the country in

which they are held) quite quickly by selling the paper assets, like
stocks or bonds, to another buyer. Thus, while foreign capitalists :
profited handsomely from the exploitation of labour and natural -

resources in the colonial world and elsewhere, rarely did they in-

volve themselves in long-term fixed investments such as factories,

mines, or communication systems. Such investments are consid-

ered fixed, rather than liquid, since they often can’t be converted -
back into cash overnight (therc’s not always a buyer for a factory .

or a mine, after all, but there almost always is for a stock or a
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n’d;-especially if the seller is eager to sell and willing to lower
rice).

After the Second World War, however, US-based firms saw
_ endous opportunities for investing directly in foreign coun-
és}.‘_' ‘With much of Europe just beginning to recover from the
ination of war —which had destroyed factories, roads, airports,
1 houses along with millions of people — American firms were
ger to enter those markets. In many cases, investing directly in
eign countries by building factories and other business opera-

iong'was highly attractive since, by so doing, US companies could
sition themselves near large markets (thus ensuring low trans-
ij_tation costs) and draw upon skilled labour supplies. In this
iy, American corporations hoped to capture markets from com-
yanies in war-torn Europe and elsewhere. Throughout thel950s
nd:1960s, this sort of expansion of US-based firms (largely into
X ufope and Canada) led to the rise of the modern multinational
rporation.?® '

. Tf anything has defined the era of globalization, it has been
arge-scale foreign direct investment (¥DI) and the growth of the
ancial flows that accompany it. Not only is this a relatively new
enomenon, but FDI has also been growing much more rapidly
an the world econtbmy as a whole. Put simply, capitalists are
i}ir-setting up shop in other parts of the globe at a faster rate
_hzin the international economy has been expanding. During the
60s, for instance, FDI grew twice as fast as the output of goods
d services, and during the 1980s it increased four times as fast.
ut the truly staggering acceleration comes in the 1990s. Across
hat decade, FDI soared by 314 per cent, utterly eclipsing the 65
ser cent increase in world trade and the 40 per cent increase in
world gross domestic product.

This is the context in which multinational corporations des-

- perately wanted new rules governing world-wide investment. By

998, total outward foreign direct investment hit a record level
of §649 billion in a single year; the following year it jumped to’
1865 hillion, pushing the world stock of FDI (the total value of
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ndbn published a comprehensive ranking of the world’:s 500

ges’f multinational firms. Of these, nearly half are based in the

ted States and about one guarter in Western Europe. In short,

t_hréé-quarters emanate from the traditional centers of world

italism. Another 18 per cent are based in Asia, notably Japan.

¢ niarrow the list to the top 100 multinationals, we find that

:...:e' US-based, 20 are housed in Europe, while the remaining

are based In Japan.” In short, “multinational” firms are over-

e}ﬁlingly based in the dominant capitalist nations, and they

duict the bulk of their business their, or in other “developed”

ntries.

Nonetheless, there have been significant trends toward in-

trﬁent by multinational corporations in parts of the so-called
sveloping world,” particularly Asia. Between 1975 and 1985,

stance, the share of FDI going into Asia increased from 5.3

ént of the world total to 7.8 percent. But the really large flows
FDI into developing countries happened in the 1990s. In the
¢ of two years, from 1991 to 1993, foreign direct investment
developing countries doubled. Still, this foreign investmeTlt
nained concentrated in a handful of countries. In 1994, in
(. half of all FDI flows to developing countries were going to
Asia, particulzirly Indonesia, Korea, Malaysia, China, ‘a.nd
ailand. By the later 1990s, parts of Latin America, especiaily
ico and Brazil and to a lesser extent Argentina, had also be-
me major recipients of FDI. Indeed, 55 per cent of all FDI in
lie developing world went to only five countries in the late 1990s:
; h:iria,-, Brazil, Mexico, Singapore and Indonesia. (It is wo‘rth
.iitioning too that a large part of this investment in developing
ountries has involved takeovers of domestic companies by mul-
ational ones, not investment designed to create new facilities
d means of production, a point to which I shall return.) Mean-
hile, the world’s forty-eight poorest nations attracted only 0.5
: ¢ cent of world-wide FDL* Rather than actually going global,
:'.f.:rnationa.l investment is still overwhelmingly concentrated in
he dominant nations and a handful of select countries in the de-

direct investment in foreign nations) to US$5 trillion. According
to experts at the United Nations, outward FDI hit US$1 trillion
in 2000. Once we understand foreign direct investment by mul:
tinational corporations as driving the “globalization™ process;
then foreign trade rightly recedes into the background. Since the
carly 1980s, after all, global firms have done much more business
through their foreign-based affiliates than by exporting goods
from their home countries. In order to grab a share of foreign
markets, in other words, they more typically set up shop the :
rather than ship goods to the intended market. By 1998, in fact,
the total sales of foreign-affiliates hit $11 trillioh, massively eclips:
ing world exports which totaled $7 trillion. All of this, as the
World Investment Report notes, makes “international production
globally more important than trade in terms of delivering goods
and services to foreign markets.”?!

Ifinternational production, not trade, is the key process driv-
ing globalization, the multinational corporation s its principal in-
stitution. Looking at the previous period of globalization (roughly.
1880-1914) we discover that there were al most a few hundred
multinational firms in 1914; today there are about 60,000. These.
firms account for virtually all FDI and, as we’ve seen, their inter:
nal cross-border transfers of goods and services comprise about’
half of all world trade. In fact, just the largest 100 of these cors
porations hold over 40 per cent of ail loreign assets {In excess of
$2 trillion), making some of the largest wealthier than sizable na-.
tions. With all this in mind, one of the most thorough analysts of’
globalization states that the multinational corporation today “is’

the single most important force creating global shifts in economic’
activity,”*

Again, we need to remind ourselves about some of the mis-
leading connotations of the term globalization. It is simply untrue, :
after all, that these firms are “trans-national” in character, While-.
they do indeed conduct business in many regions of the globe,
their head offices are based in specific countries and the bulk of |
profits flow there. In 2004, for instance, the Financial Times of
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veloping world. This is one reason, among many, that capitalist

globalization is increasing world inequalities, not reducing them,
as I 'will discuss later in this chapter,

Omnce we recognize that economic globalization is about an
explosion in foreign direct investment by multinational corpora-
tions, not about trade, we are in a position to make sense of the
global corporate agenda. While economic pacts may not have
much to do with freeing trade, they have everything to do with
frecing capital — with creating new global rules that make foreign
investment and takeovers easier, and which give powerful legal
protections to foreign investors anywhere in the world. In fact, an
extensive international study of more than one thousand changes
made between 1991 and 1999 to laws on foreign investment re-
vealed that 94 per cent of these changes increased the rights and
freedoms of foreign capitalists.® The “free” movement of capital
— anywhere, any time, according to rules of its own making - is
the real secret of the globalization agenda.

Alongside this goes a liberalization of short-term capital
flows — money that moves around buying stocks, currencies, gov-
ernment bonds, real estate, and various sorts of complex financial
instruments, for a matter of hours or days before selling again.
Such investment is purely speculative in nature, since it consists of
short-term bets as to which way prices will move for things like
oll or currencies, but it doesn’t invest in the productive infrastruc-
ture of a country (like machines of factories). With huge sums
now flowing through these short-term markets {currency markets
alone see movements of about $1.9 trillion US every day, about
thirty times more than the daily exchange of goods and services),
the whole of the global economy has become much more volatile,
as countries like Korea and Argentina have painfully learned.
Yet the globalizers insist that, whatever the consequences for the
people of a country, world financial markets must be perfectly free
for world traders and speculators.
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xpanding the Rights of Property, Not People

Government and business leaders love to proclaim that inter-
mational economic agreements are about extending democracy.
.-ét, not one clause in any of these accords — from NAFTA to
he WTO agreements — establishes a single addition to the civil
r human rights of people. What they do accomplish, however,
s an unprecedented extension of the legal rights and powers of
.prpora.tions.

Perhaps the clearest example of this is Chapter 11 of NAF-
TA, which allows investors to sue governments if they believe
their firms have suffered a loss because of a breach of free trade
nd investment rules. In the past, most legal systems have given
rovernments — as theoretical custodians of the public interest —
- the right to override private interests if they could demonstrate a
“clear public interest in doing so. Protecting the environment from
-orporate polluters is an obvious example, as are laws prohibit-
“ing private firms from using child labour. For generations, the
“only agents to international treaties have been nation-states. But
_NAFTA’s chapter 11 changes all of this. For the first time ever in
nternational law, it bestows on corporations the right to directly
“enforce a treaty to which they are not parties. Furthermore, it
~does so while imposing absolutely no obligations on them, such
“as to be good corporate citizens or respect the environment. As
a result, NAFTA reverses the relationship that is supposed to ex-
“ist between governments and private bodies (albeit a relationship
- that has often only existed in theory) by subordinating govern-
‘ments to international investment rules that are designed to pro-
tect the property rights of huge private corporations. A number
- of NAFTA decisions indicate just how insidious this elevation of
- property rights over the rights of the public can be.

One of the most notorious examples is the complaint brought
against the Mexican government by the US toxic waste process-
ing company, Metalclad. In 1992, the company received permis-
sion from Mexico to build a plant that would handle 360,000 tons
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of hazardous waste every year at a landfill site in San Luis Potosi -

in central Mexico. Three years later, as the company’s plant was
being constructed, area residents began a protest campaign, ar-
guing that the firm had no right to proceed without the approval
of local governments. Responding to mass pressure, the state’s
governor blocked local approval, Metalclad then notified Mexico
that it would file a Chapter 11 complaint and in 2000 2 NAFTA
tribunal ruled in favour of the company, ordering Mexico to pay
$16.7 million in damages to the corporation.? Under NAFTA, in
other words, the right of corporations to bring thousands of tons
~of hazardous waste into local communities overrides the rights of
residents to protect their health.
And the Metalclad case is just the beginning. In recent years
a Canadian company, Methanex, which makes a methanol-based
gasoline additive called MTBE, has sued the state of California
for trying to phase out use of the additive after gasoline contain-
ing MTBE was found to have contaminated the water supply in
Santa Monica — compelling the state of California to shut down
most of the area’s municipal wells. Similarly; a.Canadian min-
ing firm, Glamis Corporation, launched a suit against the state
of California, demanding the right to undertake open pit mining
that would destroy watersheds on native lands. In the same vein,
United Parcel Service, America’s largest courier company, has
filed a $200 million Chapter 11 suit against the Canadian gov-
ernment alleging that Canada Post’s monopoly on ordinary mail
constitutes an illegal subsidy of the post office’s courier services.
In the largest — and what will probably be the most controversial
— case, Sun Belt Water Inc. of California is suing the Canadian
government for §14 billion in damages after British Clolumbia
banned bulk water exports in 1993, So intimidated have govern-
ments become that the mere threat of a Chapter 11 suit is often
enough to force governments to back down, as Canada did by
withdrawing a ban on hazardous PCB imports after S. D, Myers,
a US waste dispesal company, launched a NAFTA complaint ac-
tion,
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None of these decisions are made by elected or accountable
:dfﬁcials, nor are their procedures or rulings made public. Instead,
hey happen in secret, outside the scrutiny, never mind the con-
trol, of citizens. We shouldn’t be surprised, then, when the presi-
dent of the US consumer watchdog group Public Citizen charges
that NAFTA tribunals represent a kind of “secret government.”
As a New York Times correspondent explains:

Their meetings are secret. Their members are gen-
erally unknown. The decisions they reach need 1'10t
be fully disclosed. Yet the way a small group of in-
ternational tribunals handles disputes between in-
vestors and foreign governments has led to national
laws being revoked, justice systems questioned, ar}d
environmental regulations challenged. And it is all in
the name of protecting the rights of foreign investors
under the North American Free Trade Agreement.”

The key to free trade agreements is the package of new le-
gal Tights and protections they give to investors. At the end of
-a twenty-five year period in which foreign direct investment has
:grogvn massively, multinational capital now seeks a new lega._l re-
“gime where the rights of global property owners — international
investors — take precedence over all others.

“An Eye to Property”: Deciphering the WT'Q Agree-

Capitalism, as I argue in the next chapter, has always been
““about the rights of property over people. Agreements like NAFT{%
+ and the WTO represent concerted efforts to move toward a capi-
- talist utopia where multinational behemoths can get their way,
~ riding roughshod over the laws, practices and traditions of com-
| munities.

: Nowadays, however, political and business leaders like to
. pretend that what they’re up to has to do with rnuc.h more up-
- lifting things: democracy, global prosperity, human rights. These
* claims for democracy are, in historical terms, quite recent. Only
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In the twenticth century did most mainstrearn political parties
and heads of state come to embrace “democracy.” I look at some:
of these issues with respect to democracy and capitalism in detail:
in chapter 6. For the moment, however, T want to look at a time:
when they did not couch their views in democratic terms, as do--
ing so can clarify many issues about the present. When capitalism:
was In its infancy, a startlingly candid debate occurred about the

conflict between the rights of property and the rights of the people”

—a debate that sheds much light on what is transpiring today.

"The year was 1647, the country England. A king had just
been defeated by an army of ordinary working men — farmers,

artisans, sailors and the unemployed — presided over by a group
of wealthy landlords who mistrusted the king’s respect for their

property. Known as the New Model Army, these forces of the

people had vanquished the royal army and captured the king.
Now they confronted the task of deciding what sort of constitu-
tional order should replace the monarchy. Worried that wealthy
leaders might betray them by bringing in a less than democratic
system, rank-and-file soldiers convened a couticiland invited the
two most important army generals, Oliver Cromwell and Henry
Ireton, to meet with them at a church in Putney. Ably assisted by
a radical group known asthe Levellers, the soldiers had drawn up
a document called the Agreement of the People which proposed
that all adult males should have the vote.? Fortunately for poster-
ity, someone kept a record of these discussions {(which historians
have come to call the Putney Debates). As a result, we have writ-
ten documents of one of the most extraordinary debates in politi-
cal history.

What happened at Putney is extraordinary in part because
poor men were challenging their wealthy superiors. But it is
- equally so because of the terms in which the debate was cast: as a
clash between property and democracy.

Stating the case for the democrats, Colonel Rainhorough of
the people’s army told the generals: “I think that the poorest he
thatis in England hath a life to tive, as the greatest he; and there-

46

Free Trade: It’s Not About Trade

‘truly, six, T think it’s clear, that every man that is ‘_co Hve under
government ought first by his own consent to put himself under
‘government.” For Rainborough and the Levellers, such con-
could onfy be accomplished by voting,

- Speaking for the wealthy landowners and mer(fha:its, Gen-
-al Ireton directly attacked Rainborough’s argument. “No per-
hath a right to an interest or share in determining or choosing
jose. that shall determine what laws we shall be ruled by here
1o person hath a right to this, that hath not a permanent fixed
iterest in this kingdom.” And only a small group has such a per-
Janent fixed interest, he maintained: “the persons in whom all
nd lies, and those in corporations in whom all trading lies..”

. And why should the right to choose the.government lie ex-
usively with men of vast property? Because, if you grant that we

are all politically equal — and therefore all ought to have the right

) vote — then why not hold that we all ought to be.socia.l_ly and
conomically equal too? If “one man hath an equal r1gh1f with an-
ther to the choosing of him that shall govern him,” s’fud I_reton,
by the same right of nature he hath the same [equal] right in any

“zoods he sees — meat, drink, clothes — to take and use them for his
sustenance. He hath a freedom to the land, to the ground, to exer-

cise it, till it.” In short, argued Ireton, if we adopt the equal rlght
o participate in government, we will soon have to accept equality

“across the board, and that will be the end of unequal ownership
“of property. The reason he could not accept democracy, he pro-

claimed, “is because T would have an eye for property.”®

An eye to property: here is the key to so many debates that
have swirled across the history of capitalism — no more so t.han
today as opposition to globalization builds. .The confr(?ntations
that are taking place in the mountains of Chiapas, the v1.llz‘xges of
India and China, the city squares of Argentina and Bolivia, the
barrios of Venezuela all hearken back to the debate at the church
in Putney more than 350 years ago: do rights belong to people as

- people, or merely to wealthy property-owners?
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tional capital that will not be available to ordinary citizens. More
than‘that, they seck a negotiating process ~ at world economic
meetings — that is not even accessible to citizens’ groups. As one
sentor WO official admitted to the Financial Times, “The WTQ
is the place where governments collude in private against their
domestic pressure groups.”® Among other things, that collusion

has resulted in the further impoverishment of millions of people.

Globalizing Poverty and Inequality

When supporters of globalization are confronted with evi-

dence of the alarming new powers being bestowed on multina-
tional corporations, they usually shift the terms of discussion,
Whatever the weaknesses of these accords, they intone, the

one great thing about globalization is that it spreads prosperity

around the globe, New York Times columnist, Thomas Friedman,

has been one of the foremost promoters of this view. “The driving

force behind globalization is free-market capitalism,” he writes.
“T'he more you let market forces rule and the more you open your
economy to free trade and competition, the more efficient and
flourishing your economy will be.” Almost every aspect of this
statement is wrong. As we have seen, globalization is not about
“free markets” or “competition.” And it certainly hasn’t made
economies “more efficient and flourishing,” as I shall show in 2
morment. Yet, the facts of the matter have not stopped a crescendo
of mainstrear voices that echo Friedman’s views. The Globe and
Mail, the most influential paper in Canada, for instance, ran a
seven-part series prior to the 2001 Summit of the Americas in
Québec City which sang this chorus repeatedly. “Globalization,”
proclaimed the paper’s editors, “is a powerful force for good Witjh
the potential to lift millions out of poverty and make the W(;l"ld a
safer, richer, better place” They returned to the theme the next
day: “For the first time in history, the end of mass poverty is in
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ear sight. For the hundreds of millions who live in want, there is
nally a way out. That way is globalization.” In the spirit of flog-
ng a dead horse in the hope that it will move, the editors took
their tune again five days later pronouncing, “globalizationis a
rce for good, with the potential to lift millions out of poverty.”"!
- Now, if this was true, if globalization for all its unhappy ef-

fects actually raised millions out of poverty and hunger, if it truly

ade the world a safer and better place, then many opponents
ould feel obliged to think twice. Curiously, however, the global-
ers are notoriously short on hard facts. Neo-liberal free trade

thetoric and ideology seemed to be enough to persuade them of
their cause. But for millions the world over, rhetoric won't feed the

hildren, provide clean drinking water, or stern the tide of disease.
nd once we look at the actual facts of the matter in these and
her areas, the globalizers’ arguments look highly unpersuasive.

lobalization has produced lower rates of econom-

To begin with, there is no serious evidence that the changes
associated with globalization have done anything to raise the rates

at which economies expand. Indeed, the evidence overwhelm-

. gly shows exactly the opposite. While we should not make a

fetish of growth, especially given the environmental consequences

of capitalist-style industrial growth (a point to which T return), it

nonetheless remains significant that on their own terms, the global-
izers’ arguments fail. As the Washington-based Center for Eco-

omic and Policy Research has shown, compared with the previ-
‘ous twenty years, the globalization period has been characterized
by sub-standard rates of growth. Placing all the world’s countries
into five groups according to wealth, the Center uses Internation-
‘al Monetary fund data to demonstrate that all groups of nations,
even the richest, have experienced slower growth throughout the
era of globalization (1980-2003). And reduced rates of economic
growth are a major cause of slower rises in living standards. In-
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deed, in many parts of the world, the growth slowdown of the
globalization era has been associated with catastrophic declines

in standards of living. For regions like Latin America and Sub

Saharan Africa, the results have been devastating, as Table 2,2 _

iHlustrates.

Table 2.2 — Growth of Per Capita Income, 1960-80 and
1980-20060

1960-80 ~ 1980-2000
Latin America +73 percent +7 percent
Africa +34 percent -23 percent

Source: Murray Dobbin, “Democracy and the Québec Summis,” Financial Post, April 30,

2001.

The impact of globalization on economic growth in these

two regions has, in short, been disastrous. While Latin America,
which “has led the world in trade liberalization,” as the United
Nations puts it, has undergone a devastating collapse in economic
growth rates, Africa has experienced nothing short of outright ca-

lamity, with per capita income plummeting by nearly one-quar-

ter, and life expectancy dropping in many countries.

Using more recent data, the Center for Economic and
Policy Research has shown the dramatic dimensions of the slow-
down of economic growth in these two regions.® In Table 2.3, I

use their data to compare average annual growth in these regions

during the pre-globalization {1960-79) and globalization eras.
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‘able 2.3 — Average Annual Growth in Income per Per-

ori, 1960-79 and 1980-2005

1960-79 1980-2005
atin America + 4 per cent +0.7 per cent
ub-Saharan Africa +1.8 per cent -0.75 per cent

'dic_e: Data derived from Center for Economic and Policy Research, The Scorecard on
elopment (Washington, 2005).

Not only hasg the globalization period been one of less ro-
ust improvements in living standards, as these figures show; it
as also produced poorer rates of improvements for infant and
hild mortality in most nations of the world. In short, more infants
nd children are dying worldwide than would have been the case
- pre-globalization era trends had continued. The same is true
or adults. In all these regards, then, globalization signals a cruel
deterioration in human welfare for most of the world’s people, and

rticularly for the poorest inhabitants of the planet. Translating
iese trends into more tangible human terms, we learn the follow-

According to the 2004 Human Development Report, the people of

.46 countries are poorer today than they were in 1990.

As a result, the number of countries with per capita incomes of
less than $900 per year (the United Nation’s cutoff for the cat-
egory of “least developed” countries) has doubled since 1971
- from 25 to 49.%

.One of the results has been a decline in life expectancy in eigh-
teen countries — ten of them in Africa, and eight in Eastern

- Europe and the former Soviet Union.

- According to the 2005 Human Development Report published
by the United Nations, more than one billion people in the

51




N 73]
ANOTHER WORLD IS POSSIBLE Free Trade: 11’s Not About Trade

née has forced even conservative mainstream commentators, at
st the honest ones, to take notice. William Easterly of the World
':ﬁk,_ for instance, now describes the globalization era as “the lost
cades” for developing countries. Another World Bank econo-
ist;-; Branko Milanovic, has gone further, producing a s'cries of
ghly comprehensive studies which show that globalization has
bstantially increased inequalities between rich and poor.®® In
¢t, as the chart below indicates, Milanovic’s rescarch shows
that international inequality, i.e. the inequality between nations
neasured according to what is known as the Gini coefficient), has
en by more than 20 per cent during the globalization era, after
ving been relatively stable over the previous thirty years (19?0—
80).% Moreover, global inequality shoots up most sharply f?h]I’H.lg
¢ 1990s, when neoliberal globalization most fully came into its
11, Put simply, inequalities between rich and poor nations have
sharply increased throughout the globalization period.

world live on less than $1 a day. Another 1.5 hillion struggle:
to survive on one to two dollars daily. That’s 40 per cent of
humankind condemned to unrelenting poverty and hardship.
In addition, a billion people on the planet lack access to safe
water. In fact, according to the definition used by major in-
ternational agencies, more than seventy-seven per cent of the
world’s people are poor.

Related to all of the above, every year more than 10 million
children die before their fifth birthday. Again according to
the UN, "most of these deaths could be prevehted by simple,
low-cost interventions" like vaccines for measles, diphtheria
and tetanus,**

L]

Globalization has increased world inequalities

At the same time as globalization has been associated with
more sluggish economic growth (or with outright contraction) it
has also generated greater inequalities in the distribution of wealth
— precisely the opposite of what the globalizers claim. Drawing on
new studies done for the World Bank, Rober®Wade of the Lon- _
don School of Economics has shown that under the globalization
regime the rich have gotten richer, the poor poorer. Looking at
the distribution of world income over a mere five years (1988-93)

é,rt 2.1 — International Inequality, 1950 — 98, measured
the Gini Coefficient

: .25
Wade concludes that “the share of world income going to the poor- o>
est 10% of the world’s population fell by over a quarter, whereas 0.5
the share of the richest 10% rose by 8%.” His basic results have 0.45
been confirmed by study after study. The United Nations reports, 0.4 | | ' . 1 ‘

for instance, that of 73 countries for which data are available, 53
of these — containing over 80 per cent of the world’s population
— have experienced increases in inequality. While a few countries
have experienced declining inequality, they account for a mere
four per cent of the planet’s population. For ninety-six per cent of
humankind, therefore, there has been no Improvement in social
equality. In fact, for four-fifths of the world, things have gotten
more unequal in recent decades. The preponderance of such evi-

1950 1960 1970 1980 1390 1999

Year

Souirce: Branko Milanovic (2002) “The Two Faces of Globalization.”
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billion adults are illiterate, 2.4 billion lack basic sanitation,
and one billion have no access to safe water. ¥

As some of this data indicates, it’s not just global inequalities
reen nations that have increased, so have inequalities within
tions. Take the examples of the two most “globalized” econo-
¢s in Latin America. In 1975, the income ratio of the richest 20
cent of the population of Argentina compared to the poorest
20 percent was 8:1. As neoliberal reforms took hold, this ratio
ubled by 1991; it then soared 1o 25:1 by 1997. In Brazil, mean-
¢, the inequality ratio between these two groups has hit 44:1.%
- baldly, globalization has been nothing less than a mechanism
1 massive transfer of wealth from poor to rich —in other words,

actly what is was designed to be.

The human results of these trends are obscene:

e The richest two hundred people in the world more than dou-
bled their net worth in the four years leading up to 1998 to
more than $1 trillion.

* Merely three billionaires have assets greater than the com-
bined gross national product of the world’s “least developed”
nations and their 600 million inhabitants,

* The world’s 793 billionaires have a combined wealth greater
than the gross domestic product of all but six countries in the
world according to Forbes magazine’s 2006 ranking of the
world’s super rich.

¢ The income gap between the one-fifth of the human popula-
tion living in the richest countries and the fifth living in the
poorest countries has gone from 30:1 in 1960, to 60:1 in 1990,
and up again to 74:1 in 1997. Taking the richest ten per cent
and the poorest ten percent of those on thieglobe as of 2005,
we get an inequality ratio of 103:1.

* In the United States, the ratio of Chief Executive Officer
(CEO) income to that of the average worker has risen from
35:1 in 1965, to 80:1 by 1980, and to an astonishing 450:1
today (2005).

¢ Microsoft CEO Bill Gates has more wealth than the bottom
45 of all American households. In fact, Gates is worth more
than the combined Gross National Product of Central Ameri-
ca— Guatemala, El Salvador, Cost Rica, Panama, Honduras,
Nicaragua and Belize all combined. In fact, as of 1998, we
could add Jamaica and Bolivia to this list and Gates would
still come out on top.

* Executive pay at top US corporations rose 571 per cent from
1990 to 2000, at the same time as in the poorest countries one

World Trade has impoverished sub-Saharan Africa

“While the globalizers love to claim that trade in world mar-
kets 1s the path to prosperity, they conveniently ignore the evidence
| the world’s most impoverished region, sub-Saharan Africa.
er all, as Table 2.3 indicates, this region exports a much higher
are of its output than does any other part of the world.

aﬁie 2.4 — Share of GDP exported to foreign markets
OECD countries® 19%
Latin America 15%

Sub-Saharan Africa 20%,

& OECD (Osganization for Economic Cooperation and Development) countries are the
étonomically developed nations of North America, Western Europe and Japan.
Source: United Nations, Human Development Report 1999, pp. 2, 31.

Yet, contrary to the free trade mythology, high rates of
exports have done nothing to help the people of the region. Ac-
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cording to the World Bank, per capita incomes in sub-Saharan
Africa fell by 25 per cent between 1987 and 2000. People on the .

African subcontinent have become even more impoverished
both absolutely and relatively, during the globalization period.
In 1950, Africans made on average 16 per cent of what people

in the Global North earned. Yet, by 2001 their relative earnings
had plummeted to less than seven per cent of average incomes in
the North.™ Not surprisingly, as we have previously noted, with

falling incomes has come a decline in life expectancy throughout
much of the region, In fact, four sub-Saharan African nations
have seen staggering declines in life spans: a drop of 14 per centin

Botswana, 15 per cent in Uganda, and 17 per cent in both Zambia .

and Zimbabwe** With world market prices for raw commodities

from coffee to copper plummeting, these trends are likely to con

tinue. Yet, desperately needing foreign currency to pay off debts

to foreign banks and lenders such as the IMF, African nations
have no choice but to continue mass production of those goods

for which there is international demand, irrespective of the fact -

that their prices are collapsing. In fact, sub—\Sa-lg_?}ran Africa cur-
rently pays as much as $500 million per day in debt payments — an

amount that completely eclipses any “aid” that comes from rich -
nations. The entire region is thus caught in a debt trap in which
exports generate declining revenues that are sent to world banks -
and financial institutions instead of contributing to local invest- -

ment, health care, or education. The results have been utterly —

and tragically —predictable: with lower incomes, poorer diets and -
weakened immune systems have come cholera and tuberculosis

epidemics, an HIV-AIDS pandemic, and the rising child mortal.

ity rates discussed above. Let us take just one example to put some .
flesh on these points. Since 1990, tuberculosis rates have tripled in

21 African countries. Every year, more than two million Africans
are diagnosed with the disease and half a million die of it. In fact

most of the deaths of HIV-positive people in Africa are due to .

tuberculosis. Yet, a curative six month treatment costs a mere $15.

Still they die, however, since global capitalism’s imperative that
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ebts must be paid starves governments of desperately needed re-
urces for health and education. The idea that the rising tide of
orld trade raises all boats is nothing less than an incredibly sick
ke where the peoples of most of Africa are concerned.
. Infact, as we have seen, all the real evidence shows that
eoliberal policies are destroying lives across the continent. Let us
€ just one recent case, the 2005 “famine” in Niger, the world’s
cond-poorest country, where hundreds of thousand died of
unger. A British journalist recently described the reality of this
ountry’s “free market famine”

In Tahou market, there is no sign that hard times are
at hand. Instead, there are piles of red onions, bun-
dles of glistening spinach, and pumpkins sliced into
orange shards. There are plastic bags of rice, pasta
and manioc flour ...

A few minutes drive from the market ... aid
workers coax babies with spidery limbs to take sips of
milk, or the smallest dabs of high-protein paste,

Starving infants are wrapped in gold foil to
keep them warm. There is the sound of children wail-
ing, or coughing.

.. This istthe strange reality of Niger's hun-
ger crisis. There is plenty of food, but children are
starving because their parents cannot afford to buy
it

The starvation i Niger is not the inevitable
consequence of poverty or simply the fault of locusts
or drought. It is also the result of a belief that the free
market can solve the problems of one of the worlds
poorest countries,

.. Prices have been rising because traders in
the country have been exporting grain to wealthier
neighbours ...

The UN ... also declined to distribute free
food. The reason given was that interfering with the
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free market could disrupt Niger’s development out of uch as Thailand, Indonesia, Malaysia and the Philippines

poverty.? Between 1990 and 1995, foreign capital flows into these
slan countries nearly quintupled, soaring from $20 billion

On the altar of free market dogma, in other words, the poo x
o:billion (US). But, as happens in all unregulated markets,

and the vulnerable have been sacrificed, permitted to starve 1
the midst of plenty. This, as we shall see in the next chapter; &
anything but an aberration. Confronted with this sort of evidence
the globalizers tend to fall back on the claim that these nation:
Jjust need to stick to the neoliberal road a bit longer, and sooner 6

ﬂux of speculative capital overshot all real opportunities for
5..As soon as that became clear, foreign capital started to
e-region. Economic troubles in Thailand then triggered an
lanche of fleeing capital. The inflow of foreign capital to the
countries did a dramatic U-turn, declining by $115 billion
esulting in a net outflow of $20 billion) in 1997, precipitating a

later they’ll see the payoff. Unimpressive as this argument is, lét’
examine it by looking at some of the developing nations that have _ .
most fully embraced the neoliberal model in recent years — South rophic meltdown. In just a matter of a few weeks, a million
Korea, Argentina and Mexico. Then T will turn to the two lates

cases embraced by the globalizers: China and India.

ein Thailand and a staggering 22 million in Indonesia were

dely shoved below the poverty line.

Once the pride of the region, neoliberalized South Korea
Global Integration and Ecomomic Melidowns found itself reeling from the effects of its open markets. At
South Korea and Argentina eak of the crisis, 10,000 workers received layoff notices every
ajob loss rate of 300,000 per month.® Rather than see here
cial and human tragedy, global capital - and the IMF, the

overnment and American-based corporations in particular

Developing on the basis of state-assisted industrialization
from the mid-1950s, South Korea emerged-in the 1970s as one o
the world’s most powerful “newly industrialiiing countries.” By
the 1980s, the country had become a significant force in globa
electronics, steel, automobile and shipbuilding industries.*® At thi
point, the American government launched an offensive to force
Korea to open its markets to foreign goods and investments. In:
1983 US President Ronald Reagan visited Korea and issued ul-
timatums to that effect. Then the US government used its “Su
per 301" trade law — which authorizes Washington to retaliat
against “unfair” traders — to break open the Korean economy. So

perceived an opportunity for pillage. As a condition for loans to
Korea through its crisis, they demanded new laws opening
cotintry’s banks and corporations to foreign ownership. With

se changes 1n place, US businesses moved in for the kill, buy-
up twice as many Korean businesses in the first five months of

198.as they had in any previous year — and at rock bottom prices
esult of the crisis. As a case in point, General Motors bought

he auto manufacturer, Daeswoo Motors —a deal the American
1signed only after Daewoo agreed to lay off one-third of its
000 employees.*® Similar transformations were forced upon
donesia and Thailand, regulting in what some analysts believe

effective was this offensive, all couched in neoliberal jargon, tha
Korean imports of US agricultural goods skyrocketed from $1.8
billion in 1985 to §5 billion by the end of 1991. In fact, Korea now
consumes more American farm products than any other foreign

hie largest transformation of domestic assets to foreign own-
in-half a century. Economic instability and insecurity, layoffs
el falling living standards, and bank and industry takeovers by
ign capital: such are the rewards for following the neoliberal

ad.

nation.**
With Korea’s markets pried open, international investors and-
speculators began pouring in, targeting other East Asian coun
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As the crisis worsened, a “Technical Memorandum of Un-
tanding” was signed between the government and the IMT
feptembf;r 2000 under which Argentina was required to make
<2 billion budget cutin 2001, at the very time it was obviously
ing into recession. In an astonishing section entitled “lmprov-
‘the Conditions of the Poor,” Argentina was directed to cut
0 per month from the salaries paid under the government’s
rgency employment program — thereby driving hundreds of
1sands more into poverty.

But if any country has been perversely punished for a
cepting the globalization model, it is Argentina. Unlike Korea,
which was beaten into submission, at the beginning of the 1990s,
Argentina’s rulers embraced neoliberalism with the fervour of'z
religious convert, chopping trade barriers and privatizing 400
public corporations. Having found the religion of the free marke"_f-,
Argentina’s government became Washington’s staunchest ally in
Latin America. No other country in the region agreed to send
troops to participate in America’s 1991 war against Iraq; and only
Argentina among Latin American states voted consistently with
the US in international bodies. So enthused by its pro-US policies

was the government that Argentina’s foreign minister described
47

-With the economy in obvious collapse, and industrial pro-
tion plummeting by 25 per cent, the World Bank president
sted that the country had slashed $3 billion in government
his country’s ties to the US as “carnal relations. ding and cut labour costs, Ignoring economic collapse, soar-
poverty and mass layoffs, Bank President James Wollensohn

tedly praised the country’s new-found “labour market flex-

On the economic front, the country pursued the whole
gambit of neoliberal policies: privatization, opening of markets
vicious cuts to social spending. On top of that, the governmen
agreed to dollarization — the policy of tying its currency (the peso
to the US dollar. As a result, every time the US dollar rose, so did
Argentina’s peso, even though this made ifs:goods more expensiv_é

ty” (read lower wages).* Meanwhile, the official poverty rate
d to 44 per cent of the population, double its rate ten years
wer; at the peak of the crisis, more than half of all Argentines
¢ impoverished.’® As the downturn turned into an avalanche
in world markets. As prices for its goods rose, Argentina’s export:
fell, and the country’s trade deficit mounted. This compelled the
government to turn to foreign borrowing to pay its way. Witha
cruel inevitability, the dollarization policy pushed by Washing
ton, the IMF and the World Bank led to steadily mounting foreigh
debt, which hit $141 billion (US) in 2001.

While the country was sliding deeper into debt, the peopl‘_
were recling from the effects of privatization, social service cuts
and mass layoffs. The Wall Sireet Fournal estimates that during
these years four million people fell below the poverty line, som

overty and despair, provoking riots that toppled successive
ments, the Bank and the IMT refused to provide funds to
ress a debacle they Had created. As in Korea, they did, how-
er; encourage massive foreign takeover of the country’s banks.
a decade of slavish devotion to American-style neoliberalism,
people of Argentina were rewarded with a financial collapse,
krupt industries, soaring poverty and massive foreign debt.
liberalism had indeed produced what film maker Fernando
olanas called “social genocide” in his award-winning 2004
i,}_ﬁlentary on Argentina’s collapse. These cases highlight one
ten per cent of the population*® At the peak of the crisis, 18 pe 16
cent of Argentines were officially unemployed, one of the highes
rates of any industrial country in the world (and the real nambe
was certainly much higher). And the IMF and World Bank man
aged to make a difficult situation desperately worse. -

he major consequences of the globalization model: full-fledged

tegration into global markets, alongside privatization and mas-

“cuts to soclal spending make smaller economies incredibly

rerable to financial and economic collapse ~ precisely the op-
I:’Ee of what globalization orthodoxy claims.
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‘hirty-six million people with jobs now live below the poverty
ie— 62 per cent of the working population; .
ince 1999, says the Organization for Economic Cooperation
: d Devlélopment, real wages in Mexico have de‘clined 'lf)y
I..O'.per cent (probably a considerable underestimation} while
workers’ productivity has soared by 45 per cent.>
The last point is crucial. Soaring productivity and fall-
wages translate into massive profits. And that, as I've been
hasizing, is what NAFTA and similar agreements are all
ut. The very essence of the globalization agenda is a coTlcerted
;"Jaign to raise the profits of multinational corporations by
ring wages, cutting taxes, loosening environmental regula-
s, and weakening labour rights. Not surprisingly, then, as one
nstream commentator notes, “Because of NAFTA’s focus-on
ing business costs, and because Mexico’s workforce has grown
apidly, Mexican workers have not benefited.”*
© What this comment leaves out is an essential aspect of the
rporate bonanza in Mexico under NAFTA: police a.r.ad r-nilitary
pféssion. After all, Mexican workers, peasants and indigenous
oples have fought back against the globalization agenda. But
ey have consistently been greeted with brutality by the sta‘Fe.
- In the maquiladoras, attempts by workers to organize inde-
pendent unions have been crushed repeatedly. In June 2000, for
sfance, police brandishing pistols and rifles attacked peaceful
strikers at the US-owned Duro factory, beating workers and ar-
. :s'ting their leaders. While an international campaign won the
release of the strike leaders, the company fired more than one
indred of the strikers and the government refused to certify
their union. Far from an isolated example, the use of police anf:l
thugs to injure, arrest, and intimidate workers in.the magquiladoras is
widespread. Moreover, belying all the pious claims about human
i yproverent, in ten years not a single worker has been returned
- to'her or his job, and not one independent union has been granted
iégal rights or a contract through NAFTA ¢

Fittingly, Argentina’s economy began to recover only wh
its government openly rejected the policy prescriptions of t
IMF.* But this move by government was merely a pale reflection
of a popular radicalization throughout the country, and through:
out much of Latin America, which has involved, as we shall see
Chapter 6, a growing revolt against neoliberal globalization.

NAFTA Devastates the Mexican People

If any nation should be a globalization success story,
course, it is Mexico. Closer than any other poor nation to th
world’s largest market, and the only developing country includ
ed in NAFTA, Mexico ought to be Ideally located to reap th
benefits of globalization. Moreover, unlike Sub-Saharan Africa
Mexico has received massive amounts of foreign direct inves
ment in recent years. As I noted above, Mexico is one of the fiv
largest recipients of foreign investment in the developing world.:
Indeed, the country’s free-trade exporting zotes, known as the
maguiladoras, have seen new factories built at.a staggering rate. B
the end of 2000, there were 3,700 maguiladora factories employin
1.35 million people — an increase of a million jobs since 1987,
By globalization standards, then, Mexico is a boom town. Yet.

for ordinary people, the results have been devastating. Since th
implementation of NAFTA in 1994:

* The real minimum wage has fallen by 40 per cent; :
° The gap between US and Mexican wages has grown by 30

per cent;™

* In the automotive industry - a major actor in the maquiladora -
zones — Mexican workers now earn one-twelfth of the wage of -
an American auto worker — down from one-third in 1980 ;

° Hundreds of thousands of people have left the land, as NAF-
TA-induced declining prices for rice, corn and coffee make it .
impossible for small farmers to make a living on their land.
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And this, as the Zapatistas well know, gives us an importan
clue to one of the dirty secrets of the neoliberal agenda: that i
rests on repression and violence. Indeed, without the use of police:
and troops, the globalization agenda could scarcely get off the
ground. But before turning to this issue, let us first look at the
cases of India and China. :

phones. But this has little to do with the lives of the vast ma-
“After all, fully 92 per cent of Indians who work do so in
“Unor ganized sector” — as street vendors, migrant labourers,

mers or truck drivers — where they lack job security, stable
mes or-basic benefits. As the Wall Sireet Journal notes, across
dia “the poverty rate is more than 20 per cent and many people
¢ chronically underemployed In fact, in spite of the flurry of
ness articles on the topic, employment in “outsourced” indus-

India and China: Globalization Success Stories?

es; like customer service agencies and software engineering,
tounts to a mere statistical blip: one quarter of one per cent of
jobs in India.”

And when we turn to rural India, where the vast majority
¢, the effects of the globalization era are especially disquieting.
ie.effect of neoliberal reforms has been to open India to cheap
and- heavily subsidized) agrlcultural imports from the Global
North while also pushing up costs for power and fertilizer, and
making it more difficult for poor farmers to get credit in lean
ars. The result has been a crisis of falling incomes and soaring
bt for millions of peasants. So desperate have farmers become
at tens of thousands have committed suicide —up to 3000, for
stance, in the state of Andhra Pradesh in a six year period. By
d large, however, this"story — of tens of thousands of suicides in
esponse to neoliberal impoverishment — has failed to register in
e mainstream press. One exception is a New York Times reporter
who accurately observed, albeit with incredible understatement,

that “the dead farmers are also the canaries in the mines for In-
258

If'a new mantra has been heard from the business press in re-
cent years, it is that India and China prove the success of the glo-
balization model. It is certainly true that each of these enormous
nation-states, particularly China, has experienced growth rates
higher than the norm. But before we pronounce these countries
“success stories” for neoliberal globalization, we would be wise to
look at the details — for it is there, as they say, that the devil hurks.
Let’s start with India.

Between 1980 and 2005, India’s economy grew by about 3.8
per cent a year in per capita terms. And since 1990, the country’s
exports have grown by more than 10 per cenf each year. But let’s
put this in perspective: as of 2005, India still accounted for just 0.7
per cent of world exports. In short, despite all the hype, it remains
a very minor player in world markets.

Even if we grant, however, that India’s growth is significant,
the globalizers will have a hard time taking credit. After all, it was
in 1991 that India’s government undertook a rapid series of neo-
liberal reforms — privatization, reduction of trade barriers, greater
opening to foreign investment, and so on. Yet, since that f1me,
economic growth has not been as rapid as it was in the 1980s,
prior to neoliberalization.

But it is when we turn to human welfare that the real picture
comes into sharpest refief. For the growth of the export economy
and the expansion of software engineering and call centers has
done virtually nothing to improve employment and earnings.
True, there is now a small middle class more capable of buying

chas agricultural economy — indicators of dire straits.
It comes as little surprise, then, to learn that the giobahzat}on
era has seen no improvement in poverty in India. One in every
11 Tndian children dies in the first five years of life. And malnutri-
on affects fully half the children in the country.® But try finding
those stories in the world’s business press.
. Letus now turn to the case of China. Here, the record of eco-
fiomic growth is indeed exceptional, much more so than in India.
Since 1980, for instance, China has tripled its weight in the world
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Some of the worst effects of poverty can be foundin the health-
field. As China has climbed on the globalization bandwagon,
dical.care has been increasingly privatized. Today, fully 60 per
ofall healthcare spending in the country comes directly from
le’s pockets. Worse, more than three—quarteljs of those living
t_h‘é: countryside have no health insurance whatsoever; the same
rite for nearly half of all urban dwellers. Studies suggest thaii: at
st half of these people cannot afford to seek medical attentz?n
1. they are ill. Despite robust economic growth, like India,
ina’s record on child mortality has worsened as its economy
increasingly adhered to the globalization model.”’

‘Meanwhile, workers in the country’s sweat shops generally
itk 60-70 hour weeks. Two-thirds have no medical insurance,
d more than 90 per cent have no pensions. They also-work
some of the world’s most hazardous and unhealthy environ-

China’s exports of manufactured goods rose 10 fold, generatin
worries in the United States and elsewhere about the crnergenc
of a new economic powerhouse. Once again, however, growt
figures taken on their own tend to obscure more troubling trends
especially with respect to poverty and social inequality. :

In fact, as the World Bank has noted, in less than twenty

years (from the early 1980s to 2000), inequality between rich an
poor in China doubled. Incredibly, social inequality grew fasteri
China than in any other country in the world, making it one of th
planet’s more unequal societies and destroying whatever preten:
sions to “socialism” might still have existed.5° As in India, poverty
and hunger in the countryside have mounted precipitously. Even
the World Trade Organization concedes that China’s rural poor
have suffered a “sharp six per cent drop” in living standards since
China joined the WTO in 2001. For the poorest rural dwellers, the:
drop has been much more calamitous, with tens of millions falling
into abject hunger and misery. Indeed, the World Bank estimates
that over 200 million rural Chinese subsist on less than §1 a day,
while other analysts believe the number is at least twice as high.
According to one comprehensive report done in 2006, nearly 700
million people in China, or just under half the population, live on
less than $2 a day —in short, they struggle to survive in conditions
of “absolute poverty,” to use the World Banlk’s eXpression.

At the same time, millions of urban dwellers — many of them
recently displaced from the countryside — also struggle to survive.
On top of this, some 36 million workers lost their Jobs as a result
of layoffs and plant closures by state-owned emterprises. Then, as
millions flooded into the cities, struggles over urban space began,
In Shanghai, for instance 1.5 million people were “relocated”
between 1991 and 1997 in order to clear space for luxury apart-
ments, skyscrapers and shopping malls. Amidst small pockets of
extreme wealth, great concentrations of poverty have grown.

What has happened in China in recent decades, therefore,
1 accelerated process of dlass differentiation. Small numbers of
hinese have indeed become substantially wealthier — the coun-
 contributed eight new billionaires to the world list in 2006, for
stance — while huge numbers have become poorer. As elsewhere
‘the world, neoliberal globalization has enriched a few while
f)'o'verishing the many. Hou Wenzhou, who heads a huma}l
his organization called the Empowerment and Rights Insti-
wite, rightly observes that “Chinese socjety has evolved into some-~
hing like Karl Marx’s society, where some of the p:OWEI‘f!:]l a.nd
wealthy class are depriving the poor of the opportumtylfor ju.SthE
of’equality.” And he further notes that this has led to intensified
nflict between rich and poor.

The Chinese government acknowledges as much. Its own
statistics show that the number of social protests, or “mass inci-
dents,” as it calls them, has soared from 8,700 in 1993 to 74,000
n 2004. Equally significant is the growth in the size of such pro-
tests. During the 1990s, typical “incidents” involved 10 or fewer
protesters; by 2003, the average protest consisted of more than 50
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A-nyone who has participated in global justice protests in cit-

e Seattle, Washington, Bangkok, Buenos Aires, Melbourne,

:Pra.gue, Québec City, or Genoa knows the truth of this.
‘assault from riot cops bombarding them with tear gas,

cf spray, rubber bullets, water cannons a,I}d more, many

d that it was only a matter of time before police murdered

rotester at world trade meetings. That moment came on July

001 when twenty-three-year-old Carlo Giuliani was killed by

in Genoa, Ttaly. But, much as we need to remember Garlo

name his murderers, we must not treat his death as an iso-

d ¢vent. That would be an injustice to so many others killed in

ountry after another, from Vietnam to Colombia, to protect

roperty of the wealthy. I discuss many examples of this in the

-.t;'wo chapters. For the moment, however, I want to focus on

Jobalizers’ infatuation with state repression.

'Among the finest studies of the neoliberal cult of police and
soris is Christian Parenti’s book, Lockdown America. Parenti doc-

nts how the current trend to paramilitary policing in the US

sahias a response to the social upheavals of the 1960s and early
—the anti-Vietnam War movement, the Black Panthers, the
‘women’s movement, militant workers’ strikes, and so on. But
as during the Reagan-Bush-Clinton era that began in 1980
: very time the globalization agenda emerged — that police
d prisons became the preferred way of dealing with the inevi-
fallout from massive cuts to social programs. As poverty and
elessness soared, billions were spent to contain “crime” by
ding prisons and giving police military weaponry.

Over the last twenty years, several key components of Amer-
ca’s law-and-order crusade were carefully constructed: the cre-
on of a public frenzy about drugs; social cleansing policies to
the poor off the streets in order to gentrity chunks of inner cit-
- acrackdown on immigrants and refugees, particularly on the
ican border; and a racist law-and-order regime in the inner
s designed to intimidate those sections of the population who,
vith virtually nothing to lose, might be the most likely to rebel.

people — and a growing number saw the mobilization of hundreds
of thousands of participants. At the same time, the number:o
strikes and labour protests has also soared. Clonflicts over seizur_e::
of land have hecome especially volatile. In 2004, for instance, up
to 100,000 poor farmers fought thousands of police in a battl
over the seizure of farmland to build a hydro plant. A particularly
brutal struggle erupted in late 2005, when hundreds of villagers in
the fishing town of Dongzhou confronted riot police bearing ait
tomatic rifles. At least 20 villagers appear to have been killed, and
many more wounded, when police opened fire.® Here, Chinese
authorities join hands with globalizers around the world for whom
violence and repression are central instruments in the neolibera
arsenal.

Policing the City, Locking Up the Poor: State Vio
lence and Neoliberalism

Given the way the globalizers spout off interminably about
freedom, it s all the more important that we insist on this point:
After all, the neoliberals are law and order {Zhatics. No voices are
mare vociferous than theirs when calls are heard to crack dowr_;
on youth, create boot camps, clear parks of homeless people, lock
up drug users, detain refugees, use the death penalty, criminalize
potitical dissent, or justify torture and abuse of prisoners in Amer-
ica’s “war on terror”. Behind their fluffy rhetoric about free tradf;_
and free markets lurks a hostility toward freedom for ordinary
people — and a love affair with police and prisons. Their heroes
are not sweatshop workers standing up for their rights, indigenous
peoples reclaiming their lands, or homeless people who resist a
police beating. Such people give them nightmares. Instead, they,
adore jackbooting police with automatic weapons, and they rush
to defend police who shoot unarmed protesters and beat the day-
lights out of youth of colour. Brutality, egregious violations of civil
rights and freedoms, even murder are acceptable to them in thc
battle to utterly defend the “freedom” of propertied interests.
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Not surprisingly, from New York to Cincinnati to Los Angeles
police violence ~ the shooting of a Black or Latino youth in p
ticular — has often been the detonator for community uprising
‘There are several essential components to what is sometin
called “the prison-industrial complex.” First, a wave of US Ia
— with names like Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcemer
Act, 1994, or Anti-Terrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act
1996 — gave police sweeping new powers {often in the name of ¢
“war on drugs”) and reduced the rights of the accused. Similat
laws can be found in countries like Britain, Canada.and Austr
lia. Second, police have been increasingly militarized, receivin
automatic weapons like M-16s, helicopters, grenade launche
and armoured personnel carriers. ‘Thirdly, America in the 1980s
and “90s witnessed a massive wave of prison construction to the

tune of $7 billion per year at its peak. The combined results of all
this are shocking:

arice {(where resistance to neoliberalism has been particu-

: : 'althoi;gh the public has been indoctrinated by media and
itvient to believe otherwise.®® In fact, what we have been
ng is not an escalation of crime on the streets, but the sys-
atic militarization of policing. As one commentator .has noted,
hew model for crime control “represents not the p‘ohvce but the
tasz.” As a result, crime is being “dealt w1th‘ as if it were an
rgéncy.”m And, as we have seen, the reason 13 .not escaiamng.
e Instead, it is a key component of the neollber:?.i agenda:
forcement of new regimes of discipline and social control
¢ working class and the poor. The poorest neighbourhoods
ommunities are treated as enemy territory that must be con-
d and subdued, and the poor themselves as threats t‘o law
rder who must be intimidated and brutalized. Inevitably,
en; ' while the impoverished — especially poor pleople of colour
being effectively criminalized, those {:esponmbie for Cf)ntrocl{—
¢ and harassing them become more racist, brutal and bigoted.
Srisider just two recent US examples:

* Every week during the 1990s the prison population in the US
grew by 1,000 bodies. T,

* In the year 2000, the number of people in American priso
and jails passed two million — up from 500,000 in 1980.5

° Two-thirds of the people imprisoned in the US are Black or
Latino; the number of Black women in
fenses has soared.

Washington — An internal affairs probe uncovere.d

more than one million racist, sexist and homophobic

prison for drug of- messages sent bctwce_:n ofﬁce;s through onboard lap

: top computers in police cazs.

* One in every three Black men in America is in prison or under:
some form of criminal surveillance

tion).
» Of'the 675 people sentenced to death in the US between 1995

and 2000, Blacks congstituted fully half of that number and.
Latinos 20 per cent.5

Los Angeles — A massive investigation of ti-m Los Ange—
les Police Department uncovered shoc.k‘mg brutality,
especially within the LAPD’s Community Rcsource.s
Against Street Hoodlums (GRASH} program. Evi-
dence showed that LA police routinely took Black
and Latino men to their headquarters where they
would “tie their hands behind their backs and beat
them bloody, break their limbs, choke-them to‘the
verge of unconsciousness or batter their heads 1r‘1to
concrete walls.” CRASH officers were z‘lwarded with
plaques from their commanders every t1%ne they {;I%ot
someone. As one reporter noted, “Routine activities

(such as parole or proba-

* Of those in prison, only three in ten are there for alleged vio-
lent crime. The rest are there for drug offenses, property of-
fenses (usually theft), or public disorder, &

° In 1998, 682 residents of the US per 100,000 people were in
prison — eight times higher than the comparable figure for
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included beating or coercing confessions out of sus-
pects, intimidating witnesses into false testimony or
silence, planting guns or drugs on people, shooting
people without cause, tampering with death scenes
and planting guns on people to justify improper shoot-
ings, paying informants with drugs, lying in court and
selling seized drugs.™

l'a fractured skull, broken nose and teeth, and such severe
ws that one of his teeth was lodged in his throat. Despite the
s verdict, a judge ruled that his killers conld return to police

Refugees and immigrants have been especially mistreated by

epressive law and order agenda. Among the many sad ironies
globalization is that, while they argue for the free movement of

Lest anyone think cases like these are unique to the Americar
criminal justice system, let us take a look at the case with which
I am most familiar, policing in Canada. The following example

pital, neoliberals overwhelmingly endorse clampdowns on the
svement of people. And throughout the North, governments

iNustrate the trends. ‘moved to block, detain, imprison and deport more people

Racist imprisonment of native peoples — In a scathing 1999 ruling ossing borders in search of a better life. Still, people desperately

the Supreme Court of Canada blasted the use of incarceration a eing violence, civil war, repression and poverty continue to

a weapon to dominate native people. The Court pointed out tha ke theix way to countries in the North. There they find them-

a native male is twenty-five times more likely to be admitted t s considered to be — and incarcerated. Let us look at just-two

a provincial jail than a non-native, while a native woman is 13 the more egregious examples: Britain and Australia.

time more likely to be behind bars than her non-native counter The British government has been the most hardeore of

it LN T 14 » : S
part.’® Buropean supporters of America’s “war on terror,” which I dis

Discrimination against Blacks in Ontario ~ The 432-page repor
of the Commission on Systemnic Racism in  the Ontario Crimina )2
Justice System (1996) described the heightening trend to imprison
black people as “shocking.” The Commission judged that systemi

in a later chapter. And this has involved a “national security™

1wenda that discriminates against people from the South. In fact,

British government has amended its Human Rights Act to
ke it easier to deport people without giving them adequate le-

discrimination toward blacks existed at every level of the criminal. | representation, and to return people to countries where they

justice system in the province, particularly incarceration.™ ght face torture. Of course, governments across the whole of

Criminal, trigger-happy police in Toronto — As part of an investiga urope, like their counterparts in Canada, the US and Australia,

tion into allegations of widespread police corruption in Toronto iave been cracking down on the movement of poor people from

a lawyer has alleged that the city’s downtown drug officers ar e" Global South (rich people, of course, typically have no prob-

“members of a criminal organization, whose members habitually: m crossing borders). More and more, refugees who arrive in the
cheat, lic and steal.” Another report showed recently that, when:

judged in terms of the city’s murder rates, police in Toronto ar

North find themselves thrown into huge prisons where they are

denied access to lawyers and frequently subjected to racist and
_ ehumamzmg treatment. Britain’s Yarl’s Wood detention center,
s1gned to hold 900 “asylum seekers,” illustrates these trends. As
1g1ous leaders in Britain have testified, detainees at Yarl’s Wood
¢ often deprived of mattresses and covers and fed as if they were

much more likely to fire their guns than police in either Washing-
ton or Los Angeles.” :

Montreal cops return to work afler conviction for killing cab driver — A
twelve-person jury ruled that police killed taxi driver Richard_'g

Barnahé after assaulting him in detention in 1993. Barnabé suf- imals. Their religion and ethnicity is often mocked by guards.

One such incident, in which guards prevented a woman named
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Eunice Igbegwe from going to the prayer room, was one of th

sparks for a riot in which parts of Yarl’s Wood were burned down
by irate detainees. As journalists covering the subsequent tria
noted, almost everyone charged after the riot had been a victim ¢
cruel and mean-spirited repression by immigration officials and
the criminal justice system, and a number had atempted suicide

in despair at their imprisonment.”

But few countries are more notorious for their brutal treat
ment of asylum seekers than Australia. That country has seen an
upsurge of anti-immigrant bigotry in recent years. Perhaps no in-
stitution more symbolizes this bigotry than the Woomera deten-
tion camp, one of six such camps in the country, which has held as
many as 1,500 refugees in intolerable conditions in the Australian

outhack. As one journalist describes it:

The detention camp lies low on the desert, in rows of
narrow barracks surrounded by three rows of fences
topped by barbed wire, and razor wire lining the
ground between. In summer, the temperature rises to
well over 40 degrees. E

-
%

... Some of the detainees have climbed to the roofs of
the barracks and jumped on the razor wire, lacerating
their bodies in an attempt to escape.

Hundreds have cut their arms with wires or hanged
themselves.™

It is important to emphasize that these people are not ac-

cused of any act of violence. They have not robbed, assaulted or
threatened anyone. In fact, about a third of them are children. -

Their “crime” is to have fled desperate conditions in search of a
better life. Yet, the globalizers, who genuflect before “free trade,”
and an “open world”, are only too happy to have these poor
people from the South locked up, humiliated, criminalized, and
deported back to frequently unsafe conditions. Somechow, they

expect us to take seriously the claim that they stand for freedom
and human well-being,
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s Not About Freedom Either

- These examples could be multiplied many times over. More-
set, as [ show in the next chapter, the picture is much worse when
consider the use of military forces, US-backed death squads,
rid paramilitaries to suppress dissent, crush indigénous peoples,
vash unions, and protect the power of the rich in some of the

orld’s poorest countries. '
What all of this should make clear, however, is that just as
obalization is not about trade, so it also has nothing to do with
timan {reedom. Tnstead, it is about a regime of discipline and
épression designed to more successfully control and exploit work-
¢ class people. Like their predecessors more than 350 years ago,
Eie globalizers have “an eye to property.” That is what their trade
eals are about. And it is why they meet at economic forums, why
éy invest in various parts of the world, and why they support
e use of massive amounts of social wealth to police and lock up
B poor. .
- Their order is a system of power, privilege, oppression and
nequality. And they have backed it up with an infrastructufe of
olice, courts, jails and prisons whose fundamental purpose 1s to
itimidate and control the poor. Their order is a system of class
omination, where police and prisons are instruments of class
ule — of the organized power of the owning class.
About eighty years ago, the great American socialist Eugene
ebs brilliantly captured how all this works. For leading mass
strikes and carrying on radical agitation, Debs spent four years of
is life behind bars. But prison did not stop his political work: as
risoner No. 9653 he received nearly one million votes in 1920 as
he Socialist candidate for the US presidency. In a book published
fter he died, Debs laid out his view on capitalism and prisons:
Crime in all its varied forms and manifestations is of
such a common nature under the capitalist system

that capitalism and crime have become almost syn-
omymous terms ...
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The few who own and control the means of existence
ave literally the masters of mankind. The great mass
of dispossessed people are their slaves. ..

To buttress and safeguard this exploiting system,
private property of the capitalist has been made a fe-
tish, a sacred thing, and thousands of laws have been
enacted and more thousands supplemented by court
_de(:isions to punish so-called crimes against the holy
institution of private property.

A vast majority of the crimes that are punished under
the law and for which men are sent to prison, are com-
mitted directly or indirectly against property. Under
the capitalist system there is far more concern about

property and infinitely greater care in its conservation
than in human life.”

As an example, Debs proceeded to describe situations where-
governments refuse to prosecute capitalists responsible for factory-
fires that kill workers. And this is no antiquated crime of the past.-
In the spring of 2001, fifty-two Bangladeshi women died in jusf ;
this way in the country’s thirtieth factory fire Sinice 1995, a major-
ity of which have taken human lives.2 That so little has changed "

over seventy-five years when it comes to the priority of property
over human life should tell us we are dealing not with accidental

features of our society, but with deep-rooted social and economic
structures and practices,

Debs clearly understood that it is these arrangements that

are criminal - arrangements that protect the system by which the
powerful grow rich through the exploitation of the majority: “Pri-
vate appropriation of the earth’s surface, the natural TESOUrces,
and the means of life is nothing less than a crime against human-
ity?8!

That criminal system has a name: capitalism.
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Tue InvisiBLE HanD Is A CLoseD FisT:
‘QUALITY, ALIENATION, AND THE CAPITAL-
' 1sT MARKET KCONOMY

“If you think the IMF is scary, wait until you hear
about capitalism.”

— Placard carried by an anti-IMF protester in Wash-
ington

any in the anti-globalization movement, particularly in North
‘rica, have displayed a definite shyness about using the term
italism,” though this has started to change, especially in Lat-
America. Perhaps fearing they will be seen as crazy radicals, or
deritified with the legady of authoritarian Commnunist Party re-
. &s, many global justice advocates in the North have tended to
ger ideological beliefs such as “neo-liberalism” or “fre(?—market
¢onomics” when assigning responsibility for the growing gaps
tween rich and poor, the destruction of the natural environ-
ment, and other ills of globalization.

“ Yet, this avoidance of the term “capitalism” comes with a
ost: it encourages critics and activists to see the problem nc_)t as
e system that organizes our lives, but merely as a set of p'ohc.les
pursued by those currently at the top. The effectis to de-radicalize
tie movement by proposing to change merely the ideology that
drives government policy, not the system as a whole. Gonsistent
with this, critics reluctant to name capitalism as the problem fre-

82 83




