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PREFACE

THE TRAGIC EVENTS of September 11, 2001 created a huge opportunity for the most conservative elements of the U.S. military-industrial complex—and they seized it. Rather than mounting an immediate investigation into how the most expensive “defense” apparatus in human history could have been caught so off guard, the Bush administration used the attacks to launch an aggressive pre-existing agenda of imperialism abroad and undermine the Constitution at home.

The attacks on New York and Washington, and the Bush administration’s belligerent response, have had disastrous consequences for the United States and the entire world. By unleashing mass violence on Afghanistan and Iraq, and giving Ariel Sharon a green light for his sustained assault on the Palestinians—now positioned within the War on Terror—the Bush administration is fostering more terrorism not less. This combination of increasing violence abroad and mounting repression at home is devouring much of what is best in American society.

Following the events of September 11, 2001, Americans were confronted with two basic options for defining these events: either as an act of war, or a crime against humanity. If we had defined the attack as a crime against humanity, the decision could have united us with the many, many countries that have been the victims of terrorism. But the Bush administration chose to elevate the would-be criminals to the status of warriors and define the attacks on U.S. civilians as war, thus couching our response in nationalist rhetoric and emphasizing our differences with the people of other nations.

It surpasses irony to realize that the most powerful nation in the world is inhabited by citizens who are apathetic and misinformed about international affairs. Sadly, I’m reminded of the college student who, when asked, “Are you ignorant, apathetic, or ambivalent?” answered, “I don’t know, I don’t care, either way.” This willful ignorance by U.S. citizens has often been expensive for foreigners, especially the poor, who are most hurt by U.S. economic and military policies. But it is now obvious that Americans too may fall victim to U.S. foreign policy: witness the many young American soldiers from small towns who have died in Iraq and Afghanistan—countries that they and their families knew little about. What percentage of Americans could find these countries on a blank world map? Shouldn’t there be an international rule that you may not bomb a country if you can’t locate it on a map? It is in this increasingly violent climate that I turn to a less decried but no less destructive part of our government’s policy.

This book was conceived as an effort to educate the general public about the secret global government being constructed behind the backs of the citizens of the planet. If you think the phrase “secret global government” is too extreme, consider the following: (1) Ask people in your neighborhood or workplace to give you one sentence describing any of the global economy’s governing bodies—the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the World Bank, and the World Trade Organization (WTO)—and notice the vacant looks you get. If citizens know nothing of how a government operates in association with other governments, we must assume that the people in charge of national governments do nothing to alleviate this ignorance, and in some way benefit from it: it is in their interest to keep global governance secret; and further (2) These institutions are making rules for the entire globe, overriding national legislatures and the will of the people. They are creating a global government, and they intend to keep operating behind closed doors, if we allow them.

The World Bank and the IMF, along with the WTO, are making policy for the entire bouquet of humanity, but with only a monocrop—the wealthy—sitting at the rule-making table. This monocrop bases its rule-making on money values rather than life values. It gives commerce priority over human rights and the environment.

This book argues for the democratization of global rule-making. Only when the diversity of the human family is represented at the rule-making table will we get policies that meet the needs of the vast majority, instead of those of a wealthy minority. And only when we give life values priority over money values will we be able to meet all social needs while saving the environment.

Issues of global governance were already gaining prominence in the 1990s. In 1993, there was heated debate and much popular mobilization against NAFTA (the North American Free Trade Agreement), which lowered taxes and regulations on large companies in the United States, Canada, and Mexico, making it easier for them to do business in those three countries. On January 1, 1994, the day NAFTA went into effect, the Zapatista uprising in Chiapas, Mexico brought the world’s attention to the worsening plight of the state’s peasant farmers under the neoliberal “free-market” regime. The bold actions of the Zapatistas and the poetic voice of their Subcomandante Marcos stirred feelings of solidarity around the world and focused attention on the global economic dictatorship that masquerades as the brokers of “free trade agreements.”

By late 1999 many people from diverse backgrounds were sufficiently wary of the World Trade Organization to mobilize by the tens of thousands in Seattle to stop its attempt to launch a new round of secretive negotiations. Vivid images of police in Darth Vader outfits attacking nonviolent demonstrators helped to galvanize global opposition to the neoliberal agenda of corporate empowerment. From then on, meetings of the transnational elites—whether they were negotiations of the World Bank, or the Group of Eight industrial countries (G-8), or the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA)—were besieged by thousands of protesters turning formerly secretive meetings into frontpage news.

REJECTING EMPIRE

Since September 11, 2001, with the Bush administration displaying obvious contempt for multilateralism and international law, issues of global governance have taken on even greater importance. A growing number of grassroots movements around the world (explained in Chapter 10) are raising tough questions about who makes the rules and in whose interests those rules operate. The challenge for Americans is to help our fellow citizens realize that the path of empire is not in our collective self-interest: it is undermining our democracy and trashing our economy.

If we can get Americans to feel common cause with other working-class and middle-class people around the world, and if we can show the disastrous consequences of the belligerent nationalism that has seized our country, then we stand a chance of making the transition from an empire to one nation within a community of nations. However, if we fail to reorient the dominant worldview in this country away from empire and toward the Golden Rule, the legacy we leave for future generations will be tragic indeed.


FOREWORD
THE GROWING MOVEMENT AGAINST ECONOMIC WARFARE
by Anuradha Mittal

SIGNBOARDS AT THE SINGAPORE airport greet visitors with the message, “Capitalists of the World Unite.” The collapse of the Socialist bloc and the end of the Cold War have been interpreted as the victory of global capitalism. We have been told that economic globalization, brought about by the free reign of the market, is benign, and that it brings the greatest good for the greatest number. Nation states are being increasingly directed to get out of the way of market forces and let the synergy between the technological revolution and big business reshape the world. This, we’re told, will take care of those in need of food, medicine, and work in the Third World.

Global corporatization, promoted through trade agreements, has thrived on these arguments and has ushered in an era of promise and uncertainty. While it has accelerated the accumulation of wealth for some, most working poor have been left behind and inequalities within and among nations have grown.

In Southern countries demands for jobs, decent livelihoods, land, water, and food security have reached a new crescendo. Trade liberalization has deprived millions of small farmers, fisherfolk, and indigenous peoples of access to and control over natural resources, and has denied them their basic human right to an adequate standard of living.

Yet the nations of the South are not the only victims of this process. There is also a “South in the North,” in “developed countries” such as the United States where the working class has been harmed by the trade agreements. Since NAFTA was signed on January 1, 1994, the United States has suffered a net loss attributable to trade of about 400,000 industrial jobs and hundreds of thousands of jobs in the manufacturing sector. These were largely union jobs with decent pay and benefits. Typically those displaced, who found new jobs, are paid only 70 percent of their former salaries. A study by Cornell professor Kate Bronfenbrenner found that since the passage of NAFTA, 71 percent of U.S. industrial employers (running non-union shops) threatened to close factories if workers formed a union. Bronfenbrenner found evidence that these threats had their desired effect, reducing the rate of success in union-organizing drives.

A belief in the market threatens to narrowly limit human aspirations in coming decades. Far-reaching economic decisions are made during meetings of the World Economic Forum, G-8, World Bank, and the IMF. These meetings are shrouded in secrecy and carried out in a distinctly nontransparent and cavalier way, whereby crucial decisions are made with little or no participation from those likely to be negatively affected by their outcome.

So who is running this show?

ENGINES OF ECONOMIC GLOBALIZATION

The key international financial institutions, called by many the “Unholy Trinity,” are the WTO, the IMF, and the World Bank. Founded in 1944, the IMF has promoted ever freer global capital flows, while the World Bank has supervised the transformation of developing countries along free-market lines and managed their integration into the world economy. These have been the institutional drivers of the economic globalization process.

The Bretton Woods twins, the World Bank and the IMF, used the global debt crisis to discipline the Third World and to weaken the capabilities of Third World governments in dealing with Northern states, corporations, and Northern-dominated multilateral agencies. The World Bank’s “structural-adjustment” lending approach has been the key vehicle by which the market-liberalization program was applied across the board to Third World economies.

Almost invariably, structural-adjustment programs have taken steps to:


[image: ] Radically reduce government spending on health, education, and welfare;

[image: ] Privatize and deregulate state enterprises;

[image: ] Devalue the currency;

[image: ] Liberalize imports and remove restrictions on foreign investment;

[image: ] Cut or constrain wages; and

[image: ] Eliminate or weaken mechanisms protecting labor.



By the late 1980s, with over seventy countries submitting to IMF and World Bank programs, structural-adjustment shock therapy became the common treatment of the South. Structural adjustment and related free-market policies together formed the central factor that globally triggered a sharp rise in inequality. A UN Conference on Trade and Development study surveying 124 countries found that between 1965 and 1990 the income share of the richest 20 percent of the world’s population rose from 60 percent to 83 percent. And structural adjustment has been central to the inefficacy of the campaign against poverty. The number of people around the world living in poverty—that is, on less than one U.S. dollar a day—increased from 1.1 billion in 1985 to 1.3 billion in 2000. A World Bank study has also confirmed that the absolute number of people living in poverty rose in the 1990s in Eastern Europe, South Asia, Latin America and the Caribbean, and sub-Saharan Africa. During that decade these areas all came under the sway of adjustment programs, and all the while the Bank’s PR machine continued to proclaim its vision of a world without poverty!

STRATEGY FOR CHANGE

Today the tattered legitimacy of these international financial institutions requires that they hold their meetings under heavy police protection, whether in Genoa, Italy or in Washington, DC. The globalization-from-below movement now counterattacking corporate power was birthed in the joining of forces of thousands of protestors in Seattle, Prague, Washington, DC, Davos, Gothenberg, Vancouver, Genoa, and elsewhere, creating a climate from which these corporate-dominated economic forces can neither run nor hide. Thousands have celebrated the possibility of another world, one shaped not by closed-door meetings of profit-obsessed big business, but one of the hopeful sort displayed at the annual World Social Forum. It is against the backdrop of the World Bank and the IMF’s dismal record, and the growing power of the social movements against them, that we address the question of what needs to be done.

All countries that are currently members of the WTO have existing human rights commitments and obligations under international treaties and conventions. These individual states, as well as the larger community of states, have an important regulatory role and responsibility to ensure that economic policies and practices do not undermine or conflict with human rights commitments. This is a legal mandate and not a mere policy option. However, these human rights obligations have not been taken into account while promoting the hegemony of the market.

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) guarantees a full range of economic human rights, including the right to an adequate standard of living, which includes food, clothing, housing, medical care, necessary social services, etc. Yet the crisis caused by the policies of the World Bank, the IMF, and the WTO shows how far short the United States and other governments have fallen of their commitments under the UDHR. The urgent need of economic and social human rights has never been more acute.

An extensive range of international human rights instruments are relevant to international trade, finance, and investment policy and practice. The starting point is the Charter of the United Nations. Article 5 stipulates that the United Nations will promote higher standards of living, full employment, and conditions of economic and social progress and development, as well as “universal respect for, and observance of human rights and fundamental freedoms for all.”

The International Bill of Rights—comprising UDHR, the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR), and the International Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights (ICESCR)—also contains vital provisions. In addition, there is the Declaration on the Right to Development, the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women, the Convention on the Rights of the Child, the Charter of Economic Rights and Duties of States, the International Convention on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination, several conventions promulgated by the International Labor Organization (ILO), the declarations of several world conferences (including those held in Rio de Janiero, Copenhagen, Cairo, Beijing, Istanbul, and Rome), and a host of regional instruments. Indeed, the array of human rights instruments in existence, if not enforced, is impressive.

Those engaged in the process of international economic-policy formulation invariably seek to erect a firewall between economic policy and social or human rights policy. They claim that these matters are logically and practically separate, and that economic policy processes should not be burdened with social considerations. The growing social movement against this economic warfare will have to tear down that artificial firewall in order to build another world based on the principles of justice and fairness. The foundation for this international movement will based on the following arguments:


[image: ] Fundamental rights and freedoms set out in human rights treaties and conventions are an internationally agreed upon set of norms and standards, and essential for human dignity and well-being;

[image: ] These rights and freedoms have the status of international law and are binding upon states;

[image: ] The promotion and protection of human rights is—as declared by the vast majority of nation states at the 1993 World Conference on Human Rights—the first responsibility of governments, and cannot be subordinated to other priorities;

[image: ] Economic policy which benefits a small minority at the expense of the majority is contrary to the principles of human rights and fundamental freedoms; and

[image: ] Policies and practices of international financial institutions need to be constantly tested against, and guided by, the legal obligations contained in the international human rights instruments.



This international human rights agenda presents a valuable approach that can strengthen civil society efforts to challenge the global economic regime.

In 10 Reasons to Abolish the IMF and the World Bank, Kevin Danaher, one of the leading and most passionate voices in the international movement for social and economic justice, shatters the lies promulgated by the international financial institutions to establish the supremacy of the market over people’s lives. He cogently outlines how trade liberalization amounts not to redistributing wealth to nonindustrialized countries, but in fact to the further widening of the huge gap between the rich and poor in all nations. He reveals how the lending policies of the IMF and the World Bank do not provide development aid to the Third World, as they would have us believe, but line the pockets of dictators and western corporations while threatening local democracies and forcing cuts to social programs. Taking the reader inside people’s lives, Danaher calls out to abolish the World Bank and the IMF, asserting:


We abolished slavery; we abolished Jim Crow laws; we abolished child labor; we abolished the exclusion of women from voting; we abolished the 60-hour work week; and we can abolish international banking institutions that do more to prevent democracy than to promote it.



The goal of the people’s movement, he suggests, is to reframe the basic terms on which international economic policies are formulated, using the principles of human rights. Only then will it be possible for a fair and just world for all!

The message is clear: trade agreements must be first and foremost tested in human rights terms, not just by narrow economic criteria that benefit the few. Fortunately, there is an existing and overarching framework of legal principles and commitments against which those policies and agreements can and must be tested—the body of international human rights law. Toward this end, it is time for workers, activists, peasants, and landless workers’ movements of the world to unite!


INTRODUCTION

IN 1984 MY WIFE, Medea Benjamin, and I were conducting interviews with Guatemalan peasant women whose husbands had been killed by the Guatemalan military. One of these women told us a story more illuminating than any lecture I had heard during my years in graduate school. She stood in front of her humble home, with her three beautiful children standing next to her, and told us how one night, a Guatemalan military unit had come, dragged her husband from their home and hacked him to death with machetes, right in front of her and the children.

We asked, “Why did they do this?” She looked down at her hands and replied, “They said he was a subversivo (a rebel).” We asked, “What was your husband doing that caused the military to label him subversive?” She answered, “He was a delegate of the word, a lay missionary. He was teaching other peasants how to raise rabbits.”

I couldn’t understand how helping other peasants raise rabbits makes you a threat. I asked her to explain. She said, “You have to understand the nature of power in our society. The structure of our economy in Guatemala is that the people in power, many of them generals, own and run the big plantations down in the lowlands, exporting things like cotton and fruit to you people in the United States. The big landowners make a lot of money. They make big profits because they have people like us, peasants from the highlands, who are so desperately poor that we are forced by our poverty to go down to those plantations and endure that horrible work in the fields and get pesticides sprayed on us—all for just a dollar a day—because we have no alternative. So if we do things like teaching each other how to raise rabbits so we can feed ourselves without being forced to go and sell our labor for a dollar a day, that is subversive, given the structure of this system.”

It was a lesson within a lesson. One of the lowest-income people on the planet was teaching the college-educated Northerners a crucial lesson: it is the rich, not the poor, who create poverty.

So if we really want to get at the roots—not just the surface manifestations—of poverty, we must commit ourselves to a larger and more long-term struggle than simply handing out relief supplies. You can rescue every drowning child out of the river, but if you don’t go upstream to stop the guy who’s throwing the kids in the river in the first place, you’ll never get a lasting solution. You’re going to suffer from “compassion fatigue” trying to save each victim after they have been victimized and not getting at the root causes of the problem.

It was this Guatemalan woman, and people like her, who gave Medea, and I, and Kirsten Moller the insights that inspired us to establish Global Exchange in 1988. We promote people-to-people ties between Americans and people in the global south, especially in countries significantly impacted by U.S. corporations and U.S. foreign policy. Whether it is called citizen diplomacy, grassroots internationalism, people’s globalization, or the global justice movement, this linking of people around the world holds great potential for creating a world of economic justice and full democracy. This alternative to top-down globalization is founded on a simple (but not simplistic) idea: by bringing people together across national, racial, and cultural barriers, we can build a world of peace and prosperity for all the world’s people.

When I first went to South Africa in the early 1980s, wanting to assist the struggle against white minority rule, local activists repeatedly told me some variant on this theme: “It’s nice that you come here wanting to help us, but if you really want to help us, go back and change your country. It is your corporate and government leaders who are supporting undemocratic leaders all over the world. Your best contribution would be to sever the links of collaboration between your elites and our elites, while building solidarity among grassroots forces.”

Most of the work of the global justice movement seeks to build direct links between grassroots movements here and our counterparts in countries around the world, while trying to expose and disrupt the unity of the transnational-elite alliance. Whether it involves taking people from this country to visit grassroots struggles in other countries (“reality tours”), bringing community leaders from the global south on speaking tours in the United States, selling fair-trade goods produced by poor-people’s organizations, mobilizing people to challenge corporate rule, or exposing the secret global government of the WTO, the World Bank, and the IMF, in every case we have relied on a matchmaker’s calculation: if you bring people together in a context where they feel safe, they will interact, change each other, and move toward redefining love from an individualistic vision that sees relationships as private islands of happiness in a sea of misery, to a more planetary vision that sees all people as brothers and sisters

This book seeks to get at the root causes of three major problems afflicting our planet: social injustice, environmental destruction, and moral bankruptcy. Only by understanding the dominant worldview of wealthy policy makers may we find a solution to these huge problems. Although the book focuses on two of the most powerful institutions shaping the direction of the global economy (the World Bank and the IMF), it is also a more general critique of the values and rules promoted by these institutions, and the large corporations that are the main beneficiaries of free-market fundamentalism.

Stagnation in the global economy and the mounting protests against corporate globalization have produced an ideological crisis among corporate and government leaders. On November 30, 1999 in Seattle, 50,000 protesters changed the course of history by preventing the World Trade Organization from launching a new round of corporate-driven rule-making for the planet. Never before had an international trade-ministers conference broken down so completely that it failed to issue even a final communiqué.

WRITING A GLOBAL CONSTITUTION

Because the WTO is such an important organization, it deserves a bit more attention, especially considering the dramatic collapse of the WTO’s Fifth Ministerial meeting in Cancún, Mexico, in early September 2003. This latest battle in the struggle between corporate globalization and people’s globalization established some new political benchmarks: remarkable unity among the mass movements and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) fighting corporate globalization; a promising new level of collaboration between this transnational people’s movement and Third World governments; and a much greater willingness of Third World governments to stand up to the bullying tactics of the North American and European governments.

During the final day’s protest at the barricades separating Cancún city from the hotel district where the WTO was meeting, the entire rainbow of protesters worked together to produce an amazing display of tactical unity. Black-bloc youth provided an outer ring of security for diverse women to approach the metal police fence and cut holes in it with bolt cutters. Then Korean farmers tied heavy-duty rope to the fence and hundreds of people worked together to pull the fence down. But when it was toppled the protesters did not storm the police, they turned their backs on them, sat down, and conducted a moving ceremony to honor the sacrifice of Korean farmer Lee Kyung Hae, who had earlier stabbed himself to death in protest of WTO policies.

A diverse range of NGOs formed a network called Our World Is Not For Sale (OWINS) to hold morning and evening meetings where 70-120 organizations analyzed the present situation, planned actions inside the convention center, and built relations with local protesters and those Third World governments that were open to collaboration. The OWINS network operated with amazing efficiency, plotting strategy and tactics, carrying out daring nonviolent direct actions inside the WTO conference, lobbying government officials, and sending critical analyses of what was happening in Cancún out to the world. The OWINS network described how popular forces triumphed over the WTO saying, “It was an amazing coming together of the OWINS membership, both social movements and NGOs. From marches of the farmers, indigenous and student movements; alternative forums, daily creative actions in the convention center and in the city of Cancun; lobbying; cutting edge policy analysis; creative media work … people really pulled together.”

More than any other single factor, it was the united resistance of so many Third World governments to the insulting behavior of the United States and Europe that ultimately crashed the talks. The “Group of 21” nations focusing on agricultural issues includes such heavy hitters as China, India, Brazil, Argentina, South Africa, Mexico, Indonesia, Nigeria, Venezuela, and many others. They were adamant in demanding that the rich countries reduce the massive agricultural-export subsidies that are depressing farm prices and literally destroying farmers throughout the global south. Vandana Shiva’s research organization reported that some 20,000 Indian farmers have committed suicide in recent years due to their inability to compete with the low-priced grains from Europe and the U.S. that are flooding the Indian market.1

The conference’s draft text, written in secret and representing positions favored by the rich countries, was presented one day before the scheduled end of the meetings. It was so unresponsive to the demands of developing countries that many Third World governments walked out of the talks, insulted. So while a superficial analysis may deem the Third World governments as the antagonist in this debate, the reality was more complex. The arrogance of the U.S. and European governments was met by an increasingly sophisticated and adamant Third World bloc—fortified by the NGOs—and the unbridgeable gap between the two sides ended in the talks’ failure.

Another important factor that contributed to the scuttling of the talks was the rich countries’ insistence that their “New Issues,” sometimes referred to as the “Singapore Issues,” be brought into the negotiations. Comprising four areas—trade facilitation, competition policy, government procurement, and investment—these issues open up contentious new areas that Third World governments have objected to, arguing that the WTO has not dealt effectively with the areas already under consideration (e.g., agriculture policy and monopoly drug patents), and that bringing such large new areas into the debate would greatly disadvantage poor countries. The rich countries—with agendas dominated as they are by large corporations—want to open up new ways for transnational corporations to enter local economies and extract wealth.

This brings up one of the major misunderstandings about the WTO. If you check the press accounts regarding the WTO you will see that the discussion is all about “nations” trading. But the overwhelming majority of trade is conducted not by nations, but corporations. Yes, national governments are involved in negotiating the rules of trade, but they don’t trade much—corporations do that. And the corporations are the dominant influence in the WTO. When some of us in Cancún were able to obtain security badges to enter the WTO meetings, we saw firsthand the close relationship between government officials and the hundreds of corporate lobbyists hovering about, pitching their narrow, profit-seeking agenda.

To illustrate the confusion surrounding which bodies actually do the trading, take for example the astonishing fact that China sells more computer equipment and electronics to the United States than the United States sells to China. Unbelievable, right? Well, “China” is not the vendor of those mountains of plastic and metal: it is well-known U.S. corporations with Chinese plants. In recent years the companies have shut down facilities in the United States and moved them to China because they can pay workers a fraction of U.S. wages and save piles of money by polluting China’s environment in ways that are illegal in the United States.

What motivates a transnational corporation to invest in a country or engage in trade? Only when a company has good reason to believe that it can take away more wealth than it puts in will it invest money in a given place. This is why the areas of the world with the greatest natural resources also suffer the worst inequality and environmental destruction.

Doubt it? Look at Nigeria with all that oil. The worst suffering and pollution is right in the Niger River delta where most of the oil is. Look at what half of the world’s gold produced in South Africa: apartheid. Visit the old mining towns of the Rockies or the California Sierras that were vacated once the corporations had sucked out all the mineral wealth. Or go to one of the poorest sections of America—Appalachia—and consider how many billions of dollars of coal were extracted from that region by companies that got fat off the misery they left behind. These regions didn’t generate enough tax revenue from the corporations to create lasting infrastructure for their residents. But the profits the companies made from the regions resources served to help the corporations grow.

So, the September 2003 collapse of the WTO negotiations in Cancún was important for the quality of life of people across the globe, because the WTO is not just creating trade rules; it is trying to expand corporate power into areas such as water, healthcare, electricity, transportation, and education. It is steadily creating a global constitution that will subordinate local and national democracy to the profit needs of transnational capital. The WTO seeks to subordinate life—and with it the values of human rights and environmental protection—to commerce. This system is contrary to the desires of the majority of the world. Most people know that life is sacred and commerce is just an activity; it is a necessary activity, for sure, but it is just an activity and is not sacred like life is.

The WTO must be subordinated to the multilateral environmental and human rights accords that give priority to meeting social needs and protecting Mother Nature. In creating a global constitution, we can either subordinate life values to money values, or we can subordinate the money cycle to the life cycle. This choice now confronting humanity will determine whether future generations praise us or curse us.

A MASS MOBILIZING CULTURE

The global justice movement has developed a formidable set of organizational skills focused on mass mobilizing for nonviolent direct action protests. Mass mobilizing and direct action are tactical areas that will not be used by millionaire and billionaire elites. They may be able to send police and military units out to repress demonstrators, but you will never see hundreds of bankers sitting down in the streets to blockade a Greenpeace meeting. Street protests are have become a mass ritual for the people’s globalization movement, valuable for the celebration and solidarity they foster within the movement, as well as the impact they have made on policy elites. And they have made an impact.

Tens of thousands of well-organized protesters have transformed the annual meetings of the World Bank and IMF from obscure events that were previously ignored by the mass media—or consigned to newspapers’ financial sections—into front-page news around the world. If the global justice movement were a public relations firm working for a company launching a new product, it would be paid huge sums to get the product on the front page of every newspaper in the world on a given day. The movement now has that power to expose secretive institutions to public scrutiny and to raise the question, “What should we do with these institutions that have so much life-and-death power over so many people, and yet are unaccountable to the public?”

The annual meetings of the G-8 industrial country leaders also attract growing protest action. Several hundred thousand people took to the streets of Genoa, Italy, in July 2001. The Italian government resorted to widespread police violence in an attempt to silence criticism of G-8 polices regarding issues such as Third World debt, the environment, and immigration rights. Yet the hundreds of thousands of (mostly nonviolent) protesters made these normally secretive meetings of elites the lead story of every news broadcast in the world, a media feat the envy of PR firms.

Public scrutiny of global rule-making institutions and growing public pressure for more democracy in the running of the global economy have caused fractures within the elite classes. It was divisions among the elites that crashed the WTO meetings in both Seattle and Cancún. There hasn’t been such paucity of consensus regarding the rules of the global economy since the end of World War II when the World Bank and the IMF were created. A special report, entitled “Global Capitalism,” in the November 6, 2000 issue of Business Week, conceded that the growing protests against corporate globalization “have helped to kick-start a profound rethinking about globalization.” The report went on to state:


Now it’s time to get realistic. The plain truth is that market liberalization by itself does not lift all boats, and in some cases, it has caused severe damage. What’s more, there’s no point denying that multinationals have contributed to labor, environmental, and human rights abuses.2



Whereas most of the proposals in the mainstream press call for tinkering with the current rules of the game—in an effort to mitigate the worst effects of rapid transnational capital flows—the movement for grassroots globalization argues for a deeper critique of the fundamental workings of the global market economy. The global justice movement argues that real democracy means that sovereignty, in its standard definition as “supreme political authority,” must reside not with corporate institutions with limited public accountability, but with the people themselves. Yet the globalization of market forces has raised transnational corporations to a status where they—not the people, nor even national governments, acting as our representatives—have the most power over national economic policymaking.

Two of the most powerful institutions that have promoted the “free-market” agenda of the large corporations are the World Bank and the IMF. By lending hundreds of billions of dollars to Third World elites, the World Bank and the IMF exert significant control over the economic strategy of nearly half the countries in the world. They have promoted a set of policies called “structural adjustment,”3 and an economic model that greatly benefit a minority while harming the majority

Despite the disastrous results of World Bank/IMF policies, Third World elites continue to implement them because they are on a treadmill of debt. However this debt was not created by simple overspending. It was created by a combination of international factors touched off by the United States’ decoupling of the U.S. dollar from the gold standard and the consequent devaluing of Third World currencies. Now that Southern countries are in debt, and their currencies worth less and less, nearly every program designed to alleviate debt has to some degree the opposite effect. If countries implement corporate-friendly policies, they get more money; if they focus on pleasing their own population rather than transnational corporate managers, they get isolated in the international capital markets and are left unable to repay their ever-growing debt. So debtor-country governments continue to take out more loans and implement policies focused on exporting into a world market skewed in favor of large corporations. This is why the mountain of debt carried on the backs of the world’s poor continues to grow. In six of the eight “boom” years from 1990 to 1997, developing countries paid more in debt service (interest plus principle repayments) than they received in new loans.4

Debt payments have become such an intolerable burden for many countries that the IMF, the World Bank, and many industrialized nations’ governments have been forced to offer debt “relief” (which is not the same as cancellation). The notorious Highly Indebted Poor Countries (HIPC) Initiative, an attempt by the World Bank to counter the negative effects of the structural-adjustments programs that they insist on enforcing, initially made great promises but failed to significantly slow the treadmill of debt

Under HIPC, Cameroon, for example, had its annual debt payments reduced by 40 percent over five years, but the country will still be paying an average of $280 million per year, compared to $239 million per year spent on education and $87 million per year spent on health care.5 How can we justify asking a poor country to spend more money each year repaying wealthy bankers than it does educating its children or healing its sick?

Unless we break this treadmill of debt, along with the policy conditions attached to the loans, the economic and ecological crises afflicting poor countries will continue to worsen.

This book presents ten arguments for abolishing the World Bank and the IMF and replacing them with democratic institutions that would make the global economy more accountable to an informed and active citizenry. This may sound extreme at first, but abolitionism has a solid history: We abolished slavery; we abolished Jim Crow laws; we abolished child labor; we abolished the exclusion of women from voting; we abolished the sixty-hour work week; and we can abolish international banking institutions that do more to prevent democracy than to promote it.

While it is not the place of any one person to draft a blueprint of the institutions that could replace the World Bank and the IMF, in Chapter 10 and in the Conclusion to this book I review grassroots movements and democratic principles that will play an important role in replacing the World Bank and the IMF.

A key assumption of the movement is that a democratic global economy will some day exist; the question is, will that take 150 years or 15 years? The survival of human civilization as we know it depends on our answer

Notes
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4. Wayne Ellwood, The No-Nonsense Guide to Globalization (London: Verso, 2001), p. 47.
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MARKETS CREATE INEQUALITY


We can either have democracy in this country or we can have great wealth concentrated in the hands of a few, but we can’t have both

—Supreme Court Justice Louis Brandeis



THE GLOBALIZATION OF MARKET forces—vigorously promoted by the World Bank and the IMF—creates greater inequality.

Extensive data shows that inequality, both among nations and within nations, has been worsening. The United Nations Development Program (UNDP) reports that the richest 20 percent of the world’s population consumes 86 percent of the world’s resources, and the other 80 percent is left to consume what remains.1 Clearly global inequality is far more extreme today than it was at the end of World War II, when the globalizing institutions of the IMF and the World Bank were created.

In this severe state of global inequality, an obesity epidemic among U.S. children is immorally juxtaposed with the reality of 1 million children dying of starvation and starvation-related diseases around the world every month. Children are dying from malnutrition-related diseases. They are dying from diseases such as measles, the vaccine for which costs mere pennies. They are dying at a rate of one every ten seconds from drinking polluted water. Imagine the agony of parents who are forced to watch their children suffer and die, knowing that there is abundance in the world. Why shouldn’t the principle of human rights be extended to other necessary goods and services such as food, housing, and health care? Millions of people suffer amidst abundance because nearly all goods and services in the global economy are distributed via market mechanisms. For example, well over 90 percent of all the grain shipments in the world are commercial transactions; only a small percentage are humanitarian aid shipments. Most ironic is that previously, such aid was not necessary on the scale it now is. As we will see, these crises are the result of a series of policy decision made by the global rule-makers.

Here at home, the U.S. Declaration of Independence states: “We hold these truths to be self evident. All men are created equal, and they are endowed by the creator with certain unalienable rights, and among these are life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness.” Yet, it is very difficult to pursue happiness if you are so poor that you must regularly choose between either paying the landlord or feeding your children. If you choose feeding your kids, the landlord could throw you out on the street; if you choose paying the landlord, you have to listen to your children crying themselves to sleep at night with hunger pains. As was so vividly protrayed in Sophie’s Choice, the surest way to destroy the spirit of a parent is to make them complicit in the suffering of their own children. The very structure of the global economy is forcing millions of parents into situations where they must watch their children suffer the effects of poverty and they are powerless to do much about it because their options are so limited. Why?

The problem lies in the market system. Markets are driven by money, or “effective demand.” In a market economy you only get things if you have the money to pay for them. If your mind is challenged to think of any other way to do it, just think of your local public library: it’s a “socialist” institution. Money is not the dominant factor connecting people to books in a library; rather, it is the human right of all people to gain access to knowledge.

Markets also tend to concentrate wealth. As the wealthy minority gets richer and more politically powerful, they are increasingly able to rig the rules of society in order to acquire more of the property owned by weaker sectors of the population. Globalization of markets makes this tendency extreme, as the larger a market becomes, the more it favors the biggest players who are best able to take advantage of growing economies of scale. Relying on market forces to direct capital investment means consigning billions of people to a degrading life of suffering and injustice, while the wealthiest 5 percent decide how the big money will be spent.

Was there always such extreme global inequality? Of course not! Five hundred years ago at the dawn of the global market economy, there was localized inequality but there was not significant global inequality. Centuries ago a tribal chief in Africa might consume more food and other resources than the average villager, but widespread famines did not occur until after European colonizers forced Africans to put their best farmland and labor into export crops (“dessert crops”) destined for foreign markets.

Compare the 16th century standard of living in Europe, from whence Christopher Columbus came, to the standard of living of peoples in Africa, Asia, and Latin America. Who had the higher standard of living in terms of real quality of life? In Europe, they had plagues wiping out millions of people. They had the Inquisition in which people’s kneecaps were smashed with hammers to get them to admit that they were possessed by the devil. Thousands of women were burned at the stake as witches, mainly for the “crime” of practicing midwifery and folk medicine. The same King Ferdinand and Queen Isabella of Spain who financed Columbus also violently expelled from the Iberian peninsula some 170,000 Jews who refused to convert to Catholicism.

Now look at the people living where Columbus landed in the Caribbean. Columbus’s own diary reports that Native Americans such as the Arawaks, Tainos, and Caribs enjoyed a far more “civilized” life-style than any society in Europe: the natives only worked the equivalent of a few days per week, pulling fish from the sea and taking fruit from the trees; their children often accompanied them during work and they made a game of it; they displayed no shame, wearing little or no clothing; they had no guilt, making love openly; and they were so generous that anything the Europeans showed interest in was promptly given to them. Certainly the colonizers’ version of history has cast this culture as one of savages, and the fallacy of that view has now been established. So, a contemporary reader of Columbus’s diary expects Columbus to say, “we should send our best scholars to study these people and learn from them.” Instead, Columbus writes:


They do not bear arms, and do not know them, for I showed them a sword, they took it by the edge and cut themselves out of ignorance. They have no iron. Their spears are made of cane.… They would make fine servants.… With fifty men we could subjugate them all and make them do whatever we want.2



Then Columbus, and other European conquerors such as Cortés and Pizarro, touched off one of the worst cases of genocide in world history. Tens of millions of Native Americans died from the direct and indirect effects of the European conquest. One of the worst impacts of Europeans on Native Americans was caused indirectly by the large numbers of cattle brought over from Europe: the cattle ate the vegetation that had supported deer, elk, buffalo and many other sources of food for Native Americans.

What was driving Columbus? He and the other conquerors were looking for gold and silver, that is, wealth. What drove the major colonial powers to violently subjugate most of Africa, Asia, and Latin America? What drove the slave trade? What drove the colonizers of America to exterminate the Native Americans? What drove the violent acquisition of resources that formed the foundation of today’s global market economy? It was wealth and power—which are seldom separate for long, because wealth buys power, and power seizes wealth.

This is not to say that there was no injustice or inequality in preconquest societies. The Mayan, Aztec, and other civilizations conquered neighboring people, used systems of forced labor, and exhibited other cultural traits we would find unacceptable today. But this was local and regional injustice. The system of global inequality began five centuries ago when sailing ships mounted with cannons left Europe and proceeded to forcibly integrate other parts of the planet into the first truly global economic system: a system obsessed with money and greed which possesses a capacity for destruction far greater than all the local systems of inequality combined.

RACE AND CLASS

The 500-year history of global capitalism has left us with a legacy of structural racism. The people who conquered the world tended to be European and the people being conquered were non-European. This made it easier for the conquering classes to assign “other” status to those conquered, justifying the brutality of conquest with an assortment of ideological rationales: the conquered people were savages; they were inferior and didn’t deserve humane treatment; they were being brought to Christ and salvation.

Through centuries of justifying the violent appropriation of wealth on a global scale that turned African, Asian, Middle Eastern, and Latin American natural resources into European and North American capital, a massive edifice of institutionalized racism was constructed. There is no way we can seriously address this legacy of racism without confronting the structural inequalities that evolved hand-in-glove with the ideology of racial inferiority/superiority. To implement the concept “eracism” (the eradication of the notion that any one group of people is superior to any other) we must restructure the extreme inequality that currently afflicts the human race. This massive redistribution of wealth on a global scale will not be achieved by banking institutions that by design prioritize profit over people and specialize in transferring wealth from the many to the few.

IT’S IN YOUR BACK YARD

Inequality within the United States is severe and growing worse. Graphs 1 and 2 show that the richest 5 percent of the U.S. population own 81.9 percent of corporate stock, and control 57.4 percent of the net worth of all people in the United States. Obviously, such concentration of wealth makes real democracy—equal access to power—impossible.

The conservative Economist magazine reported in its January 16, 1999 issue that, “Whereas the average earnings of the top fifth of [U.S.] male earners rose by 4 percent between 1979 and 1996, those of the bottom fifth fell by 44 percent.” And keep in mind, those were years in which the corporate media were reporting that the rate of “growth” in the U.S. economy was healthy.

As Graph 3 shows, back in 1980, the average chief executive officer of a large U.S. corporation earned 42 times that of the average U.S. worker. By 1999, market-driven growth had raised that inequality to a point where the average CEO was making 475 times what the average worker earned. As authors Sarah Anderson and Chris Hartman point out:


If the minimum wage, which stood at $3.80 an hour in 1990, had grown at the same rate as CEO pay, it would now be $25.50 an hour, rather than the current $5.15 an hour.3



This casts doubt on the argument that economic “growth” trickles down and benefits us all.

The reason for the growing inequality here and around the world? In a market economy, there are no entitlements to food, shelter, or any of the basic human rights that the UN promotes. Markets privelege those with money, giving them opportunities to make even more money through sud-sidies and tax breaks that take wealth away from those with less money and less access to the rule-makers in government. The maxim “the rich get richer and the poor get poorer” is not just a cliché; it is a factual statement about class relationships. Global markets help those with large amounts of property to take property (and political rights) away from those with less property.

GRAPH 1
Distribution of Stock Ownership in the United States, 2000
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GRAPH 2
Distribution of Net Worth in the United States, 2000
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GRAPH 3
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When people say, “let the market rule,” they are really saying “let money rule” or, more accurately, “let those who control most of the money rule.” However, as skewed as the market is in favor of the rich, Western countries still rig the game, just to make sure. As I show later on, some of the strongest and most exploitative economies favor free markets when it suits them, and protectionism when that is in their favor—evidenced in the Bush administration’s effort to support the American steel industry with subsidies deemed illegal under the WTO. Still, if the distribution of joy and suffering are governed by market forces there will be increasing suffering for the simple reason that markets distribute goods toward those with more money and away from those with less money.

This tendency for markets to create inequality can be significantly checked by keeping markets as local and as transparent as possible. Most of the products we really need can be produced close to home by locally based enterprises. Locally owned enterprises are run by people rooted in the local community. You see them at the PTA meeting or at the café on Saturday morning. If you have a problem with their company’s policies you can get access to the people in charge.

Large transnational corporations, on the other hand, are not rooted in place, and they come into any particular community with the sole intention of taking out more wealth than they put in. This is, in fact, how they got to be large corporations. With characteristic single-mindedness, they’ve installed dictatorships, run sweatshops, and damaged the environment all in the service of their bottom line. Yet these same transnational corporations are the very institutions the World Bank, the IMF, and the WTO seek to empower with more rights than the average citizen. If we allow these secretive, unaccountable institutions to continue writing a global constitution, elevating commerce over life, we will see the environmental crisis and the social crisis of inequality get steadily worse.

Notes
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GROWTH: THE MODALITY OF THE CANCER CELL


Capitalism is the extraordinary belief that the nastiest of men, for the nastiest of reasons, will somehow work for the benefit of us all

—John Maynard Keynes



CONTRARY TO WHAT the economists at the World Bank and the IMF have been preaching, no amount of market-driven “growth” will solve the key problems we face.

Just think of how often you have heard people justify the ideology of economic growth by saying, “A rising tide floats all boats.” But for those who don’t own boats, or those whose boats have holes in them (the global majority), a rising tide only increases the distance between them and the yacht owners who run the global economy.

In fact, market-driven “growth” is making things worse. Look at a period of rapid economic growth such as 1960 to present. During that period the global economy experienced rapid growth by all the major indicators: production, foreign direct investment, international trade, and international debt. Did inequality in the world grow or shrink during that period? It grew. Did the rate of environmental destruction accelerate during that period? Its pace quickened. Did our sense of community and spirituality increase? Most would agree that these key indicators of quality of life show a worsening situation.

“GROSS” NATIONAL PRODUCT?

Think about the way we measure economic growth—by the annual percentage increase in Gross National Product (GNP). GNP tallies the dollar value of all domestic production without regard for the effect of the transaction on the society. At the end of the day, the bigger the number the better.

For example, let’s say I go into a bar and drink ten beers. All the money I spend on that beer is a positive contribution to GNP. Now I’m drunk. I drive away in my car, and I crash into a family in their car. They’re all maimed, and require intensive medical care for the rest of their lives. The cost of the tow truck, the emergency crews, the courts, any jail time I get sentenced to, and the lifetime of medical care for the victims, all count toward the GNP. Under this ridiculous system of economic measurement, oil spills, divorces, and plane crashes are positive events because they are occasions to spend money and boost the GNP.

Conversely, if we were using sane social and environmental criteria, the effects of behavior such as drunk driving, cigarette smoking, toxic waste dumping, and health hazardous pollution would be accounted for as negative numbers subtracted from GNP, not positive numbers added to it, as they are now.

The nonprofit group Redefining Progress has developed a statistical indicator called the Genuine Progress Indicator (GPI) that does precisely this. By subtracting from the value of production the costs of cleaning up toxic waste dumps, reclaiming polluted rivers, and mending people maimed by the industrial system, the GPI better reflects the real, sustainable growth of the society, including but not limited to economic indicators. Graph 4 shows that when they calculate the entire U.S. economy using this more sensible measure—subtracting destruction from production—they find that the net value of the U.S. economy stopped growing in the 1970s and has been steadily declining since then.1

GRAPH 4
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By relying on the narrow economic data of the marketplace to measure growth, and not factoring in joy and suffering, social and environmental impact, the rule-makers systematically obscure the underlying destruction being wrought by the global market economy.2

Look at the how we have been fooled regarding the “efficiency” of the market economy. If you ask Americans if U.S. agriculture is efficient, the majority will answer with a resounding yes. But consider the way we measure that alleged efficiency. The social and environmental costs of U.S. agriculture are excluded from the calculation of efficiency. The fact that agriculture is the biggest source of water pollution in the United States is not factored into the equation. The destruction of beneficial insects by chemical-intensive farming is not factored into the equation. The value of the billions of tons of irreplaceable topsoil lost from U.S. farms every year is not factored into the equation. The bankrupting of family farmers whose land has been gobbled up by corporate agribusiness is not factored into the equation. In sum, if we measured our food system’s productivity broadly—including all social and environmental effects—rather than just in narrow monetary terms, we would find that it is an highly inefficient system.

The World Bank and the IMF are the two most powerful proponents of the growth ideology, enforcing a system of measurement that hides the social and environmental costs of market-led growth. Without major changes in these institutions, there is little hope that we will be able to follow a more sane way of judging economic progress.

So the growth ideology must be challenged, and it must be replaced with a life-affirming value system that understands there are limits to the biosphere’s ability to absorb human destructiveness. The one thing in nature that is based on a system a of unregulated growth is the cancer cell. The cancer cell is unique in that it has an “on” switch, but no “off” switch. What does a malignant tumor do to its biological host? It feeds on, and then kills it. What is the global market economy doing to its biological host: the earth’s air, water, and soil? It is killing them. However the “off” switch, or social immune system, for the cancer of global capitalism is we the people, mobilized.

Notes
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MARKETS VS. DEMOCRACY


The fundamental problem I see at the IMF and the World Bank is that the voting rights are not allocated on the principles of any democratic society. Most of the votes go to the wealthy industrial countries. In the United States and Europe no one would accept the principle that one dollar equals one vote. But this is the principle that underlies the IMF and the World Bank. The more money you have, the more votes you have.1

—Joseph Stiglitz, former World Bank chief economist



THE DOMINANT INSTITUTIONS of the global market economy—the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, and the transnational corporations they represent—are not democratic, either in terms of their internal functioning or in terms of the impact of their policies.

The major institutions that dominate the global market economy are autocracies; they are very hierarchical, and very elitist. The top executives have immense power over the lives of workers, customers, small businesses, whole communities, and whole nations. Their public relations departments may talk about democracy, but these institutions do not function in a democratic manner—as Stiglitz pointed out they function on a one-dollar one-vote principal—and they do not promote democratic practices. The historical record shows that they tend to weaken or destroy democratic social organizations such as trade unions, peasant groups, and other civic organizations.

The World Bank and the International Monetary Fund were created as specialized agencies of the United Nations. According to the UN Charter, these financial institutions are supposed to be controled by the Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC), which is overseen by the UN General Assembly. This arrangement, had it been preserved, would have made the World Bank and IMF somewhat accountable to a broader constituency than just first-world banking interests. But note that the World Bank and IMF do not operate under the control of the General Assembly of the United Nations, as called for in the UN Charter.

Of course, the multilateral lending agencies spend huge sums on slick campaigns portraying their work as in the best interest of “economic development” in general. In recent years, as the World Bank and the IMF have come under more criticism, they have escalated their rhetoric about poverty and the environment. Hundreds of academic associations and NGOs that have examined the track records of these institutions have reported that the transnational corporations and banks providing the capital—and in turn getting most of the contracts for “development” projects—comprise the main interests represented by the IMF and World Bank.2

The people making policies at the multilateral development banks formulate their plans in consultation with First World bankers and Third World elites; they are so insulated from the poor majority that their policies usually do more to reinforce poverty than to alleviate it. By placing large sums of money in the hands of local elites, the IMF and World Bank allow these ruling minorities to hang on to power and resist majority pressure for change.

A key operating principle of the IMF and the World Bank is that of “development” through private corporate investment in Third World countries. Yet the fundamental aim of corporations is to make profits for their shareholders, not to foster development or democracy in the poor areas of the world. A private investor (individual or corporate) makes investments in another country for one central reason: in order to take out more than was put in. This is why corporations have never had many qualms about working hand-in-glove with dictators such as Marcos in the Philippines, Mobutu in Zaire, the Duvaliers in Haiti, the Shah of Iran, Pinochet in Chile, Suharto in Indonesia, the Saudi royal family, the white minority regime under apartheid in South Africa, the generals in Guatemala, the generals in Argentina, the generals in Brazil, the Communist Party in China, and a host of other antidemocratic enforcers of commercialism and profitability. Corporations have often looked to dictators to secure them favorable terms of investment—whether they be in the form of corporate subsidies, tax-free zones, or low human rights and labor standards—against the public good, in exchange for lining dictators’ pockets.

The promoters of the “free market” never had any problem with dictators who butchered their own people, just so long as the butchers were willing to allow transnational corporations to penetrate national economies and tap the human and natural wealth. And, of course, many corporations benefit in another way from the lack of democracy; the more than $800 billion per year spent by governments to equip their militaries functions not to protect from foreign invasion, but to fortify the rule of elite classes against the interests of disenfranchised majorities. As has been extensively documented elsewhere, dictators’ dollars aren’t only enjoyed by corporations, but corporations lobby to prop their customers up; the United States government, for example, has kept “aid” dollars flowing to many a dictator—dollars that finally land in weapons corporations’ coffers.

CORPORATIONS SUBVERTING DEMOCRACY

Because the United States is the most powerful member of the IMF and the World Bank, with the most dollars and thus the most votes, it is important to understand how the procorporate agenda came to dominate U.S. policy making.

Early in America’s history corporations were created through special government-issued charters that strictly limited what a corporation could do, how it could invest its capital, and how long it could exist. There were explicit requirements that corporations serve the public interest. Indeed, serving the public interest was the fundamental reason for the very existence of corporations. They were seen as public, not private, institutions. State governments had the right, and exercised it regularly during the early 1800s, to revoke the charters of corporations that were in violation of the public trust.3

American democracy was founded on the radical concept that sovereignty resides in the people themselves, not in any institution. The fourth branch of government—intended to rule over the other three—is the citizenry. We are supposed to be a “self-governing” people. When Abraham Lincoln concluded the Gettysburg address he did not refer to government “of the corporations, by the corporations, and for the corporations.”

In the early days of the American Republic, when it became clear that corporations were growing in size and political power, Thomas Jefferson said: “I hope we shall crush in its birth the aristocracy of our moneyed corporations, which dare already to challenge our government to a trial of strength and bid defiance to the laws of our country.”4

As corporations continued to accumulate wealth and influence, they were able to gradually replace the definition of a corporation as a public institution with the mythology that corporations are private contractual agreements among persons and they should (1) have the same legal status as individuals, and (2) only be accountable to the owners of the company.

A key turning point came in the 1886 Supreme Court case, Santa Clara County v. Southern Pacific Railroad. Contrary to folklore, the court did not rule that the corporations should enjoy the same constitutional guarantees to due process as those extended to all citizens by the 14th Amendment, but a court recorder wrote words to this effect in a marginal introduction to the ruling.5 Subsequently, corporations used this court record as if it were an official ruling and built on the alleged precedent to expand corporate rights vis-à-vis citizens.

Another landmark legal case in the late 19th century edified the application of rights of persons to the corporation by ruling that “the term ‘person’ in the due-process clause applied to artificial persons, i.e., corporations, as well as individuals.”6 Yet with these new rights of personhood did not come the corresponding responsibilities of personhood. The weakening of state governments’ ability to regulate the scope and behavior of the corporations allowed these fictional “persons” to expand across state borders, thus making it more difficult for state and local governments to control their economies. That same process has been replicated in recent decades on a grander scale as corporations have expanded across national borders and steadily eroded the sovereignty of national governments. Here a simple principle operates: the larger the market, the harder it is for small enterprises to compete with large companies, and the easier it is for the biggest corporations to dominate markets.

As corporations went transnational in a big way during the post-World War II period, spurred by international reconstruction contracts from the war, they saw the benefits of circumventing local and national laws that can restrict corporate behavior and reduce profits. The corporations used their growing influence in national governments and in global institutions such as the IMF and the World Bank to push a “free trade” agenda. They called for reducing restrictions on capital moving across boundaries, and lowering tariffs (specialized taxes that apply only to foreign goods).

It is clear just how mystified the debate over international trade is when you consider that this central feature of the system—tariffs—is completely misunderstood. The typical rendition by academics and the corporate media portrays tariffs as sand in the gears of commerce, their reduction or removal being in everyone’s interest. But tariffs are essentially taxes paid mainly by the larger corporations that dominate international trade. Their reduction or elimination means transferring large amounts of wealth from government to the corporate sector.

In the United States for example, although U.S. corporations steadily moved their capital and factories abroad to low-wage countries, they still wanted to sell the final products here at home. In order to increase the profitability of this new transnational system of production the corporations wanted to lower the taxes (tariffs) they were paying. This lowering or eliminating of tarriffs is the essence of the “free trade” system. Tariffs were previously used to subsidize local industries and programs in exchange for allowing foreign good into national markets. They were an important source of funding for industrializing the industrialized nations; yet developing nations are not allowed this crucial support to build up their fragile national industries.

These tax reductions for those most able to pay—large corporations—could not be presented truthfully to the public. So the corporate media and the corporate-owned politicians developed a sophisticated propaganda theme that describes tariffs as if they are bad for everyone, not just transnational corporations. Wealthy elites suggest tariffs slow down the movement of goods to consumers, and they assert that lowering tariffs will benefit everyone. The severity of the Great Depression of the 1930s is blamed on tariffs being too high. The corporate perspective on tariffs trains the public to assume that lowering tariffs and increasing trade automatically translate into more prosperity for everyone.

The first three decades of the GATT (General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade)—the precursor of the WTO—focused almost exclusively on lowering these tariffs paid to government by transnational capital. This produced one of the biggest transfers of wealth in history. Hundreds of billions of dollars that would have gone to governments stayed in the hands of the large corporations, thus enabling them to buy up smaller companies (through mergers and acquisitions), and pay huge salaries to their executives, while depriving governments of tax revenues, thus contributing to the fiscal crisis of the state.7 The bankrupting of government is one of the surest ways to undermine democracy, and the corporations have become very skilled at it.

While corporations shape nearly every detail of our daily lives—what we eat, how we work, how our children’s values are shaped, what we hold sacred, how our government makes policy—the average citizen feels powerless to affect the policies of large corporations. Can there be anything more undemocratic than citizens who feel powerless to change fundamental aspects of their society?

Notes

1. “Raising a Ruckus” documentary by KQED television San Francisco, 2001.

2. See Kevin Danaher, Ed., 50 Years Is Enough: The Case Against the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund (Boston: South End Press, 1995), and Kevin Danaher, ed., Democratizing the Global Economy: The Battle Against the World Bank and International Monetary Fund (Monroe, ME: Common Courage Press, 2001); Catherine Caufield, Masters of Illusion: The World Bank and the Poverty of Nations (New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1996).

3. See Charles Derber, Corporation Nation: How Corporations Are Taking Over Our Lives and What We Can Do About It (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1998). Also see the extensive work by the Program on Corporations Law and Democracy (POCLAD), www.poclad.org.

4. Thomas Jefferson to George Logan, 1816. See www.etext.lib.virginia.edu/jefferson/quotations.

5. Derber, Corporate Nation, p.130.

6. Thom Hartmann, Unequal Protection: The Rise of Corporate Dominance and the Theft of Human Rights (Emmaus, PA: Rodale, 2002), pp. 104-109.

7. After thirty years James O’Connor’s, The Fiscal Crisis of the State (New York: St. Martins, 1973) is still the sharpest analysis of how corporate power bankrupts government
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REDEFINING CORRUPTION


History records that the money changers have used every form of abuse, intrigue, deceit, and violent means possible to maintain their control over governments by controlling money and its issuance.

—James Madison, 4th president of the United States



THE MOST IMPORTANT function of elite market instruments such as the World Bank and the IMF is political, not economic. They create stronger allegiance and accountability between Third World elites and First World elites than exist between Third World elites and their own people. Understanding this transnational “alliance” of elites will allow us to understand how global corruption really works.1

Global economic policy is made through an institutional network of elite collaborations, dominated by the leaders of the major industrial countries. By providing large loans to Third World elites, the corporate chieftains who dominate the multilateral lending agencies are able to shape Third World economic policies. The overall thrust of these policies is to keep the workers and natural resources of Third World countries open to exploitation by transnational corporations.

Think of how a typical infusion of capital from the World Bank or IMF transpires. The highly paid officials of the multilateral lending institutions meet with local elites (mainly political leaders but also corporate officials and generals) and agree to lend huge amounts of money if the local elites are willing to implement policies crafted in Washington and on Wall Street. Typically, these policies call for opening the economy to foreign capital, allowing liberal repatriation of profits, keeping wages, trade unions and environmental restrictions at a minimum, balancing the government’s budget (often by cutting social services), and focusing economic strategy on exporting raw and semi-processed goods to the wealthy markets of the global north. Details of the debt negotiations are kept secret until the contract is signed, thus preventing the citizens who will pay the debt from having any meaningful participation in the negotiations. After signing on the dotted line, the local elites have considerable leeway in how they will spend the money they receive from the IMF and the World Bank. That is why the Third World is plagued by overspending on military and police (used more often to keep unpopular elites in power than to protect against foreign enemies), and an abundance of white elephant projects managed by some dictator’s son-in-law.

This is not to say that there are no disagreements between Third World elites and their financiers in the North. But the occasional outburst by someone like Mahatir Mohammed of Malaysia, who in 1998 criticized global financial markets for swamping small countries like his, stands out because it is so rare.

Today, the norm is for Third World elites to take on more debt in order to continue making payments on previous debt, and then implement policies that are favorable to global corporations. The simple fact is this: first world elites and Third World elites collaborate in extracting wealth from the majority population and transferring that wealth upward in the global class structure. That is why we have more and more billionaires (in both North and South) and more people falling into poverty (in both North and South).

We can visualize this “transnational-elite alliance” as a rope. Cut a cross-section from the rope and you will see that it is made up of many small threads twisted together. Similarly, First World elites and Third World elites are politically bound together by a myriad of trade deals, direct investments, treaties, loans, and military and other cooperation agreements. Socially they rub shoulders on boards of directors, and at private clubs, and otherwise maintain contact through ownership of stock in each other’s companies, attendence at the same private schools (in the case of their children), intermarriage, and many other links.

These elite linkages can be diagrammed. In the figure below, each big triangle represents a nation, with the small triangles at the top representing the ruling elites. The lines connecting the elites of the two nations can be dissected, each representing a specific connection, such as a loan from the World Bank or IMF (complete with policy strings attached), a military agreement, a direct investment by a transnational corporation, a trade agreement, or as indicating that local elites sit on the board of directors of a transnational corporation, or that their children train at elite U.S. universities.

[image: ]

This web of institutional and personal ties binding these elite alliances provides a more accurate way of examining power in the world than the analysis of “international relations” served up by the corporate media and most of academia. The daily press and the academic literature make the same mistake of analyzing global events using the nationstate as the main unit of analysis. For example, we read statements about the United States, Canada, and Mexico signing the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). But it was not the United States or Canada or Mexico that signed NAFTA, it was the ruling elites of those countries. The overwhelming majority of the citizens of those countries did not know (and still don’t know) the details of NAFTA because the leaders made no effort to inform or engage the public on the issue. Positing the nation state as a unified rational actor may make it easy to talk about global affairs, but it is extremely misleading because it conceals the central force at work: the transnational-elite alliance.

This conceptual confusion was evident during the failed WTO meetings in Cancún, Mexico in early September 2003. In all the media blather about international trade the focus was always on governments, rather than the institutions that actually do the trading—transnational corporations. National governments may be involved in negotiating the rules of trade, but they leave most of the trading to corporations. And corporations are also the dominant influence in the WTO. In practice, one of the key functions of institutions such as the World Bank and the IMF is to maintain working unity within the transnational alliance of elites. The banking institutions make huge loans to Third World leaders in exchange for those leaders implementing policies that are favorable to First World banks and corporations. For example, the World Bank and IMF insist that attracting transnational capital is essential for any country to “develop” economically. But this thesis ignores the basic logic of transnational capital.

After receiving a World Bank loan, in order to make hard currency to pay it back, the debtor country is advised by the Bank to raise interest rates (the price paid to “rent” capital) so as to attract foreign, hard currency capital. These higher interest rates may inspire confidence at the big international banks, and the banks may purchase a government’s bonds to take advantage of the higher interest rates, but what is the impact of high interest rates on the local economy? Small-business owners and working-class consumers cannot afford to borrow at the higher interest rates, so the economy stagnates due to less mortgages, less car loans, and less borrowing for business expansion. Main Street is sacrificed in the interests of Wall Street.

The main problem with this arrangement is that policies written by wealthy outsiders will never end the inequality and the lack of democracy that plague most Third World countries. These secretive global governing institutions are run by very wealthy people. Some of them may come from “poor countries” but they are far better off than the majority of people in the world, and that poor majority are not truly represented by their elite behind closed doors.

Yet, corruption is not a psychological phenomenon—a personality flaw of Third World leaders—rather, it is a structural feature of the global political economy. The economic policies attached to each new loan put Third World economies under the control of outside elites, tempered by the political tastes and limited discretion of Third World elites. As long as Third World elites are more accountable to first world elites than to Third World majority classes, there will never be real democracy or real development.

No amount of fine-tuning of aid or debt “relief” will liberate the Third World majority unless Third World elites become more accountable to their own people than they are to First World elites. This requires breaking the institutional linkages that currently bind Third World elites to the policy prescriptions of First World elites. And that means replacing institutions such as the World Bank and IMF with institutions focused on building economic and cultural solidarity among majority classes rather than among the wealthy few.

This is one of the strongest arguments for abolishing institutions such as the World Bank and IMF. They serve primarily as a control mechanism for First World elites to shape economic policy in Third World countries in order to further the interests of transnational corporations and banks. That is why sixty years of policies produced by the transnational-elite alliance have not solved the problems of inequality and environmental destruction.

Note

1. We put the word alliance in quotes because the transnational alliance of elites is not a formal alliance as the term is commonly used. There is no single document signed by the two sides; there is no international treaty declaring that ruling elites will collaborate to the detriment of the poor majority. It is a de facto alliance; it is the sum total of all the collaborating between the rulers of rich and poor countries that functions to maintain the system of global class inequality.


5
WHY NO SUCCESS STORY?


When a government is dependent upon bankers for money, they and not the leaders of the government control the situation, since the hand that gives is above the hand that takes.… Money has no motherland; financiers are without patriotism and without decency; their sole object is gain

—Napoleon Bonaparte



THE COMPARATIVE EVIDENCE from many different countries that have implemented the free-market policies pushed by the World Bank and the IMF shows that these policies have been detrimental for the majority of people in those countries.

There is a parable that is illustrative, about a villager who goes to a local wise man and asks to borrow the wise man’s donkey. The wise man lies, saying his donkey is not there. Just then the donkey brays. There is a pregnant pause, and the wise man says: “Who are you going to believe, a wise man or a donkey?”

Despite massive evidence from dozens of countries that the “wise men” of the IMF and the World Bank have promoted policies that have hurt the majority, the “wise men” still insist that their free-market prescriptions will work.

In my book 50 Years Is Enough: The Case Against the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund, various authors present evidence from thirteen countries showing a similar pattern: the structural-adjustment policies attached to IMF/World Bank loans may help countries make payments on their old debts and may create some millionaires, but the majority of the population suffers lower wages, reduced social services, and less democratic access to the policy-making process.

Many of the most destitute countries—Somalia, Sudan, Zaire (now the Congo), Liberia, Rwanda—were for years under the influence of structural-adjustment programs devised in Washington. The results in these countries have been disastrous: their economies are in worse shape now than they were thirty or forty years ago.

Yet even when we look at larger, more well-endowed Third World countries—ones blessed with abundant natural resources, such as Brazil, Nigeria, Mexico, Argentina, the Philippines, Ghana—the results of structural adjustment are also bleak.

Brazil is a huge country with just about every natural resource you could imagine.1 The country is a major producer of coffee, soybeans, corn, cocoa, sugar, oranges, animal products, wood, and a wide range of manufactured goods. The country’s area of natural forest is greater than that of Canada and the U.S. combined. Yet despite Brazil’s economic abundance, millions of Brazilians go hungry on a regular basis. The steady commercialization of agriculture has pushed tens of millions of family farmers off the land into crowded urban slums. There are between 7 million and 10 million abandoned children living on the streets with no adult supervision. Brazil ranks as one of the most unequal societies in the world. Although the government has been faithfully collaborating with IMF and World Bank officials in making payments on the foreign debt, Brazil is more deeply in debt now than it was twenty years ago. In a 2002 report on human rights in Brazil the authors found:


The total of Brazil’s foreign debt soared from $148.3 billion in 1994 to $236.2 billion in 2000. In the same period, the country paid the amount of $75.89 billion in interest and $218.8 billion in regular payments, making a total of $294.69 billion.2



The slowing of Brazil’s debt treadmill is nowhere in sight.

Mexico is well-endowed with petroleum, good farmland, abundant labor, mineral resources, forests, a rich coastline, and a good climate for tourism. Yet despite some years of high GDP growth rates, the standard of living of most Mexicans is worse now than it was twenty-five years ago. Since the 1994 inception of the NAFTA, the ordinary Mexican’s purchasing power has decreased 39 percent and the number of people living in “severe” poverty (surviving on less than $2 a day) has increased by 4 million, according to the United Nations.3 Fifty percent of the population is either unemployed or underemployed; the purchasing power of the minimum wage has fallen to less than what it was in the 1970s; family farmers are being forced off their farms by an influx of cheap U.S. corn and other crops ushered in by the free-market policies of NAFTA; environmental destruction is mounting; poverty-driven crime has soared; and Mexico’s foreign debt has grown to $165.3 billion.

For decades, South Korea had rejected a free-market approach and prospered under state-interventionist policies that directed investment to select industries, erected high tariff barriers to protect infant industries from import competition, and restricted capital flows and trading in the national currency. Several decades of these state-interventionist policies (plus aid and trade assistance from the U.S. government, as it sought a successful capitalist counterpoint to North Korea’s experiment with Stalinism) produced a rapid rise in the standard of living for most South Koreans. But in the 1990s—when the South Korean government was pressured by the World Bank, the IMF, and the U.S. Treasury Department to open its financial markets—this successful economy was swamped by international short-term debt and speculative attacks on the South Korean currency. The resulting depression destroyed Korean lives and set the country back many years.

Similarly, Thailand had been following World Bank/IMF free-market policies when, in mid-1997, the country was capsized by the very global financial markets that Thai leaders were taught to defer to.

In October 2003, after decades of failed World Bank/IMF policies, the people of Bolivia rose up in mass protest and forced President Gonzalo Sánchez de Lozada to resign. The uprising was sparked by a government scheme to export natural gas to the United States. But the larger context was hundreds of years of foreigners pilfering natural wealth from Bolivia (silver, tin, coca), leaving scant benefit for the indigenous majority. Additionally, Sánchez was a supporter of the free-market policies promoted by Washington that in recent decades have reinforced Bolivia’s status as one of the poorest countries in the western hemisphere. When the rebellion started, Sánchez sent troops into the street to shoot dozens of protesters. This further inflamed the population and drew sympathy and support from diverse sectors of the society. As The New York Times reported:


On the streets, the demonstrations, which have mostly been led by indigenous movements, appeared during the day to be strengthening, with even middle-class neighborhoods joining in. Elegantly dressed women banged pots and pans in protest, and as a sign of mourning for those killed over the past week, many businesses hung the red-yellow-and-green Bolivian national flag with black ribbons added in the center or black bunting put around the edges.4



This marked the fourth South American leader forced from power by mass protest since 2000. All of them (in addition to Bolivia’s Sánchez, Alberto Fujimori of Peru, Jamil Mahuad of Ecuador, and Fernando de la Rua of Argentina) were unpopular for implementing policies concocted in Washington and Wall Street.

Across Africa there are dozens of countries that for decades have been under the tutelage of the free-market pushers, and what has it gotten them? Great amounts of wealth have been extracted from the continent; external debt has skyrocketed; real wages have declined; social services have deteriorated; AIDS and other poverty diseases are at epidemic levels; the environment has been decimated; and hopelessness is spreading.

Whether you take the obvious “basket case” countries or the more well-endowed countries, free-market policies concocted by wealthy people in Washington and Wall Street simply do not have a record of creating real development or real democracy in Third World countries.

I am not suggesting that every problem within these countries’ economies has been due to the influence of the World Bank and the IMF. But wouldn’t free-market policies have scored a few successes by now if were they really sound?

Notes

1. Michael Shellenberger and Kevin Danaher, eds., Fighting for the Soul of Brazil (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1995).

2. Maria Luisa Mendonça and Evanize Sydow, eds., Human Rights in Brazil, 2002 (Sao Paulo: Social Network for Justice and Human Rights, 2002), p. 13. This annual human rights report is co-produced by Global Exchange and available at www.globalexchange.org.

3. For detailed data showing the decline of the Mexican economy in recent years, see the pamphlet by Sarah Anderson, “Seven Years Under NAFTA” (Washington, D.C.: Institute for Policy Studies, 2001) Also see the Public Citizen’s Web site at www.tradewatch.org.

4. Larry Rohter, “Bolivian Leader Resigns and His Vice President Steps In,” The New York Times, October 18, 2003
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GIVING HYPOCRISY A BAD NAME


Hypocrisy is the most difficult and nerve-racking vice that any man can pursue; it needs an unceasing vigilance and a rare detachment of spirit. It cannot, like adultery or gluttony, be practised at spare moments; it is a whole-time job.

—W. Somerset Maugham



COUNTRIES THAT HAVE achieved a relatively high level of industrialization—both the G-8 countries1 of the North, and the newly industrializing countries such as Taiwan, Malaysia, China, and South Korea—did not develop by relying on a free-market model.

While the World Bank and the IMF are coercing debtor-country governments to adopt “free-market” policies, they ignore a simple historical fact: All the countries that have successfully industrialized and raised the living standards of the broad majority have done it not through a free-market model, but through a state-interventionist model, with government playing a strong role directing investment, managing trade, and subsidizing chosen sectors of the economy.

All the industrialized countries of Europe, plus the newly industrialized countries of Asia, used a wide range of government intervention to boost their economic development. The mythology promoted by the World Bank that free-market policies were responsible for the industrialization of countries such as Taiwan and South Korea is simply false. These “success stories” in Asia, including Malaysia, Singapore, and, more recently, China, achieved their relatively high economic growth rates through extensive state involvement in the economy.2 These measures included land reform, tight control of trade, state enterprises, government-funded research and infrastructure, high tariff barriers to protect infant industries from foreign competition, strict monetary and capital controls, and subsidies and state-directed investment to certain sectors of the economy.

Look at South Korea, an economy that the free-market promoters often point to as one of their success stories. Government was heavily involved in every stage of South Korea’s recent economic development. Following the war of 1950-53, the U.S. government intervened in shaping the Korean economy, and boosted its growth through aid and preferential trade access to the U.S. market for Korean goods. The Korean government used a range of programs to build up large corporate conglomerates called “chaebol,” some of which are internationally powerful (e.g., Hyundai, Daewoo, Samsung). During the decades of the ’50s, ’60s, ’70s, and ’80s, the South Korea’s state-interventionist policies raised the country’s standard of living to that of England and other industrial countries. It was during the late 1990s, when South Korea was pressured by Washington to open up its controlled economy to international market forces, that the economy crashed. Then the South Korean government was bailed out by another form of government, this time a multilateral agency (the IMF), but still using taxpayer money for what amounted to a $58 billion loan to rescue private capitalists from their excesses.3 The bailout came with conditions that turned over ownership of South Korea’s once-powerful central banking system to foreign banks, which further devalued the Korean currency.

It is extremely misleading to portray any of the few success-story countries (e.g., South Korea, Taiwan, Malaysia) as validating free-market policies. Governments, using taxpayers’ money to subsidize private corporations, have been heavily involved in shaping the direction of all the high-income economies. The key question is not whether the government will be involved in the economy, but how it will be involved, in whose interest, under whose control, and with what mechanisms of public accountability.

The United States was in many ways the “mother country” of protectionism, teaching other countries by example. From its very inception as a nation, the United States used the federal government, as well as state and local governments, to assist corporations in a number of ways: defending them against foreign competition, giving them public land for free or below market price, developing a public education system, and constructing ports, canals, railroads, electricity grids, the interstate highway system, and a wide range of other infrastructure. All of this made the U.S. economy a profitable arena for private capital.

Just think of the major U.S. industries that wouldn’t exist in their present form had it not been for massive government subsidies to develop railroads, nuclear power, automobiles, highways, suburbia, computers, pharmaceuticals, biotechnology, avionics, the Internet, and more. Would we have a big electronics industry or an aerospace industry were it not for that massive government subsidy known as the Pentagon? Would the nuclear power industry make any profits at all if it were forced to absorb the huge costs of disposing of nuclear waste instead of having the taxpayers pay for it?

It gives hypocrisy a bad name when the U.S. government and the institutions it dominates, such as the World Bank and the IMF, go around the world pushing a free-market model on Third World countries when the historical record shows that neither the United States, nor any other wealthy country, used that model. Of course, it is not hypocrisy that drives the free-market model; it is corporate power over policy-making in Washington.4

Notes

1. The G-8 (Group of 8) industrial countries are Japan, Canada, the United States, France, England, Germany, Italy, and Russia. Their leaders meet each year, usually in July, to plan economic strategy for the world even though their countries represent only about 13 percent of the global population.

2. See Walden Bello, Dragons in Distress: Asia’s Miracle Economies in Crisis (Oakland, CA: Institute for Food and Development Policy, 1990).

3. For an insightful analysis of South Korea’s development model, see Martin Hart-Landsberg, Rush to Development (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1993). For a detailed critique of how neoliberal economic policies contributed to the Asian economic crisis, see Paul Burkett and Martin Hart-Landsberg, Development, Crisis, and Class Struggle: Learning from Japan and East Asia (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 2000).

4. For an overview of how corporations got so much power in Washington, and how citizens are struggling to take that power back, see Kevin Danaher and Jason Mark, Insurrection: Citizen Challenges to Corporate Power (New York: Routledge, 2003)
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THE MARKET VS. NATURE


One thing we know, which the white man may one day discover, our God is the same God. You may think now that you own Him as you wish to own our land, but you cannot. He is the God of man; and his compassion is equal for the red man and the white. The earth is precious to Him and to harm the earth is to heap contempt on its Creator. The whites too shall pass; perhaps sooner than all the other tribes. Continue to contaminate your bed, and you will one night suffocate in your own waste.

—Chief Sealth (Seattle)1



ONE OF THE MOST URGENT arguments for the abolition of the IMF and the World Bank is that they threaten life on the planet. The free-market paradigm promoted by the IMF and the World Bank has been very destructive to the environment.

When the World Bank and the IMF attach policy conditions to their loans to debtor countries, the central goal of the structural adjustment is for the debtor country to earn hard currency (dollars, pounds, marks, yen) in order to make payments on external debt. A key way to earn hard currency—other than direct investment or more loans—is to sell something in the global market. So, following the export-or-else mandate, if you have trees, cut them down; if you have farmland, spray chemicals on it to produce more export crops; if you have coastline or inland waterways, fish the hell out of them; if you have minerals in the ground, rip them out. The core of the strategy is “turn nature into dollars.” And what do we see around the world as a result? There is a forestry crisis, a fisheries crisis, a soil-depletion crisis, an air-quality crisis, and a water-quality crisis.2

Markets are capable of assessing worth only in terms of money. A tree that is standing and alive has little value to lumber companies; it is only when the tree is cut and turned into plywood and hot tubs that it generates market value. A fish swimming has no value; it is only when the fish is killed and marketed as a commodity that it generates value. Thus, destroying nature is “genetically” programmed into the market economy. As long as destroying nature is profitable, and there are no countervailing institutions powerful enough to stop the corporations, our biosphere will be trashed by the profit seekers. While the forest was once seen in terms of its broad “use value”—where trees were cut down for shelter, but the standing forest was also valued for the animals and food plants it was home to, and the pleasure of walking in it—the market system, instead, values the forest only in terms of the total monetary value of wood products, for example.

Every biological system upon which human civilization rests is either in rapid decline or has outright collapsed. Topsoil that took centuries to form is being destroyed by chemical-intensive, machine-intensive agriculture. Groundwater is being polluted and wasted at rates greater than nature can replace. Some twenty-five million people (more than the world’s refugee population) have been driven from their home communities by the spread of environmental destruction.3 The glaciers are melting at rates much faster than the historical average. The polar icecaps are melting. Thousands of plant and animal species are being exterminated. The ozone layer that shields us and our crops from harmful levels of ultraviolet light is being eroded. Sea levels are rising due to global warming expanding the volume of the oceans. Extreme weather events are causing huge losses for people and property insurers.4

The threats from global warming and the severe weather it produces have become so stark that even the IMF’s quarterly publication, Finance and Development, stated in September 2003:


During the past 10 years for which comprehensive data are available (1992-2001), losses stemming from natural disasters have averaged about $65 billion a year—more than a sevenfold real increase since the 1960s—and they are expected to increase another fivefold over the next 50 years. A comprehensive study by Munich Re, a reinsurance company that specializes in disaster business, estimates that the global direct costs of natural disasters will top $300 billion annually by 2050, about 750 percent, in real terms, of current levels.5



Third World fish markets are illustrative of the global environmental crisis we face. Visit one and you’ll see a very different place than just five years ago. They’re stocked with bottom feeders and tiny versions of the succulent varieties they were once known for. When you ask what happened you’ll hear, “Oh, the big fish are all gone. The good-tasting fish are all gone.” The catch rates of cod, haddock, salmon, halibut, sturgeon, pilchards, and others are all plummeting. They have been overfished at such a rate that industry has overcome nature’s ability to reproduce these species.

In every major area of economic activity the World Bank promoted policies that have ratcheted up the given industry’s rate of environmental destruction. In the area of energy, the World Bank promotes fossil fuels and nuclear power rather than renewable energy such as solar and wind. In the area of transportation, the World Bank promotes cars and highways rather than mass transit. In agriculture, the World Bank has promoted chemical-intensive agriculture rather than organic agriculture. Their agricultural investments have promoted export agriculture focused on producing “dessert crops” for wealthy markets in the global north (coffee, tea, cocoa, sugar, bananas) rather than food crops for local people.

For decades the World Bank was the biggest advocate of large dams. These megaprojects have been extremely lucrative for transnational construction companies, but they displaced millions of poor people, destroyed large areas of farmland and forest, and channeled the resulting electricity mainly toward large enterprises running sweatshops and other export-oriented industries. When the IMF and World Bank supported the construction of the Inga-Shaba power scheme in Zaire (now the Democratic Republic of the Congo) to transmit massive amounts of electricity to the copper and cobalt mines in the southern part of that country, did they insist on building substations along the way so peasants could plug in their radios or light bulbs? Did they insist that the money generated by exporting all that copper and cobalt be used to benefit the people of Zaire rather than just benefiting the foreign mining companies and the corrupt dictator Mobutu Sese Seko? The obvious answer is, no, they did not. Had the World Bank and IMF paid more attention to the needs of the majority during the past sixty years, they would now be experiencing support rather than hatred at the grassroots.

Notice that in every economic sector, the policies favored by the World Bank and IMF are lucrative for large corporations but are not in the interests of local economies and the environment. Could this be related to the fact that large banks and corporate-owned politicians, especially in Washington, are the people with the most influence over these institutions?

Probably the most damaging impact of the World Bank on the environment has been due to its energy policies, stressing fossil fuels rather than renewable sources of energy. Roughly one-fifth of the World Bank’s lending goes to the energy sector of Third World countries, but the Bank spends about twenty-five times as much promoting fossil-fuel development as it spends promoting renewable energy.6 The World Bank does not even systematically report on the greenhouse gas emissions of the projects it funds. So much for the World Bank’s claim to support sustainable development.

Our planet’s climate has been so disrupted by our massive output of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases that we are seeing a sharp increase in severe weather such as floods, droughts, and hurricanes. The Worldwatch Institute reports that property damage from weather-related disasters jumped from $3 billion in 1980 to $89 billion in 1998. As Ross Gelbspan shows in his book, The Heat Is On, a major obstacle to accepting the reality of global climate destruction is the fossil fuels industry’s willingness to rent scientists capable of confusing the public with assertions that global warming is just a theory, rather than a proven fact. This invariably works to slow down the passage of environmental regulation.7 The most common argument these obfuscators use is that “we are not really sure that human combustion of hydrocarbons is causing global climate change.” But if you are not really sure about the brakes on your car, shouldn’t you get off the gas as a precaution?

With hindsight, we know that this tactic of confusing the public debate with pseudo-science is precisely how for decades the tobacco industry cast doubt on the evidence linking smoking to cancer. But pseudo-science should not confuse us about the need to gain democratic control over economic planning and to halt the destruction of our natural life-support systems.

For all the blatant environmental destruction caused by their policies, have the World Bank and IMF taken the lead in calling for emergency action to save the biological systems that are now in a state of collapse? No, they haven’t. Why? Because getting at the causes of environmental destruction requires the recognition that there is a fundamental contradiction between the money cycle and the life cycle. You cannot promote a market-driven system that single-mindedly seeks to convert nature and human creativity into corporate profits, and not at the same time denigrate nature. In corporations’ search for profit everything is fair game and environmental stewardship just doesn’t register. As the World Bank and the IMF are dominated by corporate interests and are dogmatically wedded to a free-market ideology, they are incapable of making the changes necessary to save the environment from destruction.

We can learn an important lesson from the early days of deep-pit coal mining. The miners, though they were relatively unschooled, knew enough about safety to take canaries down into the mines with them, as canaries are more sensitive to the deadly gases that can build up in coal mines. When the canary stopped chirping or slumped to the bottom of its cage, the miners knew that they had better get out of the mine.

Nature is now presenting us with so many analogies to the dying canary that we have no excuse for not realizing what is happening. To think that the environmental crisis is not directly related to the undemocratic way our global economy is run is fantasy of the most dangerous sort.

Notes

1. For the complete text of Chief Seattle’s brilliant letter to the U.S. government, see www.barefootsworld.net/seattle.html.

2. Worldwatch Institute, State of the World 2000 (New York, NY: W.W. Norton, 2000); and Michael Goldman, ed., Privatizing Nature: Political Struggles for the Global Commons (London: Pluto Press, 1998).

3. See the Web site of the group World Overpopulation Awareness at www.overpopulation.org/impacts.

4. For documentation of these and other danger signs related to global climate change, see Ross Gelbspan, The Heat Is On: The Climate Crisis, the Cover-up, the Prescription (Redding, MA: Perseus Books, 1998).

5. Paul K. Freeman, Michael Keen, and Muthukumara Mani, “Being Prepared: Natural Disasters are Becoming More Frequent, More Destructive, and Deadlier, and Poor Countries are Being Hit the Hardest,” Finance and Development, September 2003, p. 42.

6. Daphne Wysham, “The World Bank: Funding Climate Chaos,” The Ecologist, March/April 1999. Also see Ken Hampton, “Smokescreen,” The New Internationalist, December 1999. Check the excellent Web site of the Sustainable Energy and Environment Network at www.seen.org.

7. Gelbspan, The Heat Is On.
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DOWNSIZING THE AMERICAN DREAM


I am a most unhappy man. I have unwittingly ruined my country. A great industrial nation is controlled by its system of credit. Our system of credit is concentrated. The growth of the nation, therefore, and all our activities are in the hands of a few men. We have come to be one of the worst ruled, one of the most completely controlled and dominated governments in the civilized world, no longer a government by free opinion, no longer a government by conviction and the vote of the majority, but a government by the opinion and duress of a small group of dominant men

—President Woodrow Wilson



FREE-MARKET FUNDAMENTALISM has been detrimental to the majority of people even in the world’s richest, most powerful country.

At the end of World War II there was only one country whose military and economic institutions were globally powerful: the United States. The political and economic space opened by the collapse of the European and Japanese colonial empires paved the way for U.S. corporations to move their production facilities to lower-wage areas of the world. As more and more U.S. companies went transnational and began sourcing their materials and labor in other countries, a free-market ideology was developed to give intellectual weight and popular appeal to policies that would make it easier for U.S. companies to behave in ways unresponsible to the folks that pay the majority of their taxes, the American public. This free-market dogma—seeking to reduce democratic controls over capital—has come to dominate the official discourse in government and the corporate media.

The key goal of the free-market agenda has remained hidden from the U.S. public. We have been told that it’s all about trade—the names of key organizations and treaties feature the word “trade” prominently (North American Free Trade Agreement, World Trade Organization, Free Trade Area of the Americas)—but the free-market agenda had a central objective that had to be kept secret: shifting the tax burden from the large corporations to workers and the small-business sector.

This fundamentalist free-market ideology helped justify policies designed to cut taxes on transnational capital. The U.S. government reduced its own tariffs on transnational capital and also pushed for tariff reductions in multilateral institutions. The first six rounds of trade negotiations under the GATT, from 1947 to the 1970s, focused on lowering corporate taxes. The free-market perspective on tariffs would lead one to believe that lower tariffs would coincide with greater economic progress. Yet the historical record reveals a different story.

Ravi Batra’s The Pooring of America: Competition and the Myth of Free Trade presents convincing data showing that periods of rapid and broad-based industrial growth in the United States coincided with high tariffs. Since the 1970s, when the U.S. started opening its markets, dropping tariff rates to historic lows, and loosening capital controls to allow U.S. capital to leave the country more easily, we have suffered the decimation of our manufacturing sector, declining average wages, growing inequality, an increase in the average work week, a ballooning deficit in the U.S. balance of trade, and a growing mountain of debt (government debt, consumer debt, corporate debt) that artificially pumped up the U.S. economy. Now gone, tariffs had worked to protect the nation, as they were the means by which corporations were made to keep their end of the social contract with U.S. workers.

GRAPH 5
Average U.S. Tariff Rates, 1950-1995

[image: ]

Graph 5 shows how tariffs have been pushed downward by U.S. policy-makers during the post–World War II period. As taxes on globalized capital are reduced, it it is increasingly easy for capital based in the United States to leave the country, produce abroad, and then bring products back to the United States for sale. This process gradually shifts the identity of Americans from being producers to being consumers, and it contributes to an ever-widening trade deficit.

Another measure of this tax reduction on items produced abroad is the relationship between the value of U.S. imports and the value of taxes collected on those imports. Graph 6 on the following page shows that as imports flooded the U.S. market (much of it produced by U.S. corporations that had moved their factories abroad) the taxes collected on these imports by our government declined steeply.

GRAPH 6
U.S. Import Taxes Collected as Percentage of Value of Imports, 1930 - 1999

[image: ]

Tax changes are always redistributive: if you lower taxes on one sector of society, you must raise them on other sectors. Graph 7 shows that corporate taxes have declined relative to what families pay. Back in the 1950s, for every dollar paid in federal, state, and local taxes by families, corporations paid nearly eighty cents, but by the 1990s that rate had dropped to twenty-one cents on the dollar.

GRAPH 7
For Every One Dollar Paid by Families in Federal, State and Local Taxes, Corporations Have Paid a Declining Share
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GRAPH 8
U.S. Corporate Income Taxes and Individual Income Taxes Paid to the Federal Government, 1940 - 2000
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Graph 8 shows that while corporate income taxes have increased only slightly, individual income taxes have skyrocketed.

Not all the tax cuts on the corporate elites could be replaced by increased taxes on working-class families—that might have touched off a rebellion. As Graph 9 shows, Republican and Democratic administrations (but especially Republicans) covered the metastisizing budget deficit by issuing debt. During the two Reagan administrations the federal government accumulated more debt than during all previous administrations—from George Washington through Jimmy Carter—combined.

The administration of Bush the Elder piled debt onto future generations of Americans at a rate higher than even the Reagan administration. And despite Clinton-administration hype about budget surpluses in the late 1990s, interest payments on the accumulated federal debt continued to skyrocket to $400 billion per year (see Graph 10). These interest payments are a massive transfer of wealth from American taxpayers to wealthy investors here and abroad who own trillions of dollars worth of U.S. government debt.

GRAPH 9
U.S. Federal Government Debt, 1939 - 2000

[image: ]

During the first three years of President George W. Bush’s (Bush the Lesser’s) term, nondefense discretionary spending of the federal government rose 20 percent, which far exceeded the first three years of the previous six administrations.1 So much for the Republicans’ claim that they favor smaller government! By the third year of the younger Bush’s presidency—thanks to massive tax cuts for the wealthy—federal tax revenues as a percentage of the U.S. economy fell to their lowest level since 1959. The federal budget deficit for fiscal year 2003 soared to $374 billion, surpassing the previous record of $290 billion set in 1992.2 In late 2003, the nonpartisan Congressional Budget Office predicted that large deficits would continue until at least 2013, racking up $1.4 trillion in new government debt.3

GRAPH 10
Annual Interest Payments on U.S. Federal Government Debt

[image: ]

EMPIRE STIFLES DEMOCRACY

The impact of the free-market agenda goes beyond the economy to the debasement of our political system at the hands of big money. Large corporations dominate the funding of our political candidates. They employ high-paid lobbyists in Washington to ensure that they get to write the legislation that affects us all. They provide jobs to ex-government officials (the revolving door) so the companies are guaranteed access to government through the personal connections of former public servants.

A prime example of this revolving door is Vice President Dick Cheney. Having served as Secretary of Defense in the administration of Daddy Bush, Cheney was then hired to be the CEO of Halliburton, one of the world’s largest energy-services corporations. He landed this powerful business post even though he had no experience running a business: he had spent most of his career in government and had never run so much as a candy store. But he did have plenty of contacts in Washington. Halliburton’s government contracts skyrocketed under Cheney’s command, and when he went back into government as George W. Bush’s vice president he was instrumental in ensuring that Halliburton and its subsidiaries received massive no-bid government contracts during the U.S. military occupation of Iraq. These contracts have solicited calls for a congressional investigation into price-gouging on oil delivery to Iraq and the scrutiny has resulted in Halliburton returning 27 million dollars that it overcharged taxpayers for solidiers’ war meals. Think about this huge paradox: the United States is the most potent global power in world history. Of the historic empires of Rome, Greece, Spain, the Netherlands, Britain, Russia, and Japan, none among them compares to the scope and power of the the United States since World War II. We would expect such a globally powerful nation to be populated by citizens who are well-informed about global events. It’s laughable on the face of it. Yet, go around and ask average Americans basic questions about current global events and you will be astounded by the lack of information they come up with.

Large corporations own the mass media, thus ensuring that the media instead of informing the citizenry about how the world actually operates, focuses on making money by delivering consumers’ minds to corporate advertisers. It is not in the profit interests of media corporations for Americans to develop critical-thinking skills that could be turned against the corporations themselves. The result is widespread ignorance among the citizenry about America’s role in the world.

The only way to understand a globally powerful nation with citizens woefully ignorant of global affairs is to grasp that the U.S. ruling class is increasingly enmeshed in a transnational alliance of elites collaborating to run the world in a way that redistributes wealth upward in the global class structure. The bankers and corporate lawyers running our country cannot go to the U.S. people and speak the truth, saying “We have close and profitable ties with the wealthy elites of other countries who allow us to extract their countries’ wealth. So we can’t get too serious about labor rights, or protecting the environment, or keeping jobs in the United States for that matter, because that could lower our profits.” So instead of telling the truth, they concoct mendacious policy rationales to make it sound as though the foreign policies they enact are in the “national interest” rather than mainly in the interests of large banks and transnational corporations.

The same “free-market” policies that have helped large corporations grow have put increasing pressure on small business. But this is more than a quantitative change simply in the “size” of owners; as corporate ownership has increased unionization rates and workers real wages, relative to inflation, have declined. In many sectors of the economy large corporations are pushing small entrepreneurs out of existence: family farms are being crushed by large agribusiness corporations; family-owned hardware stores are being shoved out by Home Depot, Lowes, and other large chain stores; independent bookstores have been decimated by Borders and Barnes and Noble. And critics of the neoliberal agenda are asking, “Does free enterprise mean the freedom of large corporations to go anywhere and do anything they want to people and planet, or should free enterprise mean the freedom of everyone to be enterprising?”

Large corporations not only dominate our economy and our government, they also dominantly shape of our children’s minds. Never before in history have children grown up with their greatest influence coming not from schools, churches or parents, but from institutions concerned primarily with selling them commodities. The average American child spends tens of thousands of hours watching television commercials that tell them “success” as a human being is measured quantitatively in the things you own.

If our children go on to college they find that corporations also dominate our system of higher education. Compare the photographs of the regents and trustees of all the colleges in the United States. The photos all look the same. Corporate and banking officials dominate the governing boards of our universities. This simple fact helps explain


[image: ] the corporate-driven research agenda at most colleges;

[image: ] the few connections between the college and the local community; and

[image: ] the regular struggles over tuition increases that restrict access to higher education for working-class youth.



Yet just as corporate domination of every sector of American society is being consolidated, broad sectors of the population are rising up to challenge that domination. The November 1999 protests in Seattle at the WTO meetings sent shock waves around the world and emboldened the anti-corporate movement to raise basic questions about how capital gets invested.

The same grassroots movement that blocked the Multilateral Agreement on Investments (MAI), and stopped President Clinton from getting “fast-track” authority to negotiate trade deals, and mounted mass protests in Washington, D.C. at the April 2000 World Bank/IMF meetings, is now growing in both size and sophistication.

It is ironic that residents of the richest country on earth, who have reaped material rewards from U.S. institutions dominating the planet, are the very ones teaming up in solidarity with people from around the world to reject money values and shift toward the life values that hold some potential for a transition to a sustainable and fair global economy.

Notes

1. James Socas, “State’s Budget Mess Pales Next to Federal Deficit,” San Francisco Chronicle, September 5, 2003.

2. JonathanWeisman, “Not Since the Great Depression: Federal Tax Collection Is At a 44-year Low,” The Washington Post National Weekly Edition, October 20-26, 2003.

3. Ibid.
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SPIRITUALITY VS. MONEY


You cannot serve God and mammon.

—Matthew, 6:24



THE IDEOLOGY OF THE free market—promoting material wealth above all else—goes against the great spiritual teachings of the all world’s religions and is creating ethical bankruptcy.

The growing protests against the World Bank and the IMF are part of a larger paradigm shift taking place around the world. The dominant quantitative values—emphasizing material possessions—are increasingly challenged by folks with a set of qualitative values, emphasizing life-centered priorities such as defending human rights and protecting the environment. More and more people are seeing through the thin material values of the marketplace, realizing that the most important things in life cannot be bought.

What do all the great spiritual leaders throughout history teach? Do they say amassing material wealth is the key to enlightenment? No, they teach precisely the opposite.

Confucius said, “The superior person knows what is right; the inferior person knows what will sell.”

The Koran says, “As for those who hoard up gold and silver and do not spend the same in the service of Allah’s cause, give them the tidings of painful sufferings.”1

The Torah treats the human behavior known as covetousness—desiring the possessions of others—in totally negative terms. Yet today’s promoters of the market ideology have enshrined covetousness as the core principle of human success.

The Bible says that “the love of money is the root of all evil.”2 Jesus preached strict nonviolence and loving one’s enemies, yet even he was once violent. And who was his target? It was the bankers, the money-changers in the temple. He accused them of defiling God’s temple. We may rightly ask, what is nature, if not God’s temple? And the modern day money-changers, the corporate banking institutions, are certainly defiling that temple, as we documented in Chapter 7. So it is truthful to say that 99 percent of the protesters outside the World Bank headquarters are less violent than Jesus. We don’t want to whip the bankers and throw their money on the ground; we want to change the rule-making and the class structure of the global economy.

Social connectedness and justice—not individual material acquisition—have been key to all the great inspirational philosophies, including the classical Chinese concept of jen (that which cannot stand the suffering of another) and the second commandment of Jesus which instructed us to “love thy neighbor as thy self.”

In the modern teachings, Dr. Martin Luther King. Jr. described the guiding principle of the civil rights movement this way: “Our political compass is love, and it always points toward solidarity.” The Cree Indians understood that there were more important things in life than money. They said:


Only when the last tree has died
And the last river has been poisoned
And the last fish has been caught
Will we realize that we cannot eat money.3



Yet look at what the market teaches: money is what matters; it is the way to measure success; and we should set policy according to the dictates of the market. An individual’s success or a nation’s development is measured quantitatively in terms of “how much stuff one has,” rather than qualitatively in terms of one’s relations with other people and the natural world. The authors of Beyond the Limits clarify the issue:


People don’t need enormous cars, they need respect. They don’t need closets full of clothes, they need to feel attractive and they need excitement and variety and beauty. People don’t need electronic equipment: they need something worthwhile to do with their lives. People need identity, community, challenge, acknowledgement, love, and joy. To try to fill these needs with material things is to set up an unquenchable appetite for false solutions to real and never-satisfied problems. The resulting psychological emptiness is one of the major forces behind the desire for material growth.4



While people in the United States and other industrial countries buy so many unnecessary commodities that they regularly hold yard sales to make room in their garages and basements for new purchases, billions of poor people around the world are trying to survive on less than $2 per day. By not immediately changing this structural disparity we are violating the most widely held spiritual belief in the world. All cultural traditions, even those that are not particularly religious, have some version of the Golden Rule: treat others the way you want them to treat you. The promoters of money values have changed the Golden Rule into: “he who has the gold makes the rules.” So we must choose which version of the Golden Rule will we enshrine as the law of the planet. The World Trade Organization is constructing a constitution for the planet that places money values (commerce) above life values (human rights and the environment). The Earth Charter, on the other hand, enshrines life values as supreme, with commerce in a subordinate position. If we organized a global vote and let everyone choose which of these two documents they prefer, is there any doubt that life values would win out? The natural focus for human beings is to orient our lives around love, caring, family, community, justice, and protecting the natural environment upon which all life depends. That is such a powerful human drive that it takes constant commercial bombardment to cause us to forget it.

So here’s the question: should we subordinate life (people and nature) to the economy, or should we subordinate the economy to life? The correct choice for the sake of our children’s children’s children requires that we democratize the global economy. You may think that democratizing the global economy is a huge task, and you would be right. But most great historical achievements took more than one generation. For example, the women who started the movement to enfranchise women in the United States, the suffragists, did not live to see the law enacted. So, we need to develop the same consciousness that must have possessed the masons who laid the foundations of Europe’s cathedrals. As the temples took several centuries to build, the masons knew they would not see the final product of their work; nonetheless they worked steadily and unerringly, knowing that future generations would depend on the strength of their work.

Today, we have the awesome opportunity and responsibility to lay the foundation of a future free from starving children and clear-cut forests in a democratic global economy. We should embrace that as a privilege bestowed on us by history and grasp the challenge. And there is great hope in the fact that the foundation-building has already begun in the form of thousands of grassroots organizations around the world that are redefining the global economy from a money-based system to a life-based system.

Notes

1. Surah 9: Verse 35.

2. Matthew, 6:24.

3. David G. Mandelbaum, The Plains Cree: An Ethnographic, Historical, and Comparative Study (Regina: Canadian Plains Research Center, 1979).

4. Donella Meadows, Dennis Meadows, and Jorgen Randers, Beyond the Limits (Post Mills, VT: Chelsea Green, 1992)
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PEOPLE’S GLOBALIZATION TO THE RESCUE


I believe that unarmed truth and unconditional love will have the final word in reality

—Dr. Martin Luther King Jr.



ELITE GLOBALIZATION IS BEING rejected by millions of people all over the world, and they are building a democratic alternative: bottom-up, people’s globalization.

The democratic version of globalization could be called globalization-from-below or grassroots internationalism. This alternative vision for the planet is being constructed by diverse people and organizations who realize that our current definition of democracy is incomplete. When we allow huge corporations to buy control of the political process and dominate global governing institutions we subvert real democracy.

Let’s briefly look at some of the dynamic social movements that make up the democratic version of globalization, keeping in mind that none of them, by itself, is revolutionary. Only a mass movement that unites these many diverse interests can create democratic revolution on a global scale.

The fair-trade movement sells hundreds of millions of dollars worth of Third World crafts and fair-trade products (the complete list includes coffee, tea, chocolate, bananas, rice, orange juice, honey, sugar, passion fruit juice, fresh-cut flowers, and soccer balls) in First World markets with the goal of providing a living wage and a more dignified existence to Third World producers, while developing more ecological means of production.

Sales of fair-trade–certified products are expanding rapidly; in 2002 alone they totaled more than $400 million. Fair–trade certification makes it easier for consumers to choose products produced with fair wages and dignity. For example, when coffee consumers choose coffee with the “TransFair USA” fair-trade–certified label on it, they can rest assured that the coffee growers were paid a living wage, received credit and technical assistance, were treated with respect, and grew their coffee in sustainable ways.1 According to Paul Rice, Executive Director of TransFair USA, the official fair-trade–certifying agency for the United States, “Americans now have the opportunity to enjoy tasteful, environmentally safe coffee while helping coffee farmers lead a dignified life by receiving a fair price for their beans.” In a recent three-year period, fair-trade–certified coffee sales have transferred an additional $10 million to coffee farmers in the global south.

Eco-labeling is also spreading because it allows consumers to channel dollars toward products produced in more environmentally sustainable ways. The movement for sustainable forestry—advocating land management practices that ensure the health and growth of forests—gains more credibility every year. We will some day have substantive labels on all products, similar to nutrition labeling on processed food, informing the consumer of the social and environmental impact of each product’s production. In the Conclusion I explain how this type of labeling could work.

Socially responsible investing has taken off like a rocket in the past two decades. Spurred by the antiapartheid and environmental movements, socially responsible investing is now measured in the hundreds of billions of dollars and is gradually redefining the bottom-line away from pure profit maximization toward including environmental sustainability and social accountability.

Shareholder activism—voting stock in favor of corporate reform—is another area of socially responsible investing that challenges the corporate governance structure to expand its objectives to include social and environmental criteria.

Community-currency organizations are working to defend local economies by creating local money that is accepted by small businesses but shunned by the large corporations. This helps slow the hemorrhaging of funds from the local economy and evade the extractive nature of transnational investment.

The Tobin Tax—a proposal for a small tax on international currency transactions—is an idea which, if implemented, would extract wealth from the least productive sector of the global economy (currency speculation) and redirect the money toward the areas of greatest social and environmental need. It would also slow down the volatility of the currency exchange markets which tend to destabilize the economies of smaller nations.

Alternative communities such as the village of Gaviotas, Colombia, India’s Kerala state, and the city of Porto Alegre in southern Brazil, are living proof that solutions to problems in housing, transportation, literacy, and food availability may be found by getting the decision-making process down closer to the people. The Eco-Village movement has been spreading its powerful message about intentional communities, helping people find better ways to create social solidarity while being in harmony with nature.

The growth of alternative models of ownership such as co-ops and Employee Stock Ownership Plans (ESOPs) reflect a desire by people of many cultures to democratize the ownership of capital and control over work. Trade unions, religious groups, nonprofits, and community coalitions are experimenting with new forms of property ownership designed to protect the people’s right to control their own communities. In the United States, for example, nonprofit organizations currently constitute some 6.5 percent of the U.S. economy. Cooperatives (47,000 nationwide) and worker-owned businesses (including 2,500 in which employees own the majority of stock shares) feature long-term ties to a community and are not likely to run away as so many corporations have done in recent years.2

Thousands of micro-enterprise lending groups, based on the successful Grameen Bank in Bangladesh, have proliferated around the world in rich countries as well as poor countries. They are based on the understanding that capital is like horse manure: concentrated in one big pile it stinks, but spread out evenly it makes things grow. Part of the struggle to democratize the control of capital is getting capital into the hands of the people. While some leftists may denigrate this institutional model as nothing more than creating a larger sector of “petit-bourgeois” entrepreneurs, it is very powerful to see people enabled to work their way out of poverty through access to small amounts of credit, thus escaping dependence on the charity of the affluent.

The corporate-accountability movement is also on the rise with movement on many fronts:


[image: ] The Rainforest Action Network and other activist groups opposed to Mitsubishi’s record of forest destruction called for a boycott that eventually forced Mitsubishi Electric and Mitsubishi Motor Sales to change their environmental policies;

[image: ] Activists organized an international boycott of ExxonMobil, attempting to force the company to change its policies on everything from industrial pollution to discrimination in the workplace based on sexual orientation;

[image: ] Groups pressured Nike to uphold labor standards in their Asian factories and among their subcontactors;

[image: ] Human rights advocates criticized Shell, Chevron, and other oil companies for their complicity with government repression in Nigeria;

[image: ] Rainforest Action Network and GreenPeace mounted a three-year campaign that, in 1999, forced retailing giant Home Depot to stop selling old-growth forest products. Within less than two years, seven of the top ten lumber retailers also agree to meet or beat Home Depot’s plan;

[image: ] The Free Burma Coalition forced transnational corporations to pull out of Burma as a denunciation of the massive human rights abuses by Burma’s military dictatorship;

[image: ] Anti-sweatshop groups forced universities to sign on to the more rigorous of the two sweatshop-monitoring associations, the Workers’ Rights Consortium;

[image: ] Anti-tobacco forces educated and mobilized enough people to force a previously untouchable industry to cough up hundreds of billions of dollars for the privilege of continuing to market the only legal product that, when used correctly, kills the consumer (four million deaths per year). The awareness of tobacco’s dangers has spread globally. By July 2003 an international treaty called the Framework Convention on Tobacco Control had been signed by forty-two governments plus the entire European Union—Washington has resisted. When eventually implemented, the convention will ban tobacco advertising, implement measures to protect the public from second-hand smoke, and expand education about the disastrous health effects of tobacco consumption;

[image: ] Global Exchange and Rainforest Action Network have teamed up (www.jumpstartford.org) to pressure Ford Motor Company to increase the fuel efficiency of their vehicles: the 2003 Ford Expedition gets half the gas mileage of the Model T of the 1920s; and the list could go on.



The corporate-accountability movement is awakening at the systemic level, questioning the very nature of corporate empowerment. People are learning that corporations exist because we, the sovereign citizens, charter them through our state constitutions and give them a piece of our sovereignty. What can be given, can be taken away, if enough citizens demand it.

An increasingly sophisticated international movement has set its sights on reforming or abolishing the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, and the World Trade Organization, and replacing them with more democratic rule-making bodies for the global economy. The reformers and the abolitionists get along quite well and mainly treat each other with respect.

There is a diverse range of organizations working to empower local constitutencies.3 These actors span the political spectrum, yet they agree that as much decision-making as possible, political and economic, should take place at the local level, where people actually live.

The world’s trade-union movement is undergoing a double transformation. More and more unionists are realizing that organizing within a national organ is no longer adequate for dealing with transnational corporations, and in turn they’re increasing their level of cross-border solidarity. Trade unions are also expanding their traditionally narrow shop-floor focus, and replacing it with what might be called social unionism or community-based unionism, which seeks out alliances with churches, NGOs, and other organizations in civil society.4

The environmental movement is realizing that the commons—the air, water, and land that make up our common heritage—must be protected from being despoiled by narrow commercial interests. More and more environmentalists are moving beyond “end-of-pipeline” politics (standing outside the institutions of power trying to deflect the damaging effects of their policies) to focusing on changing the very nature of the institutions and the interest in which policy is made. More and more groups are bridging the traditional separation between environmental struggles and social-justice struggles.

None of these movements is revolutionary by itself because none is individually capable of replacing transnational corporate capitalism as a system. But each in its own way recognizes, at least inherently if not explicitly, that the system must move toward democratizing the way in which capital is invested.

JUST A MARKET OR A JUST MARKET?

The issue of democracy, as it relates to who is empowered to decide how capital will be invested and by what value system it will be guided, is the core global issue of our day. If we do not democratize and green the capital of the world, we can be sure there will be horrific consequences for our children’s children.

Around the world millions of people are recognizing capital investment as the political bull’s eye. If you’re talking about jobs, you’ve got to deal with how capital gets invested. If you’re talking about environmental destruction, gender inequality, institutional racism, or immigration, you need to look at capital investment.

Take for example the steady stream of immigrants at the treacherous U.S.-Mexico border, la frontera. Why do so many Mexicans risk their lives to come to the United States? Are they drawn to the bright lights of Los Angeles? No, these people are crossing that dangerous border because there are not enough well-paying jobs in Mexico. Why are there insufficient job opportunities in Mexico, a country rich in farmland, natural resources, capital, and creative people? Because the economy of Mexico has been run in the interests of local elites and their wealthy foreign allies in Washington and on Wall Street. The structure of the economy was designed to extract wealth from the base and transfer it up and out.

So if we are going to get at the roots of these problems, we have to ask two questions about how capital gets invested:


	Who’s sitting at the table? Is it a monocrop of wealthy, corporate males, or is it biodiverse, representing all sectors of the bouquet that is humanity?; and,

	What are the values governing how the capital gets invested? Is the central goal maximizing profits for large corporations? Or is the central goal to meet all human needs while saving the environment?



The World Bank and the IMF are fundamentally incapable of addressing these questions in a democratic manner. They have shown time and again that they cannot open themselves up to public participation and allow the poor majority to control capital investment. They share so many interests with banks, corporations, and ruling elites, that no amount of tinkering with their rules and policies will convert them into democratic institutions. These and other global capitalist institutions such as the World Trade Organization need to be scrapped and replaced by a democratic process that includes representatives of the poor at all stages of planning and rule-making.

It is not the place of this author or any other privileged individual or group to tell less-advantaged people how to do “development.” We can be advisors and provide technical assistance and help link grassroots groups across borders, but no one should seek to purchase the consent of debtor-country elites to economic policies designed by wealthy outsiders. It is ludicrous to expect that bankers and Ph.D. economists from the affluent parts of the planet could devise national economic policies that would be beneficial to the poor majority—yet that is a core claim of the global corporate government. This helps explain why the IMF and the World Bank have no success-story countries.

No individual author can or should develop a blueprint for democratic institutions to replace the World Bank and the IMF. But in the concluding chapter of this book I suggest some basic principles and possible institutional directions for democratizing the distribution of capital on a global scale. Replacement institutions for the World Bank and the IMF will be decided through mass mobilization on a global scale. Wealthy elites will implement limited reforms and try to maintain their grip on power while intensifying their propaganda campaigns about human rights and environmental sustainability. The movement for global justice will be challenged to (1) democratize the policy-making process; and (2) implement policies that push capital down toward the grassroots where it is most productive and most needed.

There will some day be a democratic global economy. The question is whether it will take 25 years or 150 years. If we let it take 150 years we are going to see a descent into barbarism that will make our current problems look like paradise.

Notes
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CONCLUSION
BUILDING THE MOVEMENT FOR A DEMOCRATIC GLOBAL ECONOMY


My country is the world and my religion is to do good.

—Thomas Paine



WHAT WOULD IT MEAN to abolish the World Bank and the IMF?

I am often asked, “What would you replace the IMF and World Bank with?” The underlying assumption is that there must be an institution to transfer money from the “rich countries” to the “poor countries.” The first thing to keep in mind is that we wouldn’t need banking transfers from North to South if we ended the many ways in which wealth is sucked out of the global south: interest payments on illegitimate loans of the past, repatriated profits of transnational corporations, exploitation of natural resources leaving destitute poverty in areas with great natural wealth, and the “brain drain” of skilled personnel leaving the global south to earn better wages in the industrial countries. In fact, with honest accounting, the North would end up owing the South. The second, and most crucial, point is that the money transferred by the IMF and the World Bank seldom reaches the majority of people in the global south. The money is used by Third World elites to keep themselves in power and to implement policies designed to transfer wealth upward in the global class structure.

If we were to create a People’s World Bank we know what it would not do. It would not be run by highly paid professionals who have never experienced hunger and have run not so much as a small farm. It would not transfer large amounts of money to elites who are more accountable to First World elites than to their own people. It would not focus on building large-scale infrastructure projects, such as megadams, which mainly benefit large corporations.

A People’s World Bank would focus on moving capital downward to the grassroots community level of societies and putting decision-making authority over the investment process in the hands of the poor themselves. Leading the way, thousands of micro-enterprise lending institutions would provide small amounts of debt financing to local entrepreneurs so they could earn their way out of poverty. There are some critiques from the left of these micro-loan programs, but that does not negate the fact that there is a profound insight underlying efforts to democratize access to capital. As I pointed out in the last chapter, there are many different tactical approaches to democratizing the economy, and our major challenge is to unite these efforts into a broad-based movement that can mobilize the millions of people necessary to revolutionize the capitol and the capital.

SOLVING TWO PROBLEMS WITH ONE INSTITUTION

There is a huge obstacle confronting the thousands of grassroots organizations trying to help the poor escape poverty through their own entrepreneurial efforts: where can these groups get the start-up capital they need? Traditional lenders such as commercial banks want to lend to people with assets: that is, not the poor, but the wealthy. Governments of rich countries are undergoing fiscal retrenchment and are cutting their foreign-aid budgets. Grassroots organizations could rely on begging from sympathetic foundations and aid agencies but this would not generate the huge amounts needed to end poverty. Notice that we are not talking about poverty “alleviation” as elites tend to frame it; we are talking about poverty elimination.

There is a potential source of funding, the tapping of which could help solve another major problem. Dozens of Third World countries, large and small, are burdened by foreign debt. As we showed earlier, much of this debt was contracted by undemocratic governments and used for questionable purposes that did not benefit the majority of citizens. Interest payments on the foreign debt shift much-needed hard currency from poor countries to global financial institutions. Many poor countries cannot keep up with their interest payments, let alone hope to ever pay back the principal on their foreign debts.

What if we could address this structural flaw in the global economy while at the same time raising much-needed capital for community-level grants and loans?

It could work something like this: Debtor governments would pay their national currency into a local Community Capital Fund. That government would get its hard-currency debt written off in an equivalent amount, given the current exchange rate. This would give Third World elites an interest in setting up these funds because their debt burden would be lessened. It would stop one of the most troublesome aspects of the debt crisis: the bleeding of hard currency from Third World countries.

The Community Capital Fund (or whatever local people decide to call it) would be run according to democratic principles; board members would be drawn from community-based organizations, women’s groups, academia, and the philanthropic community. The involvement of government would be kept to an absolute minimum to ensure this does not become another conduit for political patronage. A simple rule could be created stipulating that government can put money into the fund but cannot take it out or influence how the funds are allocated.

The elected board would use the money deposited in the Community Capital Fund to award grants and loans to locally based enterprises and social-service organizations with a commitment to community development. The economic multiplier effect of this community-investment strategy would be great, as the poor spend most of their money in the local economy on basic items such as food, clothing and shelter. Putting an upper limit on the size of grants and loans, perhaps a few thousand dollars, would tend to keep away those motivated by greed as the small amounts would be unattractive. Obviously, some people in positions of power—who never have to hear their children crying from hunger—will resist this plan because of its profoundly democratic goal of shifting economic resources downward instead of upward. So establishing such a plan will require a large transnational pressure campaign.

Although this plan would need to be modified as it was debated and implemented, there are several key features that should be emphasized: (1) it would lessen the debt burden for developing countries; (2) it would provide a systemic source of funds to community development groups so they would not be dependent on ad hoc fundraising and charity from the wealthy; and (3) it would stimulate economic growth at the base of societies and the benefits would trickle up. This idea is put forward not as a complete blueprint, but merely as a starting point for a much-needed debate on the two crucial issues of how to solve the Third World debt crisis and how to provide sufficient funding for a proven method of poverty alleviation.

CAN WE SAVE HUMANITY FROM ITSELF?

The basic need for social solidarity finds expression in many forms: the euphoria and heartbreak of the sports arena, the camaraderie fostered by emotional religious services, the political ecstasy of mass movements that unite people around a cause (ranging from the mass movements in the United States for civil-rights reform and an end to the war in Vietnam, to the recent mass mobilizations against corporate globalization). In all of these, there is a transformative, euphoric feeling associated with being bonded to other people.

This basic need to experience solidarity—defined as “complete unity, as of opinion, purpose, interest, feeling”—can either be manipulated by leaders seeking narrow goals, or it can be democratically debated and controlled by the people themselves to promote the broadest possible advance of human society.

Many political organizers have discovered that an intellectual analysis is not enough to mobilize large numbers of people for social activism; it also requires emotional bonding. So the question for political activists is “Where’s the passion?” As author and social critic Barbara Ehrenreich points out: “No matter how good the issues are or how appropriate the ‘objective’ conditions are … you don’t really get a movement that changes things in a big way unless it is fired by some of this passion.”

REMOVING BARRIERS, BUILDING BRIDGES

With a sense of passion and an understanding of the key issues we face, in building a global movement we need to identify barriers that keep us apart, and we need to devise bridges that can cross those barriers toward solidarity.

People are kept from feeling and acting in solidarity by real and imagined barriers. Most of us were raised in a society that taught us to judge each other according to several binary categories—male/female, rich/poor, white/color, gay/straight, etc.—rather than as unique individuals. Yet despite all the efforts of the fear-mongers, prejudice is increasingly discredited around the world; it is now seen as wrong, both politically and scientifically. Not withstanding the legislative and economic victories of the millionaire minority in recent years, prejudice can no longer be openly espoused without encountering derision and opposition.1 That is why the promoters of racism, sexism, and class privilege must couch their arguments in pseudo-scientific rationales ascribing blame to the victims of oppression rather than to the social system that perpetrates the oppression. We have all heard these arguments: oppressed ethnic groups are lazy; the poor create poverty by having too many children; women’s dependent social status is biologically determined; and the stupidity goes on and on.

We have heard these rationales so many times that we have become desensitized to their noxious effects. You can still hear well-meaning people justify top-down foreign aid with phrases such as, “if you give a man a fish you feed him for a day; if you teach him how to fish, you feed him for a lifetime,” smugly speaking as though the problem were the ignorance of the poor! People who insist on blaming the victims while they give charity fishing lessons need to ask alternative questions such as: Who owns the lake? Who owns the bait, boats, and fishing gear? Who controls the global markets for fish?

This shift from questioning the integrity of the oppressed to questioning the structure and rules of power would take us past charity consciousness to solidarity consciousness. Instead of asking the charity question, about how to feed all the hungry people, we should ask the solidarity question: “What changes do we need to make in the structures of economic and political power so the poor can feed themselves?” The latter approach leads to a far more dignified road to “development” than the traditional brand of altruism could ever produce.

It is instructive that the word altruism derives from Latin roots similar to those of alienation—they both refer to a feeling of “otherness”: a separation of the speaker from the object of discussion. We should not see the oppressed as “other,” because given a different roll of the biological dice (“there but for fortune, go you and I”), we ourselves could be subject to the same injustice and misery as anyone else on the planet. As the playwright Julian Beck has said, “ ‘They’ are you and I dressed differently.”

GRASSROOTS INTERNATIONALISM: THE NEXT STAGE OF HUMAN SOLIDARITY

The great spiritual guides of many cultures have taught us to love our neighbors as we love ourselves. We are to be our brothers’ and sisters’ “keepers” (as in protectors/comrades, not game wardens) and we should strive for unity among the human family. This is a beautiful ideology but the challenge confronting us is to manifest these sentiments in the day-today running of our institutions.

If we allow structures of unequal wealth and power to isolate and insulate the controllers of our institutions from feeling the impact of their policies, we will never fix what is wrong. The key question is not whether any particular leader is a moral person; if the structures of power and the rules of the game guarantee elitism and the separation of the rulers from the ruled, no simple change in personnel at the top will curb the outrageous injustice of an abundant world in which one child dies of hunger, on average, every three seconds.

Clearly, in order to change the massive disparities of wealth and power in the world we will need to mobilize people on a magnitude that has previously been seen only in times of war. How can we activate similar numbers to eliminate hunger and economic injustice? How can we mobilize the massive numbers of people we will need to save the environment, to feed all the children, and to wipe out illiteracy?

The beginning of an answer is already visible on the horizon. People are increasingly identifying themselves as global citizens. They are breaking down barriers of race, nationality, gender, class, and age to build unity with people who a generation ago they would have viewed as “other.”

More and more people are realizing that we cannot afford the narrow-mindedness of identity politics, be it in the form of priveleging one nation, gender, race, or religion. Folks are increasingly aware that identifying with just the one group that looks, thinks, or acts like you will not suffice in a globalizing world. Interest-group politics—while necessary for establishing a group’s own distinct self-definition—should only be a transitional stage to a “larger-tent” philosophy that is self-assured enough to link interest groups in ever-broader networks and coalitions. Just as individuals must subordinate their egos to the team effort in order for agroup to succeed, organizations and interest groups must also subordinate their group egos to the needs of a nascent global mass movement.

BETTER THAN A BLUEPRINT

Many people have an understandable longing for a “plan” to run the world in a more just way. A general outline of a plan—in terms of the basic social and environmental principles—already exists in the form of the Earth Charter (www.earthcharter.org). This document merges widely accepted human rights declarations with the environmental principles enshrined in the multilateral environmental treaties. The Earth Charter was written over the course of ten years with the participation of thousands of people in more than one hundred countries. This concise and readable document is a good starting point for creating a global constitution based on life values rather than money values. But we should focus our energies more on the process for producing and implementing a plan than on the plan itself.

Real global democracy will come not in the form of some centralized supergovernment, but through a transnational federation of empowered local communities. These locally rooted, participatory networks will constitute a global civil society in which technologies are mobilized not to increase private profits, but to better empower the citizenry to communicate, debate, develop policies, and oversee the civil servants who implement the people’s policy choices. If computer equipment and phone lines were made universally accessible, our brothers and sisters in the global south could engage us in regular dialogue about how we need to change the global economy. Questioning one’s privilege requires opening oneself up to the resentment and wisdom of those without privilege. This planetary dialogue will prove to be the largest social-therapy project ever carried out. This may sounds utopian, but utopian thinking, if linked to practical tactics, is a good thing, not a bad thing.

A prime operating principle for any global federation with popular legitimacy will be of pushing decision-making down as close to the local level as possible. Issues that are inherently global (e.g., climate change) will be decided by truly democratic global institutions that are accountable to the grassroots—in sharp contrast to the global institutions of today whose policies run so counter to the popular interest that the institutions must cloak their operations in secrecy. While the exact shape of future institutions is impossible for any one person to predict, there are two areas, principles and practices, in which we can guess with some certainty what the alternative global economic institutions will look like.

The principles of the new economic institutions will be based on rights established in the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights. The right to eat, the right to a job, the right to adequate housing, the right to health care are all guaranteed on paper, but few countries have fulfilled these rights in practice for all citizens. If the WTO can pass laws subordinating everything to commerce, then democratic global institutions can pass opposing laws that subordinate commerce to the goal of ensuring every human being’s right to a dignified existence free from want. That is the challenge and the opportunity now facing the movement for global economic justice.

The practices of a people’s global economy will seek nothing less than a reversal of the last five hundred years of redistribution of wealth upward in the global class structure. This will be done with a range of programs designed to redirect the control of capital down to the grassroots level. Democratization of the economy requires more than consultation with the poor; it requires putting control over the capital-investment process into the hands of the majority. As detailed in the previous chapter, there are already many institutions implementing policies that remove the market from its dominant role and replace it with democratic decision-making structures.

The future global democracy, now in its foundational stage, will eventually replace the current world order of greed and unaccountable power. The faster we can bring about the transition to a sustainable and democratically organized global economy, the greater our chances of avoiding escalating social violence and averting the total collapse of the biological systems upon which human society depends. Although we need to treat our situation as an emergency, we also need long-term vision in constructing a new global economy.

Renowned journalist I. F. Stone said that if you expect an answer to your question during your lifetime, you’re not asking a big enough question. That is the attitude we need today. It is up to us to go beyond merely criticizing corporate capitalism and build the institutional and spiritual foundations of a global economy that will be green, fair, and locally controlled.

UNITY OF DIVERSITY IS OUR KEY THEME

How do we move beyond the cult of powerlessness that tends to focus on the flaws of the existing system, and instead focus our considerable energies on building alternative institutions and a replacement system for corporate capitalism? Given that there are many existing green enterprises, how do we help unite them to construct a new economy that prioritizes life values over money values?

At the most basic level, the problem confronting us is that human consciousness is capable of creating “the other,” whether this split is along lines of race, class, gender, political tactics (violence/nonviolence), or other divides. Categorizing people as the “other”—especially when it comes to ideological differences—allows you to avoid exposing your version of the truth to the scrutiny of the other person’s version. This may be convenient, but it is also cowardly. It ignores the simple fact that you usually learn more when testing your political theories against those who disagree with you, than when you talk to people who share your perspective.

I am privileged to have respectful conversations with all sorts of people, including mainstream people who trash “violent anarchists” without knowing any anarchists by name, and anarchists who trash “liberal pacifists” without engaging them directly in dialogue. It strikes me that these people are doing essentially the same thing; they are labeling and then writing-off people they disagree with. But in building the movement, we are not trying to agree 100 percent with one another; we are simply trying to collaborate enough on practical and tactical levels so we can replace the existing institutions dominated by money values with new institutions dominated by life values. So if we are going to build bridges among different sectors of the human bouquet, rather than building walls, then we need to find creative ways to reach out to sectors of the population that are not currently involved in the global-values revolution.

We should strive to see the struggle not as one opposed to particular individuals or groups of individuals, but as one opposed to systems/institutions/rules that create divisions within the life family of humans and other living things in harmony. So we need to change institutional structures that create unequal access to wealth and power, and define the problem as some “other” that needs to be repressed.

One thing we can all do to build the global justice movement is avoid self-marginalizing behavior: everything from sectarian ideology (“I’m more radical than you”), to bad breath, to lack of social skills. How many times have you seen or heard of an organizer who had a good analysis of the evils of the system but hurt the movement because s/he didn’t know how to treat people with respect during face-to-face interactions?

It is in our own self-interest to grow beyond our current individual perspectives. A good way to facilitate this is to be guided by the question: “What does the movement for global justice need from me right now?” If the answer is that it needs our capacity to build the mass movement, then we need to be constantly reaching out to new people, bringing them into a big-tent movement that will feel like home for many different kinds of people.

We, the ever expanding global justice movement, are building the foundation of a future global economy in which there will be not one starving child, and in which every child will have shoes, and a school, and medical care. We must believe that this is possible, and go out and change the world to make it a reality, and soon.

Are you ready?

Note

1. See the excellent book by Robert Fuller, Somebodies and Nobodies: Overcoming the Abuse of Rank (Gabriola Island, Canada: New Society Publishers, 2003).


RESOURCES

THERE IS A GROWING treasure trove of educational resources on the global economy and how we can change it. There are many good organizations working on these issues, including, but not limited to, those listed below.

ORGANIZATIONS

180 Movement for Democracy and Education
P.O. Box 251701
Little Rock, AR 72225
Tel: 501-244-2439
www.corporations.org/democracy

50 Years Is Enough Network
3628 12th St. NE
Washington, DC 20017
Tel: 202-IMF-BANK (202-463-2265)
50years@50years.org
www.50years.org

Amazon Watch
255 3rd St., Suite 206
Oakland, CA 94607
Tel: 510-419-0617
www.amazonwatch.org

AFL-CIO
815 16th St. NW
Washington, DC 20006
Tel: 202-637-5000
www.aflcio.org

Center for Economic Justice (CEJ)
733 15th St. NW, Suite 928
Washington, DC 20005
Tel: 202-393-6665
www.econjustice.net

Citizen Works
P.O. Box 18478
Washington, DC 20036
Tel: 202-265-6164
www.citizenworks.org

Co-Op America
1612 K Street NW, Suite 600
Washington, DC 20006
Tel: 800-58-GREEN/202-872-5307
www.coopamerica.org

Corporate Europe Observatory
Paulus Potterstraat 20
1071 DA Amsterdam
Netherlands
Tel/fax: +31-20-6127023
www.xs4all.nl/~ceo/

CorpWatch
P.O. Box 29344
San Francisco, CA 94129
Tel: 415-561-6568
www.corpwatch.org

Earth Rights International (ERI)
1612 K Street NW, Suite 401
Washington, DC 20006
Tel: 202-466-5188
www.earthrights.org

Fair Trade Federation
1612 K Street NW, Suite 600
Washington, DC 20006
Tel: 202-872-5329
www.fairtradefederation.com

Focus on the Global South
c/o CUSRI, Chulalongkorn University
Bangkok 10330 Thailand
Tel: +66-2-2187363-65
www.focusweb.org

Food First/Institute for Food and Development Policy
398 60th St.
Oakland, CA 94618
Tel: 510-654-4400
www.foodfirst.org

Friends of the Earth, U.S.
1025 Vermont Ave. NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20005
Tel: 877-843-8687
www.foe.org

Global Exchange (GX)
2017 Mission St., Suite 303
San Francisco, CA 94110
Tel: 415-255-7296
www.globalexchange.org

Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy
2105 First Ave. S
Minneapolis, MN 55404
Tel: 612-870-0453
www.iatp.org

Institute for Policy Studies (IPS)
733 15th St. NW, Suite 1020
Washington, DC 20005
Tel: 202-234-9382
www.ips-dc.org

International Center for Research on Women
1717 Massachusetts Ave. NW, Suite 302
Washington, DC 20036
Tel: 202-797-0007
www.icrw.org

International Confederation of Free Trade Unions (ICFTU)
5 Boulevard du Roi Albert II, Bte 1
1210 Brussels
Belgium
Tel: +32 (0)2 224 0211
www.icftu.org

International Development Exchange (IDEX)
827 Valencia St., Suite 101
San Francisco, CA 94110-1736
Tel: 415-824-8384
www.idex.org

International Forum on Globalization (IFG)
1009 General Kennedy Ave., Suite 2
San Francisco, CA 94129
Tel: 415-561-7650
www.ifg.org

International Labor Rights Fund
733 15th St. NW, Suite 920
Washington, DC 20005
Tel: 202-347-4100
www.laborrights.org

International Right to Know Campaign
Friends of the Earth, United States
1025 Vermont Ave. NW
Washington, DC 20005
Tel: 202-783-7400 x121
www.irtk.org/

Jubilee USA Network
222 East Capitol St. NE
Washington DC
Tel: 202-546-4468
www.jubileeusa.org

Multinational Monitor
P.O. Box 19405
Washington, DC 20036
Tel: 202-387-8030
www.essential.org/monitor/

Program on Corporations, Law & Democracy (POCLAD)
P. O. Box 246
S. Yarmouth, MA 02664-0246
Tel: 508-398-1145
www.poclad.org

Public Citizen’s Global Trade Watch/Citizens Trade
Campaign
1600 20th St. NW
Washington, DC 20009
Tel: 202-588-1000
www.citizen.org/trade/

Rainforest Action Network
221 Pine St., Suite 500
San Francisco, CA 94104
Tel: 415-398-4404
www.ran.org

Redefining Progress
1904 Franklin St., 6th Floor
Oakland, CA 94612
Tel: 510-444-3041, ext. 303
www.rprogress.org

Stop the FTAA
www.stopftaa.org

Third World Network (TWN)
121-S, Jalan Utama, 10450
Penang, Malaysia
Tel: 60-4-2266728/2266159
www.twnside.org.sg

TransFair USA
1611 Telegraph Ave., Suite 900
Oakland, CA 94612
Tel: 510-663-5260
www.transfairusa.org

United for a Fair Economy
37 Temple Place, 2nd Floor
Boston, MA 02111
Tel: 617-423-2148
www.ufenet.org

United Students AgainstSweatshops
888 16th Street NW, Suite 303
Washington, DC 20006
Tel: 202-NO SWEAT
www.usasnet.org

Women’s Environment and Development Organization
355 Lexington Ave., 3rd Floor
New York, NY 10017-6603
Tel: 212-973-0325
www.wedo.org

Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom
1213 Race St.
Philadelphia, PA 19107
Tel: 215-563-7110
www.wilpf.org

Working Assets
101 Market St., Suite 700
San Francisco, CA 94105
Tel: 877-255-9253
www.workingassets.com

World Bank Bond Boycott Campaign
C/o Center for Economic Justice
733 15th St. NW, Suite 928
Washington, DC 20005
Tel: 202-393-6665
www.worldbankboycott.org

BOOKS

The Cancer Stage of Capitalism, John McMurtry (London: Pluto Press, 1999).

Good Taxes: The Case for Taxing Foreign Currency Exchange and Other Financial Transactions, Alex C. Michalos (Toronto: Dundurn Press, 1997).

Localization: A Global Manifesto, Colin Hines (London: Earthscan, 2000).

The No-Nonsense Guide to Fair Trade, David Ransom (London: Verso, 2001).

The No-Nonsense Guide to Globalization, Wayne Ellwood (London: Verso, 2001).

Taming Global Finance: New Thinking on Regulating Speculative Capital Markets, Walden Bello, et al., eds. (New York: Zed Books, 2000).

PERIODICALS

Multinational Monitor, (202) 234-5176, www.essential.org/monitor/

Newsletter of the 50 Years Is Enough Network, (202) IMF-BANK, www.50years.org

The Progressive Populist, (800) 732-4992, www.populist.com

Yes: A Journal of Positive Futures, (206) 842-0216, www.futurenet.org

RESOURCES FROM GLOBAL EXCHANGE

50 Years is Enough: The Case Against the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund (Boston: South End Press, 1994).

Breaking the Bank—Produced in conjunction with the Independent Media Center. (72 minutes)

Democratizing the Global Economy: The Battle Against the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund (Monroe, ME: Common Courage Press, 2001).

Empty Promises: The IMF, the World Bank, and the Planned Failures of Global Capitalism (Washington, DC: 50 Years Is Enough Network, 2003).

Insurrection: Citizen Challenges to Corporate Power (New York: Routledge, 2003).

Whose Globalization?—These two half hour talks by Kevin Danaher will give you a clear contrast between the elite globalization promoted by the World Bank/IMF and the grassroots globalization of the global justice movement. (65 minutes)

Global Exchange also offers dozens of informative audio tapes examining crucial international issues. Produced by David Barsamian’s Alternative Radio, these programs feature Howard Zinn, Cornel West, Noam Chomsky, Ralph Nader, Lani Guinier, Angela Y. Davis, Vandana Shiva, and Kevin Danaher. They average 60 minutes in length. For more information contact Global Exchange, 2017 Mission St., San Francisco, CA 94110, (800) 497-1994, www.globalexchange.org/store.
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