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The New Economic World Order: Why Globalization is Still Important

It may seem that globalization is bad for countries that are preyed upon when their embryonic economies are forcibly “integrated” in the world market by International Monetary Fund “conditionalities.” It is an economic fact that “integration” of small economies in the world market does not lead to economic development, it only leads to more misery. Small economies, such as Jamaica’s, if allowed in the world market are trampled on by the bigger, stronger economies of the west. “Comparative advantage” also doesn’t provide a resting place for the thunderous shocks of the world market. Due to their economic dependency and lack of diversity in their economies, countries such as Zambia with a “comparative advantage” in copper are susceptible to the never ending fluctuations of the world market prices for copper. Moreover, when it comes to “comparative advantage” many countries have it in economic activities that are highly dependent on the bigger nations (U.S.A, U.K); as a result they don’t have a “comparative advantage” in setting prices. It is therefore a fact that economic liberalization, “integration” into the world market or in some cases “diversifying” the economies of the developing countries necessarily doesn’t lead to development: for some it works (China) for others it doesn’t ( the rest of the global south). The very cause of this perpetual, cyclical trend that developing countries have is also the answer to their “underdeveloped” dilemma: globalization is the answer to underdevelopment. The “smaller” the world becomes, the more complexly dependent it becomes, and the more countries invest in the economic stability of each other. If a research institute in India handles Information Technology services for companies in the United States I’m quite confident that the Senate will be lobbied by business lobbyists to ensure that India does not stagnate- the so called “bail-out.” 

Inevitably the world is becoming interdependent and “smaller.” In this process there are what I might call momentary winners and momentary losers. Momentary winners come about when we can overtly see that “globalization doesn’t benefit all”; and logically we get losers. However, the sustainability of the wealth generated at the expense of preyed-upon-developing-countries is dependent upon these countries’ economic well being, at the least economic efficiency. A classic example of how dependency forces the developed countries to have a vested interest in the economic stability of the rest of the world was with the Marshall Plan.  The plan was by no means an amiable gesture by U.S capitalists to help their World War II allies in their moments of economic devastation. It was a calculated, well thought-out plan by the United States to ensure that their economic might had a place where it can shine; this move was inevitably made logical given the level of dependency and need of a market by the United States (European Market). If the United States had maintained their isolationist policies of the early 1900s, the Marshall Plan wouldn’t have been implemented; but its implementation was forcibly made reasonable given the level of integration of the U.S economy in the global market and the minimal interdependency that existed in 1945.Therefore, the degree of interdependency will highly affect the western countries’ interest in the political as well as economic stability of the global south. The global north will only be compelled to help countries in the global south given the level the economies of both regions will become ultral-interdependent.

International Financial Institutions will have a greater role in nurturing the interdependency of economies large and small. First, the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank will need to actually be “purely capitalist.” They should stop serving the interests of creditors and only encourage a “free market” world economy. IFIs should indiscriminately preach the paradigm offered by the “Washington Consensus,” because the provisions of the “Washington Consensus” theoretically help to nurture economic globalization.

The role of the World Trade Organization will be particularly important. Currently it is obvious that the rules the World Trade Organization implements are heavily tilted towards the economic power-houses of the world- U.S.A, U.K, etc. By not attacking the United States' protectionist policies for their  “infant” economic sectors, the WTO contradicts its sole purpose in economic governance; encouraging economic liberalization. The devastating impact of the United States’ subsiding of farmers to the world economy was best reported in an Oxfam Briefing Paper entitled “Cultivating Poverty: The Impact of U.S Cotton subsides on Africa”: “While the U.S advocates free trade and open markets in developing countries, its subsidies are destroying markets for vulnerable farmers.” As a result, subsidized cotton from farmers in the U.S is easily dumped on the world market at a very unfair cost to more efficient producers of cotton in African countries. The WTO has been an accomplice in this scheme because of the structural impediments it has erected against smaller countries that might try to voice their grievances. Oxfam writes, “…the voice of African governments (adversely affected by US subsidies) has been conspicuous by its absence at the WTO.” “The financial barriers to entering a WTO dispute are prohibitive for poor countries, especially when complaints are directed against rich countries able to call on armies of lawyers and economists.” The World Trade Organization needs to play the role of maintaining and championing economic liberalization, and not serve as a conduit through which the western countries unfairly are given an advantage over developing countries. 

“Economic sovereignty” inevitably has been undermined by globalization. “State Sovereignty,” the umbrella from which we deduce the notion of “economic sovereignty,” is a notion that is anachronistic. In his book, “Democracy as Human Rights: Freedom and Equality in the Age of Globalization,” Michael Goodhart suggests that, Sovereignty is a notion emanating from theoretical justifications of a world that was perceived to be anarchical.
 In contemporary international political discourse, there is a consensus that globalization is here; and it is here to stay. Therefore, what world is there to justify “state sovereignty” for? In reality, the “acknowledgment of the Keohane notion of "complex interdependency" or the world becoming "smaller" [should lead] to the deterioration, if not eventual demise, of the notion of sovereignty. It is undeniably true that sovereignty is no longer what it used to be; [the world from which sovereignty sprouted is] no longer in existence. The new world order, truthfully, makes a mockery of classic notions of state sovereignty.”
 Undeniably, the undermining of “state sovereignty” is a result of economic globalization particularly-but other forms of globalization are at work (culture, ideas…). The main relationship between the two-globalization and “state sovereignty”- is that they can never exist together in their most authentic form: one yields to other.
 Therefore globalization is a trend that is beyond man-made interventions; it is a force that is indiscriminately being propelled by the very essence of Capitalism (…the need for New Markets).

It is a sad sight to see that there is scarcely anything “free” about current practices of “free trade.” In reality, “free trade” is only “free” when the countries which have a vested interest in trade being “free” have substantial knowledge that they will be gaining from a “free” world economy. In its declining stages Pax Britannica, a devoted champion of “free trade,” engaged in a few protectionist measures. In its heydays, Pax Americanna encouraged “free trade”- this can be seen through many ways, one being the lack of vetoes by the US on the U.N Security Council from the years 1946-1965. However, since 1965 the United States has exercised more vetoes than all the other permanent members of the U.N Security Council combined. Though the vetoes were for various issues, not only economics, the upsurge of vetoes by the United States coincides with its relative decline as the economic world power.
 In order to foster a complexly interdependent world, which in this case is indiscriminately propelled by globalization, the powerful countries have to engage in true free trade; and not when “it-suits-them-free-trade.”

Economic development of the global south will never come from shrewd ministers of finances, normative suggestions by UNDP, or Bill and Melinda Gates. It will come from a structural change of the world economic system nurtured by globalization. The various institutions for economic governance will have to champion market liberalization of every economy and free trade. Momentarily, globalization will create losers and winners, a fact that is self-evident. But the effect of it, which will be a world complexly interdependent, will lead to an interest by each country in the economic stability of other countries. With globalization, there comes the obvious inevitable reality of outsourcing: the reality of which is good for underdeveloped countries, developing countries (India) which will be the resting place of outsourced western jobs. Nowadays, it is very common for a company to call their engineers in India and tell them that they are having computer problems here in New York, and given the time differences between New Delhi, Bombay and New York the problem will be fixed by the end of the work day. Similarly, in anticipation of this new economic order, which is already in its infancy, developing countries should focus more on the service sector of economic activities-a focus in the science and technology sector (IT) is extremely advisable. But they should not forgo their “comparative advantage” industries because in a globalized, interdependent world “comparative advantage” truly becomes an advantage.

Few things remain as facts: globalization is here and in the foreseeable future is the strongest protagonist for ultra-economic interdependency; the global economy will inevitably undergo a structural change, and future interdependency of economies-large and small- is inevitable. Aside from the work the World Trade Organization and the main IFIs will be doing (encouraging free trade), this coming new economic world order is a result of economic dynamism-irrespective of man intervention. Surprisingly, the biggest winners of this economic world order will be the countries now called “underdeveloped” and the losers will be those that are already “developed.” The winners will only be winners because they will benefit more, the losers will only be losers to the extent that they will not gain as much as the developing countries, who will be the biggest winners. It is only this inevitable structural change in the global economy that will lead to development. So in reality, globalization in the long run is good for developing countries.
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� Globalization in this case will overwhelm “state sovereignty” because it is an inevitable part of a new world economic order.


� Karl Marx, Communist Manifesto


� Free Trade can be measured by the level of tariffs that are in place at a specific point in time in the world market. The United States’ subsidies of its farmers are an indication of the country’s shift from free trade policies to mercantilist policies.





