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Take-Aways
	The anti-globalism movement is anti-liberty like communism and national socialism.
	The value of the individual, and respect for the individual’s desire to better his or her economic circumstances, comprise the foundation of a successful democracy.
	Some who are opposed to globalism seek to protect vulnerable domestic markets, such as agriculture, and want to maintain jobs for domestic workers.
	Other opponents belong to single-issue interest groups, such as the Green movement.
	Protestors fear the growth of international corporate power and underestimate the sovereign power of nations.
	They tend to resent the ongoing change and evolution of market economies.
	They believe Western democracies elevate greed as mankind’s prime motivator.
	The attacks of September 11, 2001, can be viewed accurately as an assault on globalization that severely restricted international travel and commerce.
	The notion that globalization has left more of the world’s citizens in extreme poverty results from ignorance or statistical manipulation.


Recommendation
In this purpose-driven book, author Martin Wolf stakes out his intellectual turf clearly and defends it. Wolf begins with the concept that the value of the individual and the importance of that individual’s right to pursue economic advancement are the foundation of the world’s great democracies. From there, he levels a devastating critique against the anti-globalists and the diverse interests that oppose the global integration of markets. He presents strong evidence that the power of international corporations has been exaggerated, and concludes that the issue isn’t too much globalization, but rather too little. This clear-eyed, well-researched defense of globalization should become a mainstay in any library of economic rationalism. getAbstract recommends it most highly.

Summary
The Dis-United States of America
Imagine a United States of un-united states. What if the country's economy were fragmented among 50 regional fiefdoms, each with barriers blocking the free flow of goods and services? Say that Microsoft could not open an Omaha office without oppressive tariffs. Imagine Florida farmers paying tariffs to export grapefruit to Georgia or customs agents searching cars going from the sovereign dominion of New York into the sovereign republic of New Jersey.
“I learned that enlightenment ideals of freedom, democratic government and disinterested search for truth were infinitely precious and frighteningly fragile.”

What would happen in this "house divided?" Without interstate investment and fluid capital markets, people would experience reduced standards of living and rampant unemployment. The not-so-United States would sink overnight into global economic mediocrity. Those wishing to bring the U.S. economic juggernaut to its knees would realize their fondest dreams.
“I discovered, too, that these ideals had many enemies, some open and some covert. Worst among them were those intellectuals who benefit from the freedom only liberal democracies provide, while doing everything they can to undermine it.”

Tragically, much of the world faces exactly this plight today. More globalization, not reduced globalization, is needed to raise the world's standard of living. Global economic integration offers many opportunities, but to fulfill them liberals and democratic conservatives must unite to protect the liberal global economy against a gathering horde of enemies inside and outside the gates. Here, the word "liberal" is used in the societal sense of "free," that is, endowed with the free-market rights and opportunities that promote liberty.
The Global Opposition
Beginning in the 1990s, scores of loud, angry and sometimes-violent protesters have disrupted nearly every sizable meeting of heads of state or international business representatives. Some protesters from traditional economic interests, such as trade unions, are understandably interested in protecting domestic jobs. Others represent non-governmental organizations pushing single-issue agendas in favor of consumer health or against runaway development, pollution or the exploitation of human rights in developing countries. These protesters reflect anti-liberal attitudes akin to the twentieth century scrap heap of nationalism and totalitarianism. They evince a thirst for the comforts of community and nostalgic stability over the harnessed power of individuals striving for self-betterment. They prefer regulation, protectionism and supposed state beneficence over harsh, cold marketplace realities.
“I already knew that all the varieties of Marxism were both wicked and stupid. The hostility to liberal â€” or ’bourgeois’ â€” democracy they shared I found contemptible.”

The members of the anti-globalization movement agree only on what they are against. Many see Western or American capitalism as an oppressive force that systematically impoverishes the less fortunate. They oppose international business interests and charge that globalization:
	Destroys the ability of countries to control and regulate their own economies.
	Undermines democracy.
	Destroys the livelihood of farmers.
	Prevents the poor from obtaining needed medicines.
	Lowers real wages and causes rampant economic insecurity.
	Destroys the environment.
	Incites nations to reduce regulatory standards and lower taxes and wages.
	Allows global markets to generate a series of economic crises, the costs of which are disproportionately paid by disadvantaged countries.
	Pushes greed to the status of the primary motivator of all human behavior. 
	Devours humanity's legacy of diverse cultures.

Liberal Globalization and September 11
Those who oppose globalization see it as an irresistible force sweeping aside democratically-elected governments. They say it corrupts all it touches, from democratic processes to indigenous cultures to the environment, a malign force motivated by greed. You can even view the tragedy of September 11, 2001, as an assault on liberal globalization, instead of seeing it narrowly, solely as a terrorist attack stemming from an aggressive interpretation of Islamic fundamentalism. The September 11 attacks were aimed at the U.S., the leader of globalization, and their immediate effect was a severe restriction of the normal flow of passenger traffic worldwide. Clearly, those who backed the attacks want the world to return to an existence more akin to the eighteenth century than the twenty-first.
“If history teaches anything, it is that we have choices. We can choose a better world â€” or a worse one.”

David Henderson, former chief economist of the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, defines globalization as the free movement of goods, services, labor and capital in a way that creates a market so integrated that, economically speaking, there are no foreigners. A related definition comes from the Cato Institute's Brink Lindsey. In his book, Against the Dead Hand, Lindsey defines globalization three ways:
	Economic — In terms of increased integration of markets that transcends political boundaries.
	Geopolitical — In terms of eliminating government-imposed trade and economic barriers that otherwise limit the free international flow of economic resources.
	Political — In terms of the global spread of policies that encourage countries' market orientation, both internally and externally.

“I am arguing for a better understanding by states of their long-run interest in a co-operative global economic order.”

Lindsey contends that economic globalization proceeds from geopolitical globalization, which itself proceeds from the political shift toward a market orientation. The forces driving globalization include the evolution of technology and policy changes impelled by cheaper transportation, improved logistics, better communication and more reliance on market forces.
Arguments for Liberal Market Economy
The worth of the individual is the underpinning of a free society. The individual is not above, or separate from, society, but embedded within it. Humans are social animals, but in a free society, their social engagement is voluntary, not imposed. In the seventeenth century, John Locke argued that the individual's right to own and use property freely, subject to law-governed restraints, was essential to liberty. In this sense, a liberal society automatically becomes a commercial one. Because markets are continually in flux, liberal societies require embracing perpetual disruption and change, as individuals take advantage of economic opportunities, and thus change the world.
“The view that the present political division of humanity is natural and inevitable is nonsensical. The parallel idea that each unit should be economically self-sufficient is equally absurd.”

One might have been fond of the world prior to the mass production of the internal combustion engine, but Henry Ford saw an opportunity, had the wit and energy to exploit it, and lived in a society that allowed him to do so. As a result, he changed pastoral life forever. With the toot of a horn and the revving of an engine, progress was unalterably on its way. Those who despise liberal change do so because, by its very nature, it alters the status quo.
“The eleventh of September was an attack on modernity by people who believe the world should be forced back to the seventh century.”

A strong, benevolent state is essential to liberal democracy. Freedom requires that the state protect the individual, and that the individual be protected from the state. Ignoring this fact has tragic historic consequences, as exemplified by the state excesses seen in the late Soviet Union.
The Critics' Arguments
Overwhelming reasons exist for allowing markets to cross borders, as they want to do. Today, however, the degree of international economic integration remains limited. Too many people live outside of the world's global economic system, and even high-income countries continue to protect labor and agricultural industries. Critics of globalization tend to exaggerate its adoption; in reality, it remains remarkably constrained. In fact, the world needs a lot more of globalization, not less.
“Distance will always matter, because we are physical. Because distance always matters, so does space. Because space always matters, so does territorial control. Because territorial control matters, so do states.”

Arguments against the globalization of markets include charges that it has increased inequality among nations. Not so, says the World Bank's 2002 analysis of globalization. The report lists 73 developing countries, including 49 countries that are not globalizing and 24 that are, as shown by their strong increases in trade-to-GDP ratios since 1980. Those 24 countries' economies grew at a rate of 2.9% in the 1970s, which increased to 5% in the 1990s. While they have diverse economic resources, educational levels and so forth, each country prospered by increasing integration with the global economy. Those who participate in a global network do better than those who, due to high tariffs and other practices, do not.
“Most critics of globalization are fervent opponents of a market economy that embraces the world as a whole.”

To compare inequities among nations, distinguish between average incomes and absolute incomes. According to the World Bank, between 1980 and 2000, Chinese average real incomes rose by 440%. U.S. average real incomes rose by about 60%. So has China's participation in the global economy helped narrow its citizen's international income inequality? No, say globalization's opponents, noting that the absolute real income gap between the U.S. and China during this time rose from $20,600 to $30,200 per person. Both figures are accurate. In 1980, China's standard of living was about a thirtieth of the U.S. level. With that low base, the only way its absolute gap could stay unchanged vis-à-vis the U.S. would be if China's economy grew 30 times faster than the U.S. economy, which is clearly impossible. However, if China continues to grow faster than the U.S., the absolute gaps will eventually fall. Meanwhile, globalization's opponents may still speciously assert that rich are getting richer, although the lot of the poor is improving faster, thanks to globalization.
“If the critics were right, supporters of the global market economy would be in favor of mass poverty, grotesque inequality, destruction of state-provided welfare, infringement of national sovereignty, subversion of democracy, unbridled corporate power, environmental degradation, human rights abuses and much more. Naturally, they are not.”

Another statistical quirk is equally deceptive. The ratio of the average income per person in the richest country compared to that in the poorest countries continues to rise. This may be because successful countries are becoming more successful and because the proportion of the world's population living in the poorest countries is steadily declining. Thirty years ago, China and India were among the world's poorest countries. Today, Sierra Leone appears to be the poorest country. Is it reasonable to treat poverty among Sierra Leone's five million residents as equivalent to that of all of China and India? Due to the rise of the Asian giants, the absolute number of the world's people living in extreme poverty has probably fallen, as has the proportion of people suffering extreme poverty. The absolute gap between the richest and poorest will inevitably increase — given the smallest countries' baselines, yet the quality of life is improving for most of the world's people.
A Brighter Tomorrow? 
For globalization to become more successful, participants should heed the "10 commandments of globalization:"
	Recognize the market economy as the only system capable of giving individuals material well-being.
	States remain the centers of political debate and authority, but corporations gain legitimacy from the states that foster their operations.
	In their own best interests, countries and their citizens should participate in international treaties that remove barriers to trade and permit the free flow of capital.
	These treaties need to be specific, clear and enforceable.
	Although the World Trade Organization has been enormously successful, its role should be reevaluated because it has allowed a few countries with minimal world trade impact to wield disproportionate power.
	Create new systems and agreements on investment and global competition. 
	Countries should integrate fully into the global financial markets, but they should do so while being completely aware of the risks.
	Countries should  accept the possibility that their sovereign debt occasionally can be renegotiated.
	Increase development assistance to countries with reasonably sound political and economic policies. Countries must still raise most of their revenues from effective tax policies affecting their own citizens. 
	Countries must learn from their mistakes, and the global community needs to improve its capacity for intervention when states fail.

“This book is therefore a work not of academic scholarship, but of persuasion. The problem today is not that there is too much globalization, but that there is too little.”

Critics of globalization see corporations' power and perceived malevolence as an "evil empire." In reality, the problem isn't that the world's poorest citizens are exploited. The problem is that they're unexploited, that is, they are omitted from the world's global economic system. Incorporating more nations into the global economic framework can set the stage for world economic improvements and address the real problem, which isn't too much globalization, but not enough.

About the Author
Martin Wolf is associate editor and chief commentator on economics for Financial Times. Wolf was educated at Oxford University. He is a visiting professor at Oxford’s Nuffield College and a special professor at the University of Nottingham. He has won numerous journalism awards, and was senior economist at the World Bank in the 1970s.
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