The myths abou
globalization (1)

jve the foes of globalization one
thing. They have set off a roaring
debate on one of the vital ques-
tions of the day.

Like it or hate it, globalization is chang-
ing our world. As trade barriers fall, trans-
national companies extend their reach
around the globe, and phone, fax and In-
fernet draw us all closer, the economies of
the world are becoming entwined as
never before.

The volume of world trade has grown
16-fold since the founding of the General

_Agreement on Tariffs and Trade half a
gentury ago. Global exports as a share of

global output have risen from 14 per cent .

1o 24 per cent since 1970. Every day, more
than $2-trillion {U.S.) changes hands on
foreign-exchange markets — 100 times
the average daily volume in the 1970s.

A banker in Manhattan can come back
from junch, type a few strokes on his
computer and send hundreds of millions
of dollars fleeing out of the Mexican peso
and into Swiss bonds. A pair of Nike run-
ners can be designed in Oregon, manu-
factured in Shanghai with components
from six other countries and sold in a mall
. in Dusseldorf, all within a few weeks. A
teenager in Bangkok can eat lunch at
McDonald’s over a copy of Sports Ihus-
trated, take in Gladiator at the movies,
then go home to battle villains on a Play-
Station 2 game that was designed in
Tokyo and assembled in Jakarta.

These are truly staggering changes. Are
they for the better or the worse?

For the opponents of globalization —
call them the globophobes — the answer
is obvious. Next week they will gather
in their thousands in Quebec City for
what promises to be the most dramatic
mass protest Canada has seen in many
years, Their immediate goal is to block
plans by 34 countries to create a free-
trade zone in the Western Hemisphere,
the Free Trade Area of the Americas. Their
broader target is the growing integration
of the world's economies through liberal-
ized trade and investment — in short,
globalization. ) »

The way they see it, globalization is
nothing less than a plot by powerful
transnationals and freebooting - bil-
lonaires to make the world safe for inter-
national capitalism. When they raise their
hanners in Quebec City, they will blame
“corporate globalization” for polluting
the environment, exploiting workers in
poor countries, swamping local cultures,
destroying national sovereignty and set-
ting off a vicious “race to the bottom” in
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labour and environmental standards.

* They are wrong on every point. Pas-
sionate and well-meaning as they may be,
the foes of globalization have built their

case on a swamp of myths and distor- -
tions. As we hope to show in this space .

over the next-few days, globalization is in
fact good for workers in poor countries,

good for the environment in the long
term and far less threatening to local cul-

tures and national sovereignty than the
critics say.

As for the race to the bottom, the evi-
dence shows it does not happen. Far from
being something to fear, globalization is a
powerful force for good, with the poten-
tial to lift countless millions out of pov-
erty and make the world a safer, richer,
better place.

If that makes you raise a skeptical eye-
brow, you are not alone. Since the first of
their mass protests in Seattle in 1999, the
globophobes have managed to persuade
great numbers of people that globaliza-
tion poses a dire threat to the future of the
planet “Corporate globalization is - big

. business’s audacious new strategy to fur-

ther concentraté power and wealth,” says
one of their many Web sites. “This global
economic system is based on exploiting
people and the planet for profit, resulting
in poverty, misery and ecological destruc-
tion.” .-
Mistaken as it is, this jaundiced view of
globalization has taken firm root in the
public mind. If it sprouts into.conven-
tional wisdom, the consequences could
be serious. -

Though governments such as Canada’s
may sing the praises of free trade, they are
in fact only half convinced. With a global
economic slowdown looming, it would
not take much to persuade them to re-
treat into protectionism again. When that
happened during the 1930s, it helped
bring on the Great Depression.

Rich countries such as ours would sur- '

vive such a retreat, even if it caused us
much pain. It would be another matter
for poor couniries, which desperately

need the technology, capital and accessto
rich foreign markets that globalization of- |
fers. For them, the greatest danger is not

that globalization will succeed but that it
will fail.

For their sake, if not our own, the ‘

myths being put about by the foes of,

globalization must be confronted. On the
outcome of this debate — the greatést
clash of ideas since the Cold War — rests
the fate of millions. It cannot, must not,
be lost.
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The myths about

he opponents of globalization can
be faulted for many things, but no
One€ can accuse them of not caring.
The legions of protesters who will
descend on Quebec City for the Summit

of the Americas next week care deeply

about the plight of the world’s poor.

As should we all. One in every six hu-
mans survives on less than a dollar a day.
Millions, many of them young children,
die every year from the diseases of pov-
- erty. Ending their misery is the great
moral challenge of the new century.

Fortunately, there is a way. Unfortu-
nately, that way is the very thing the Que-
bec protesters want to fight: globalization.

The spread of global trade and invest-
ment is quite simply the best anti-poverty
program the world has ever seen, far
better than even the most generous for-
eign aid. Because of it, hundreds of mil-
lions of people have already climbed the
ladder out of poverty. In China alone, 160
million people left the ranks of the poor
as that country ended its economic isola-
‘tion and joined the global economy. Aver-
age incomes quadrupled in just 20 years.
Now, scores of other poor countries are
lining up to follow in China's footsteps,
among them the 32 nations of Latin
America and the Caribbean that will be
represented in Quebec City.

Yet the foes of globalization would slam
the door in their face. As they see it, glob-
alization only enriches glant transna-
tional corporations and their billionaire
owners while leaving developing coun-
tries poorer and more exploited than ever.

Not so. Though wransnationals undoubt."

edly gain from globalization, by far the
biggest winners are poor countries. -
A mountain’ of studies shows that

countries that embrace trade and foreign

investment grow faster than those that do
not — about twice as fast on average, says
one report by the Organization of Eco-
nomic Co-operation and Development. A
well-known paper by Harvard professors
Jeffrey Sachs and Andrew Warner showed

* that poor countries with open-economies

grew by an average of 4.5 per cent in the

1970s and 80s while those with closed

economies grew by just 0.7 per cent.

If studies don’t convince; just look
agross the Pacific. The Tiger economies of
East Asia — Taiwan, Hong Kong, South
- Korea, Singapore and before them Japan
— all went from rags to riches by selling
their products on the markets of the
world. Just three decades ago, South
Korea was as poor as Ghana. Today, it’s as
rich as some European countries. Singa-
pore emerged from the Second World
War a seedy tropical port with no re-

. Sources.and little industry. Today, thanks -

tg trade and investment, its skyline is

filled with skyscrapers and its people are’

as prosperous as Canadians.

Now look at India. It shunned globali-
zation for decades, sealing off its econ-
omy behind a wall of tariffs and quotas.
The result was a long winter of economic
stagnation from which Indians are only

now beginning to recover. The same thing

happened in Latin America and Affica,

If poor countries are embracing global-
ization now — more than 20 want to join
the World Trade Organization, and more
than 130 already have — it’s not because
they are being coerced by the agents of
international capitalism. It's because the
alternative has been utterly discredited,

Of course, a richer country doesn’t al-

- Wways mean richer workers. Foes of global-

ization say its benefits flow over--
whelmingly to greedy local elites and cor-
rupt governments, while ‘exploited work-
ers suffer. They're wrong about that, too,

Everywhere that export industries have
Sprung up to serve the global economy,
incomes have improved. One study has
shown that workers in U.S. factories
abroad — those transnationals that the
foes of globalization love to hate —
earned eight times what workers in local
factories did. The garment worker in Ban-
gladesh may find the hours long, the fac-
tory crowded and the bosg callous, but
her life is still far better than it was on her
father’s tiny plot of land in the Ganges
delta. Now, at least, she can afford to pay
her children’s school fees and save for her -
daughter’swedding.. -~ - ’

Workers in. poor countries don’t need
placard-waving protesters to tell them
that sewing blue jeans for export is a hard
way to make a living. Millions of themn
know it from experience. But they also
know that a sweatshop job is better than
no job at all, and that what they are doing
is a step to something better, .

Globalization is not a magic formula. It
is a way to get a foot on the ladder. When
poor countries join the global econommy,
an evolution begins, As foreign invest-
ment flows in, local industries “get the
capital and technology they need to make
better products. They soon need workers
with better skills, so they start paying |
better wages. As incomes and tax reve- .
nues rise, governments gain the means to -
pay for better schools and health care, :

When all this has gone on long enough,
the sweatshops start to disappear. Hong-
Kong started its climb to prosperity mak-
ing plastic flowers and toys for export.
Now it exports digital video recorders and
financial services. Along the way, the gap
between rich and poor starts to narrow.
After 40 years of trade-driven growth,
South Korea’s rich-poor Bap is no greater
than Canada’s. : o ‘

The foes of globalization would stop
this virtuous process in its tracks. Though
they claim to speak for the poor, the re-
strictions they seek on trade and invest-
ment flows would kick away the ladder for
scores of poor countries,

That would be a calamity. For the first
time in history, the end of mass poverty is
in clear sight. For the hundreds of mil.
lions who live in want, there is finally a
way out. That way is globalization.

Tomorrow: The myth of environmental '
destruction,
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