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Globalization as a Tool for Imperialism

MPERIALISM’ IS REPLACING ‘globalization’ as the paramount

buzzword in politics. With the United Statcs'aspiration for empire and
with its growing hegemonic worldwide (or nearly worldwide) control (or
atiempt at control), we have the US comiing to have the mantle of empire,
with increasing unabashedness. From being in 1945 an empire that did
not acknowledge itselfas such, we are coming to have an empire that takes
itslf o be one, takes this to be a good thing for i to be (for itself and for
rh world) and acknowledges its imperial right o be so. With American

m, ire that,

e Bitasennl e of Exsiorn, becoming increasingly dominating
and a growing menace to the world both within its official borders and
worldwide. It is, in spite of its idcology of freedom, an extensive under-
miner of frecdom. This makes its pacans to frecdom gross hypocrisy, purc
propagandistic hype.

Some (rather fortuitously and stipulatively) believe we have here
empire without imperialism. But actual literal worldwide scope or not,
imperialism and empire go together like hand and glove. We have long
known—at least since Paul Baran's and Paul Sweezy's Monopoly Capi-
tal'—that we can and do have imperialism without official colonics. The
s S ithous cloies(never a colonil powe) bas s s
I roles very like colonies.
And dhe former colonial powers uxua]ly Kccp a powerful presence and

resence in their former col rance in the Ivory

1A Paul Baran and M. Paul Sweezy, Monopoly Capital: An Essay on the American
Economic and Social Order (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1966; Harmond-
sworth, UK: Penguin Books, 1968).
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Coust. Afi jration, we have ! inued control and
domination without the old legal apparatus. ‘Imperialism without colonies'
is not an oxymoron.

mperalism rose 3 an atempr to mest th crises caused by cap-
wlist Such crises obtain of capital and
Iabour power occur without there being any apparent way to bring them
together profitably. A way must be found to absorb these surpluses caused
o s

diffcrendy) by Lenin and Luemburg o0k a5 David Harvey put i, geo-

chough)fora tme sve capialism.? And this gave rammzle for the isc of
imperialism. C
cherehasbeen achronic and enduring pmbl:m of overaccumulation thac
led o leading to
not simultancously) ul overthefoord The Unied Stass mifghc have bepr
them away from its shores and indced somerimes its capital might profic
from hese devalations. More encrally, US capialrespondied o his n-
wits by () becoming more opealy

ialism backed i ight and (b)
its inability to accumulate through upundcd reproduuction on a sustained
basis by moving (following a new imperialist strategy) to attemprs o ac-
commodate by dispossssion (something 1 will return to later). This Harvey
takes to be the hallmark of the New Imperialism.*

Neo-liberal globalizers have celebrated the moveability of capital.
Some captal s indecd very moveable. Finance capicl,for exampl, and
production| 2 ly fixed capital

ch s le, machinery

m cn :z.nly be unbolied from its moorings and taken clsewhere. But he
addssgnificanly, “The et s so fixd i th land that it cannot be moved
without being d bile b
y are nor™ Moreoves, this kind of fixed capital is  very extensive and
erucial part of the capivalist world.

* David Harvey, "The "New Imperialism'; Accumulation by Dispossession,” in 7he Sacial
st Register 2003: The New Imperial Challenge, cd. 1.0 Panitch and Colin Leys (New York:
bl Beicnfrm 00 (1.

**The New Y
“The New Impemlum 6.
3 “The ‘New Imperialismi” 64.
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In trying to solve problems of overaccumulation, capitalism, with
imperialism as its political arm, tried terri it here we
have a double edged sword. New territories indeed open up a place for
overaccumulated capital (o go. But much of i will be fixed new capitalism
(various produced infrastructures), and will tie up capital for a long time
in a way that will also delay proficability for a long time. But, in addition,
as Harvey well puts it:

alization experienced in the 1970s and 1980s in the heartands of capitalism,
lke Pisbargh and Sheffeld,a welas many ocherparts ofthe world, such s

[

ﬂu:ﬂ:phynﬂlhndnpemmuvnxma@cnmermmlmnmtmhzww
pointn ime 2

temporal disp: o crises in i s

regolarly p -'“‘""'.

of the physical and social landscape of eapialism.

This is an iron-cage for capitalism. Whichever way it turns it docs not
escape crises; and they intensify with time and with the development of
the productive forces. Capitalism is driven toward imperialism, but this
yieds o sable rsouions fo capitalsm. I ives us no asurances dhat
ises will not lead tipe for capitalist unds Yo

1o survive. Offen the only insid
devaluation, as when productive companies in countries such as Thailand
and Indonesia are forced into bankruptcy by the IMF or the World Bank
and are forced to sell off their assets—assets which but for this manipula-
tion would have a considerable value—at fire sae prices, thus giving the
mulpational frms pincipally located inthe Unived Sates, Germany o
fon of Sccond World or

dWorld jes. Tt
ulation problems, o b thess szley o accumulace by dis-
ession, but at a terrible cost to the Second World and Third World.
major capitalist empires pillage the rest of the world by accumulation
disposcssion, in the hope that, by that means, they can sustin theis

Tei rif

alled vulture t:piu.lixm.
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T shall now, shifiing gears, argue (1) that there is nothing bad about global-
ization per se—dhat what is bad (harmful to most human beings) is capi-

for—and (2 ha s imperialsm, and not cven capiale
ing 0 out world.

Whether capimliscorotherwise;hould b
than the mere crossing or opening) of borders. Globalization involves an
increasing spread of transborder or supraborder or supraterritorial relations

Muileh-iasioriali resainy siiston- based and

number of genuinely transnational corporations arc now (2005) few, but
e, shong with che o, s all vt Imperlom G
the surface) isa scale—in
modgrn times principally capiralist accumulation. With it goes political
control of the world (or large parts of the world) by a dominant state or
somedmes 3 few sates or more fundamentally, by an ncresingly global
capitalism with its  Such a dominant
in contemporary times, ammed 10 such global capialist nterests, increas-
ingly dominate and dirccly o indicedy rlesthe workd, wsing capicls

quendy
a global scal. Itis this form of globalization that is so (hma(zmng to most
of the peoples of the globe. We have with this not the disappearance of the
state, Rather, the state (even imperialiststates and even a thoroughly domi-
nan ‘super sta’ such as the United States)is becoming less sovereign and
is increasingly experiencing a considerable democratic deficit. The rooster
who rules the roost i global rapnzhsm it s agens,lobalcapialiss. .
uses an s stateas its cen

control, including the monopoly on what s considered as the l:pumm
use of violence, whether it is just an imperialst statc i its own domain or
more broadly the imperialist sate (if there s one) in an indefinitely wide.
domain that secks to become ever wider.

7 I that rspect cven the US Imperial state i @ cint st  cicnt of gobal capialism,
p aUS capialist
s business.
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‘When I gave a seminar in the Winter Term of 2003 on “Globalization

and GloblJusi” s th s affhe e two st s Jan Aar

I % and James Petras and Henry

| Veltmeyers Glab.humm u.mw ? These are two very different books

and I deliberately chose them to set them off against cach other. Scholte,

who taches Inernational Sudics, carclly and anlycicaly characrizes

Jobalizatic mhnhm\k:ml

o, traces hbismotisal e

ines its d traces  this ion of spaces

for wides soil srucaures”" Peas nd Velameyer, borh mcmlnguu with
extensive work in

bockfrom S, e N C. spoi Sery s eent

italist
.dmlm« thatic Fun:umu as a mystifing device to furcher the interests of
the new capitalist imperialism—an imperialism withour formal colonies.

Morcover, and importantly, it s, they have it,such an imperialism and not
globalizarion itslf that is the crucial phenomenon shaping our societies
and deeply affecting our lives. Globalizers, by contrast, portray globalizing
as phenomena that new technologies create and that will in cffect provide
for both neo-liberal capitalism and, ey claim, for plain people for their

commonweal. It facilitates global capitalism, which with its free trade, free
B Fox Bows oF copial i plobal circuts, i crucialyi

sothe cla liberati ing. slabal

possible.

1 agree with Petras and Veltmeyer that this talk of globalizers is
ideological alk: indeed pervasive and penicious ideological tlk. Bu 1 do
thac all th be reduced o
such ideological talk or characterized as idcological, though, to repeat, I do
agree that some conceprualizations of globalization are useful ideological
kvlnafmuplnlnm In contrast o Petras and Veltmeyer, and wich Scholre,
Tbelieve th: ion isa h (newer than i
that needs to be carefully studied and not just as an idcology; though surely
its ideological functions in our societies nceds to be highlighted.

* Jan Aar Scholte, Globalization: A Critical Introduction (New York: St. Martin's Press,
202,

* James Peras and Henry Velumeyer, Globalization Unmasked (Halifax, NS:
 Fernwood Publishing, Zed Books, 2001).
" Globalization: A Critical Introduction 207.
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b i el i many il hol s
thisand eful i

1 shall follow him hete. lnd:ed. since the end of the Sccond World \Vlar.
there has been an i pening glo

have been increased movements betvieen countries of goods, investments,
moncy, messages, ideas and people. But this has happened before on a
somewhat comparable scale—think of the last quarter of the nincrcenth

of ‘globalization.’
by the phenomena of liberalization—something that is lso not new.

" 40 0 5 A 4
0 regard the whole world as one place. We get a growing transcendence of
borders (and not a mere crossing or opening of borders) when social rela-
tions become less tied to territorial frameworks. Scholte puts it this way:

milar things are true for regarding globalization as an
Sondins oo o e 4

Here ‘global’ phenomena are those which extend across widely dispersed loca-

‘much instantneously. Territorial distance and territorial borders hold i
significance in thes circumstance: the global becomes a single place in is
own ight"

Time compression as well as spatial compression is crucial for glo-
balization. As Scholte puts

Globalization efers to processes wherchy social rlations acquire relaively

outin the world 2 a single plac. Social relations—that i, the coundess and
complex wayscha people inerac wich and affct ach other—are more and
more being conducted and organizd on the bass of 3 planetay uni

wold b many et and 5 el g o s
elaively borderles socal sphere.”

3 'GIrh:lC-puium and the State,” International Affairs 73 (1997); 431. Iralics mine.

1 “The Globalizarion of World Poliics,” in T Globalization of World Pelitic: An Intr-
ducsion t0 Iniernational Reltions, . John Baylis and Steve Smith (Oxford, Onford Ul
1997) 14-15,
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And as Scholte adds:

time and can move berween places in no time; they are in this sense suprater-
riorial
CRC
By ic ph buti ly

A8 seonpinle pliénomenon, Tt In Grewy oranotier Tn & woikn'slmost
every aspect of our social life. Many people, particularly in the wealthier parts
of the world, have nearly immediate contact with cach other. Communica-
tions have increasingly become more globalized. Morcover, TV programs
and films become incrcasingly the same worldwide. Thete s an inceas in

nerworks: great the world,
asociations and regulatory agencies also straddle the world. Ecologically,
though climar change and oter form of poluion, ud exbausion of
ich have no
bordes:th effc i ofen gl It should also be ot lobil

[febcesing of macias, asscenbly of parts, finishing and quality contra)
across several countries, sometimes at great distance from cach other in a
single production line. It is also the case, as was carly noted in the global-
fration debate, that financial transactions are often made instantancously
and without border controls: countrics in important respecrs are losing
control of their own currency and with that their fiscal policy. They cannot
control many transactions of financial capital, This results in a considerable
deficit in democracy. Increasingly, people all over the world—though in
the wealthier countries more so than clsewhere—are becoming conscious
of the world as one place. Globalization should be conceived as suprater-
sitorility, chough we should not forget that we live in a globalizing not a
5 P A :

andlife conditions of a typical Bolivian coca grower and a typical Montrel
banker or for that marter berween a typical Montreal banker and a typical
Montreal skinhead.

1 *The Globalization of World Politics™ 15.
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‘Whatever we want to say about the relative comparative importance
of d globali iving force of social change and
structuring of our life-world, it is important to sce that the above charac-
terization of lobalization is,atleastin no obvious way, ifa all, ideological.
Tt describes a trend that s going on in our world. It docs not, lef to iself,
mystify ou socil rltions. I may acuratly descibe somecbing eatively
newi !  in our capital-
ist societies—and here it functions i o the interests
of certain classes (or if you will certain penpls placed in ¢ ertain way) and
harms the interests of other classes (or other people differently placed). To
put it crudely it may be good for the rich and bad for the poor, not only in
the South but all over the world. This, particularly when the poor, given in
many placesthe power ofthe media, have mnndgrable diffculy in g
this, and are rather led o believe jus

thar things are as good as they; as a matter of i e b s dm-n
When things like this are believed in capitalist societies, we have ideology
answering to the interests of the capitalist cass. But globalization taken as
supraterritoriality need not be ideology and people such as Scholte who so

gly
0 ideology i.c., they are not engaging in mystification that answers to the
clasintressof cerain people. I we ever get and sably sustain # claslss
world, westill would,

thelike,

ave, in th Scholte specifics, at leasta

world, But, without classes, we would not havean

idcologized world. In vicwing globalizaion as deterritorialization we need

notbe making an ideological emark o aking up an ideological stance. We
i class whil

mystifying and harming the interests of another class. The phenomena we

y ap

bu globalization, as I have characterized i, is not necessarily ideological

itscf, I may be a relarively surfce description of things with imperialism

digging decper while hlsmnul materialism d.lgx sill deeper, But the ‘may’
i

place to stop here. Where we |mp depends on what we wish o explain,
though it no doub is morc important o explain some things than oth-
ers.

Ifthe Soviet Union had won the Cold War globalization would still
be going on, but at a slower pace because the Soviet technology was less
developed. In addition to neo-liberal capitalism, globalization is compat-
ible with corporate capitalism or with monopoly capitalism. Suppose we
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get (as Kant dreamed of) global governance, either in the form of a global
federation or of a world-state; we here t0o get something, whether capital-
ist or post-capitalist, which is compatible with globalization. With cither
a global federation or a world-state, we still would have globalization in
our contemporary world; as we would as well with a genuincly democratic
socialism or indeed with a quasi-socialist statism, which the Soviet Union
was—socialistin theroric, but just statist post-capitalst in reality.

PR
Wh lobali vheth recognize it

o not)is imperialism, and most particulark ialism and the

imperialsts use of globalization increasingly to exploi hough

people are exploited more harshly than others—for example, Colombian
poor workers more harshly than Danish poor workers. Capitalism’s relent-
less pursuit of surplus accumulation, a persistent and tenacious pursuit of
,is endemic to i. It wouldn'c be capitalism if it did not do that. To
effciently auin this for capitalism under conditions of modernity, glo-
balization is  vital tool. That capitalist imperialism accumulates now by
dispossession (principally in the Third World) does nor gainsay thar.  But
globalization would be something in some way uscful—sometimes useful
in an oppressive way—for any contemporary social order. I just goes with
‘modemnty. In a social democratic or socialist world order it could be use-
fil in extending emancipation. What the vast mass of the populaion do
not need to have is neo-liberal capitalis globalization or cven corporate o
monopoly capitalisc globalization. We would have, © et globalization
in some form in any 1y (pos I
society if you will. But it perhaps need not ke the pamiclous form i
does now and that indeed it would have to take, to some degree, in all pos-
sible capitalit orders. Bur here things could be more o less bad. After all,
Norway is not Mexico. But cven if capitalism in some form is for s here
sty ifit s inevitable, or if we must pay too high a price to be rid of it,
we still need not have the severely pernicious globalization we have now.
Bucempirically (isoriclly)inevirable o not, it will b, nles hingsare
lly Morcover, where

we stand, che lfe thar various people know around the world, unless they
e very isolated, is ife with imperalism. I s something that explics i
the world some

#See David Harvey, “The ‘New Imperialisn.”
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of their high-level facilitators apart, it oppresses; often, parricularly in the
Third World, it deeply and savagely oppresses them. Imperialism controls
masses of people who in such a world must live such a life.
People arc exploited in many ways and even in 2 democraic socal-

ism there could b 5 But th d

i an imperialist world i, o pu it minimally, far greater than it need be.
It goes far beyond what may be an unavoidable necessity. This s an old
story many times told by the Left, and Pecras and Veltmeyer tell i very
well, particularly concerning Latin America. The business of the United
States i business and, in an ever tighter and more comprehensive fashion,
the US imperialst state, serving global capitalism, is extending ts control
over the world. It bulles those, in one way or another, who dare t oppose
this order. And those whom it cannot bully into submission it destroys or
a least ties t0. Asin the late nincteenth century when Britain ‘ruled the
waves? now the Unied Saes rles,fnctioning a  cond for a gloh]

itali
the wotid though sometimes as i Iraq ata price for the unp:m]m po-m
ise

" Sometimes there ar several imperialist sates competing with cach
other and sometimes even going to war with cach other. We saw this in the
First and Second World Wars. Bur that is not our situation now. Indeed,
given what warfare has become, we arc increasingly unlikely to get such a
thing. The United States, however,is the sole imperialist superpower and
it is increasingly controlling the globe. With the Sovier Union gone, it
has no present competition. Perhaps somewhere down the linc the EU in
partership with Russia or China or both will become a competing global
way
conditions are not likely to go to war with cach other. War berween such
become too dangerous.

As has been frequently argued, there are now three major trading
blocks: (1) Europe and Afica with Germany as the principal ‘parcner’; (2)
North and South America with the United States as the principal ‘partner’;
and (3) the Asian ring with Japan as the principal ‘partnct. Bur this situa-
tion is luid. China, for example, could replace Japan or come to work (in
spite of old animosie) in parcneship with Japan. While thee s, s of
now, no unified and integ

13 See Robert J. Van der Veen, *Can Socialism be Non-exploitative?” and Phillipe Van Parijs,
“Exploiat ibertarian Challenge,” in M ed. Ands

Recve (London: Sage Publications, 1987) 111-37 and 80-110 respectivly.
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“The United

In theam of s business s and of lhe business elies (increasingly on
a worldwide scale) aligned with them, is increasingly controlling things
economic, political and even cultural. But globalization need not be a glo-
balzation failating tht oder or cven a capialism, I ncd not take an
imperial ing form. The fhe
blocs competing with cach other chrigiies ruling the roost. But that is
not our present condition. And even with such competing powers—given
the increased isk of world was—there could be  becer scenario than the
capiralist i li But that aside, wh: d
elbiing wow s i perialiscs s inseantinsd by the Uizod Seats, We could
in other circumstances have a globalization with a human face and perhaps
even a capitalism with a somewhat human face (as in Sweden). What most

trally we have to resist is imperialism. Globalization, under different
circumstances, could be helpful or at least benign. There could even be an
anti-capitalist globalization from below. But, to repear, that is not the world
we live in now. The world we live in now is one of increasing US—and
with it global capitalist—domination.
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