MINUTES

Globalization and Human Security Faculty/Grad Student Research Seminar
November 30, 2005

5-6 pm 

Ingraham Hall 336

Present: Clark Miller, Jeremi Suri, Jonathan Zeitlin, Fred Bird, Il Chyun Kwak, Oonsie Biggs, Alison Alter, Whitney Gantt, Brandon Whisenhunt, Jeff Sartin, Trudy Fredericks

I. Seminar began with Jeremi Suri introducing Jonathan Zeitlin. Readings for this discussion were “Globalization—Frequently Asked Questions and Some Surprising Answers” by Paul Hirst and Grahame Thompson, and "Administrative Law and Global Politics" by Joshua Cohen and Charles F. Sabel. Discussion began with Jonathan Zeitlin addressing the need to understand the question of what globalization is and how to understand it. Two readings came from opposite ends of the debate in argument and chronology. 

A. The Hurst and Thompson (1996) was a seminal book. First to interrogate conceptually and empirically examine some of the assumptions about globalization. 
B. The Cohen and Sabel is a current document written for a symposium on global administrative law hosted by the NYU Law School. 
C. Important to look at what is globalization and ask a central question of to what extent can globalization be governed?; what governance processes are there out there?; and what are some of the questions of democratic accountability that arise?

II. Began with definitions:

A. How to sum up economic globalization: Economic interdependence resulting from intensive cross-border flows of services, capital, people, and ideas. Zeitlin seeks to emphasize process of globalization and to differentiate between processes, trajectories, and outcomes. Single most important argument in Hurst and Thompson first book (Globalization in Question) was a distinction between a fully globalized economy and an international economy. 
1. Fully globalized: fundamentally characterized between distinct national governments with a global system doing most of the work

2. The international economy: a flat world—where there are not great differences between countries and time and space matter less and less.

B. One example: Peter Katzenstein’s book, A World of Regions, makes a problematic distinction between globalization and internationalization not as possible end states (trajectories) but instead as processes themselves instead of seeing them as two possible outcomes of a single process. Zeitlin argues that globalization should be seen as a single process which is historically contingent, political open, and must be studied empirically to determine what kind of outcomes and trajectories it is actually producing. 

III. Key claim of Hurst and Thompson analyses is today’s world still looks more like an international economy than a global economy.
A. The article sets forth a set of key questions: How new is the current state of internationalization? Important to remember that even today that the international economy is less integrated than it was before 1914—mostly in terms of labor migration.

B. How much does this matter? Should we consider trends towards greater internationalization as inevitable and irreversible? We can see a little bit of this in trends in foreign direct investment (FDI)—after crash of global stock market and 9/11, there was a note-worthy fall back from FDI. That trend has since been restored. 
C. Also key: How to think about economic international integration and globalization. Hurst and Thompson point out important points. The relatively closed character of the 3 key players in intl. economies (EU, US, and Japan) none have rates of more than 20% of GDP in Intl. trade. Moreover—also striking that both trade and foreign investment is highly concentrated among highly advanced countries. Some developing economies (China, India) are increasingly a focus for investment and trade.

D. Multinational Corporations are often seen as lad actors in globalization. Hurst and Thompson argue that most multinational corporations are rooted in home countries and regions. Zeitlin adds from his own work—that about 2/3 of FDI is used for mergers and acquisitions. This is important because there is a more of a concentration process, not the creation of a new globalized production chain. Also because the subsidiaries that are merged are rooted in home countries and the integration into an international merger is a large challenge for companies. Zeitlin’s book, Local Players and Global Gains, addresses these issues.

E. Two more points from Hurst and Thompson: 

1. State autonomy and capacity: national states still retain capacity for managing economies. No sign of race to the bottom. Northern countries have very high levels of social expenditure and expenditure and competitiveness. Domestic factors are more important than international pressures, but must remain compatible with those international pressures.
2. International governance—the international economy and financial system are not inherently ungovernable. 
3. Take home message: increased importance of a new collaborative of labor between governance and sub-national/regional and the super-national and international. The lynchpin for their collaboration is national states/governments. 

IV. Cohen and Sable argue question from opposite angle

A. They ask: How much global governance is out there? Through what mechanisms is it provided? How are these mechanisms being made and how can they be made accountable? How much do they depend on democratic politics in a national and global level?

B. Cohen and Sable claim: When we survey some range of activity, we find a global administration in the making. There is a lot already happening. The authors also give an elaborate typology that runs from one extreme of formalized treaty arrangements to informal arrangements of networks of public and private actors. These arrangements can be found in numerous spheres- they do not solve all global problems, but are seen as global governance and are less controlled by national govt. than one might expect.
C. Second key claim: dynamic accountability through new forms of governance. If we accept the problem is not only can the intl. economy be governed, but how it is being governed. This leads to question of accountability. The premise of paper is that a whole body of work on global administrative law that is looking at regulation of global administration. This usually extends familiar forms of domestic forms and applies them to the international arena. The authors acknowledge that what is happening is anomalous forms of international role—based on informality, not a command and control by an authoritative administrative state in international arena. 

D. Cohen and Sable argue that standard principle agent models of accountability do not work in the global arena. No single administrative body and no principles in intl. arena with a panoramic vision of what needs to be done. 

E. Cohen and Sable propose a moral dynamic accountability: actors are obliged to explain actions to those experts that have the necessary knowledge to understand them. 

F. Clark Miller states that there are similar processes operating in US processes—FDA, evolved in 1970s and 80s and negotiated in the courts, resulting in the Fed. Budgetary Act of 1972.

G. Other examples addressed by Zeitlin was the EU and to some extent at the WTO.

H.  C&S argue speculatively that ideas about how emerging processes has democratizing effects on policy making and help to create a global public.

V. Question: Even if these processes of global administration, global administrative law, and dynamic accountability widen the range for alternative in national politics, does this lead to a new global community or political identity or a multi-layer public identity? Does this lead to a global multi-level governance where nation states still maintain control? 

A. Clark Miller added—One that is also non-flat. There are certain countries that are highly active and others that are not. 

VI.  Jeremi Suri asks, how to connect to other discussions: Are the ways in which deeper interpenetration of society is transforming problems of governance in the sense of a principle agent model, but also in identifying the issues that need to be dealt with in the very beginning. Patz argues for global health over environment. How do these papers give us a handle on that? You still need institutions to start with, where should resources be allocated? Do these papers give us some insight?
A. Discussion ensued over when nations want to be transparent—Bird suggested TRIPS agreement on HIV medications

B. Suri offered nuclear issues as an example of when states do not want to be transparent.

C. Clark’s discussion on Nuclear Atomic Agency—the IAEA provided an alternative set. A debate ensued over rival sets of experts to discuss policy issues on a global level.

VII. Alter offered that dynamic can be found in a principle agent theory as well—just have two agents compete for the best information

A. Zeitlin argued that in a principle agent theory, the most typical kind of competition occurring, is not over offering different sources of information, but is a marketized competition for provision of services. There the kind of knowledge you need to set the rules for the competition turns out to be is just as panoramic as the knowledge you need to lay out the set of performance criteria for a single agent. The pluralism point is important because the Intl. financial institutions what is missing the flow of different models and diagnosis of evidence. The goal then is pluralizing the sources of information. 
B. Miller offered: One argument made is that the IMF asked to defend its policies with experts trained in an open way—to make information available for peer review in a broader international community. 

VIII. Suri asked—what about technology? These readings were silent about technology. Key for understanding the globalization of violence and environmental degradation. Argument can be made that something is happening with speed and breadth and makes the case for irreversibility. 
A. Zeitlin states that H&T argue that if we want to understand technology and international economic integration—the crucial step was taken in the mid-19th century with the telegraph. It made the transmission of real-time financial info transmission possible. In that sense, some of the claims about the rise of information technology revolution claims are overstated. Industry and technology might be creating a cumulative effect that has a global effect—
B. Miller suggests to look at this in a different way—ask questions like: On immigration—are there ways in which technological changes result in new kinds of systems that connect up with security issues in ways that did not before. Example: The creation after WWII of large scale civil air transportation leads to infectious disease issues. Example: The oil based manufacturing requires the security issues that spring from the form a technology takes.
C. Zeitlin argues that this is not unprecedented—

IX. Suri asks about a change in consciousness—media inflates the consciousness about what the actual situation is. But, false consciousness still matters and has influence.

A. Miller claimed--Not clear why assumptions of material conditions stands out as uniquely global—there is a set of conceptual frameworks about how the world works.—different from those of Cold War concepts. 

B. First decade after WWII—the sense of global space and we need to act accordingly. Sense of what we attune our public lenses to is important

C. Bird suggested era of empires after WWII changed after 1960s. Most nations are still very poor and very weak. Still, the emerging situation is somehow different.

D. Miller suggested that ideas of 1960s and 70s territorial units have sovereignty—that idea was not present previously.

X. Suri states that there are different kinds of globalization. The C&S article argues that there is a kind of stickiness in this area between nation states. There is another region there—very amorphous and still indefinable. This strikes policy makers schooled in a historical understanding of a Westphalian world with a whole set of issues that are difficult for them to accommodate. (examples: war crimes trials, bodies of law about accountability for regimes and business outside of state)
A. Truman, Roosevelt, Stalin (1945-6) did see a global administration through authoritative ways

B. Proved not possible to do that on a large scale—now we have an anomaly patchwork of regulators that have escaped the control of even the most powerful state

XI. If globalization is not new, then where does that leave us? How does that affect the kinds of questions this collaborative asks? Are the sets of security issues different? How does that impact which issues to identify as of primary concern?
A. The process of globalization can be occurring all the time, but the security questions are different in any given time.
B. What roles does the nation state play? Where does it fit in? The UN reports tried to take us out of that, but we keep coming back to it. 

C. Also, room for asking questions of history and relevance. It is not accidental that IMF was central focus for global protests; the 2005 Nobel Peace Prize went to director general of UN agency, when looking at Avian Flu the WHO looked to as front responder to this issue. When the worked is re-imagined where there are global things going on you can’t control at a national level—especially with a security dynamic, then we have to realize that those international institutions were created as security institutions. The sense that fear and state, and link between security and securing order is a relevant logic. 
1. H&T was an economic focused argument that shows important discussion that needs to be looked at

2. the language they use is a pure division of labor—maybe economic language can be applied effectively

3. Statistics important—how to measure in another way. There was more immigration before, but travel leads to a whole host of new problems.

XII. Zeitlin suggests that we must be careful about what the implications of H&T article—

A. Concern with gap between perception and reality—it is a political argument to say that there is much more scope for agency for political decision making both national and international level than somebody who believed a kind of myth of the global economy would be led to. They think that by changing perceptions, ultimately you can expand the scope of political possibility.
B. They want to guard against the trap of social scientific futurology of extrapolating present trends linearly into future—despite the fact that they are unsustainable or dependent on all kinds of political institutional conditions. 

C. By pointing out that there are some similarities between the Belle Epoch and our own world—that is meant to draw attention to the potential institutional fragility of international integration and is meant to say that we should look less at underlying structural forces like technology and more at decisions by different sources of authority (Example: to deregulate certain dimensions of their economy, remove capital control). It is meant not to say that there is nothing new here, and what is happening does not matter. But to think about it in a different kind of way.
XIII. Next meeting will be sometime at the start of next semester. The first one will most likely be a session that will ask the group how it wants to proceed in the next semester. We will focus on case studies and moving toward a conference (to be held in two years.) We will start commissioning and thinking about case studies that will deal with new approaches to security and their intersection with globalization. Think about what cases you want to start working on.

****Please send your reading recommendations to be added to the bibliography to Trudy Fredericks at fredericks@wisc.edu****
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