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Introduction

During the last two decades of the XXc, the world confronted a multidimensional
 process that continues to challenge the conceptual scope of current analytical frameworks used to interpret social reality. As intellectuals and economic and political elites have sought to analyze and understand that process, they have variously coincided in naming it globalization.
  The term, however, has become a catchall that encompasses a variety of meanings in diverse contexts (Bartelson, 200:182), used to name all sorts of things while generally neglecting its multidimensional character. It, therefore, ends up casting more ambiguity than clarity when used to explain the changes that, to a greater or lesser extent, have occurred in the world: the decline of State sovereignty, the weakening resistance to market laws, the dissipating possibility of cultural autonomy and the dilution of stable identities (Wallerstein, 200:250).

Nevertheless, the ambiguity does not disappear with the celebrations and protests that have taken place in the name of globalization (Sen, 2002).  Such events further highlight the existence of a discourse where the term appears as a neutral entity, concealing the mechanisms of larger and more powerful interests (Bartelson, 200:181).  Meanwhile, cast aside is the historical perspective that would enable us to glean new insights and knowledge from this new phase of capital accumulation (Wallerstein, 1988).  The problem, therefore, is not one of nomenclature but of the ability to understand a process that has transcended the interpretive categories based on the concept of modernity as defined by the nation state (Beck, 1998:15). Moreover, in the face of continuous political and economic instabilities, which grew sharply toward the end of the 1990s, there is still no visible consolidation of a stable world system --the current one is characterized by insensitivity toward the human suffering generated by the polarization of resources and benefits (see Bourdieu, 1996:20).   These instabilities have ushered in a period of uncertainty that has brought about the permanent delegitimization of a system that had promised a new era of material prosperity through a market-oriented economy as well as an increase in individual self-determination or empowerment through liberal democracy.  This was supposed to be the case after the demise of the previous world order based on the bipolar tension between capitalism and socialism.

The idea of weights and counterweights
, on both the political and the economic planes, entailed the fulfillment of individual interests --albeit with certain limitations in order to still serve the general interest— owing to the existence of institutions that revolved around a nation-state.  This idea of weights and counterweights has become increasingly diluted as the individual interests of entrepreneurs and businesses have prevailed.  As entrepreneurs and businesses increasingly monopolize resources, they develop the ability to impose a new international order and, consequently, a national one as well.  Thus, we have seen the transition from “democratically organized capitalism” (Beck, 1998:16) to a minimally regulated capitalism.

However, this is not to say that global capitalism is a recent invention (Braudel, 1985); it is, rather, to point out that the stability/instability of the international economic system is due to facts that confront analysts with unprecedented situations that, to a certain extent, are reflected in the diverse meanings of the term globalization.  This term has different meanings depending on theoretical contexts and ideological discourses (Bartelson, 2000:190).  Put in other words, the issue is that in order to comprehend the social dynamics the world has been evidencing in recent years, we require new sociological concepts capable of transcending the old notions of class, territory, nation, etc.  At the same time, however, the processes of globalization have to be analysed as part of the Western project of modernity.  With this, in my opinion, we can generate a vision that enables us to overcome the intellectual stagnation  that “[...] does not provide the people with any tools to transform their condition” (Beck and Sennett, 2000:130).  

This essay analyzes the crisis of the salaried labor relationship and its implications for State managed collective welfare in order then to explain the economic and political rise of financial capital.  This, however, has its consequences for the project of the so-called Western modernity as a discourse of individual autonomy.  One cannot help remark, though, the relationships that are established between salaried work and the State as organizers of life in society and, to a certain extent, as part of the support system of modernity; that is to say, as part of the fulfillment of individual autonomy which is present, in varying degrees, in the configuration of the so-called globalization.  Nevertheless, I must underscore that globalization cannot be defined by isolated events.  It must, instead be defined by the interconnection of events, which is what I will do in the following pages.

Crisis of the Wage Labor Relationship 

The sociologists Ulrich Beck and Richard Sennett (2000) have remarked that in this era of globalization the dominant or privileged actors have learned that their new position does not depend on the dominated people.  The dominated have become autonomous individuals to the extent that they depend less and less on collectives.
   That is, people’s lives depend less on institutions and more on the individual’s own strengths or resources (Beck and Sennett, 2000: 132).  This has generated a general sentiment independence from institutions and public welfare because one of neoliberal ideology’s basic tenets is that the individual can have control over his/her own life.   Within this perspective, moreover, the new management and negotiation of communal or local affairs is considered to lie in groups that have adopted a non-national character. This is due to the fact that they operate in third countries, as is the case with migrant communities that ultimately have adopted a transnational character (Beck, 1998: 53).

Meanwhile, social polarization has become manifest as the concentration of transnational modes of life only at the very top echelons of society (Beck and Sennett, 2000:131).  This concentration of benefits is nothing new for the capitalist system since it is based on an unequal distribution of income and wealth (Braudel, 1985: 80).  However, there is now a new type of inequality brought about by generalized unemployment and instability (Castel, 2001 a: 42).  This situation is due not solely to the universality of salaried labor but also to the fact that while within this category there is a sector of fully employed people, there are also other sectors of underemployed or unemployed people (Castel, 2001 a: 43).  This weakens solidarities based on labor conditions and modes of labor organization.  The decollectivization and destandardization of labor therefore has given place to the development of more individual, rather than collective, survival strategies (Castel, 2001 a: 44).  

What is unprecedented in this case is the labor class’ loss of centrality in articulating the right to work with State granted social protection/benefits.  This approach sought to lessen, though not eliminate, the inequalities that originated from income differences within the different categories of workers that formed part of the social hierarchy (Castel, 2001a: 41).   When the relationship between labor and social protection/benefits was severed, the labor world became fragmented: the workers became atomized individuals detached from any collective and who, in the best of cases, can only do part-time, intermittent or independent work.   They are condemned to fend for themselves when it comes to making a living.
  They are responsible for their own welfare and means to earn a living because they have become marginalized from the regulations and protections that enabled the configuration of wage labor society. 

This does not imply the complete disappearance of regulations set within the framework of the existence of a nation-state.  However, it does underscore the fact that, in some cases, the individualization of collective guarantees and benefits has endangered the very foundations of life in society.
  Though corporate ideology has interpreted that endangerment as the dawn of a new and positive era in which each person takes charge of his/her own life and wellbeing: he/she who is more capable and enterprising is better able to compete as a “self-sufficient” and “independent” entity.  But this corporate ideology constitutes a system of representations that conceals the material conditions actively shaping a social order that seeks to consolidate itself through deregulation (of labor organizations or State imposed regulations) as a means to capital appreciation (Bourdieu, 2001:48).  It is not, therefore, a process devoid of violence.  To the contrary, it is based on a relationship of power that manifests itself in the threat of lay offs and the fear associated with the uncertainty and vulnerability of the individual who is “free” from the alleged traps that institutional and organizational regulations represented.  Consequently, it is easy to believe that self-sufficiency is better than solidarity because the latter creates ties of dependency and responsibility in the individual’s actions (Sennett, 200: 153).  Nevertheless, without responsibilities and ties of dependency, the individual finds him/herself left on his/her own, devoid of support (Dufor, 2001).

Nowadays there is a corporate move –an offensive, so to speak— to end the centrality of the wage relationship in contemporary society and give it a secondary or subordinate position. Such a move has been justified by a doctrine that identifies globalization with the end of all the wrongdoing that sprang from the nation-economy and the social policies of the nation-state (Stryker, 1998:9).  This is the doctrine of a neoliberalism, which justifies any kind of blockade against political decisions that seek to change what is happening in the transnational markets.  Nevertheless, it grants governments the function of reducing tariffs, trade barriers, to promote the competitiveness of the national economy, decreasing the size and cost of the nation-Sate as taxes and benefits are channeled toward social welfare.  Neoliberal doctrine deems that low wage costs are the main decision factor for big investors.  

The neoliberal political and cultural rhetoric has spread among the transnational institutions and the elites (Stryker, 1998:9-10) and has fostered the nation-state’s decrease in social spending and the privatization of some social welfare programs.  This means the commercialization of services previously rendered as social rights
 through a social welfare system administered by the State.  Moreover, it must be noted that the rendering of a service as a right --that is it’s non-commercialization-- ends up bolstering the authority of the capital holders and, for that reason at the current juncture of capital accumulation, the latter are opposed to rendering social services as rights.  When no rights exist, it is difficult for actions of solidarity to coalesce since the individual is more dependent on personal income and the market (Esping-Andersen, 1993: 42).  Nevertheless, I must clarify that the need to commercialize different social needs is not new for capitalists (Wallerstein, 1988: 4).  What is new here is the offensive against social rights that enabled the implementation of social welfare policies which, after WWII, favored capital accumulation within the “narrow” borders of the nation-state by stimulating demand and thus averting a crisis of under consumption (Stryker, 1998: 12). In the current transnationalized economy, these expenditures have gone from being functional to being an obstacle to capital accumulation.
  This has resulted from the imperious need of capital to extend commercialization into areas that guarantee extraordinary earnings or monopolies (Wallerstein, 1988: 37 and ss), even conquering market “immunity” that has created social policy as an instrument of support to the material support of social rights (Esping-Andersen, 1993: 60).  

Salaried labor is no longer an organizing factor in social relations.  Neither do collective or group referents generate solidarity or ties of dependency that enable the formation of an identity in which both the rich and the poor realize their mutual need.
   In order to explain the configuration of such a situation, I must point out certain historical facts that, in the long term, influenced the emergence of a new international financial system when the United States broke the Bretton Woods Agreements to substitute the gold standard for the dollar standard as the main currency for international commercial transactions (Gowan, 1999:34-35).

The rise of financial capital

Ever since the United States broke the Bretton Woods Agreements, financial capital has become so powerful that it no longer needs to transform itself into concrete goods through the process of production. Instead, it has broken through the thin walls of factories to make profits solely through speculation and exorbitant interest rates using computer technology and confidential information to know when, where and on what to exert its stock buying power, be it of a public or a private enterprise, and for the acquisition of various governments’ debt bonds. In other words, this is a way to exercise the rights over future earnings (Gowan, 1999: 28-29).  The power of financiers appears as a right exercised through a regime that operates without the regulation of trans-border financial flows but based on the dollar and Wall Street (Gowan, 1999:37).  The history of this peculiar system is the history of the US struggle to maintain its political hegemony in the face of competing countries –on an economic plane— such as Japan and those in Western Europe.
   Its consequences have become manifest in the establishment of a system of flexible regulation of exchange rates, along with the deregulation of financial markets and the elimination of border controls on capital flow.  As a result, governments have taken on the task of keeping inflation rates low in order not to adversely affect the profits of international financial capital (Stryker, 1998: 12-13).

On the one hand, the rise of oil prices in 1973 was actually part of the US government’s strategy to create a surplus of petrodollars so that they could be managed, subsequently, by the US financial system (Gowan, 1999:38-40).  On the other hand, international financial institutions such as the World Bank (WB) and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) cast aside their original function, which was to stabilize world economy, to transform themselves into active agents of change in national economies, subordinating them to the Wall Street-Dollar regime.
  Since then, the dynamics of the world’s economy lies in the operation of this regime; thus, this historical fact has become the main reason that States are more vulnerable to the power that networks of economic relationships have in defining their shape and capabilities (Held, 1997:168).  Therefore, the “dream” of a cosmopolitan government that manages the uncontrolled situation, an offshoot of the autonomous Wall Street-Dollar regime, is increasingly elusive because the existing world institutions have seen their scope of action limited by the military and financial interests of the US political and economic elites.  It is almost impossible, therefore, to recover the regulatory character of international institutions when the interests of financial capital have become universalised (see, Held, 2000).  Thus, we are far from creating a new legality with organizational mechanisms that can generate political communities able to combine material prosperity and social stability (Held, 2000:407).  It is increasingly difficult to establish mechanisms of accountability and transparency for world organisms through the formal mechanisms that have demonstrated their limitations when faced with the autonomy of a financial system that has converted the dollar in the base of US privileges (as it has a greater ability to impose restrictions on the rest of the countries).
  Formal international mechanisms do work, however, in a more limited manner with cooperation emerging as a necessity in a context where rules have no validity.  Thus emerges the illusion that by holding international meetings, signing trade agreements, or agreements to fight common and/or organized crime, the system is making progress toward a world or cosmopolitan government (Gowan, 1997: 180).
The material foundations of the US “lordship” prepared the scene for the political domination of the neoliberal agenda in the decade of the eighties in both the US and England (remember the Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher administrations).  Despite the presence of governments with social democratic tendencies, the social protection system, nevertheless, suffered the consequences (Cfr, Navarro, 2000:133 and ss).   As governmental financing of social benefits decreased, the eligibility criteria for such benefits (e.g. unemployment insurance) were re-defined.  Meantime, tax rates for the top income brackets decreased and the administration of social welfare was decentralized.

The Political Power of Financial Capital

Margaret Thatcher’s conservative administration commercialized social welfare through the “Social Security Acts of 1980 to 1986”.  In the US, Ronald Reagan’s administration cut social benefits and applied commercial style eligibility criteria upon decentralizing welfare administration.  In the time periods between 1960-1975 and 1975-1985, countries such as Sweden, England and the US lowered their social spending.  During that time, the top income brackets in the US saw tax rate cuts of 53%, in Sweden 40% and in England 29% (Stryker, 1998:16). 

US multinationals consolidated their power as they came to control local markets (especially the service sector) through a system of franchises.  In the 1980s, however, international creditors imposed on the indebted Third World Countries (post petrodollar boom) a process of economic restructuring supervised by the IMF and the WB.  Thus, the interest  paid on the debt became another means for developed countries to finance their budget deficits.  Meanwhile, the financial instability that speculators created has become a new instrument of surplus extraction in the developed countries and also another form of protecting “dirty” money originating from mafia and organized crime activities.  The debt of commercial banks as well as of large transnational corporations has become a public debt that must be covered by taxpayers in the countries where these banks and corporations operate (Chossudovsky, 1997:18-21).  As a result, in under-developed countries State sponsored financing for development practically ended because the IMF has imposed a “freeze” on the creation of money to finance public spending and, in this sense, has become a powerful paralyzing instrument for different national economies (Estefanía, 2001).  In following a neoliberal agenda, the IMF has focused more on saving the creditors; thus, it has abandoned its original mission because it no longer guarantees the global liquidity that enables global growth.

There is international consensus on macroeconomic reforms from both the right and the left –Democrats and Republicans in the US— and from the socialist and social democratic governments in the European Union (EU).  That is why, on the one hand, the results of government election have had little or no impact on State management of social policy and the economy.  On the other hand, the State –informed by a neoliberal political agenda— is increasingly repressing citizens’ democratic rights (Chossudovsky, 1997:25).   In short, financial and investment deregulation must be considered as institutional processes that, in geographic terms, are expressed in the territory.  Certain cities, that is, constitute the strategic sites for the production of specialized functions that enable the dynamics of a global economy (Sassen, 2000:373).  This is particularly evident when a firm or corporation has configured a territorial environment that has become a boundary or border in itself within the nation-state (Sassen, 2000:374).  In this context, privatization does not represent only a change of ownership but a transferal of regulating functions to private corporations and private financial advisors (Sassen, 2000:375).  Consequently, the disperse geography becomes integrated through corporate structures that have a tendency to concentrate control and benefits appropriation. That is why 40% of world trade is within corporations.  In the 1990s, for example, US corporations had 18,000 subsidiaries around the world, German corporations had 19,000, and 50% of the work places for auto companies such as Ford Motors and General Motors, information technology corporations such as IBM and oil companies such as EXXON, were located abroad (i.e. outside the US).  All of this requires complex logistics coordination around the globe, though, interestingly, central operations tend to be located, overwhelmingly, in developed countries (Sassen, 2000: 377).  The State, nevertheless, must maintain regulations that stem from property rights and contracts (Sassen, 2000: 381).  This is extremely important in terms of guaranteeing corporate benefits and profits.  Besides, from this perspective, some of the consequences of their economic activities, such as environmental pollution, require the government’s role as an arbiter to “minimize” the negative effects of possible conflicts. Financial markets have created their own electronic space. It has been calculated that their daily operations have reached a quintillion dollars and central banks have been unable to exert their influence on these activities through interest rates.  As a result, State deregulation of financial activities has not eliminated the State’s role as guarantor of contracts and property rights (Sassen, 2000:384).
While the world order that emerged after WWII was favorable for the US, after the dissolution of the Yalta accord –which at least allowed for negotiation of military power between the US and the former Soviet Union,  its political and military hegemony is no longer limited, as it was in the past, by the existence of two free but reciprocally hostile spaces (Wallerstein, 2000: 251). 

During the 1960s, Western Europe and Japan managed to regain control over their national markets and their products compete, relatively successfully, with US products (Wallerstein, 2000: 252).  However, as I have already remarked, US elites have responded with a strategy of supporting the capitalists who remove their money from the sphere of production in order to invest it in the financial sphere.  In addition, certain production processes have moved from high salaried to low-wage positions (Wallerstein, 2000:254).  Moreover, the strategy of increasing oil prices benefited one of the largest transnational corporations in the oil industry (the seven sisters) –for this maneuver, the US counted on the support of its allies such as Saudi Arabia and Iran (under the Shah’s administration).  During the 1980s, the consequences of the aforementioned strategy manifested themselves as the debt crisis of the main developing countries. 
  

World economy has a balance that is increasingly difficult to sustain (Wallerstein, 2000: 258-261): the offensive against the social welfare system to maintain low wages, along with the tendency to skirt costs entailed in activities that involve possible environmental pollution.  In other words, to seek continuously to maintain profits without facing or dealing with the costs.  This situation creates more social instability and in some cases has overwhelmed the State’s punitive capabilities.
  During the mid 1980s in particular, both revolutionary movements and reformers saw the State as an agent of transformation; but nowadays it lacks the legitimacy to assume that role once again because in some cases, as has happened in the Third World, it has made reforms that follow the neoliberal doctrine espoused by the IMF and WB.  This translates into a massive divestment from social security and welfare.  Instead, the State has focused on guaranteeing earnings for the capitalist quasi-monopolies and on socializing their costs on an even poorer population (cf. Wallerstein, 2000: 263).  This is a problem that has created more uncertainty and violence that are translated, in varying degrees, in the level of social action and the system that, beyond scientific rigor, are part of the world economy (Braudel, 1985: 52-65).

The autonomy process of the economic system, now under the hegemony of financial capital, has imposed on the social and political systems its imperatives, which are justified under neoliberal ideology (Touraine, 2001: 32).  This autonomy, however, cannot be understood without considering its relationship with so-called modernity.

Modernity and globalization

Western modernity stresses the individual’s autonomy, or right and duty to self-governance as a member of society.  The idea of freedom, therefore, is understood as the individual’s autonomy to utilize the rules and resources in a given social order.
  Other individuals, however, are exposed to the repercussions entailed in exercising such autonomy (Wagner, 1997: 18).  Thus, there is a tension between individual life and the networks of social interaction or the institutions that simultaneously create the possibility of autonomy and also limit it.  Hence, institutions distribute possibilities and limitations for the fulfillment of freedom understood as autonomy (Wagner, 1997: 19).  In this sense, Western modernity has created the discourse of freedom, the desire of knowledge during the so-called scientific revolution, self-determination through the XVIII c. political revolutions in France and revolution of independence in the US, even the freedom of economic activities no longer subjected to the absolutist State’s control and regulation (Wagner, 1997: 30-31).  Nevertheless, the institutions that were created have not been able to fulfill the promises of bourgeois humanism regarding the individual’s self-fulfillment through autonomy (see Dahrendorf, 1994).

The State drew the limits and boundaries of the project of modernity, which identified with the liberal credo.  During the XIX c., it was limited and restricted to the bourgeoisie, though later on, especially after organized labor movements and the establishment of mass political parties, modernity acquired a more universal discourse thus attempting to integrate all members of a society by suppressing the institutional boundaries that limited inclusion.  Such integration was achieved through labor unions or through massive political parties; later on in the middle of the XXc, it was achieved through State administered mechanisms of social welfare.  It is thus that the interventionist State works based on the hypothesis that national interests are the common interests (Wagner, 1997: 223). Furthermore, it assumes that the rationality of collectives is uniform or, at the very least, that it shares certain homogenous orientations that a bureaucratic administration can quantify.  This situation changes when a number of practices spread beyond the organizational boundaries, which initiates a period, particularly in the last two decades of the XX c., of disorganization that implies the transcendence or rupture of the limits that the welfare State had once generated.
  However, from a historical perspective,  modernity actually materialized as the colonization of the world [...] which certainly means a process of discovery, expansion and growth of wealth, but also of submission, slavery, war and exploitation” (Melucci, 2001: 31). Thus, the project of modernity as the fulfillment of individual autonomy continues to present the same problem: the production and distribution of resources required for its achievement are unequally distributed.  In order to become and individual –which is different in neoliberal doctrine— one has to be able to count on the capabilities, rights and responsibilities that are not only distributed in an unequal manner but that in other social realities, such as those of developing countries, are not guaranteed by an institutional State order (Melucci, 2001: 53).

Modernity as a project of autonomy fulfillment has really been a project of submission or constriction of social action, identified with the so-called colonization of the life-world (Habermas, 1999).  That is, the means of social reproduction, material as well as symbolic, have been subordinated to a logic of commercialism and political domination (Cook, 2001: 95).  Social integration is then redefined in life contexts that are mediated through the roles of consumer and client.
  The individual is defined as a client and consumer and as the welfare State “regulates” its life relations, it also considers the individual as a client of the collective welfare services it administers –though what it is really doing is legalizing its intervention in the reproduction of the life-world (Cook, 2001: 96).

There is an insurmountable gap between the ideal of the individual’s self-determination and the control practices exercised from economic and political power that have not only distorted communicative action but have also truncated the project of modernity as liberation (Habermas, 1988).  In this sense, the needs and rights of individuals have been suppressed or subordinated to the needs of the economic and political system (Rasmussen, 1996:40).  This means that the reproduction of life-world is accomplished through money and power (Guibentif, 1996: 121).  It is no longer the place of production for non-institutional discourse, of collective reflection; instead, it is a space of reproduction of the discourses of political and economic domination (Guibentif, 1996: 122).  

The crisis of modernity

Western modernity’s incomplete mission is the fulfillment of individual self-determination.  In recent times, individuals have tended to adopt life styles characterized by a possessive individualism (Cook, 2001:100) that equates an increase in buying power with an improved quality of life.   Meanwhile, the individual’s participation in public affairs or political decisions is increasingly marginal (Cook, 2001:101).  In this context, liberal democracy and its institutions have not managed to become an important part of the individual’s possibilities of autonomy. Instead, thanks to the autonomy that the international monetary system has achieved, the power of money has set the stage for the crisis of social solidarity. It has, thus, created a situation where that solidarity is no longer a “shield” of protection or mutual aid; in its absence, the individual deems best to recoil into private space where what is valid is the individual and his/her possibilities of fulfillment through private consumption.  What exists, hence, is modernism without modernity.
   In other words,  it is a consumption of goods and services that is related to  the free choice of an atomized individual who enjoys a socioeconomic position that allows him/her to establish that the material opportunities are ever greater for an ever smaller number of people.
  In this sense, in the current phase of capital accumulation, the promises of greater opportunities for the majority of individuals have not been fulfilled because the institutional protections have ceased to be valid as social rights (Dahrendorf, 1994:112). Consequently, economic growth has become divorced from the possibility of creating material improvements through employment and universal access to social welfare, which is currently suffering a transformation as it is becoming instead focused assistance partly because of cuts in public spending (Wacquant, 2001).  What is new here is that social inequality grows despite global economic prosperity.  The State models this tendency with social assistance programs that have been unable to avoid the individual’s vulnerability in the face of unemployment and poverty (Wacquant, 2001:169, 176).

The liberal promise --which is different from the neoliberal promise-- of freedom by and through the institutions that guarantee better opportunities for the majority has been substituted by a neoliberal utopia that imposes commercialization as the boundary of governmental interventions.  Faced with the situations of anomie, of conflict with the probability of violence, neoliberal ideology does not distance itself from the possibility of criminalizing poverty or misery (Wacquant, 2000).  At the same time and from liberal point of view, it is almost impossible to accomplish the primary task of building and rebuilding institutions, outside the neoliberal development model, to improve life conditions and facilitate the intervention of citizen participation in modifying the neoliberal agenda of different governments.
  Furthermore, it is easier to develop a syndrome of civil privatism: the exchange of welfare benefits for a low citizen participation in government affairs (Cook, 2001: 100).  Thus, it is probable that the pathological effects, the collective or individual disturbances, will continue and the problems of social integration will become more acute (Sica, 1991: 526).

The fragmentation and “de-socialization” that began as an attack on the wage labor relationship has had generalized negative consequences. What used to be part of the past, work and social rights articulated through a social agreement by the so-called welfare State, has become a factor of social disorder and destabilization that has reactivated  the State’s punitive function (its repressive and authoritarian aspect) to control though not eradicate the problems of reproducing a social order that directly benefits economic and political elites.  In this sense, the disconnection between economic growth and employment, and employment and social benefits as State institutionalized rights --redefined in some cases by profitability criteria or resuming their residual focus (of giving them to individuals stigmatized by unemployment, poverty, drug addiction, etc.)— to reduce public deficits, is more akin the neoliberal utopia of unlimited exploitation and social disorder defined by the resurgence of a new “barbarism” (Al-Azmeh, 2001) characterized  by fundamentalisms (more exclusive than inclusive) that remind us of the exhaustion of Western modernity’s promises of  individual self-determination.

This is why in order to define globalization it is important to take into account the crisis facing the welfare State as a fundamental piece of a social accord that served to connect economic and social development.  Even though it did not constitute a definitive or an ideal solution, the welfare State at least sought to reduce, though not eradicate, social inequalities --as Western modernity was unable to fulfill the promise of individual self-determination (Castel, 2001b:17 and ss).   This is no longer the case.  Social inequalities have increased as the State’s ability to address social welfare has become more limited. Furthermore, the commercialization of social services has managed to make the situation even more acute.  In attempting to define or explain globalization, one must take into account the changes both in the system and in social integration. That is to say, on a micro and macro social level –without articulating them as an opposition— to overcome the pessimisms and optimisms that define it only as an internationalization or mundialization of local economies (Mattelart, 1998: 29-40).  It is more than that for it is also a political strategy that imposes a particular view of the world and of the material conditions for the accomplishment of financing interests and big multinational corporations.  It is an economic power that becomes a political power to the extent that it dictates, mediated by international financing institutions, new forms of subordination to the countries in the periphery that are indispensable in subsidizing the prosperity of the countries in the center.

There is no doubt that the pillars that defined collective identities, such as class and nation, are insufficient  when seeking to explain globalization, which is also indicative of the demise of Western modernity and its discourse.
  As a result, it is necessary to accept as a fact the collapse of language and concepts (Beck, 2002: 6).  It is also necessary to accept that we are experiencing a process of deinstitutionalization that signifies more globalization --in other words, more markets devoid of institutional limitations and regulations— but less integration.  After September 11, 2001, the US and its allies in Western Europe are effectively reformulating this dynamic as they develop greater controls over a broad scope of human activities such as migration, the flow of capital and goods, and even the flow of information on the Internet, all with the objective of combating the new enemy: terrorism.    The controls are centered on punitive aspects or those of organized violence through the military, to defend the central countries’ prosperity from the pathologies that reproduce in the peripheral countries, where the situation has become unbearable.  “Legitimate” violence is also implemented, through the military and the police, to confront the problems arising from a lack of social integration and an absence or omission of growth inclusive of collective welfare.
  
Final Thoughts

The issues analyzed here point at the fact that the multidimensional processes the world is currently undergoing are constituting new social dynamics that defy traditional analytical concepts informed by the emergence of a Keynesian social agreement managed by a State that linked economic growth with social welfare. The insufficiency of this traditional analytical framework does not, however, deny the currency of essential aspects present throughout the history of capitalism.  However, from a general perspective, the system is now in an unstable situation where conflicts due to the aforementioned deficits in social integration are manifesting themselves as a resurgence of fragmented confrontations that have re-activated the State’s repressive or punitive dimensions. Moreover, the promises to fulfill individual autonomy, that the discourse of Western modernity set forth, became the ideological justification for new forms of control over social life.  The issue of control, at one point in time repressive, acquired greater prominence than the freedom that different institutions were supposed to guarantee.  Institutions suffered a disconnect between individual security and prosperity; its universal character was displaced by a partial assistentialism or a protection of the elite’s financial interests.  It would appear that the modern “Leviathan” (the State) currently exists at the expense of socializing costs and individualizing benefits and/or concentrating them within the most privileged social groups.  World institutions such as the IMF and WB exist precisely for that purpose, and no peripheral country to date has been able to change this situation.  There are no longer any privileged or enlightened agents --as once were the State, the wage laborer and the independence or anti-colonialist  movements— who can become the new architects of a free society devoid of inequalities.  Instead, there are enemies who weave criminal or terrorist networks that reflect and serve their individual interests in an era where State regulations have weakened.  For that reason, they can be considered “offspring” of a neoliberal credo that, as it has grown the market, has managed to fragment society to the point that it has created individuals who have devised their own survival strategies.  Interestingly, under the lordship of the neoliberal agenda, survival in the peripheral countries has been confered a new functionality: strategies where the entrepreneurial spirit of those excluded shines through as an individual initiative of self-employment.  In reality, however, it is a clear manifestation of crisis within the institutions of the State, particularly of their inability to guarantee a minimum standard of welfare. This is why certain migrant communities have become important actors when it comes to defining regional development or a local social welfare policy.

The State continues to guarantee property rights and the conditions for high profitability. Nevertheless, the power of capital holders –those who own the money—is, without a doubt, so vast that their presence is undeniable when it comes to formulating national political agendas.  The old and the new is structured to determine a new social reality that, with its imperatives, imposes itself on social action that reproduces with minimal influence of those who seek to transform that reality.  Here we would enter the murky territory of politics where collective action is necessary for transformation.  While I am not in the position to point out a path or an agenda, I must underscore that, when it comes to reflecting and debating the issues, we need new conceptual frameworks to understand the current era of capitalism.  These frameworks can provide the foundation for those who struggle to effect social transformation (it is said that ideals never die).

The subject of globalization and Western modernity is broad.  I cannot conclude without remarking some explanatory aspects that are necessary to understand, though not eliminate, the uncertainty and unrest that haunts some intellectuals.  Meantime, an immense majority of people struggle to survive.  Nevertheless, I must point out that conceptual frameworks present limitations and possibilities to the extent that they enable us to analyze and understand the old and the new encompassed in the socioeconomic reality termed globalization.  This article is an attempt to work in that direction.

� For the purposes of this article, multidimensionalism refers to the economic, political, social and cultural spheres (see, Messner, 2001:1).





� Every era creates its own terms; the term “globalization” appeared in books and journals beginning in the early 1980s.  By 1995, it appeared repeatedly in countless books and journals.  Thus, “globalization” became a popular topic.  (Stryker, 1998:2-3). 





� In reality they are, “(...) counter-powers that must necessarily be collective (...); but which have been weakened to foster an atomized individualism, justified by neoliberal ideology” (Castel, 2001:45).





� “Soon there will be a growing number of people who no one will need" (Beck and Sennett, 2000:130).





� “Only when the worker signed-up for collectives, work collectives, labor unions, collective regulations for the right to work and for social protection, did he become liberated from the negative forms of freedom of an individual who is alone” (Castel, 2001:44).





� Individualism in Western societies is related to the material currency of political, social and civil rights, where the right to work and the requirements for training and mobility are included. (Beck and Sennett, 2000:128).





� “Decommercialization occurs when a service is rendered as a matter of rights and when a person can make a living without having to depend on the market” (Esping-Andersen, 1993:41).





� This apparently reinforces the belief that the main trait of the capitalist system is its ability to adapt “(...) being able to move from one ruse to the next, from one way of acting to another, ... to recharge tenfold its batteries according to the circumstances while continuing to remain sufficiently loyal to itself” (Braudel, 1985:128-129).  However, putting aside such an interpretation, which may lead us to think that nothing changes, in my opinion the new element lies in the heightened political power of financial markets, weakening and destroying a decommercialization system that is “(...) a pre-condition to obtain a tolerable level of individual welfare and security (Esping-Andersen, 1993:59).





� According to Zymunt Bauman, the global era has broken the link between wealth and poverty; the rich no longer need the poor (Beck, 1998:90-91).





� In 1971, Richard Nixon --the then US President-- broke away from the Bretton Woods Accord to acquire uncontested power through the dollar as he transformed the international monetary system to a dollar standard regime.





� According to Multinational Monitor, a US based NGO, the IMF and the WB “...condition their credit lines on the elimination of labor rights (...) The IMF conditioned economic support to Argentina on the application of what is called ‘labor flexibility’, which translates into a greater ease to terminate workers, the reduction of benefits (...)”(Zuñiga, 2001:1).





� “(...) the World Bank’s  political recommendations have emphasized institutional reform and a more active role for the State in the advancement of market-oriented economic transformations.  The attention given to these topics contrasts with  the organism’s previous trajectory, when it was concerned mainly about the management of the large macroeconomic aggregates” (my emphasis Vilas, 2001:1).





� The debt crisis exploded in 1980 in Poland when the Girek administration, unable to resolve the problems generated by the debt the country had incurred, took repressive measures against the disgruntled workers of the port of Gdank (Wallerstein, 2000: 254).





� In developing countries, the State does not posses the institutional capability to exercise functions of vigilance or control on the population, even in terms of guaranteeing collective wellbeing/safety.  However, a situation has developed where the discipline brought about by modern institutions is limited and is articulated in a negotiated or conflictive manner with the informal processes of economic survival or of solving certain problems such as housing or urban services (see, Bayat, 1997).





� In this case, the institutions are order, or a structure of relationships of things and people.  In other words, “(...) institutions are not merely relationships.  They have a separate existence, distanced, or in any case able to be distanced, from the relationships with things and people” (Dahrendorf, 1994:153-154).





� According to Peter Wagner, the apparent disorganization does include concerted efforts to reorganize as well as elements of a new global order.  The system, however, lacks its former coherence and has been unable to achieve the levels of security and order attained in organized modernity (Wagner, 1997:230).





� As Deborak Cook points out, social welfare programs have been helpful in minimizing


conflict between the citizens and the State (Cook, 2001:96).





� In underdeveloped countries, there is a modernism that lacks a socioeconomic foundation and that only includes the vicious exploitation of resources and their exchange for goods that have not been created (cf, Makhmalbaf,  2001:38-39).





� This goes against the idea that modernity broadens “(...) opportunities for a growing number of people [which] was one of the fundamental changes in History.  It was and is the process that can be called <modernity>.”(Dahrendorf, 1994:61).





� In the face of anomie or the lack of validity of laws or norms for social integration, the construction of institutions has been an insufficient task (Dahrendorf, 1994: 189).





� “Identification with the working class or with the nation had propitiated the foundations with which modernity was built” (my emphasis) (Wagner, 1997:216).





� In the periphery --such as in Colombia, for example-- the State controls more territory at noon than at midnight (Touraine, 2002:6).
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