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3 Globalization and Violence

lobalization is a source of debate almost everywhere. It
is the name of a new industrial revolution (driven by
powerful information and communication technologies)
which has barely begun. Because of its newness, it taxes
our linguistic resources for understanding it and our politi-
cal resources for managing it. In the United States and in the
ten or so most wealthy countries of the world, globalization
is certainly a positive buzzword for corporate elites and their
political allies. But for migrants, people of color, and other
marginals (the so-called South in the North), it is a source of
worry about inclusion, jobs, and deeper marginalization. And
the worry of the marginals, as always in human history, is a
worry to the elites. In the remaining countries of the world,
the underdeveloped and the truly destitute ones, there is a
double anxiety: fear of inclusion, on draconian terms, and
fear of exclusion, for this seems like exclusion from history
itself.
Whether we are in the North or the South, globalization
also challenges our strongest tool for making newness man-
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‘ ageable, and that is the recourse to history. We can do our best
to see globalization as just a new phase (and face) of capital-
ism, or imperialism, or neocolonialism, or modernization or
developmentalism. And there is some force to this hunt for
the analogy that will let us tame the beast of globalization in
the prison house (or zoo) of language. But this historicizing
move (for all of its technical legitimacy) is doomed to fail pre-
cisely in accounting for the part of globalization that is unset-
tling in its newness. Recourse to the archives of prior world
systems, old empires, and known forms of power and capi-
tal can indeed soothe us, but only up to a point. Beyond that
point lurks the intuition of many poor people (and their sup-
porters in the world) that globalization Pposes some new chal-
lenges which cannot be addressed with the comforts of his-
tory, even those of the history of bad people and nasty world
conquerors. This hazy intuition is at the heart of the uncertain
coalitions and uneasy dialogues that surround globalization,

“even in the streets of Seattle, Prague, Washington, and many

other less dramatized locations.

Where exacﬂy does this newness lie and why do many criti-
cal intellectuals fail to understand it better? In my opinion,
there are three interrelated factors which make globalization
difficult to understand in terms of earlier histories of state and
market. The first is the role of finance capital (especially in
its speculative forms) in the world economy today: it is faster,
more multiplicative, more abstract, and more invasive of na-
tional economies than ever in its previous history. And be-
cause of its loosened links to manufacture and other forms of

productive wealth, it is a horse with no apparent structural

rider. The second reason has to do with the peculiar power of
the information revolution in its electronic forms. Electronic
information technologies are part and parcel of the new finan-
cial instruments, many of which have technical powers which
are clearly ahead of the protocols for their regulation. Thus,

whether or not the nation-state is fading out, no one can ar-

- gue that the idea of a national economy (in the sense first ar-

ticulated by Friedrich List) is any more an easily sustainable
project. Thus, by extension, national sovereignty is now an
unsettled project for specific technical reasons of a new sort
and scale. Third, the new, mysterious, and almost magical
forms of wealth generated by electronic finance markets ap-
pear directly responsible for the growing gaps between rich
and poor, even in the richest countries in the world.

More importantly, the mysterious roamings of finance .

capital are matched by new kinds of migration, both elite and
proletarian, which create unprecedented tensions between
identities of origin, identities of residence, and identities of as-
piration for many migrants in the world labor market. Leaky
financial frontiers, mobile identities, and fast-moving tech-
nologies of communication and transaction together produce
debates, both within and across national boundaries, that
hold new potentials for violence.

There are many ways that we can approach the problems of
globalization and violence. One could take the United States
and ask whether the growth in the prison industry (and what
is sometimes called the carceral state) is tied to the dynamics
of regional economies which are being pushed out of other

more humane forms of employment and wealth creation. One
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 lence is strictly endogenous. One could look at Palestine and

could consider Indonesia and ask why there is a deadly in-
crease in intrastate violence between indigenous populations
and state-sponsored migrants. One could study Sri Lanka
and ask whether there are real links between the incessant
civil war there and the global diaspora of Tamils, with such
results as eelam.com, an example of cyber-secession (Jega-
nathan 1998). One could worry about conventional secession-
ist movements from Chechnya and Kashmir to the Basque
Country and many parts of Africa and ask whether their vio-

ask whether the intimate violence of internal colonialism is
now so deeply tied to mass media and global intervention that
it is doomed to permanent institutionalization. One could
position oneself in Kosovo or Iraq and ask whether the violent
humanitarianism of NATo air strikes is the newest form of bib-

lical retribution by the armed gods of our times. Or one could

identify with the perspective of terrified minorities in many |

national spaces, such as Palestine, Timor, or Sierra Leone, |

often living in detention camﬁs parading as neighborhoods or
refugee camps, and ask about the violence of displacement
and relocation.

Cutting across all these locations and forms of violence
is the presence of some major global factors. The growing
and organized violence against women, famously in the Tali-
ban regime, is also clearly evident in many other societies
that seek to cast the first stone, such as the United States,

where domestic violence remains prevalent. The mobilization -

of youth armies, notably in Africa but also in many other

sites of intrastate warfare, is producing war veterans who have

hardly seen adulthood, much less peace. Child labor is suffi-
ciently troubling as a globalized form of violence against chil-
dren, but the labor of fighting in civilian militias and mili-
tary gangs is a particularly deadly form of induction into
violence at an early age. And then there are the more insidious
forms of violence experienced by large numbers of the world’s
poor as they undergo displacements by huge dam projects
or by projects of slum clearance. Here they experience the
effects of the global politics of security states as victims of
economic embargos, police violence, ethnic mobilization, and
job losses. The shutdown of small-scale industries in Delhiin
the past decade is a vivid example of the collusion of high-
minded environmental discourses, corrupt city politics, and
the desperate scramble for jobs and livelihood. This is part of
the reason that the poor sometimes subject themselves to the
intimate violence of selling their body parts in global organ
markets, selling their whole bodies to domestic labor in un-
safe countries, and offering their daughters and sons into sex
work and other permanently scarring occupations.

Let us pull back for a moment and consider some objec-
tions to this line of thought. What does this catalogue have to
do with globalization as such? Is it not just one more chapter
in the story of power, greed, corruption, and exclusion that
we can find as far back in human history as we please? I would
argue otherwise. Many of the examples I have cited above are
tied in specific ways to transformations in the world economy
since 1970, to specific battles over indigenism and national
sovereignty produced by the battle between competing uni-

versalisms such as freedom, market, democracy, and rights,
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which simply did not operate in the same way in earlier peri.
ods. Above all, the many examples I have given fit with the
major empirical fact of macroviolence in the past two decades,
which is the relative and marked growth in intrastate versus
interstate violence. Thus, the maps of states and the maps of
warfare no longer fit an older, realist geography. And when we
add to this the global circulation of arms, drugs, mercenaries,
mafias, and other paraphernalia of violence, it is difficult to
keep local instances local in their significance.

Of all these contexts for violence, ranging from the most
intimate (such as rape, bodily mutilation, and dismember-
ment) to the most abstract (such as forced migration and legal
minoritization), the most difficult one is the worldwide assault
against minorities of all kinds. In this matter, every state (like
every family) is unhappy in its own way. But why are we seeing
a virtually worldwide genocidal impulse toward minorities,
whether they are numerical, cultural, or political minorities
and whether they are minorities through lack of the proper
ethnicity or proper documentation or by being visible em-
bodiments of some history of mutual violence or abuse? This
global pattern requires something of a global answer, and that
is the aim of this book.

The existing answers do not take us very far. Is this a
clash of civilizations? Not likely, since many of these forms
of violence are intracivilizational. Is it a failure of states to
fulfill the Weberian norm of monopolizing violence? Partly,
but this failure itself requires further explanation, along with
the concomitant worldwide growth in “private” armies, secu-

rity zones, consultants, and bodyguards. Is it a general world-

ide numbing of our humanitarian impulses, as someone like

hael Ignatieff may suggest (1998), due to the effect of too

erhaps, but the growth in grassroots coalitions for change,
quity, and health on a worldwide basis suggests that the
aman faculty for long-distance empathy has not yet been
'pleted Is it the concomitant growth in a huge global arms
.aﬁc which links small arms and Kalashnikovs to the offi-
ial state-to-state trade in rockets, tanks, and radar systems

: a huge and shady range of deals? Yes, but this tells us only
hout necessary conditions for global violence and not about
afficient ones.

" Or are we in the midst of a vast worldwide Malthusian cor-
ection, which works through the idioms of minoritization
.' d ethnicization but is functionally geared to preparing the
:orld for the winners of globalization, minus the inconve-
ient noise of its losers? Is this a vast form of what we may
all econocide, a worldwide tendency (no more perfect in its
workings than the market) to arrange the disappearance of
the losers in the great drama of globalization? A scary sce-
ario but fortunately lacking in plausible evidence, partly be-
cause the world’s biggest criminals and tyrants have learned
the languages of democracy, dignity, and rights.

So what is it about minorities that seems to altract new
forms and scales of violence in many different parts of the
world? The first step to an answer is that both minorities and
| majorities are the products of a distinctly modern world of
I statistics, censuses, population maps, and other tools of state

created mostly since the seventeenth century. Minorities and
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majorities emerge explicitly in the process of developing idegg
of number, representation, and electoral franchise in Placeg
affected by the democratic revolutions of the eighteenth cey,.
tury, including satellite spaces in the colonial world.

So, minorities are a recent social and demographic cate.
gory, and today they activate new worries about rights (humap,
and otherwise), about citizenship, about belonging and 4.
tochthony, and about entitlements from the state (or its phan.
tom remnants), And they invite new ways of examining the
obligations of states as wel] as the boundaries of political hy.
manity, falling as they doin the uneasy gray area between cit;.
zens proper and humanity in general. It is no surprise that
humans viewed as insufficient by others (as for example the
disabled, the aged, and the sick) are often the first targets of
marginalization or cleansing, That Nazi Germany sought to

eliminate all of these categories (iconized by the figure of the
Jew) is useful to contemplate,

But minorities do not come preformed. Theyare produced
in the specific circumstances of every nation and every natjon.
alism, They are often the carriers of the unwanted memgo-

titlements or drains on the resources of highly contested na-
tional resources, they are alsg reminders of the failures of var;.
Ous state projects (socialist, developmentali'st, and capitalist).
They are marks of failure and coercion, They are er!nbarrass-
ments to any state-sponsored image of national purity and
state fairness, They are thus Scapegoats in the classical sense,

{

But what is the special status of such scapegoats in the
| f globalization? After all, strangers, sick people, nomads,
ef"’f O'ois dissidents, and similar minor social groups have
:‘tf;s been targets of prejudice and xenophobia. Here I sug-

- gest a single and simple hypothesis. Given the systemic com-
ges

mise of national economic sovereignty that is built into
ro 3 - - - .
I;e logic of globalization, and given the increasing strain this
t ) i
ts on states to behave as trustees of the interests of a territo
pu

ially defined and confined “people,” minorities are the major
ri

site for displacing the anxieties of many states about their
s

own minority or marginality (real or imagined) ina world.of a
féw megastates, of unruly economic flows and compromised
sovereignties. Minorities, in a word, are metaphor.s and re-
minders of the betrayal of the classical national project. xiind
it is this betrayal —actually rooted in the failure of the na'tlon-
state to preserve its promise to be the guaranfor of national
sovereignty —that underwrites the worldwide 1mpul%e to ex-
trude or to eliminate minorities. And this also explains x:vhy
state military forces are often involved in intrastate ethnc')c1df.:.
Of course, ever); case of internal violence against rm%mrl-
ties also has its own realist sociology of rising expectatlf)ns,
cruel markets, corrupt state agencies, arrogant interventions
from the outside, and deep histories of internal hate and sus-
picion waiting to be mobilized. But these only account for the
characters. We need to look elsewhere for the plot. .And the
plot—worldwide in its force —is a product of the justified fear
that the real world game has escaped the net of state sover-

i i diplomacy.
eignty and interstate dip ' . -
And yet, why are minorities targets of this worldwide pat
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tern? Here we may return to the classic anthropological argu.
ment by Mary 'Douglas that “dirt is matter out of place” and—‘
that all moral and social taxonomies find abhorrent the itemg.

that blur their boundaries (1966). Minorities of the sort thay
I have described —the infirm, the religiously deviant, the dis.
abled, the mobile, the illegal, and the unwelcome in the Space
of the nation-state—blur the boundaries between “us” and
“them,” here and there, in and out, healthy and unhealthy,
loyal and disloyal, needed but unwelcome. This last binary
is the key to the puzzle. In one way or the other, we need
the “minor” groups in our national spaces—if nothing else
to clean our latrines and fight our wars. But they are surely
also unwelcome because of their anomalous identities and at-
tachments. And in this double quality they embody the core
problem of globalization itself for many nation-states: it is
both necessary (or at least unavoidable) and it is unwelcome,
It is both us (we can own it, control it, and use it, in the opti-
mistic vision) and not us (we can avoid it, reject it, live with-
out it, deny it, and eliminate it, in the pessimistic vision).
Thus, from this point of view, the globalization of violence
against minorities enacts a deep anxiety about the national
project and its own ambiguous relationship to globalization.
And globalization, being a force without a face, cannot be the
object of ethnocide. But minorities can.

Put more generally, and this is an argument more fully
elaborated in chapter 4, minorities are the flash point for
a series of uncertainties that mediate between everyday life
and its fast-shifting global backdrop. They create uncertain-
ties about the national self and national citizenship because

¢ their mixed status. Their legally ambiguous status puts
ssures on constitutions and legal orders. Their movements
re

aten the policing of borders. Their financial transactions
T€ .
r the lines between national economies and between legal
u . _
d criminal transactions. Their languages exacerbate wor
an

.- about national cultural coherence. Their lifestyles are
ries

=

: gasy ways 1o displace widespread tensions in society,. espei-
cially in urban society. Their politics tend t(.) be multlfoltia !
so they are always sources of anxiety to SCCIII.'Ity states: W. en
they are wealthy, they raise the specter of elite globahzatx}tlm,
working as its pariah mediators. And when they are poor, t dey
are convenient symbols of the failure of many form.s of e;
velopment and welfare. Above all, since almost .all 1de.as o
nation and peoplehood rely on some idea of eT:hmc puntir. or
singularity and the suppression of the memiones of pluf 1tzlr,
cthnic minorities blur the boundaries of nat1.ona1 peoplehood.
This uncertainty, exacerbated by the inability of many states
to secure national economic sovereignty in the era of glob-
alization, can translate into a lack of tolerance of any sort of
ive stranger.
mlietci:‘:ifiicultgto know who might emerge as the targe? mi-
nority, the ill-fated stranger. In some cases 1‘t 'seems obvious,
in others less so. And that is because minorities are not born
but made, historically speaking. In short, it is through- slpe-
cific choices and strategies, often of state eliteé‘: or' ?ohtlcal
Jeaders, that particular groups, who have stayed 1nv151]?16, are
rendered visible as minorities against whom campaigns of
calumny can be unleashed, leading to explosions of ethno-

cide. So. rather than saying that minorities produce violence,
’ e
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we could better say that violence, especially at the nationg]

level, requires minorities. And this production of minoritjeg
requires unearthing some histories and burying others. Thi
process is what accounts for the complex ways in which globa]
issues and clashes gradually “implode” into nations and lo.
calities, often in the form of paroxysmal violence in the name
of some majority. One classic case is the process by which the
Sikhs in India were gradually turned into a problematic mij.
nority (Axel 2001). This was not the outcome of any simple
form of census politics. It was based on a long twentieth cen-
tury of regional and national politics and was finally produced
in the violence of 1984, the assassination of Indira Gandhi,
the state’s counterinsurgency campaign against Sikh separat-
1sts, and the carnage of the 1984 ri6ts in Delhi and elsewhere,
It could be argued that it was in fact the massive unleashing
of state and popular violence against Sikhs in 1984 that pro-
duced the Sikhs as a cultural and political minority, whose
own small terrorist component acquired a general sacrality
after these events. So, within a century (and some would say
within a decade) a category that was considered a militant
auxiliary of the Hindu world turned into its most dangerous
internal enemy for at least a decade after 1984.

Consider one last reflection on the links between globaliza-
tion and violence against minorities. This connection forces
one to perform the hardest of analytic exercises, which is to
show how forces of great speed, scale, and scope (i.e., the pro-
cesses of globalization), which are also in many ways very ab-
stract, can be connected to bodily violence of the most inti-

frien

ort, framed by the familiarity of everyday relations, the

o ,fneighborhood, and the bonds of intimacy. How can
comfsrliioll friend, neighbor kill neighbor, even kinsman kill

-2sman? These ;1ew forms of intimate violence seem esp.e-
1(-m]] puzzling in an era of fast technologies, abstract financial
f:w:,tj;lrnentS, remote forms of power, and large-scale flows of
in

i ideologies.

teChmq:r:S T;dufrf;elgthe horror of the worldwide growth in
i ti(::te b};dily violence in the context of increflsed abst.rac-
u‘] and circulation of images and technologies is to consider
E:: the relationship is not paradoxical at all. The h;dy, e.SI;):;
cially the minoritized body, can simult.aneously be the n:lrMi-
and the instrument of those abstractions we fear mosf.h. i
norities and their bodies are, after all, th‘e Product; of hig
degrees of abstraction in counting, leass-lfymg, and :;‘:;_
ing populations. So, the body of the hlston.c.:ﬂly pl;o }il e
nority combines the seductions of the fzfmlhar an ft he o
tions of the abstract in social life, a110w1‘ng f?ars c') t Z glo ;
to be embodied within it and, when specific snuatnf)ni e(;or';o
overcharged with anxiety, for that body to be anmhilﬁ ated. .
be sure, we need to understand a great maim-y spec c evfe?he
and processes in order to get from the. vertiginous ;pm (.)S ;s
global to the intimate heat of local violence. But lere 1d e
'possibility to consider: that part of the effort to s :w e
the whirl of the global and its seerning. largeness o frt;acﬁo-
by holding it still, and making it small, in the. bod.y of t ebout
lated minor. Such violence, in this perspective, 18 not.a o
old hatreds and primordial fears. It is an effort to exorcise
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new, the emergent, and the un(;ertain, one name for which, i -:
globalization. B

The relationship of the categories of majority apq mmm
ity, especially in liberal democracies, is slippery ang vola. &
tile. Their special relationship to globalized violence is mopg §
closely examined in the following chapter.





