Week 1 – Lecture 2

The drivers that I spoke about last Tuesday impact on:
· The structure and organization of economic activity globally
· State structure and activities
· How each of us engages with others
· How we, as individual, organize the world geographically
Today we will consider these last two topics.

De Blij writes that global humanity is organized into three categories:
1. Globals
2. Locals
3. Mobals 
How does he define each of these? 
· Globals are not simply the elites of the world; they are the people living in what we understand as the North, the ‘Developed’. We are the globals, “the fortunate minority in control of, in the path of, or with access to the mainstreams of modernization” (p.5). We are the recipients of the benefits gained from the dynamics of globalization. As de Blij writes, “On average, being born in the core confers certainties and opportunities unavailable in the periphery” (p.17).
· Locals “are the poorest, least mobile, and most susceptible to the impress of place” (p.5). They are the masses of humanity found in the rest of the world. And it is these individuals who already outnumber the fortunate globals – and who will increasingly outnumber globals through population growth.
· Mobals “are the risk-takers, migrants willing to leave the familiar, to take a chance on new and different surroundings, their actions ranging from legal migration to undocumented border crossing, their motivations from employment to asylum. They move as highly trained professionals and as unskilled workers, as doctors and domestic workers, as bankers and bricklayers” (p.6). Mobals are not transnational refugees driven out by conflict or environmental refugees driven out by natural disasters (prolonged drought, rising sea levels); they are “drawn by perceptions of opportunity and realities of need” (p.6).  They are not people who relocated domestically.

To de Blij (p.4), we are all bound to place: “all of us are blessed as well as burdened by the baggage of place – our place of birth, our mother tongue, of belief systems and conditions of health, of environmental norms and political circumstances.”
· The mobals challenge existing stability. “Mobals are transnational migrants; that is, they cross international borders – they are agents of change” (p.6) and they “challenge the power of place, carrying with them the assets and liabilities of locality and competing in new and unfamiliar environs for livelihood and security” (p.6).

The Unevenness of Connectivity
Remember in the introductory lecture I spoke of uneven development as being one dimension of geographic inquiry when looking at global connections. This is very apparent when you look at maps of transportation and communication infrastructure.



Consider these maps:
· World map of roads infrastructure (of paved roads, not dirt roads) (See: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JpVRC5dJsNA)
· World map of railway lines (See: Mumbai: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Jb-pYxb1e0I; and http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vzgabAhzDYM&feature=related)
· World map of shipping lanes
· World map of navigable rivers (as contrast)
· World map of the internet (and another)

This third map of the internet is interesting. It maps the fiber optic cables that connect us globally.  It shows the key locations for fiber optic cables, the high speed connections that form the backbone of the internet. In doing so, it also reveals that much of the online world is actually underwater, and under the world’s largest oceans. These cables transfer data in the form of light to and from power repeaters in major cities — such as Hong Kong and New York — in a matter of milliseconds.  

This unevenness reflects – and often – reinforces global inequities.
· Mere access to the connections of globalization offers opportunities and benefits.

Some Comments on Maps
Maps are not neutral artifacts. They reflect power and influence.
· What is included. What is excluded.
· The sizing and colouring of map elements.
· The relative positioning of map elements.
All of these are based upon decisions made by map makers.

Consider the common Mercator projection. It either privileges an Atlantic Ocean focus OR a North American focus.

The unevenness of drivers and connection leads to various orderings of the world.

A Pre-World War II Interpretation of the World’s Ordering
Sir Halford John Mackinder was a British geographer who wrote a paper in 1904 called "The Geographical Pivot of History." Mackinder's paper suggested that the control of Eastern Europe was vital to control of the world. He formulated his hypothesis as: 
· Who rules East Europe commands the Heartland
· Who rules the Heartland commands the World-Island
· Who rules the World-Island commands the world
Mackinder's Heartland (also known as the Pivot Area) is the core area of Eurasia, and the World-Island is all of Eurasia (both Europe and Asia). 

Two Worlds

The first post-World War II mapping of the world presented it as divided into two worlds: the North and the South. 
This mapping suggested that the world is starkly divided between a prosperous and powerful “Global North” and an impoverished and underdeveloped “Global South”, with Australia and New Zealand forming southern outposts of the north. This idea receives little support from world maps of socio-economic development BUT it remains a very powerful imaginary even today. 

The reality is different. As can be seen in the state-based map of per capita GDP (PPP), the so-called Global South is a diverse zone, containing relatively wealthy as well as extremely poor countries. As a result, the South fails to cohere as a region; in terms of virtually all development indicators, a well-off southern country such Chile is much closer to such northern regions as southeastern Europe than it is to central Africa. 

Most socio-economic maps constructed in the demic framework are even less supportive of the notion of a fundamental latitudinal divide. As the demic map of per capita GDP posted below indicates, the real zone of poverty is focused in tropical Africa and the northern part of southern Asia, rather than in a hypothetical globe-spanning south. (Source: http://geocurrents.info/economic-geography/a-global-northsouth-division-in-the-demic-framework#ixzz26HcisU9S)

Three Worlds

Perhaps possessing an even more powerful imaginary is the Three Worlds Mapping. How many times have you heard the terms the First World and the Third World?

When people talk about the poorest countries of the world, they often refer to them with the general term Third World, and they think everybody knows what they are talking about. But when you ask them if there is a Third World, what about a Second or a First World, you almost always get an evasive answer. Some people even try to use the terms as reflecting a hierarchy of States as defined by their state of development of countries, with the First world on top, followed by the Second world and then finally the Third World. 

The use of the terms First, the Second, and the Third World is a rough, and it’s safe to say, outdated model of the geopolitical world from the time of the Cold War. After World War II the world split into two large geopolitical blocs and spheres of influence with contrary views on government and the politically correct society: 
1. The bloc of democratic-industrial countries within the American influence sphere, the “First World”.
2. The Eastern bloc of the communist-socialist states, the “Second World”. 
3. The remaining three-quarters of the world’s population, states not aligned with either bloc were regarded as the “Third World.”

The origins of this categorization can be traced back to an article written in 1952 by Alfred Sauvy, a French demographer, in the French magazine L’Observateur. This article ended by comparing the Third World with the Third Estate: “ce Tiers Monde mpris, exploité, mprise comme le Tiers État” (this ignored Third World, exploited, scorned like the Third Estate). Other sources, however, claim that Charles de Gaulle coined the term Third World, maybe de Gaulle only has quoted Sauvy. 

Who make up these worlds?
· The term “First World” refers to so called developed, capitalist, industrial countries, roughly, a bloc of countries aligned with the United States after World War II, with more or less common political and economic interests: North America, Western Europe, Japan and Australia.
· “Second World” refers to the former communist-socialist, industrial states, (formerly the Eastern bloc, the territory and sphere of influence of the Union of Soviet Socialists Republic) today: Russia, Eastern Europe (e.g., Poland) and some of the Turk States (e.g., Kazakhstan) as well as China.
· “Third World” are all the other countries, today often used to roughly describe the developing countries of Africa, Asia and Latin America. The term Third World includes as well capitalist (e.g., Venezuela) and communist (e.g., North Korea) countries, as very rich (e.g., Saudi Arabia) and very poor (e.g., Mali) countries. They were seen as being ‘non-aligned’ with either the West or the Communist bloc in geopolitical terms.

A Four World?
The term “Fourth World”, coined in the early 1970s by Shuswap Chief George Manuel, refers to widely unknown nations (cultural entities) of indigenous peoples, “First Nations” living within or across national state boundaries. 

Mapping of Core-Periphery
It is clear from simply looking at the world today that there have been winners and losers in the global economy. Some countries have thrived while others have stagnated or even stalled in their ‘development.’ Can this world be explained? 

Meir and Baldwin first attempted to describe the world in the framework of the core-periphery in 1957. To them: 
· A country was part of the core is it played a dominant and active role in world trade, with a market economy and an outward movement of financial capital from it to other countries. 
· A country was peripheral if it played a secondary or passive role in world trade, with either a market-type economy or subsistence-type economy; externally dependent on the centre as the source of a large proportion of imports, as the destination of a large proportion of its exports, and as a lender of capital. 

The disparities or inequalities that created this world became a focus of much research during the 1960s. 
· Increasingly the affluence of the Core countries was derived from the under development of other countries. What was seen as more serious was that these less developed countries, or LDCs, could not even advance because their under development was a structural requirement for the continued development and prosperity of the Core countries. 
· In other words, as Knox, Agnew and McCarthy write, “The development of Europe and the United States … depended on the systemic under-development of the LDCs. By means of unequal trade, the exploitation of labour and profit extraction, the underdeveloped countries were becoming increasingly rather than decreasingly impoverished.” (p.20) 

Immanuel Wallerstein, in 1984, produced his World System Theory to explain the existing global relations between countries. 
· He saw a world organized into three categories – the core, the periphery and a third category, the semi-periphery. This created a hierarchy of states. 
· He argued that the entire world economy was to be seen as an evolving market system in which this hierarchy of states was the product of long-wave economic rhythms. In theory, a country could move from one category to another over time. 


How does de Blij’s mapping (pp. 14-15) compare with these other mappings?
His shares commonalities with the North-South mapping and with core-periphery models. 
His map “represents the outcome of millennia of postglacial environmental change, of centuries of colonialism and imperialism, of agricultural, industrial, technological and political revolutions and their global dissemination, and of the enduring advantage of the head start in a globalizing world” (p.13).
But he introduces barricades to his mapping.

His experience in South Africa and apartheid left a powerful impression and it is this model of exclusion that de Blij sees as descending globally.
· “Formal apartheid may no longer disfigure the South African state, but in the world at large the incentives that gave rise to the system increasingly mark the cultural landscape, from gated communities in affluent suburbs to fenced boundaries between rich and poor countries” (p.12).
· He sees a stark contrast between the global core and the periphery in terms of opportunities made available to people based upon their access to global systems and this is reflected in levels of wealth and poverty.
· He also recognizes the geographic variations that exist in each country. Cities in particular are the focal points for globals. Anyone who has travelled has seen these contrasts.

The fear of the mobals is leading to a enclosing of the core, the “walling off” of the core from the periphery in the hope of stemming the flow of mobals – or at least controlling this flow before it becomes a tidal wave. Examples include:
· Security Fence between the United States and Mexico – an 1100-kilometre fence between two partners of NAFTA. (See: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=j5J9b3aABt8)
· Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) separating South and North Korea that has come to symbolize the world’s core-periphery (Cold War based) partition following South Korea’s economic miracle.
· Enclosing of Israel by a 700-kilometre long network of fences, concrete walls and intervening no-go zones.
· The Green Line separating Turkish northern Cyprus and the Greek south.

Others include:
· The barriers enclosing the two Spanish enclaves of Ceuta and Melilla on the North African (Mediterranean) coast.
(See: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5Pp8tIWDRsw&feature=relmfu)
· The waters between the African coast and Spain’s Canary Islands that EU vessels patrol in a similar manner that US vessels patrol the waters between Florida and Cuba and Australia does in the waters separating it and Indonesia/Pacific archipelago to its north. [Youtube]

Despite these efforts millions of legal and illegal immigrants continue to enter the global core.
· Make sure that you read chapter one and place the final sections in the context of this!

Turn to the First Assignment
The purpose of this first assignment is for you to discover the extent of your own global connections. This will be measured by your Facebook network of ‘friends.’ This will involve several steps.

First, you will organize all your Facebook friends according to what region they live in: 
· Canada
· Rest of north America (USA, Mexico)
· Western Europe (include Israel)
· Eastern Europe (including Russia)
· Islamic World (North Africa, Middle East and Asia Minor BUT NOT Pakistan, Bangladesh, Malaysia or Indonesia)
· Sub-Sahara Africa
· South Asia (Indian subcontinent – India, Pakistan, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, Nepal, Bhutan)
· South-East Asia
· Pacific Asia (China, Japan,Taiwan, the Koreas)
· Central America and the Caribbean
· South America
· Australia/New Zealand and the Pacific Islands

You will then map this result. Identify your home country.

Next you will organize you Facebook friends socially:
· Family and Relatives
· Friends (with whom you have interacted face-to-face)
· Professional/interest friends – people you have ‘friended’ because of professional or personal interests [e.g., organizations; hobby groups]
· Friends of friends – people who have been ‘friended’ because they are linked to your friends
· Facebook friends – friends that you have never met per se 

You will then map this result.

Finally you will analyze the extent of your global connections. For example, you should consider:
· Are your friends concentrated in a few regions or are they widely distributed around the world?
· What is the breakdown of these categories?
· How much interaction takes place between you and these different friends [by region and by social group]?
· And so no. Think critically of your connections!

Alternative Assignment 1

If you do not have a Facebook account and cannot get a friend or family member to share their site with you for this exercise, you can undertake this assignment.

Media personalities state that it is their job to provide the viewer with an accurate, objective and comprehensive view of the day’s events. BUT is this true?  Do they actually provide us with an accurate, neutral reporting of world events? 

Your task, if you take on this assignment is to assess the accuracy of this statement.
· Choose a day next week (September 17 to 23). Watch the late night world news report on either Global or the CBC. List the news items as they are presented AND the amount of time dedicated to each.
· Then go to the web site of that media outlet and evaluate their home page and world news home pages. What are the lead stories? How much space is given to each? Are there accompanying photos. In other words, evaluate the information on these sites and assess this against the television news hour.

Next, select five official media outlets from around the world and conduct the same assessment of these web sites: what are the stories on their home page and world news home page?
· These five could either be within a specific region of world (e.g., a selection from the Islamic World – one from north Africa, Gulf states, Iran, Pakistan, Indonesia for example) OR one from each of five regions (South America, Indian sub-continent, Europe, Far East Asia, Australia for example).

Finally, you will compare these sites against the Canadian media outlet site and TV world news for that day. 
· In evaluating these sites against the Canadian, you need to list the various news stories from each in the order of importance as they appear on the sites. 
· How does the range of stories differ? 
· How does the reporting in the stories differ?

Then you can conclude whether the claims made by the media about their objectivity and comprehensiveness are indeed accurate!

Have fun! 


