Globalization and Poverty: Possible Links,
Different Explanations
by Arie M. Kacowicz
“The new rich may worry about envy, but everyone should worry about poverty.”
- The Economist, June 14, 2001.

INTRODUCTION
Widespread social and political movements against globalization have become
fashionable in the past few years, as witnessed during the violent demonstrations
against global institutions at Seattle in 1999, Prague in 2000, and Quebec in 2001.
Although vociferous opponents of globalization are not wholly unified in their ultimate
demands, their claim that third-world poverty has become one of the most pressing
moral, political, and economic issues in the political agenda of the new millennium is
a legitimate one.
In addition to grassroots organizations, NGOs, and fringe groups, mainstream
international institutions and organizations have recognized the reality of global
inequality and third-world poverty as a pressing issue, at least at the rhetorical level.
For instance, the official institutions of the Bretton Woods post–World War II liberal
regime, the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank, have focused
their discussions and operative plans in the recent past on the eradication of poverty,
or at least its reduction, as “the single greatest challenge of the century.”1
Speaking at the plenary sessions of the 2000 Annual Meetings of the IMF and the
World Bank, held on September 26-28 in Prague, Czech Republic, the governors
representing the IMF’s 182 members acknowledged that, although globalization has
brought opportunities for growth and development to both rich and poor countries, not
everyone has been able to take advantage of the opportunities. The task facing the
international community, the governors agreed, is to build a successful, truly global economy
that works well for all people and addresses the widespread poverty that remains “the
unacceptable face of the global economic situation.”2

Similarly, the former World Bank president, James D. Wolfensohn, characterized
“globalization as an opportunity, and poverty as our challenge,” though recognizing
that globalization can relate to risks as well as to opportunities.3 If anything, the
aftermath of the September 11th terrorist attacks against the United States has
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demonstrated the relevance and the urgency of coping with such global issues.
Presently, a global agenda seemingly focuses upon the possible links between
globalization and poverty, epitomized by the United Nations Millennium Summit in
September 2000. Among the values and principles mentioned in the United Nations
Millennium Declaration, the links between globalization and poverty were emphasized:
The central challenge we face today is to ensure that globalization becomes a positive force
for all the world’s people. Its benefits are unevenly shared, while its costs are unevenly
distributed.4

Furthermore, in a show of unguarded optimism about translating rhetorical
intentions into an operative plan for development and poverty eradication, the leaders
of the world committed themselves to the following deadline:
We further resolve to halve by 2015 the proportion of the world’s people who earn less than
one dollar a day, who suffer from hunger, and who lack access to safe drinking water.5

After all, divergent ideological, philosophical,
normative, and theoretical approaches to international
relations and international political economy generate
different interpretations of similar facts.
This declaration of good intention demonstrates, at least at the rhetorical level,
that there is an emerging consensus within the international community about the
importance of the links between globalization and poverty and inequality, and that
globalization should fulfill a positive role in reducing and eradicating poverty. At the
same time, there is a serious disagreement about whether the link between globalization
and poverty and inequality is a positive or a negative one; that is, whether globalization
creates more poverty or reduces it. Moreover, it is not completely evident that
globalization can reduce poverty. After all, divergent ideological, philosophical,
normative, and theoretical approaches to international relations and international
political economy generate different interpretations of similar facts. The assumption
that the invisible and potent forces of globalization (including markets, science, and
technology) will resolve the problems of inequality and poverty is not completely
reassuring, considering the lingering reality of at least a billion people living in absolute
poverty.
This article is a preliminary exercise in assessing potential theoretical and deductive
links between globalization and poverty as a global problem in international relations.
Of the numerous questions that can be posed on the core concepts, this analysis
confines itself to two. First, what are the possible links between globalization and
poverty? Second, what is the importance of the implications and consequences of
these possible links? To address these questions, this article is divided into five sections,
including the introduction. The core concepts—globalization and poverty—are defined
in the second section. The third section answers the first inquiry by exploring the
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potential links between the core concepts. While pointing out ten potential links and
permutations, three are discussed in the section as a more lengthy discussion is
outside the purview of this paper. Consequentially, the three links that are discussed
are representative of three world views in international relations theory: realism,
liberalism, and a radical view. The fourth section provides an answer to the second
inquiry in both normative and pragmatic terms. The normative answer to our concern
about globalization, poverty, and inequality recreates the debates about distributive
justice and economic and social human rights of the 1970s and 1980s following the
third-world demands for a New International Economic Order (NIEO) that eventually
failed. The pragmatic answer focuses upon the disruptive effects of poverty and
inequality in the international system and society, including issues of economic wellbeing, war and peace, political stability and democratization, environment, and new
security issues and threats, such as terrorism, drugs, spread of diseases, and illegal
migration flows. Thus, “as interdependence transforms the global security agenda,
poverty emerges as one of the most pressing issues in world politics.”6 Finally, drawing
from the potential links of the core concepts, the concluding section explores some
policy implications.

DEFINING THE CORE CONCEPTS: GLOBALIZATION AND POVERTY
Globalization and poverty are terms that garner as much misunderstanding as
they do attention. Following the Cold War, the understanding of the established “new
world order” generated a tremendous amount of confusion in the rhetorical usage
of the term globalization. As such, globalization is multifariously conceived as a
myth, a rhetorical device, a phenomenon, an ideology, a reality, a process, and the
context of current international relations.

In fact, globalization is a short form for a cluster of
interrelated changes: economic, ideological,
technological, political, and cultural.
In this article, globalization is a concept that envelopes a number of interrelated
changes manifested through intensified global connectedness. In general, globalization
is further defined here as the cognitive recognition of such changes, in which a
qualitative shift exists denoting a consolidated marketplace. This is contrasted with
interdependence, which may only suggest a quantitative shift. In both academic and
popular discourses, globalization has become one of the catchwords for the new
millennium. In fact, globalization is a short form for a cluster of interrelated changes:
economic, ideological, technological, political, and cultural.
While globalization is a combination of changes, each change warrants a brief
elaboration. Economic changes encompass the most salient dimensions of
globalization, and they include the increasing integration of economies around the
world, particularly through trade and financial flows.7 This takes place through the
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internationalization and spatial reorganization of production, the greatly increased
mobility of capital and of multinational corporations (MNCs), and the deepening
and intensification of economic interdependence. Furthermore, migration flows,
knowledge moving across borders, and the interpenetration of industries affects
economic activities that were formerly exclusive to village markets, urban industries,
and financial centers.8

If globalization is indeed determinant in diminishing
borders, there is a serious “democratic deficit” here.
The lack of accountability of global economic forces
poses a serious political problem, for both states and
individuals alike.
Political and ideological changes include investment and trade liberalization, deregulation, privatization, and the adoption of political democracy in the domestic
institutional realm of any given polity. If globalization is indeed determinant in
diminishing borders, there is a serious “democratic deficit” here. The lack of
accountability of global economic forces poses a serious political problem, for both
states and individuals alike. By condensing the time and space of social relations,
economic globalization transcends territorial states while not being accountable to
elected political officials. 9 Technological changes refer to information and
communication technologies that have shrunk the globe, shifting from goods to
services. Finally, cultural changes involve trends toward a harmonization of tastes
and standards, epitomized by a universal world culture that transcends the nationstate.10
Similarly, poverty involves a series of concepts that are distinct in nature but
interrelated nonetheless. It is important to note there is a broad body of literature
with detailed and elaborate definitions of poverty.11 While borrowing from these
definitions, this article can only briefly define the term. Poverty is the deprivation of
goods, needs, and entitlements without which an individual or group cannot survive.
Further, poverty can also denote a deficiency in proper living in social and economic
terms. In this case, poverty is culturally relative and simply means the extent to which
certain conditions are acceptable or deplorable. As such, it is necessary to distinguish
between poverty and inequality.
In relative terms, people may be held to be poor because they are disadvantaged
vis-à-vis others in society. In a basic structure of inequality, it is clear that transfers
from the rich to the poor can make a substantial dent on poverty in most societies. In
this sense, poverty reflects inequality, though the two concepts are not equivalent.12
It is very important to draw a clear distinction between inequality and poverty. While
both might be increasing, they are quite different from one another. It is possible, for
instance, that more affluent countries are growing faster and therefore becoming
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more unequal with the rest, while at the same time less developed countries are still
gaining in absolute wealth. Hence, we might have less poverty but more inequality
simultaneously.13 In a word, inequality is relative where poverty can be measured in
absolute terms.

POSSIBLE LINKS BETWEEN GLOBALIZATION AND POVERTY
With operational definitions of the core concepts, an initial assessment of the
possible links between globalization and poverty can be performed. In particular, is
globalization a force for equality? If so, does it converge upward or downward?14
Lastly, what are the intended and unintended consequences of globalization upon
poverty?
It is a very difficult task to assess the contradictory consequences of economic
globalization. To link globalization and poverty it is necessary to set forth the potential
causal mechanisms of globalization and its effects on poverty in the world, such as
the Singer-Prebisch argument examining the deteriorating terms of trade in the
economic relationship between developed and developing countries. Unfortunately,
those mechanisms are not very clear by themselves.15

To link globalization and poverty it is necessary to set
forth the potential causal mechanisms of globalization
and its effects on poverty in the world, such as the
Singer-Prebisch argument examining the deteriorating
terms of trade in the economic relationship between
developed and developing countries.
It is becoming increasingly evident, both in rhetorical terms and in the actual
practice of states and international institutions, that there are tangible and substantial
links between globalization and poverty. For instance, the United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP) suggests that countries should link their poverty-relief programs
not only to their national policies but also to their international economic and financial
policies. Thus, in a world of increasing economic integration and globalization, those
links can be crucial. For instance, since the global recession in the 1980s it has
become evident that there is a direct relationship between external debt and poverty.16
At the same time, what remains ambiguous is the character and direction of
these possible links, ultimately interpreted according to divergent paradigms of
international political economy and disparate normative views, such as realist, liberal
and radical views. For instance, the liberal view of global economic relations, based
on mutual and complex interdependence, regards international economic relations
between developed and developing countries as mutually beneficial and benign. In
this view, the forces of globalization will eventually stimulate the economic growth in
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the developing nations, thus reducing and even eradicating poverty. In contrast, a
more radical view maintains that the global economic relations between North and
South are asymmetrical and approximates a type of zero-sum relationship, according
to which the forces of globalization exacerbate inequality and poverty.17
In logical terms, speculation on the potential links between globalization and
poverty produces the following ten possibilities:
(a) Globalization causes and deepens poverty;
(b) Globalization reduces and even resolves the problem of poverty;
(c) There is no necessary link between globalization and poverty;
(d) There is a negative impact in the short term, turning into a positive impact
on the overall economy in the long run;
(e) There is a positive impact in the short term, turning into a negative impact
on the overall economy in the long term;
(f) There is a negative impact to a certain point, then the relationship becomes
neutral or insignificant;
(g) There is a positive impact to a certain point, then the relationship becomes
neutral or insignificant;
(h) There is a neutral or insignificant relationship at the beginning, then
becomes a positive relationship; and
(i) There is a neutral or insignificant relationship at the beginning, then
becomes a negative relationship.18
What is evident from all those possible permutations is that the links between
globalization and poverty are complex and ambiguous. The question still remains of
whether globalization promises to lift the economies of developing nations, or
exacerbates income gaps within and between nations, or perhaps leads to both
contradictory processes simultaneously. In this sense, globalization and poverty are
interdependent: globalization not only affects poverty but, in turn, poverty might
determine the fate of globalization. To address these issues, the subsections consider
the first three of the ten potential links, noting that the remaining seven flow from
the implications of the first three. To discuss these links, radical, liberal, and realist
perspectives are employed.
Globalization Causes and Deepens Poverty
According to its critics, globalization causes and deepens poverty. This is due to
several interrelated reasons. First, without capital, one cannot gain from economic
integration. The poor having little or no capital are not able to invest in a consolidated
global market. Second, due to uneven development, globalization exacerbates social
and economic gaps within and between states by reinforcing a process of “creative
destruction.”19 Economies and societies are required to rapidly adapt to the changes
posed by globalization. Since economies almost never succeed equally, some nations
will grow faster than others, so that globalization will increase inequality. Third, from
a structural point of view, dependency theorists argue that the poverty of developing
countries is caused by the affluence and exploitation of the developed countries.
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According to this logic, the very structure and processes of globalization perpetuate
and reproduce the disparate relations and exchanges between the core of the
international economic system, comprised of the industrialized countries, and the
periphery, or the less developed countries (LDCs).20 Finally, globalization has increased
inequality by having significant and uneven effects upon various types of social
stratification among and especially within nations, including class, country, gender,
race, urban-rural divide, and age.21 In this view, although contemporary globalization
has helped in some cases to narrow social hierarchies in certain respects (such as
opportunities for women to engage in waged employment), it has tended on the
whole to widen the gap in terms of opportunities. This is due to the uneven distribution
of costs and benefits, which tends to favor the already privileged and further
marginalize the already disadvantaged.22 Overall, globalization is exacerbating
inequalities of resources, capabilities, and of the power to autonomously act in the
international arena.23

Economies and societies are required to rapidly adapt
to the changes posed by globalization. Since economies
almost never succeed equally, some nations will grow
faster than others, so that globalization will increase
inequality.
Further, from dependency theories and other radical perspectives, the adoption
of the liberal ideology of globalization, and the restructuring of the world economy
under the guidance of the Bretton Woods institutions, increasingly denies developing
countries the possibility of building their national economies. Thus, the
internationalization and globalization of macroeconomic policies transforms poor
countries into open economic territories, and their national economies into “reserves”
of cheap labor and natural resources.24 For instance, “[s]ince the early 1980s, the
‘macro-economic stabilisation’ and ‘structural adjustment’ programmes imposed by
the IMF and the World Bank on developing countries (as a condition for the
renegotiation of their external debt) have led to the impoverishment of hundreds of
millions of people.”25
In addition, the MNCs, by transferring technology, capital, and skilled labor
between states, have reinforced the negative effects of foreign capital penetration,
further enlarging the gap between the rich and the poor within states. Thus, MNCs
have contributed to the development of the so-called “enclave economies” within
the host countries, which are characterized by small pockets of economically developed
regions, while the rest of the larger peripheral areas exhibit extreme indices of poverty
and very little progress.26 In this sense, globalization is producing a new kind of
hegemony that fuses power and wealth in a kind of “corpocracy” of financial markets
and corporations that create rules and norms that structure the international system.27
In sum, the processes of globalization have led to a ruthless capitalist system
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characterized by exploitation, domination, and growing inequalities both within and
among national societies, composed of the rich core of developed economies and
the exploited, impoverished periphery of the third world countries.28 In the words of
a prominent economist, “[g]lobalization today is not working for many of the world’s
poor…It is not working for the stability of the global economy.”29 Furthermore,
“[i]f globalization continues to be conducted in the way that it has been in the
past…globalization will not only not succeed in promoting development but will
continue to create poverty and instability.”30
Globalization Can Reduce and Resolve Poverty
Proponents of globalization contend that enormous bounds have taken place as
the flow of large quantities of trade, investment, people, and technologies across
borders has expanded from a trickle to a flood. These processes are increasing global
prosperity and international cooperation, eventually leading to a greater equality and
convergence in the performance of national economies across the world. As it has
become evident in the last three decades, participation and integration in the world
economy has been highly beneficial for developing nations, including China, India,
and the newly industrializing countries of East and Southeast Asia.31

As it has become evident in the last three decades,
participation and integration in the world economy has
been highly beneficial for developing nations, including
China, India, and the newly industrializing countries of
East and Southeast Asia.
Liberal and neoliberal perspectives maintain that a direct and positive relationship
exists between globalization and poverty; that is, globalization is reducing the overall
amount of impoverished individuals. At the same time, there is a growing recognition
that globalization does not progress evenly, despite its overall positive effects for
worldwide development.32 According to this view, those countries that rapidly integrate
into the global economy grow faster and manage to reduce poverty. For example,
outward-oriented (i.e., export-led) economic policies transformed East Asia into some
of the world’s most dynamic and more prosperous economies over the past forty
years. In contrast, where countries pursued inward-oriented economic policies, such
as import substitution industrialization, their economies stagnated or declined,
evidenced by Latin America and Africa between the 1950s and the 1980s. In sum,
the process of globalization, as economic integration and interdependence, can reduce
and resolve the problems of poverty and inequality, within and among nations. Through
the promotion of free trade that sustains high-quality growth, “globalization also
holds the promise of improved living standards for all the peoples of the world.”33
In this sense, economic opportunities in the third world would be enhanced through
the elimination of trade barriers, which, in turn, vastly reduces poverty. Such restrictions
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on economic freedom are perpetuated by rich- and poor-country governments alike.34
In addition to free trade, technology, as the main driver of globalization, can be
considered as essential in potentially alleviating and reducing poverty, if properly and
effectively disseminated and adopted. Thus, the advances achieved in computing
and telecommunications in the North offer enormous opportunities for raising living
standards in the third world. The adoption of liberal economic policies and the
appropriate technologies have already brought substantial benefits, increasing the
profits of Western corporations and raising the productive employment and higher
incomes for the world’s poor.35

Thus, through their decision-making procedures and
implementation of policies, national governments are
directly responsible for increasing or reducing poverty
and the conservation of degradation of the
environment.
There Is No Necessary Link between Globalization and Poverty
A third view, neither radical nor liberal, but rather realist, does not identify a
necessary or clear link between globalization and poverty. For instance, Robert Gilpin
argues that many of the problems associated with globalization are linked to other
factors, though related, which are not part and parcel of the more limited phenomenon
of globalization.36 In other words, by adopting a “minimalist” definition of globalization,
one excludes many of the economic and technological changes. This version of
globalization has neither positive nor pernicious effects upon poverty and inequality,
since it is a much more limited phenomenon.
Moreover, this approach suggests that serious problems that have affected peoples
and states, such as poverty and environmental degradation, are first and foremost
directly related to national governments and policies, rather than to the supra-national
or supra-territorial forces of the global market. Thus, through their decision-making
procedures and implementation of policies, national governments are directly
responsible for increasing or reducing poverty and the conservation of degradation
of the environment.
In this perspective, in normative terms globalization is catalogued neither as
necessarily “bad” nor necessarily “good,” but rather has the potential to do either
enormous good or tremendous harm. In other words, the management of globalization
by nation-states determines the way states cope with its processes, and should become
the focus of inquiry.37

THE GLOBAL IMPORTANCE OF POVERTY
Thus far, the analysis has sketched the possible links between globalization and
poverty. Generally, one can conclude that those links are complex and ambiguous
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due to the potential mutual effects of the relationship. In other words, factors
other than globalization affect poverty in positive or negative directions. The reality
of poverty and inequality in itself might be a serious cause for the growth of social
violence, political and social instability, ethnic conflicts, and civil and international
wars that shape the global system. For instance, poverty and immiseration, directly
linked to overpopulation, resource scarcity, and environmental degradation as
witnessed in many areas of contemporary sub–Saharan Africa, are a direct source
of social conflicts, civil wars, and refugee flows.39 As Robert Kaplan argued, “Precisely
because a large part of Africa is staring into the abyss, it gives a foretaste of how
wars, frontiers and ethnic politics will look a few decades from now.”40 These are
indeed gloomy and pessimistic statements that, when taken seriously, indicate the
relevance and urgency of the issues at stake. Therefore, the analysis of the possible
links between globalization and poverty is not just a futile academic exercise for the
sake of theorizing in international relations. The implications and consequences of
the links between globalization and poverty are significant in both moral and practical
terms.
From a moral standpoint, the persistence of poverty, increasing inequality, and
human deprivation diminishes humanity. Poverty stands against human decency, human
rights, and basic claims of distributive justice. Moreover, from a practical standpoint,
poverty and extreme inequality are an “international externality” that can disrupt and
derail the forces of globalization. As one of the senior officials of the IMF
acknowledged recently, “[g]rowing inequality poses the greatest risk to the future of
the global economy. If the majority of the world’s population is increasingly
marginalized and economically disenfranchised, then globalization will fail.”41 In
addition to these economic arguments, it should be emphasized that the persistence
of poverty makes global peace and security fragile as well.42 The following two
subsections elaborate on these issues in normative and pragmatic terms.
38

The Normative Dimension: Issues of Distributive Justice and Human Rights
Why should developed states help the LDCs? Why should the international
institutions and organizations—the United Nations, the World Bank, and the IMF—
assist poor people in developing countries? If the answers to those questions are not
framed only in terms of rational cost-benefit calculations, then the analysis can
move from the rational to the normative dimension and from the inter-national to
the global realm. In this sense, normative considerations such as (re)distributive
global justice explain the links between globalization and poverty as a global problem.
First, poverty is a symptom of a domestic problem of underdevelopment. Second,
poverty becomes an international problem as a serious issue in the agenda of relations
among a number of states. Third and foremost, poverty is a global problem and has
implications and ramifications for the human community as a whole, better understood
when considering the evolution of political and human rights in the direction of
universal jurisdiction for international law when there is a gross violation of those
rights. In the third sense, there exists a universal promotion of human rights of
various kinds, and thus there is an international responsibility for the fate of the
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world’s poor. In short, the normative dimension maintains that the relationships
between globalization and poverty are important since there is a moral obligation, in
terms of human rights and distributive justice, to help the developing countries to
eradicate poverty. Poverty is linked to the more general issues of human rights,
equity, equality, and distributive justice both within and across borders.44
The normative concern of the potential effects of globalization upon poverty
echoes the literature on (re)distributive justice that emerged in the 1970s, following
third-world demands for a NIEO.45 The two major normative themes that emphasize
the relevance of a moral analysis are human rights and distributive justice in terms
of fairness.
43

The reality of poverty and inequality in itself might be
a serious cause for the growth of social violence,
political and social instability, ethnic conflicts, and civil
and international wars that shape the global system.
Human rights represent the basic normative common ground to fight poverty
and to understand the humane concern with the links between globalization and
poverty. Considerations of humanity, basic needs, and socioeconomic human rights
lead rich countries to help poor ones in extreme cases of relief of distress or famine
relief. Moreover, if poverty is considered a basic violation of human rights, then
there is a moral obligation to correct that violation. Yet, it should be pointed out that
this normative consensus limits itself only to extreme cases of absolute deprivation.46
From this perspective, there is not much obligation to redistribute resources beyond
a minimal guarantee of a basic human standard. Thus, the distance from a human
rights analysis of moral obligation and a utilitarian justification to “eradicate poverty”
is very short. In fact, the two might even overlap.
The second normative theme, justice as fairness, is more complicated and more
difficult to apply in international relations. To begin with, there is no normative
international consensus for a moral case to alleviate poverty and inequalities within
or among states. Nor is there is a consensus in the reformation of the global system,
in the name of social and distributive justice beyond borders, rather than in the
name of human rights. Following the formulation of the late philosopher John Rawls,
justice as fairness should be interpreted in terms of equal rights, reciprocity, global
equity, and some form of redistribution of the global resources from the haves to
the have-nots.47 As part of a social contract, fairness implies that the poor should
share in the gains of society as it grows, while the rich should share in the pains of
society in times of crises. Yet, our contemporary global economic system tends to
ignore those issues of distribution as fairness,48 rather relying on the forces of the
market. Thus, the difficulties in trying to implement a scheme of global (re)distributive
justice in international relations remain enormous. For such issues to be resolved, a
global polity that will guarantee maximum equal liberty to every member of the
human community on a cosmopolitan, transnational basis will need to be established.
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The Pragmatic Dimension: Issues of Security and Economics
The issue of the global importance of poverty can also be discussed through a
pragmatic dimension that utilizes cost-benefit analysis and realpolitik considerations
in international relations. The importance of the mutual relationships between
globalization and poverty become more salient when considering such crucial issues
of security, in terms of war and peace and economics, and in terms of well-being
and welfare.
In terms of security, the way in which the developed countries cope with poverty
and inequality are likely to determine whether the coming decades will be peaceful
and stable or violent and dangerous, and to what extent the current international
order will not be disrupted. Poverty produces frustration and anger, directed both at
the governments of developing countries and at citizens of wealthy countries.49
Moreover, the terrorist attacks on the United States in September 2001 resolved the
discussion over whether poverty, marginalization, and the lack of development were
only a humanitarian concern or a security problem as well. Although the exact nature
of the links between poverty and terrorism remains a matter of debate, it is clear
that the renewed US interest in enlarging its aid and development to third world
countries stems from terrorism’s connection to poverty.50
Furthermore, the problem of poverty is also associated with international and
civil wars, legal and illegal migrations, refugees, environmental degradation, the spread
of diseases, and threats to the existing international order emanating from demands
of international and global justice, occasionally demonstrated through terrorist and
guerrilla activities. In sum, the links between globalization and poverty are important
due to the fact that poverty is likely to be the catalyst for such demonstrations,
especially if the impact of globalization upon a country developing is ambivalent,
mixed, and uneven.

As part of a social contract, fairness implies that the
poor should share in the gains of society as it grows,
while the rich should share in the pains of society in
times of crises. Yet, our contemporary global economic
system tends to ignore those issues of distribution as
fairness, rather relying on the forces of the market.
In economic terms, serious considerations of practicality and pragmatism should
justify our concern about those links. In a globalized world, there are different ways
for the developed countries to help the LDCs: export capital to them, import products
from them, or allow the movement of the poor from the third world to developed
regions by easing the political borders and encouraging migration flows.51 Presently, a
considerable portion of the trade of the United States and Europe is geared towards
the developing countries, where most of the world population lives. Moreover, those
countries represent not only potential and emerging markets but also sources of
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indispensable raw materials. Hence, the costs of neglecting the rapidly growing
international class divide and social and economic gaps will be immense not just for
the developing world but for humanity, reaped in terms of environmental degradation,
humanitarian disasters, and lack of economic growth.52
In this utilitarian and cost-benefit analysis regarding the developing countries in
terms of economics, one can identify an interesting convergence between normative
and pragmatic arguments. Focusing resources and policy on poverty can be worthwhile
simply on humanitarian grounds (i.e., human rights arguments). Yet, the disadvantages
of growing up in extreme poverty pose a challenge to a belief in the equality of
opportunity that, in turn, will affect the security and the economy within and among
nations. Hence, helping the underclass to rejoin society is in the interests of all, at
both the domestic and international levels. Rather than being contradictory, normative
and pragmatic arguments tend to reinforce one another.

Poverty produces frustration and anger, directed both
at the governments of developing countries and at
citizens of wealthy countries. Moreover, the terrorist
attacks on the United States in September 2001 resolved
the discussion over whether poverty, marginalization,
and the lack of development were only a humanitarian
concern or a security problem as well.
It should be emphasized that the Bretton Woods institutions traditionally regarded
poverty as a national problem, or at most an international problem, rather than as a
global one. Thus, poverty-relief measures favored by the World Bank and the UNDP
make provisions especially for international coordination and cooperation, which
include economic assistance to the LDCs on a state basis.53 Yet, it remains an open
question whether the national and international focus of the World Bank and the
UNDP allow for the creation and sustaining of a supra-national or global burdensharing facility that would facilitate the convergence of local, national, regional,
international, and global policies and practices.54 So far, the answer seems to be a
negative one.

CONCLUSION
This paper is a preliminary assessment of the relationship between the phenomena
of globalization and poverty as a global problem in international relations. After
defining the core concepts, ten logical links between globalization and poverty were
suggested. Three of the links were discussed in more detail utilizing a radical
perspective to argue that globalization causes and deepens poverty and inequality, a
liberal perspective that considers the forces of globalization to be the potential solution
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and cure to the problem of poverty, and a realist perspective that maintains that
there is no necessary or clear linkage between globalization and poverty. The links
between globalization and poverty are complex and ambiguous; globalization might
have both detrimental and positive effects. Moreover, the relationship is symbiotic in
that poverty substantially affects globalization, and the agents and structures of
globalization are needed to combat poverty as a global problem. This might sound
tautological or circular in logical terms, but the international institutions, from the
UN to the World Bank, have started thinking in those terms, at least at the rhetorical
level. However, the solutions that they offer, so far, still remain within the domestic
and inter-national domains, and have not yet reached the global level.

To be effective, the recommended policies should
emerge out of national debates involving the voices of
the poor and marginalized sectors.
Furthermore, this paper addresses the rationale for concern about the complex
links. This task is performed by utilizing two arguments. First, the normative argument
recreated the debates about distributive justice and economic and social human
rights of the 1970s and 1980s. The pragmatic argument is framed in terms of the
disruptive effects of poverty from security and economic standpoints.
Having identified the normative and pragmatic arguments to justify concern
about the relationship between globalization and poverty, the next step in research is
to turn to a policy-oriented debate about the causes of poverty and, concomitantly,
to the possible mechanisms for its reduction and eradication. According to Joseph
Stiglitz, “Poverty has become an increasingly important development priority. The
existence of a correlation between growth and poverty reduction should come as no
surprise. But the correlation does not prove that trickle-down strategies are the best
way to attack poverty.”55 Hence, the policy implications of the concern about
globalization and poverty remain, at this stage, quite open and moot.
The debates on theory and policy have tended to be polarized around two
explanatory models: structural, which is mainly political, and behavioral, which is
mainly economic. The structural model emphasizes institutionalized systems of
inequality, macroeconomic impacts, and political strategies of exploitation and
exclusion. Conversely, the behavioral model focuses on the personal attributes and
behavior of poor people in economic terms.56
The application of these two distinctive models depends upon different approaches
to poverty as a social and political problem, both at the domestic and the international
levels. In this regard, considering poverty as a global problem implies three
complementary but different concepts: poverty as a domestic problem of
underdevelopment, to be resolved within the borders of a given society and state;
poverty as an international problem, as part of the agenda in the relations between
states; and poverty as a global problem, in terms of world order and (re)distributive
justice.
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Strategies for effective poverty reduction were addressed by the IMF and the
World Bank at Prague in September 26-28, 2000. These initiatives focused on a
country’s “ownership” of the strategies to reduce poverty, and on the issue of effective
governance.57 In other words, borrowing countries should prepare poverty reduction
strategy policy papers in a process involving the active participation of their civil
societies, nongovernmental organizations, donors, and international institutions. To
be effective, the recommended policies should emerge out of national debates
involving the voices of the poor and marginalized sectors.58 In addition to designing
national strategies to eradicate poverty, the issue of effective domestic governance
should be stressed. Effective governance is often considered the “missing link” between
national poverty-relief efforts and poverty reduction.59
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