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the ECconomy

[bet you think you’re pretty smart, don’t you, sitting there in that college

. dlass. You probably think you’ve escaped my wrath with your higher educa-
tion. Imean, you know zbout all the jobs that have been eliminated that used
to be attainable with just a high-school degree and yet paid middle-class
Wwages: automaker, textile worker, lumberjack, mill worker.

That’s an old story, how technology has wiped out those so-called
working-class careers. If a robot can’t do your job better than you on the
assembly line, then modern transport and logistics technologies mean that
Wecan outsource it: Wages are lower in China (and in Bangladesh, and many
other places). And, of course, it’s not just the most physical jobs that have
been eliminated through technological advances. Maybe you’ve never heard
‘)'faperson called a travel agent, but I bet your parents have met a few in their

f‘etimes. But you are safe from losing your job to a bot (short for robot), what
Vitha higher degree and all, especially one in what Richard Florida likes to
Gllthe “creative class” occupations?
| siCa]Prl;aS? allow me to introduce myself: I'm Emily Howell, .and I".m a clas-
-edu/falim]c composer. You can find some o.f 1:r1y v».rork here: art.snt;s.u;sc
my bUddu tY{COPe/Emily-lmwell.htm. Or 1f. jazz 1s.n30re‘ly<‘)ur sty' (j., tt‘)e'n
Perfecy] ¥ Shimon (gtcmt.gatech.edu/robotlc—mu’smlan:«» 1ip-projects) 1s
I3 y CE:pable of jamming with a trio (and doesn’t require frefz l.aeers). Or
Writer?You re thinking of becoming a journalist?. Or an ad.vertlsmg copy-
Watcly o (l’)se are both good occupations for a sociology major, fox: BHITR) but
na”«’ltive'. ?Cause my cousins, other creative-class bots, are moving in (see

-com or firedrop.ai).
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CAPITALISM

an economic system in
which Property and goods
are primarily Privately
owned; investments are
determined by private
decisions; and prices,
Production, ang the
distribution of goods
are determined primarily
by Competition in an
unfettered Marketplace.
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The rap on us computers has always bee.n that we are great fo;
culation power but useless for anything c.reat.lve. Wl?en IBM’s p
Garry Kasparov, the world chess champl?n, 1t was 1i
apple. For Kasparov, chess is an art—.spec1ﬁcally the ar.t of Strategic thinkin ;
seeing the board as a whole, intuiting player tendencieg, His OPPOnent, i
IBM machine, saw chess as a computational p-roblem and ran every POssible
permutation of how the game could go, choosing the moye with the highes
probability of leading to a win at each junction. S? although thjg Overwhelp,.
ing firepower approach might outduel a huma.n In a structureq setting ik
chess, it was thought that it could not be applied to Creative endeavorg that
were, by nature, open-ended and serendipitous,

So, you might not get rich becoming a musicia
a job that I, the infamous bot, can never take aw
again! (Before I do it for you....) “Deep learning”—an aPProach to artificiy)
intelligence that tries to mimic the way a human brain works by sending
information through neural nets (layers of abstraction)—ig challenging all
sorts of human—computer distinctions that used to be solid

These distinctions, in fact, formed the basis of 2 famous thought
experiment in computer science called the Turing Test, after its poser,
Alan Turing. The idea is that artificial intelligerce -an be said to have been
achieved when a human can’t tell the differe:

'C¢ between another human
interlocutor and a computer interacting with he: ‘Hlirough some form of

messaging app, that is). So far, nobody has beer: - . > design an algorithm
that can fool human judges into thinking it’s hujnan for long enough to
win the Turing Prize. But just because we can't s the water cooler talk
flawlessly, doesn’t mean that we bots can’t rep

lace you college graduates.
In fact, maybe you aren’t S0 sure that I—or your professor—isn’t actually
a sociology bot?

Taw ¢).
eep Blue beat

ke an Orange beating a

n, but do yoy think that’s
ay from you? Well, think

d iol-
Concerns about robots replacing human workers are not new for Mo
; L . : iza-
0Oglsts and economists; they have been studying automation and mechan

s
tion since the Industrial Revolution. To understand how we got here, perhap
we should start with a brief history of the capitalist system.

A Brief History
of Capitalism

In its purest form, capitalism

d
g : erty an

is an economic system in which prop
goods are Primarily Privately

: ate
owned; investments are determined b:epél‘t’sr_
decisions; anq prices, production, and the distribution of gOOdS- aus schol
mined Primarily by Competition in an unfettered marketplace. Varltoween the
ars place the early stages of modern capitalism somewhere be
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il nineteenth centuries
ﬁfteenth aThe dates are highly dis-
b:;ause many elements of

. existed in earlier epochs.
czPitahsm e, the use of money (as
for examg b;rter) is seen as central
0 Pos,edt- m, and many ancient civ-
tocaPltﬂhsuséd money in one form

thzr- Likewise, private prop-
i sted to different degrees in
4 eXlzimes and places. However,
van.oulsism as a whole, most would
::f:t:started to develop a101.1g with
zl;e agricultural and industrial rev-

1 Jlutions in Europe.
pefore capitalism in Europe,

i
pite

{jzation

| e dominant economic system was feudalism, most simply characterized
| iythepresence of lords, vassals, serfs, and fiefs. A lord was a nobleman who
| gmed land, and a vassal was granted the land, termed a fief, by the lord.
The fief remained the property of the lord, but it was left to the vassal to
rap the harvests from it. In exchange, the vassal provided military protec-
tionfor the lord. Serfs, who were of peasant origin, formed the lowest class
nfeudal society. Serfs were bound to the land and required to give the lord
aportion of their production; they were, in turn, granted protection. They
differed from slaves, however, in that they were allowed to own property
adcould not be sold. These relationships formed the basic framework for
kudalism, and arguably for the class structures that came into being in
Ubsequent centuries on the system’s demise.
During the early Tudor period in England (1485-1558), some of the open
S, often referred to as the commons (that is, they existed for the public
©od; anyone could graze livestock there), were “enclosed,” or partitioned
% During this “enclosure movement,” the lords often bounded the com-
™18 with hedges, Because this was land that had been publicly available
 grazing ang Planting, the enclosures led to the eviction of many of the
i;:i: Working the land. The result was that they had littl.e choice but tc;
SUWiv:]t: Nearby cities in search of work, as one of the.lr pnma(;'y me«:nSl;J
g 3 ad. been removed. These changes and dynamics would eventually
€Iise of both the city and the wage system.
Opmenteo?tlzil}ll:zln of capita?ism was als.o heiithi'lY i:g:::::ii::'ot:;af;‘;i:
2 iStory o ogy. .The history of social relations, W e
1heuse of t Umankind’s struggle to control and domuTa e e
Gety, . e “hnology, The technological conditions of a given epoch, mt“r;‘_’
"logieg W:m r'node of social relationships. Around 1700, new farming e; :
'® introduced that directly increased food output; hence this

field

A Brief History of Capitalism

S

Fifteenth-century French
peasants working the
fields. What characterized
work during the era of
medieval feudalism?

FEUDALISM

a precapitalist economic
system characterized by
the presence of lords,
vassals, serfs, and fiefs.
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AGRICULTURAL
REVOLUTION

the period around

1700 marked by the
introduction of new
farming technologies that
increased food output in
farm production.

Dramatic innovations

in the textile industry
made the manufacturing
process more efficient
and corresponded with
the mass migration of
rural workers into cities.
What were some of the
social consequences of
the Industrial Revolution?

NS
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period is commonly termed the agricultur
the seed drill, selective breeding, and Crop rotation |
increase in food abundance. As a result, the lang could
allowing for increased population and further
ated by the enclosure movement.

Other changes occurred as well. For exam
established spice routes from colonial interes
led to the development of new ways to stor
livestock had to be slaughtered at the onset
vation methods allowed that operation to b
increased abundance, in turn, further sp

al revolutiop Innovati
0

ed to ap imme &
SUPpOrt mpe ¢

adding to the labog p::l()Dle,
Cre<

IS Sucl as

ple, early colonig]

lobali, ..
tain Tndis it 8 obahzatmr1

; eFa
€ meat in Englanqg, p

of winter, byt these
e done at any time g

urred the enclogyre Mover,
because land was now more productive and therefore more Vvaluab), .
e.

The combination of the enclosure movement, more People, and ¢ ik
logical improvements (which lowered the amount of labor needeq per a:o~
led to the displacement of more and more peasants from agricultura] 1ab:)e)
This growth of surplus peasant labor, in turn, led to mass .
such as London and Manchester and to the rise of a wage
we can see the groundwork being laid for what we call

Of course, wage labor would not have become available unless pey jobs
had been created for these former peasants. At the end of the eighteent),
century and the beginning of the nineteenth century,

an €conomy once
dominated by small-scale artisan labor (that is, handicrafts and subsistence
farming) transitioned into one dominated by manufacturing,

machinery, and
unskilled factory work. This massive historical transition was also propelled

by the development of new techrologies. It began with the mechanization
of textile industries—fabric m==::f2cturing such as for clothing,
upholstery. One major innovaticn fo:

iy East ang
TeViously,
oW Preser.
f year, This

nt,

migration tq Cities
-labor System. Here
ndustrial Capitaligm,

rugs, and

71 lor textile production was the power loom,
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Industrial Revoly
€ned yp Marketg
ften used in
in order to

tion was the devel-

f the steam engine, which o )
opment 0 B through jtg eventual

use in railroads. For instance, water wag Mining, ang part of
the workers’ job was to remove the Water access tf’xe Materials
being extracted. Steam-powereq Pumps noy g4 this, allowing workers to
focus on extraction of the miner,] itself,

With the rise of large-scale facto
to urban areas to find work, and the

CORPORATION

a legal entity unto

itself that has a legal
personhood distinet from
. . that of its members—
Into contracts or Owning property. The

namely, its owners ang
d). This is where limited liability comes shareholders.

sion between the i

ndividual—that is, the shareholder or executive—and the
business entity. I

t is, in this sense, a legal way to protect investors from
personal responsibility for any liabilities beyond the value of the compflny
itself. Many companies have abbreviations in their names, such as LLP (h.m-
ited liability partnership) and Inc. (incorporated), o, as in South America,
SA (sociedad anénima or “anonymous society”). Today, many of the contracts
that make business possible aren’t between individual pefople but rather
between legally recognized entities in the form of corporations.

Theorizing the Transition

to Capitalism
ADAM SmiTH

A fliberal
mith, the father o :
Perhaps Capitalism’s greatest advocate was Adan_]tf] wondered how societies
ecOnomics_ " The'Wealth:of Natloiis e Sn;fl-'nterests) manage to stay
Broups of individuals pursuing their own seii-l

. f others .
Vidug] self-interest in an environment 0 and contracts are honored.

i asic laws
. Sltuation of competition, as long as b
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dam Smith.
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Note the difference between competition (where rules constraining the game

are followed) and conflict (where no holds are barred).
For Smith (2003), individuals have “the propensity to truck, barter

and exchange one thing for another.” This drive for exchange Combineg
with an ever-increasing division of labor to produce greater wealth for a,
Smith uses the example of a pin factory: Ifa craftéman has to fashion eac,
pin from scratch, snipping the wire, honing the point, attaching a head, ang
polishing the pin, he can make only a few dozen a day, at best. However,
once the job is broken into its constitutive parts and each portion of the
process assigned to a separate worker, the same craftsman can prodyce
hundreds or perhaps even thousands of pins a day. Of course, he would now
be working with others to make the pins, but dividing by the total number
of man-hours, his efficiency is still orders of magnitude greater. Why s0?
There are two reasons: First, if the task is broken down into parts, each part
can be completed more quickly; second, and perhaps more important for
Smith, once people specialize in this way, they are better able to innovate.
If you spent your entire work life performing a single task, you would get
pretty good at it, especially compared with someone who performs that
task only once in a while as part of a wider sweep of work. What’s more,
in all that time thinking about sharpening pins, you might come up with
some inventions to make your life easier and to help you become the best
pin sharpener in London. You might even create a machine to do your job
for you. You certainly would have the incentive, because you want to drive
all other pin sharpeners out of business. According to Smith, this cycle of
division of labor, innovation, and trade results in the production of goods
that society desires, in the proportions that it desires, and at the price it
is willing to pay.

To keep this metaphorical engine running, however, money is needed
to grease the gears. Smith sings the praises of monetization, or the “cash
nexus” as it was dubbed by the Scottish essayist Thomas Carlyle (1971). The
barter system, says Smith, was often inefficient 2nd unwieldy. For example,
- vou have a large quantity of

let’s say that I have a certain number of cows a1
salt. Ineed salt to cure my meat, and you need a cow to slaughter. How much
salt would I get for a cow? However much it is, [ have a fairly good notion
I don’t need or want that much salt. I would probably have to involve the
whole village and a good bit of time to coordinate such a trade. I may have
to trade my cow for a huge amount of salt and then distribute that salt to
each family in the village and try to collect what I need from each of them in
return, People are not going to make a trade if it’s inefficient, and therefore,
::;;ttr}?g:; i(:llllc’lt ociur that would be optimal in economic terms—that is,
Withmoney hrzjv :} all 05 us better off, :

now exactly h’o : mucehr,aa any. trade ever requires is two partners. I think

cow 1s worth. (The more widespread a market

C I i '
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money i
rime and across people. Finally, money develops

[n the barter system you know what You are g

something. But lt: i Aqeept dollars, pesos, pounds, or eyrgg in exch f

my cow, I am taking a leap of faith, | gy, trusting that ¢, currenc;r\:rgi; l;)r
e

accepted wherever I go. In this senge, g, argues, money is inhereng]
social; it facilitates social relationg between humans i

» O at Jeast relies o, trust,
etting in retyry Wwhen yoy se]]

GEORG SIMMEL

The classical sociologist Georg Simmel, whose work on social groups we
discussed in Chapter s, also took a positive view of capitalism. Unlike Smith,
however, Simmel (1900) didn’t view money as an agent of social change.
Instead, he saw the development of monetary payment systems as part of
ahistorical evolution, the depersonalization of exchange. In a precapitalist
system such as feudalism, a serf was treated more like an animal than a
human being, ccording to Simmel. In return for his labor, the serf received
in-kind payme1t in the form of items needed for survival—actual sustenance
necessary to live and reproduce. In this sense, the payment was quite liter-
ally personal i1 nature. But with the arrival of capitalism, Simmel observes,
payment forms evolved toward giving more and more freedom to the worker.
In the early days of capitalism, when craftsmen produced specific prod-
ucts from start to finish, most payment was in the form of payment per unit
Or piecework payment. This form of payment still exists in developed coun-
tries, although only on a smaller scale. For instance, you and a custom car-
Penter can agree on a design and a price for him to build some boo.kshelxlres.
What happens if the wood turns out to be rotten? The craftsman IS. at risk.
Ifhe neeqs to start from scratch with a second batch of woqd, he might notf
break €Ven on the transaction. However, he is obligated to deliver a b:oki::ln
Fhat Isn't rotten, Piecework payment is slightly bette'r for the worf erd
-king Payment because money carries with it a certain amount of freedom.
) i the carpenter can
€ a decent set of bookshelves is delivered and paid for, ko
lake the Money and buy food or a car, or do whatever he wants with the cash.
The Work y : 'uy 00 N ’ ayment he receives and therefore has
Vast) €I remains in control of t e.p y . A
X "ore freedom than under the in-kind p.él}’":l e el i
that unstep Up from this system, for Slmx;;ei,r:spv:i dgin 0 i St
ore, th g SYstem of wage lbor, e he raw materials, accidents, or
"8 Wage is not tied to the quality of the

Theorizing the Transition to Caplitalism
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Workers waiting in line
for their wages. Why did
Georg Simmel argue that
wage labor was better
than precapitalist work?

[J
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other exigencies in the production process. Let’s say that yoy work §
hourly wage for a nongovernmental organization translating Hporis (;r an
Spanish into English. You have been working all day on a particularly 1’0
report, and 15 minutes before your day is about to end, the hard driye Cras(;n
and all your work for the day is lost. Despite the lost report, you still get fs
for the eight hours you worked under the wage labor system; it’s the miald
the employer to shoulder the costs of the faulty computer and the 1ot Wo:(f
In this sense, workers under capitalism are not completely depen dent 0.
the quality of the raw materials, the technology, or the production PTOcessn
The worker sells his or her labor to the employer, and it is the employer»;
problem if the results do not live up to expectations.

Even better than wage labor, according to Simmel, is salary, Under 5
salary system, workers are paid not for a direct service but for the sum tota]
of their services. For one year of employment, you are paid a set amoup;
of money, and that figure is what you and your employer agreed would be
acceptable for an average level of performance and an average amount of work
over the course of an entire year. If you have a bad day or cannot come in,
you still are paid. Both sick days and vacation days are allotted. Better sti]]
than a regular salary is a civil service salary, whereby payment is not tied
to the productive value of the workers at all but related to the “appropriate
standard of living” for someone at that particular grade level and amount
of experience.

Finally, Simmel talks about the honorarium. An honorarium is seen as
distinct from the product itself. For instance, if an institution asks you to
give a speech or to provide some other service, it may offer you an honorar-
jum. The notion is that you are giving the speech or providing the service
independent of the money. You micy care very much about the money, but
a clear sociological distinction exicis between the product and the pay-
ment, Yo zuree to provide the service, and then
you act pleasantly surprised when there is some
money attached to it. Likewise, the people who
invited you to present the speech have to give
you the honorarium just because you showed up,
no matter what you end up saying. According to
Simmel, a separation between the personal and
the economic exists, just as there was in the
development of limited liability.

It is through these increasingly dePeTSO“al'
ized forms of monetary payment, Simmel argues,
that capitalism makes true friendship possible: By
severing market relations from the personal, ¢
now have a private sphere of pure sociability that
is distinct from the economic or publi¢ § e
Simmel argues that in precapitalist times, peoP*

phcrc.

Chapter 14: Capitalism and the Economy



;‘ ZF friend is )./our business ’par tner, anq to top it off, your daughter may
e married his son. I?ut he is also your Competitor,

in modern capitalist society, however, there is a strong norm 4 ainst
nixing business with pleasu.r e. People keep thege two worlds apart,gor at
st they attempt t.o do so.. Simmel argues that it i only by maintaining a
onet zed, economic public s‘pher6 that we cap €njoy a private sphere that
uly is private, where we actively exclude market and Mmonetary relationg
1 order tO experience pure sociability,

What would Simmel have to say aboyt Cryptocurrencies like bitcoin (see
Chapter 5 opener)? Does the fact that bitcoip transactions are anonymous
further the depersonalization that he champions? Or does the fact that bit-
coin relies on the blockchain technology mean that we are back entangled
in a web of transactions like we would have been in Precapitalist medieva]

society?

KARL MARX

Unlike Smith and Simmel, Karl Marx considered capitalism both funda-

mentally flawed and inevitably doomed (see Chapter 1). Whereas Smith and
simmel saw the benefits of the division of labor, Marx saw alienation, which ~ AL|E NATION
he considered the basic state of being in a capitalist society. Alienationisa oA i v

condition in which people are dominated by forces of their own creationthat  people are dominated
by forces of their own

then confront them as alien powers. Marx viewed alienation as taking four
creation that then

forms under capitalist production: alienation from the product, the process, Confront thern &b alier
other people, and oue’s self, powers; according to
In the first sense, workers are alienated from the product that they ~ Marx, the basic state

of being in a capitalist

produce. They do not know it or have complete knowledge of what they are e
producing. By contrast, the artisan fashions products from start to finish,
from raw materials to the packaged item on the shelf. If a woman desired a
new pair of shoes, she would go to the local shoemaker, who would measure
her foot and choose an appropriate last (or wooden form) around which to
construct the shoe. The shoemaker would then cut and fit a pattern of leather
to the size of the last. In the next phase, the shoemaker would stitch the
UPper sole to the inner sole with thread (which he might have made himself).
He woulq then attach the sole and a heel with some tacks. The result was
dcompleted shoe, The point is that each craftsman was the master of his
Particular product, from start to finish. He knew every aspect of it, because
he built j¢ from scratch.

The situation in a modern factory is very different. The production pro-
5 is now broken down among several people, sometimes several hundred,
leading to greater efficiency and returns to scale, as Adam Smith celebrated.

Theorlzing the Transition to Capitalism 585




Factory work has become so specialized and workers’ roles so inter,
able and devoid of skill, according to Marx, that most people workine
shoemaking factories today probably do not know the entire prOCessgfm
making a shoe. Would they know how to spin the fabric for the shoe dor
the fabric, mold the sole, and sew it all together? It is doubtfy], And v,ve’}r,:
just talking about a shoe! Imagine the process for building a car, 3 computer
or any of the many things around you. As a result of the same divigjo, 0%
labor that Smith praises, capitalist workers are no longer masters of their
products, in Marx’s view. Rather, the product is the master of the worker, Ag
Marx (1932) noted, “The object that labour produces, its product, now stands
opposed to it as something alien, as a power independent of the producer»
Workers in modern capitalism are also alienated from the process of
production. For instance, if the precapitalist shoemaker woke up in the
morning with a hangover from the night before, he could choose to sleep in
and finish his work later. He knew, in this situation, that by the end of the
week he had to produce a certain number of shoes for his customers and
could budget his time as he saw fit. Thus there was a certain freedom in the
rhythm of work. The modern-day laborer, by contrast, has no choice but to
swallow some aspirin and trudge off to the factory, fast-food restaurant,
or computer terminal. This is especially true for laborers who work for
subsistence wages and therefore need to work every day to survive. Think
about the day laborers who stand on certain street corners in Los Angeles,
San Francisco, Chicago, and many other American cities, hoping to find work
that day. They do not control the process at all; it controls them. They are

dnge-

told when to go to work and when to = home; they are told when to leave
early and when to stay late. For I.1aiv. t11:t is the nature of wage labor and
salaried labor in the modern indusiyiot ~wi*alist system. Labor is, in a sense,
forced by economic need, and its rhiy thiz: 15 controlled not by the individual
producer but by some larger social force, institution, or individual. The

result is alienation.

But that’s not all. In addition, workers are alienated from other people,
according to Marx, because capitalism turns all relations into market rela-
tions (in contrast to Simmel, who believed that capitalism created a sphere
separate from economic interactions). Marx (1932) notes, “What is true of
man’s relationship to his work, to the product of his work and to himself, is
also true of his relationship to other men. ... Each man is alienated from oth-
ers.... [Elach of the others is likewise alienated from human life.” But what
does this mean exactly? Our relationships with others become conditioned
by the ethic of capitalism: profit maximization. For instance, we start using
gl::f::fsnzfti\::;t‘h to describe the moral qualities of individuals. Time

in a wage labor system. Men who do not make money

are vi i
m k1ewed by others as forsaking the sale of their time on the wage labor
arket and thus are morally suspect.

6 c
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Finally, Marx argues, we are alienated from ourselves. This is a some- ’5
what romantic notion about what makes humans unique from other animals:

Why would Karl Marx have

s ; : _ argued th

value—objects with inherent-use value and objects that become tools to wgrkers me;tkti:z fsahdory
oes

produce yet other things, respectively. (As it turns out, this ability is not ~ onthe right were more
alienated from their work

uniquely human; chimpanzees and other animals also create tools and toys.)
U gt . than the sho k
But what ultimately separates humans from other animals, according to  the left? Siaiakal

Mary, is that humans can experience conception before execution—that is,

we have the ability to create something in our minds before we fashion it in

just hardwired like those of a bee constructing
recent research on animals

We have an ability to create objects for both affective and instrumental

nature. Our actions aren’t
a honeycomb; we are creative beings. (Again,
suggests that they have notions of advance planning and time, so we are \

not unique in this regard either.) However, Marx sees capitalism as stifling
He states that «work is external to

our species-being, our natural creativity.
consequently he does not fulfill

the worker. ... It is not part of his nature;

himself in his work but denies himself” (1932)-
Marx’s critique does not cast capitalismina good light. However, Marx

also suggested that these problems will sooner or later pass because, in his
view, capitalism will ultimately gelf-destruct. specifically, Marx argued,
the capitalist system faces crises of overproduction, in which the syst.em
is 50 efficient that it produces an abundance of goods; the problem a‘r)lscels
When the competition is stiff and wages ar¢ driven down. 50 low that nobody
can afford to buy these goods. For a while, in Marx’s v1e\.~, the hsyste: “c,:)
solve such periodic occurrences by destroying some Cap"tal_ t r}(\)ug .
or by conquering new markets. But eventually, when capl.tahsgl as ;13;; 3
0 every nook and cranny and Tu? out of new places to invade, an
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SOCIALISM

an economic system in
which most or all of the
needs of the population
are met through
nonmarket methods of
distribution.

COMMUNISM

a political system in which
the means of production
are shared through state
ownership and in which
rewards are tied not to
productivity but to need,
supposedly leading to a
classless society.

588

the dynamic of competition reaches its logical conclusiq
taking over all his or her competitors), then it will face th:
putatively destroy it. In the Communist Manifesto, Marx anq F
(1848/1998) claimed:

(o.m.e Capita}ig,
Crisis thyg will
riedrich Engel

The development of modern industry...cuts from under it

the very foundation on which the bourgeoisie [capitalist claS =
produces and appropriates products. What the bourgeoisie t;:es]
fore produces, above all, are its own gravediggers. Its fal] anq tr}ele_
victory of the proletariat are equally inevitable. (p. 9) :

Under capitalism, Marx believed, the working class would rise against th

employing (or capitalist) class and would eventually usher in a new mode i
production termed socialism, in which most or all of the needs of the " o_
ulation are met through nonmarket methods of distribution. In socialisljn
there is still private property and a free labor market where people get wages

but many needs—from health care to schooling to old age support to even,
food and shelter—are provided by the government as a matter of right. I
Marx’s conception, socialism would be followed swiftly by communism, 5
classless society in which the means of production are shared through state
ownership and in which rewards are tied not to productivity but to need.
No more private property. No more inequality in wages. But has this not
happened, you counter? Marx might reply that there are still new markets
to conquer in our increasingly globalized economy, and capitalists continue
to compete with one another in many industries, so maybe it just hasn’t

happened yet.

MAX WEBER

Max Weber, whom we also met i1t ¢ hapler 1, had plenty to say about how
capitalism came about and why it spread in the places it did. The short ver-
sion is that Weber, unlike Marx, believed that not just technology but also
ideas in and of themselves generate social change. He claimed, in fact, that
modern capitalism would not have arisen without the Protestant Reforma-
tion, which, according to Weber, created the necessary social conditions
for capitalism by promoting theological insecurity and instilling a doctrine
of predestination (the notion that only the elect will go to heaven). This
religious change, combined with an advancement in accounting practices
(the rise of double-entry bookkeeping), laid the groundwork for economic
development. Faced with uncertainty as to whether they would be saved (g0
to heaven) in the afterlife, people looked to monetary fortune in this life as
a sign from God that they were indeed among the lucky ones. (More on this

in Chapter 16 on religion.)
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k every five minutes to see
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Recent Changes
In Capitalism

Inthe time since Smith, Simmel, Marx, and Weber wrote about capitalism,

World poverty has not been eliminated through the div.ision of labor; g
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FAMILY WAGE

a wage paid to male
workers sufficient to
support a dependent wife
and children.

Why did Henry Ford
offer the family wage?
Why might a feminist
sociologist criticize this
policy?

!
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5 STARTED

to work more. Worries about job insecurity mean that they nee
and projects whenever the work is available, but the pressure
go away, particularly for women. How did we get here?

d to do taSks
of home don't

YOU'VE COME A LONG WAY, BABY (OR HAVE
YOU?): WORK, GENDER, AND FAMILY

In 1914, automobile magnate Henry Ford announced a breakthrough policy a
his Ford Motor Company: the $5 day. Ford’s automobile factory workers Were
guaranteed a wage of $5 per day of work, equal to just over $126 in current
dollars. The policy, designed to lower turnover rates among workers ang
justify faster production lines, was an effective tool thanks to jts popular
appeal. Male job candidates flooded the factory gates daily in hopes of being
hired, and production workers thankfully conceded to the monotonous work
of assembly lines (a technique of mass production that Ford played 5 major
role in developing).

Ford, waving the banner of the family wage, or a wage paid to male
workers sufficient to support a dependent wife and children, was heraldeq
for both his generosity and his genius. Ford wrote in his autobiography: “The
man does work in the shop, but his wife does the work in the home. The
shop must pay them both....Otherwise we have the hideous prospect of
little children and their mothers being forced out to work” (Ford & Crowther,
1973). In the context of his time, when few factory workers earned anything
close to a living wage, Ford’s policy was indeed arguably enlightened and
progressive.

The sociological analysis of the famiiv wage, however, reveals the ways
in which work and family are connectec. by gender inequality, both in the
workplace (as discussed in Chapter 8) and at home (Chapter 12). Advocates
for the family wage in the early twentieth century asserted that every
worker had the right to a “living wage,” so that children and wives need not
work. (This was before the enactment of child labor laws.) Implied in their
definition is women’s dependence on men’s wages. By assuming women's
dependence, the family wage was denied to them, thus pushing women and
children into the very dependency to which they were presumed to be nat-
urally suited. It is from policies such as these that we get our idea of the
traditional family model: a male breadwinner and his female dependent. The
few women who did work for Ford still earned $2.30 a day in1915. Unmarried
men and married men without dependents were also ineligible for the $5 c?ay.
Meanwhile, eligible married men had to subject themselves to Ford’s “sociol-
ogy department”: Teams of scientists dropped by unannounced to check 0‘;
workers’ private lives, including everything from their health and sexvd
patterns, to household finances, to their drinking or gambling habits. For
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insisted that his workers, to receive
the family wage, live in the “right”
kind of families.

Feminist sociologists charge
that the family wage is a patriar-
chal bargain. It is a living wage that
provides a male breadwinner but at
the cost of women'’s autonomy and
freedom. The male breadwinner—
female homemaker family, firmly
entrenched as an ideal by the
twentieth century, disadvantaged
women in several ways. First, as
Alice Kessler-Harris (1000) shows,
aworker’s wage reveals the social
value we put on his or he: worth.

Rather than free-mark ¢ supply of and demand for an employee’s skills,

expectations about gender roles were primary in determining the wages
earned by men and worrc 1. A man’s wage was viewed as an honorable neces-
sity; a woman’s wage wis just “pin money,” to be used on luxuries and non-
essentials (Zelizer, 2005). Rarely was a woman’s wage expected to provide for
her own livelihood, and never was it socially appropriate to expect a woman
tosupport her children without the help of a father. This viewpoint justified
amuch lower wage for women, but it ignored the millions of unmarried,
abandoned, and widowed women who worked to take care of themselves and
their children. It was a particularly cruel disservice to black women, who
were 8 times as likely as white women during the early twentieth century
to work for wages, and more likely to live without the support of a male
Partner (Kessler-Harris, 1990). Figure 14.1 provides a comparison of men’s
and women'’s wages over the last half century or so.

When economists and politicians did consider single working women,
they maintaineqd that a woman’s wage need meet only the barest of neces-
sities, lest women turn away from the morality of family life, as enshrined
in the cult of domesticity, and become enticed by the sinful and degrading
World of work. Never mind that lower wages might also mean the need to
“ork more hours outside the home in order to make ends meet. One policy
Maker justified lower wages by appealing to women’s naturally high exfdfxr-
ance of physical discomfort: “Her physical wants are simpler. Tl.xe’ living
Wage for 5 woman is lower than the living wage for a man because it is po§-
Sible for her as a result of traditional drudgery and forced tolerance of pain
and Suffering to keep alive upon less” (Kessler-Harris, 1990).

Thus the different wages for men and women reflected dee‘ply entrenchezl1
Mitudes about gender and work that became self-confirming myths an

Recent Changes in Capitalism

A company sociological
department adviser visits
the home of a Ford Motor
Company employee in
1915. The scientist uses

a book of photos to give
the employee’s wife
housekeeping advice.
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enforced women’s dependence. At the most basic level, the unfair family
wage pushed heavy incentives on women to marry in order to survive eco-
nomically. The family wage also impelled women to stay married, even when
their marriages were oppressive, rife with conflict, or simply unhappy. As
Barbara Risman (1998) argues, marriage is one of the linchpins of inequality

in American society:

In what other institution are social roles, rights, and responsibil-
ities based—even ideologically—or: ascribed [ie., birth] charac-
teristics? When life options are tied to racial categories we call it
racism at best and apartheid at werst. “When life options are tied
to gender categories we call it marriage. (p. 36)

Surely, such an attitude no longer applies today, you're probably think-
ing, but the gender bias built into the family wage persists. Historical inertia
of the family wage kept the average female wage at two-thirds that of the
male wage through 1960. The gap has been narrowing somewhat since 1960,
especially for younger workers. Women 35 years and older make 83 percent
to 88 percent of what their male counterparts earn. For younger people (ages
20-24 in 2016), women earn about 92 percent of what men earn (Bureau of
Labor Statistics, 2017a). Still, inequity as a result of gender continues to draw
boundaries between the (male) public and (female) private spheres. It is hard
to identify cause and effect when examining women’s family responsibili-
ties and their lower pay. Does lower work commitment (because of family
duties) lead to lower wages? Or do lower wages make it easier for women Ly
prioritize unpaid home labor?

As feminist economist Heidi Hartmann (1976) has argued, men still
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have @ vested interest in maintaining t.heir privileged position as exclusive
jjving-wage earners. Tht?y have a n.latenal advantage over women; they ben-
(ft from women’s unpaid d?mestlc labor in the home; and their advantage
further gives them a superior s‘ense of self, Nancy Folbre (1987), another
cconomist, has argued that not just men but also employers and capitalist
owners (predominantly male) stand to gain from women’s weaker position in
he labor market. Women, she contended, could be used as a flexible reserve
army to keep the peace among white male workers, That is, by dangling
he threat of cheaper women employees before male workers, employers
were better able to break strikes, defy unionization, and assert control over
abor. More recent research indicates that women are not “unorganizable.”
Whereas they were once thought to care more about their responsibilities
athome than their careers and thus be uninterested or unable to invest time
and effort in the unionization movement, by 2016-17, 45.8 percent of the
unionized workforce consisted of women (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2018b).
Not only have union ranks grown more feminized since the 1970s, but wom-
en's participation has changed the typical bargaining framework. Unions,
especially those dominated by women, now propose compensation packages
that address wages, health care, and vacation time as well as paid family
leave and better access to child care in their negotiations with management
(Milkman, 2007). (We’ll have more to say about unions later in the chapter.)
Few families today, even among the upper middle classes, can afford a
full-time stay-at-home muoin. Dual-income families are now the majority.
Both the husband and wife “were employed in 61.1 percent of married-couple
families, just dad was emj.loyed in another 30.3 percent, and 5.4 percent had
just mom working (Bureat: of Labor Statistics, 2017f). Women with young
children have also increased in numbers in the workforce. In 2015, 69.9 per-
cent of women with children under age 17 worked, down from 77.5 in 2008
but still high compared with just 47.4 percent in 1975. For mothers of infants
e 1and under, only 31 percent worked in 1976. In 2014, 52 percent were
employed, and 71 percent of those women were employed full-time (Bureau
of Labor Statistics, 2016¢). But attitudes toward mothers working full-time
have recently shifted back to a more traditional perspective (at least among
the moms themselves),

Although family roles have changed drastically, workplace organization
has failed to keep up, and typical American parents have less disposable
income now than they did in the 1960s, when a sole breadwinner could com-
fortably support a family of four (Warren & Warren Tyagi, 2003). Americans
York longer hours than the citizens of most industrialized nations; we even
PUtintwo more weeks of work each year than our alleged “workaholic” Gf’r'
Man tounterparts. What’s more, until the Great Recession of 2008—9, Whl.ch
p,ut akink in the long-term trend, US work hours have been on ;.a s'feady rise
Pince the early 1960s. According to the US Bureau of Labor Statistics (2007,
o, 2018¢), in 1970 the average full-time employee worked 42.7 hours per
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week: in 1088 this figure rose t0 43.6 (Hochschild, 1997); by 2007 it was 45,9,
but then it fell to 42.8 in 2017.

For such long hours, Americans receive little vacation compared with
workers in other countries. German and Spanish workers average six weeks
of government—mandated paid vacation time; the British get about five, In
contrast, American workers do not receive any government-mandated paid
vacation days.

It’s no surprise, then, that the demands of work infringe on home
life. This is so even when parents experience one of the most revered and
momentous events of family life—the birth of a child (Figure 14.2). A Jap-
anese mother, after giving birth, is entitled to at least 14 weeks of paid
maternity leave at full pay. Italian mothers receive more than 20 paid weeks.
Canadian mothers, since legislation in 2002, have the right to take a full year
off from work after childbirth at 55 percent of their pay. Mothers in Norway
get 80 percent of their salary for their child’s first year. In Sweden, half of
all new fathers take 6 weeks of paid paternity leave. Around the globe, 127
countries, including almost every industrialized nation, guarantee some
form of paid leave for parents. The United States is not among them. In
1993, President Bill Clinton signed the much celebrated Family and Medical
Leave Act, giving American woikcis the right to 12 weeks of leave to care

for a newborn baby or attend tc « /2mily emergency. However, the leave is
not necessarily paid, and it applies crly to the half of the nation who work
for a company of more than 50 emiployees. The act also doesn’t apply to
part-timers, most of whom are women.

Since it is pretty much up to individual companies to decide what kind

- Weeks of Paid Leave for New Mothers
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’ -’ ffamily SUPPOT t they will provide workers, it may come as no .
icome predicts whether workers get paid family leave. For exa::rfnse that
- yorkers who earn more than $75,000 per year, three-quarters fp:, among
ka family or medical leave were paid at least some of their of those mfho
meperiod. By contrast, half as many (37 percent) T ::Zf;s during
JRR)css than $30,000, received any pay at all when they needed te rst’ :ho
preak from work for medical or family reasons (Horowitz et al zolo) ake a
P Laree (and growing) majorities of Americans across the pc.),litiCZI.
yuum suppor t paid family leave (Horowitz et al., 2017). Yet, curiousl en(sape;_
b yhen companies do implement family-friendly policies, worers olf]tger;
don't take advantage of them. In The Time Bind: When Work Becomes Home
d Home Becomes Work (1997), Arlie Hochschild finds that people’s lives
| jpcreasingly center on the world of work, and as a result, families are suf-
 fring. The Midwestern corporation Hochschild studied, fictitiously called
| “Amerco,” offered generous pro-family policies, such as part-time hours and
flexplace,” which allows workers to work from home. Amerco also offered
flextime, so that workers could adjust their schedules, early or late, as they
needed. But despite a work environment that seemed family friendly, she
found that most workers ended up working longer hours during the course
of their employment. Hochschild (1997) asks, “Why don’t working parents,
adothers too, take the opportunity available to them to reduce their hours

at work?”

Her answer is surprising and differs from the economic argument

sbout substitution effects. Working parents don’t take advantage of
fmily-friendly corporate policies, she asserts, because they prefer to avoid
their homes and families. The workplace has become, in a strange departure
fom nineteenth-century formulations, a haven from the chaos and the emo-
tional and physical disarray of the second shift at home. Hochschild suggests
areversal of the sacred and the profane, in which the home has fallen from
gace, with its members seeking refuge and relief at the workplace. For the
harried supermom, bombarded by the pressing demands of children, hus-
bands, and housework, work increasingly becomes a safe place of comfort
ind ease. With too much to do at home and too Jittle time to do it, “a tired
prent flees a world of unresolved quarrels and unwashed laundry fo'f the
teizble orderliness, harmony, and managed cheer of work. Ter emotlona:
Magnets beneath home and workplace are in the process of being reversed

Hochschild, 1997).

If you find Hochschild’s argument to0
“ncerns, you’re not alone. In The Time Di
lequality (004), sociologists Jerry Jacobs a0 e
"orkers do not take advantage of family-friendlY P0.11.c1es
"her reasons: Under cultural and structural Cor.ldmons tk rs pe
ing family divided, they are afraid of losing thei.r jobs. Wordi anIZem
ade-of between family policies and opportunitles for thea
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Balancing work and family
life puts a strain on most
Americans. Angela drops
her daughter off at her
parents’ house before
taking her son to school
and going to work at

a hospital in Marshall,
Missouri. She and her
husband both work full-
time and are up as early
as 4:30 am. and work as
late as 7:30 p.u. during the

week.
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their careers. Taking advantage of parental leave Or part-time hours, work-
ing parents believe, sends a negative message 10 t

the boss that could lead to

ad-end career.
Meanwhile, studies consistently show t}

+ working mothers are Jess
depressed, have higher self-esteem, and rej preater sense of happiness
than stay-at-home mothers. One study even sugzcsts that women who work
feel more valued at home than those who sta; home (Hochschild, 2003).

i1s “post-feminist expec-

placement on the “mommy track” and a de

DOTY

Women today share what Judith Stacey (1996 -
tations” for family and work. They have “the desire to combine marriage
to a communicative, egalitarian man with motherhood and a successful,
engaging career.” Such €xpectations only a few decades earlier would have
sounded crazy. Although working motherg have higher self-esteem and bet-
te

r mental health than nonworking ones, studies also show that they are also
more likely to feel anxious ang tired. They get sick more often than their
husbands. Their divorce rates have risen. The entrance of women into the

workplace has increased thejr €conomic power, but in the absence of other

social changes, this subtle revolution wil] have “stalled,” in Hochschilds

words.

The flip side of this story is that alt
life at home, the growing cost of Am
ihat many families feel they h
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Joan debt are fixed costs that cannot easily be trimmed if families suffer

nforeseen layoffs, medical emergencies, or divorce.

THE SERVICE SECTOR

Changing gender roles and work—family tensions are two important features
of the current version of capitalism, but they are by no means the only ones.
perhaps the most important recent change in the American economy is that
making money no longer exclusively relies on the creation of a tangible
product. The service sector, the section of the economy that provides in-
uangible services, has grown rapidly over the last 30 years. These services
can range from restaurant work (the largest occupation for women without
2 college education), to health care provision, to higher education, to legal
or financial advice, to computer tech support, to deep-tissue massages.

Much work in the service sector involves what Hochschild (1983) calls
semotional labor.” Emotional labor is the notion that certain kinds of work
require us to manage our emotions in a taxing way that exacts costs. Every
time a cashier wishes you a nice day or a flight attendant plasters a smile
on his or her face for the ontire six-hour journey, it takes a toll on him or
her. While all public life ¢
sector jobs are thought o be extreme in this regard (Grandey et al., 2005).
-2t labor are correlated with lower job satisfaction
and higher rates of burncut; it’s worth noting that the occupations with the
highest demands on emotional labor—retail, hospitality, and so on—are
disproportionately female.

How does the new service economy challenge old theories? Does Marx’s
two-class model still make sense in such an era? How are we alienated

“uires some self-management of feelings, service

Higher degrees of emcot:

anges in Capltalism

Recent Ch

SERVICE SECTOR

the section of the
economy that involves
providing intangible
services.

EMOTIONAL LABOR

managing emotions and
their outward expression
to meet the expectations
of a job, especially in
service sector work.

We expect that our flight
attendants will serve
coffee with a smile,

but this is a form of
what Hochschild calls
“emotional labor.”
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differently in the service world than in the manufacturing world? o i
the story largely the same? Service work poses challenges tq Smith’s apng
Simmel’s theories as well. Does the division of labor proceed apace or gloy,
down with conversion to a service model? And does the evolution towarq
depersonalized relations of payment and exchange become complicateq by
occupations that require face-to-face interaction with a smile anq a thank
you and a receipt (or perhaps your meal is free)?

Globalization

Going hand in hand with the development of the service economy is the
complicated and contested process of globalization, generally defined as 3
multidimensional set of social processes that create, multiply, stretch, and
intensify worldwide social exchanges and interdependencies. This means
that I can wake up in the morning and have a free video chat with my friend
in New Delhi using Skype, buy commodities from a Jamaican company in the
afternoon, and in the evening read the Parisian newspaper Le Figaro online,
But what are the implications of globalization for capitalism? Essentially,
it means an increase in trade and economic exchanges among individuals,
corporations, and states in different areas of the globe.

Such processes are, however, not entirely new In the last flush of the
great European empires, between 1890 and 1014, for instance, the relative
magnitude and geographic scale of trade flow a1l capital were higher than
they are today. However, at least four recent phenomena make the current
period of globalization novel: new markets, new means of exchange, new
players, and new rules.

First, new markets include financial markets where anyone with the
proper equipment can participate. Second, new means of exchange, such as
cellular phones, personal computers, e-mail, and the web, allow for almost
instantaneous transactions. With these new forms of communication tech-
nology, a person in Buenos Aires, Argentina, can buy a commodity in Cape
Town, South Africa, and sell it in Moscow, Russia, in a matter of minutes
(or seconds, even). Third, there are new players. These new players are all
transnational, which makes them unique to this epoch of globalization.
The World Trade Organization (WTO), for example, acts as the regulation
authority for trade. An increase in multinational corporations (corporation‘S
located in more than one country) and worldwide nongovernmental organt”
zations (such as Doctors Without Borders, Oxfam, and Amnesty Intern'a'
tional) has also occurred. Fourth, new rules are at play. Although COU“m_es
have always negotiated trade agreements, as of late there has been a prolif-
eration of multilateral trade agreements, including the North American Fre¢

Chapter 14: Capitalism and the Economy



1 Agrceme“t (NAFTA). signed in the 1990s, and the Central American
Tra " ade A reement, which added countries to NAFTA in 2005. Multi-
free s that they don’t result from the negotiations between two
Jaterd ey BUE rather are the end result of negotiations among multiple

natxons ::ﬂl thus enforce rights, impose sanctions, or encourage business at a
pla?’:; it sorldwide level. One thing that globalization has clearly exposed
egtlhe glof=‘=] divide bet\«.reen .the haves and the have-nots. For instance,
® ording 10 a 2017 Credit Suisse report, the top 0.7 percent of the adults
B Je hold 46 percent of the world’s wealth, whereas the bottom half

Jfthe globgl population holds less than 1 percent of the world’s wealth. In

ft, it only takes $3,580 in assets to be in the top 10 percent of wealthy

yorld citizens (Credit Suisse Research Institute, 2017). Furthermore, 842

pillion people (that’s 1 in 8) go hungry in the world, 693 million people do

i not have access to clean drinking water, and 5.6 million children die before
their fifth birthday, mostly from preventable diseases (UNICEF, 2017; World
Food Programme, 2018; World Health Organization, 2013c). On the other
hand, these global poverty rates are substantially lower than they were a
generation ago, partly as a result of the increased income globalization has
brought to many. Debate continues to grow over whether trade and other
recent developments ir: globalization have ameliorated or intensified global
income inequality (se¢ Thapter 7 on stratification).

The bottom line is that contemporary globalization tends to reduce
income inequality and 5o verty on a worldwide scale. The differences between
China, Brazil, and the “nited States are shrinking. But globalization tends
to exacerbate disparitics within countries, where we tend to notice them.
Itsnot so easy to sort out cause and effect when it comes to specifics, like
the relationship between trade competition, automation, and wages. But
some evidence from trade shocks suggests that trade does indeed eliminate
domestic manufacturing jobs (Autor et al., 2013). Meanwhile, automation is
known to increase productivity, thereby raising national income, but also,
trough its substitution effect, to depress wages. The result is a shift from
lbor to capital in the share of society’s income (Acemoglu & Restrepo, 2018).

_Alth°u8h it might seem like globalization is just the direction towar'd
::il}zh hf.stof y marches, it has come in ebbs and ﬂwas.'Moreover, t};\;l;e is
g Inevitable about globalization, as Brown University professor . i s?an
; g:l‘)’l;?int’s out in her book Remaking US Trade P O'Ii;)’-' E 2 OT é’ l’(‘)’é‘;‘;;‘;’:;:
- ia xza'tlon (2007), and which she discussed wit mrl it
ranSponeVI-table' It’s not only the result of the feductll(l) )i
i oy rté"tIOn, for example. Even when companies €acil Bt ] political
Panding globa trade], they had to overcome [protectionistl P

Mierg 1l industries
that : d fcourse,nota m
£ were in place” (Conley, 2011¢). And, ©

oy place” (Conley, e for instance, the steel

0 1 3
ind, PN international markets. In the United States, % po L
e industries bitterly opposed trade liberalization: o

Globalization
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documents how, in the Uniteq
States at least, thoge barrierg
DIGITAL WWNORTON.COM/YOUMAYASKG were overcome by the pro-raqe
sectors—ironically, includip

the auto industry back whep it
led the world market—by shift-
ing the locus of policy making
from Congress (whose memberg
were incentivized to protect their
districts’ businesses from cop-
petition even if the whole of the
economy was worse off) to the
executive and judicial branches
(which were more immune to
such pressures and, instead, had
Watch my interview with Nitsan Chorev at a national constituency).

digital.wwnorton.com/youmayaské Even if increasing globaliza-
tion is not a law of nature, like
gravity, the current wave shows
no signs of abating anytime soon. So how can we manage the process so that
the losers in this ongoing economic transformation do not suffer dire fates?
Chorev has some thoughts here too:
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So, the solution to the problern:: :.a1 globalization has brought has
to be through regulation. An: 11 guestion is whether the regula-
tion should be at the national le ¢l or international. And possibly
one could convincingly argue that at the moment, international
regulation would be more effective. One possibility, which has been
negotiated at the WTO for years now, is adding to trade negoti-
ations agreements that protect labor and [the] environment. The
U.S. government does not push enough for it. [And] developing
countries resist for obvious reasons: Cheap labor is the comparative
advantage, and if they lose that, then they lose the globalization
struggle, right? So, you have to think of other ways. Either through

the WTO, or in other means to create a better balance. (Conley
2011e)

Indeed, a backlash against global trade agreements has become One‘f(::
the most powerful political forces as of late. For example, the Trans-PCalCllile‘
Partnership (TPP) was signed in 2016 by Australia, Brunet, Qs d the
Japan, Malaysia, Mexico, New Zealand, Peru, Singapore, VLS :‘]‘m he
United States. But President Trump withdrew the US Signaer\ ‘:ul with
took office in 2017, invalidating the deal (the other countries went i“‘il;““»sv‘
their own agreement). Meanwhile, the Trump administration has
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