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SOC 4XX: Globalization and Development
Course Introduction
A definition of globalization is elusive. Castles, de Haas, and Miller (2014) find that it is
commonly conceptualized as primarily an economic process that is highlighted by increased
cross-border flows in finance and trade. They added that it also includes cross-border flows of
democratic values, cultural and media practices, and people. As with its definition, the starting
point for globalization is up for debate. Globalization conceptualized as simply an increase in
global connectivity could be theorized to have begun centuries ago; however, after 1980 there
was a clear change in international connectivity (Dollar 2005). Castles and colleagues (2014:33)
find that “[t]he current globalization paradigm emerged in the context of neoliberal strategies.”
This was in large part due to the expansive neoliberal strategies of the Reagan and Thatcher
administrations in the 1980s (Castles et al. 2014), eventually leading to the enactment of several
key free trade agreements. McMichael (2016) argues that globalization was the new way to
economic growth. In this sense, globalization was a development strategy.
The history of international development is closely linked to the history of globalization.
McMichael (2016) identifies two distinct periods in international development strategies, which
hinge on the rise of globalization. He argues that the era of the development project existed from
the 1940s through the 1970s in connection with the Cold War divide. While globalization was
present during this period, it was much more central during the era of the globalization project,
which ultimately succeeded the development project. The globalization project opened markets
across national boundaries by liberalizing trade and investment rules and privatizing public
goods and services (McMichael 2016). In era of the globalization project, the rights of
corporations and powerful elites gained priority over the social contract. This shift, highlighted
by increased global interconnectedness, made way for neoliberal development strategies. During
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the 1980s, when the neoliberal globalization perspective was dominant, the meaning of
development shifted (Nederveen Pieterse 2009). The new approach to development, one deeply
embedded in globalization, became one of the most criticized eras in international development.
Globalization brought a new face and a new pace to development.
This narrative of a brief stage in the history of international development exemplifies its
close connection to globalization. Though intentional international development began in
earnest after World War II, it took a new face during the rise of globalization. This crucial link
between globalization and development is the very reason why this course is designed to cover
both topics. Though substantive courses exist on each topic on its own, throughout this semester
you will see how shifts in global interconnectedness shape international development strategies.
You will see how these approaches to development at the surface seek to alleviate inequalities,
but the stark realities are much different. You will learn about important development theories
and major debates in the field, while considering the role of development actors such as
governments and development organizations. Throughout the course we will engage in
important discussions of global inequalities in health, poverty, and mobility, and begin to think
critically about the future of globalization and development with regards to sustainability.
The common perception of international development is that it removes inequalities and
solves the world’s problems. In actuality, the role of development throughout history has not
been as positive as one would hope. Escobar (2012) problematizes development, presenting it as
a tool for the domination of the Third World by the West. He presents the history of
development as “the history of the loss of an illusion, in which many genuinely believed”
(Escobar 2012:4). The illusion he is referring to is that the developed parts of the world can
solve the problem of underdevelopment. This illusion will be the focus of this course. This
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introductory essay will discuss the schools of thought and major debates in globalization and
development studies, providing a very brief history of the illusion of development.
Major Schools of Thought
Escobar (2012), who is highly skeptical of globalization and international development,
provides a critical analysis of development studies, demonstrating how the political and
economic project of international development enables the global West and global North to
dominate the Third World. Like Escobar, Nederveen Pieterse (2009) finds that development
theory is almost always reading a history of hegemony and political and intellectual
Eurocentrism. This framing of development theory suggests the necessity of interdisciplinary
thinking in development and is evidence of a realization that grand theories of development will
not work. Despite the supposed impossibility of a grand theory of development, major theories
of development have risen as the prominent theories of the time.
Development strategies began in earnest following World War II. However, the true
origins of development theory go back much earlier. Development was theorized during the 19th
century through various classical theories with roots in the works of Adam Smith, Karl Marx,
and Max Weber. Following WWII, the meaning of development changed rapidly as perspectives
on development evolved (Nederveen Pieterse 2009). The period from 1940 through the 1970s
brought forth what Payne and Phillips (2010) call ‘Golden Age Theories’, which are highlighted
by growth and accumulation. The era from 1980 to the present, which McMichael (2016) calls
‘the globalization project’, is known as the period of neoliberalism, where structural reform was
the primary focus of development. I will provide a brief overview of these three periods of
international development and globalization.
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Classical Theories
Before international development emerged as a separate body of ideas, classical social
theorists postulated the role of international relations and international trade. Pre-Development
Era development studies were mainly focused on economic theories, political ideologies, and
class relations. Though pre-Development Era theories are typically excluded from development
theory, Payne and Phillips (2010) argue that they should be included, as excluding them narrows
the purview of the field unnecessarily. Payne and Phillips (2010) identify three categories of
classical development theory: classical liberal economic theory, classical historical materialism,
and classical economic sociology. These theories of political economy are based in the works of
Adam Smith, Karl Marx, and Max Weber, respectively. Smith, Marx, and Weber were coping
with changes in social structure that would ultimately become the advent of capitalism in Europe
(Payne and Phillips 2010). The contributions of these social theorists cannot be ignored when
considering the larger scheme of development and globalization studies. Despite the different
global connectivity at the time of their writing, we can clearly identify the Smithian, Marxian,
and Weberian origins of development theories of the past and present.
Post-World War II Theories
The post-World War II era saw the true beginnings development theory as a separate
field. The period covering the second half of the 20th century is often called the Development
Era. In the years immediately following WWII, governments embraced development as an
alternative to colonialism that progressed into an international program of nationally sited
economic growth across the Cold War divide that sent development aid (financially,
technologically, and militarily) from the US and the Soviet Union (McMichael 2016). In its
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earliest stages, development theory during the post-WWII era was rooted in development
economics focused on national-level development efforts (Tandon 2000).
During the 1950s, development thinking expanded to include modernization. The
primary approach to development was modernization theory, which saw the combination of
economic growth alongside political and social modernization (Nederveen Pieterse 2009). In
1949, when US President Harry S. Truman gave an important speech on development, he
divided the world into those who were modern and those who were not (McMichael 2016). As a
result, modernization was the new benchmark for the post-colonial world, turning attention
toward nation-building (Nederveen Pieterse 2009). Less-developed countries were expected to
modernize through economic output to become more similar to more-developed countries.
Dependency theory—also discussed as underdevelopment theory—arose as a critique of
modernization theory, creating what Payne and Phillips (2010) call the ‘Great Debate’.
Dependency theory argues that modernization created unequal economic relations between the
developed and developing world (McMichael 2016). Through this Marxian lens, development
created an exploitative relationship where developed nations benefited at the expense of
underdeveloped countries. Despite the debate between modernization and dependency theories,
Payne and Phillips (2010) point out two important similarities between the two schools: (1) their
basis in growth theories rooted in autonomous economic growth and capital accumulation and
(2) the focus on ‘Third World’ problems rather than the earlier statist and liberal traditions that
underpinned earlier development theories.
In the wake of the debate between modernization and dependency thinkers, arose the
school of alternative development thinking during the 1970s. Alternative development was the
first development theory to have a true focus away from economic growth and the advancement
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of the nation-state. In this period, development was understood as human flourishing through
social and community development (Nederveen Pieterse 2009). A similarly grounded approach,
known as human development, rose in the early 1980s. The human development approach was
based in the work of Amartya Sen on human capacities and entitlement, which led to the creation
of the UN Development Program’s Human Development Report and its focus on development as
‘the enlargement of people’s choices’ (Nederveen Pieterse 2009).
Contemporary Theories
While the alternative and human development theories shifted the focus away from
economics and nation building, simultaneous a radically different perspective arose.
Neoliberalism became a prominent theory of development during the 1980s. With its roots in
neo-classical economic theory, neoliberalism is a set of economic policies and practices based on
the ideas of the free market and free trade (Payne and Phillips 2010). The thought was that in
opening a country to the free market, prices will set themselves based on economic forces (Payne
and Phillips 2010). In the context of international development, neoliberalism was a grand
theory that could theoretically be applied to any country. Nederveen Pieterse (2009) points out
that under neoliberalism there is no ‘special case’, as any country can succeed by returning to
this established economic theory. These neoliberal policies were common among Latin
American countries that focused on inward-looking development (Escobar 2012; Payne and
Phillips 2010). Broad and Cavanagh (2009) argue that neoliberalism is individualizing and
benefits large corporations more than people, adding that neoliberalism is singly focused and
unsustainable. Neoliberalism has garnered a great deal of criticism; however, Payne and Phillips
(2010) make the important point that neoliberalism was not theoretically hegemonic, which
cannot be said of many of its predecessors.

6

Samuel Mindes
Globalization & Development
In the post-neoliberal era of development, we now see more humane approaches, though
some still have neoliberal grounding (Payne and Phillips 2010). The post-development school of
thought is rooted in shifting the focus away from the means of development (the building of the
nation-state and economy) to the goals and results of development (Nederveen Pieterse 2009).
This human focused approach was evident in the creation of the UN’s Human Development
Index (HDI) in 1990. With roots in the work of Amartya Sen, the HDI broadened measures of
development to include education, health, and well-being indicators (McMichael 2016). With
the new acceptance that one size does not fit all, the focus turned toward approaches to
development that could enact structural change in multiple sectors.
At the UN Millennium Development Summit in 2000, world leaders signed a declaration
that enacted efforts to achieve the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). The aim was to
achieve or make significant progress toward the eight goals by 2015. The goals were (1) to
eradicate extreme poverty and hunger, (2) to achieve universal primary education, (3) to promote
gender equality and empower women, (4) to reduce child mortality, (5) to improve maternal
health, (6) to combat HIV/AIDS, malaria, and other diseases, (7) to ensure environmental
sustainability, and (8) to develop a global partnership for development. The MDGs were not
received without criticism. Scholars noted the absence of inequality reduction in favor of
absolute poverty reduction, the hegemonic positionality of developed nations in helping the
developing world, and the lack of attention to globalization and the geopolitics created through
increased global connectedness (Payne and Phillips 2010). Progress toward these goals was
variable, as some countries achieved selected goals and others had limited success at progressing
toward any (McMichael 2016). As 2015 approached, a new set of goals was put in place. The
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UN proposed the Sustainable Development Goals: a list of seventeen ambitious goals with a
general target date of 2030. The success of achieving these goals remains to be seen.
Major Debates
Development and globalization studies are sites for many important debates on theories,
practice, and policy. Since the dawn of the Development Era, we have seen debates concerning
the effectiveness of development attempts, which drove the evolution of development theories.
More recently debates have shifted toward the future of development and the current and lasting
impacts of development programs. I will discuss three major development debates that are
central to the future of development. The debates I will address here are sustainability, the object
of development, and the deconstruction of development and degrowth economics.
Sustainability
A recent move in development efforts is toward sustainability, the UN’s Sustainable
Development Goals are one example of this. Sustainability efforts shift the attention away from
immediate development and toward development strategies that will have a lasting effect.
McMichael (2016) emphasizes that development is now about managing the future rather than
improving on the past. McMichael (2016:13) theorizes the possible future of a sustainability
project as the next step after the globalization project, as he identifies it, in which “the world
transitions to a new project governed by environmental stress and climate uncertainty.” The
sustainable future of development is not limited to the environmental impact of worldwide
development, as it is an important consideration regarding aid effectiveness. Sustainable
development can generally be thought of as development practices that meet the current needs
without compromising the needs of future generations (McMichael 2016).
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Much attention has been paid to the sustainability of development organizations (see
Swidler and Watkins 2009; Tandon 2000; Watkins, Swidler, and Hannan 2012). Sustainability is
a fundamental goal that can constrain the actions, strategies, and technologies of development
organizations (Watkins et al. 2012). Whether or not sustainability will drive future development
is still unclear, but the debate on the centrality of sustainability continues both in its theoretical
inclusion to development approaches and in its influence in the practices of development
organizations and public policymakers.
The Object of Development
Recent debates in development have arisen around the conceptualization of the object of
development. While many earlier development theories focused on the nation-state, recent
approaches have focused on the individual. The alternative development theories, which deemphasize state-sponsored economic programs, stress development at lower levels. Banerjee
and Duflo (2011), who study approaches to economic development focusing on the poor and
their real experiences and behaviors, argue that policies should focus on the local level through
incremental changes to the ‘rules of the game’. Escobar (2012) also notes how traditional
development theories ignore the voices and experiences of men and women in the global South.
The central debate is on what the objects and targets of development should be. It
remains in question due to the varying success of past development attempts, including those that
have focused on nation-state development, such as neoliberalism, and those that have focused on
human development, such as the UN’s Human Development Goals. Despite the varying success
of previous programs, development theorists continue to struggle with what to target in
development. The seventeen-point list of the UN’s Sustainable Development Goals is evidence

9

Samuel Mindes
Globalization & Development
of this uncertainty. The question of what should be the objects and targets of development
should be discussed among well-established and budding development scholars alike.
Deconstructing Development and Degrowth
McMichael (2016) suggests that the first step in rethinking development is to first unthink
development and change our perception of what development should be. He reminds us that our
typical notion of development is focused on the positive side of the ‘development ledger’ as
“wealth accumulation has always depended on access to resources to exploit” (McMichael
2016:298). Thus, he argues, development in practice has been the development of capitalism.
Within this development mindset is the flawed idea of unabated growth across the global
economic strata. The unfortunate reality is expanding inequality, an inherent flaw of capitalism.
The idea of universal success in development is implausible under the influence of
capitalist growth. In the context of this problem is the discussion of degrowth. Degrowth
economics is a political and social movement that emphasizes downsizing production and
consumption (McMichael 2016). Degrowth exists in contrast to sustainable development
practices, though it does emphasize sustainability. While sustainable development practices are
still based in the creation of jobs, housing, and products, degrowth emphasizes material
responsibility by avoiding the creation of demand entirely and, therefore, the production of
unnecessary material goods. Thus, degrowth is a movement based on shifting values and
substituting altruism for egoism (McMichael 2016). This approach to development emphasizes
sustainability while shifting the object of development to individual and corporate values.
Nevertheless, this radical alternative approach to development has garnered significant criticism
from economists and social theorists. Despite this criticism, degrowth, as an alternative to
traditional development, is a growing movement with potential that is worth debating.
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Annotated Course Outline
This course is an overview of the sociology of globalization and development. The fields
of globalization studies and development studies are very dense and garner much attention on
their own. Studies of globalization and development are not limited to sociology, and this course
incorporates readings and discussions from outside of sociology. The interdisciplinary nature of
the readings will improve the understanding of theories, debates, and issues central to these fields.
The course is broken into four units: Theories and Frameworks, Development Actors,
Inequalities, and Future Perspectives and Debates. The first unit provides a critical background
to development studies, offering a survey of major strategies, approaches, theories, and
frameworks in the field. The second unit focuses on development actors, providing a look into
power dynamics and who manages development. Unit Three includes a look into four topical
issues relating to international inequalities: poverty, gender, mobility, and health. The final unit
of this course covers debates on the future of globalization and development. This unit will
feature readings on the environment, sustainability, and the work of Amartya Sen.
Each week, students are expected to have read the listed readings before class. Most
weeks will feature a lecture followed by a class discussion. Students need to prepare and bring
to class two questions based on the readings for that week. These questions will be used to
facilitate class discussions. Students will receive participation points for submitting critical
reading questions and contributing to discussions. In addition to the weekly discussion
requirements, the course consists of three larger assignments: one each during Unit Two, Unit
Three, and Unit Four. Each assignment is explained below in the respective unit.
Unit One: Theories and Frameworks
Unit One will focus on theories and frameworks, investigating the major historical eras of
development and globalization. After a week of introduction to globalization and development,
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we proceed with four weeks in this unit, each of which will cover a period of development theory
and history. Week 2 covers classical theories, followed by a week on mid-century theories. We
then dedicate a week to neoliberal theories and end this unit with a week on contemporary
theories. These five weeks will provide a critical background for thinking about development
and globalization as we discuss more topical issues in the following three-quarters of the course.
Week 1: Introduction to Globalization and Development. During this week, students will
have the opportunity to find out what globalization and development studies are all about. In
addition to the course introduction above, students will read the Introduction to Anthony Payne
and Nicola Phillips’ 2010 book Development and Chapter 1 of Jan Nederveen Pieterse’s 2009
book Development Theory. Payne and Phillips’ introductory chapter is an excellent read as they
argue that international development should be viewed through a broad historical and theoretical
lens, rather than as a specialized field. They root development theory in classical social theory.
The same approach will be used in this course. In his first chapter, Nederveen Pieterse also
highlights the roots of development theory in classical social theory and emphasizes the
importance of an interdisciplinary approach. His first chapter explains his use of discourse
analysis as an approach to development studies. Nederveen Pieterse provides a carefully
considered overview of trends, theories, and actors in development.
Week 2: Classical Theories. Classical social and economic theories are the true roots of
development thinking. During this week, we will explore the foundations of development in the
thinking of Adam Smith, Karl Marx, and Max Weber. Students will read Chapter 1 (“Classical
Theories”) and Chapter 2 (“Catch-up Theories”) from Development by Payne and Phillips.
These two chapters provide an overview of development theories before the Development Era.
In Chapter 1, they explore the roots of development theory in the classical liberal economic
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theories of Smith, Marx’s classical historical materialism, and Weber’s classical economic
sociology. These three writers were active during the advent of capitalism in Europe and they
provide an excellent foundation for understanding how the field of development arose, as it has
remained grounded in capitalism. In Chapter 2, Payne and Phillips discuss two main ‘catch-up’
theories: nationalism and communism. This chapter is important to understanding how
development became a practical field, as catch-up theories sought to bring about development,
not simply to theorize it. This shift toward implementing development would set the stage for
the emergence of development studies.
Week 3: Mid-century Theories. Week 3 will begin our focus on the Development Era.
This period from the late 1940s to the mid-1970s has been given many names. Payne and
Phillips (2010) call this the ‘Golden Age’, featuring the ‘Great Debate’ between modernization
and dependency theory. McMichael (2016) refers to this period as the ‘development project’.
Students will read Chapter 3 (“Golden Age Theories”) from Development by Payne and Phillips.
This chapter documents the important transition from growth theory to modernization theory to
underdevelopment (or dependency) theory, highlighting the debate between modernization
theory and dependency theory. This work is notable for its conclusion that the debate was in
actuality more within each school of thought, rather than between them. Additionally, students
will read Chapter 2 (“Instituting the Development Project”) and Chapter 3 (“The Development
Project: International Framework”) from Philip McMichael’s book Development and Social
Change: A Global Perspective. These chapters lay out McMichael’s understanding of this
period of development, ultimately arguing that the development project arose when the colonial
world became simultaneously independent and underdeveloped. As a result, these countries
sought a blueprint for national development. These two chapters provide an excellent
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perspective on international development in a neo-colonial context, showing that national
policies, which were intended to spur national economic growth, were in turn internationalizing
and benefitted the First World more than the Third World.
Week 4: Neoliberalism and Globalization. This week focuses on a period of
development thinking that existed during the early stages of rapid globalization. Starting with
this phase, globalization would be a driving force of development going forward. The main
topic during this week is neoliberalism. Neoliberalism is the political form of neoclassical
economics, emphasizing the reliance on the free market and free trade (McMichael 2016). Week
four will include Chapter 5 (“Instituting the Globalization Project”) and Chapter 6 (“The
Globalization Project in Practice”) from McMichael’s Development and Social Change and
Chapter 4 (“Neoliberal and Neostatist Theories”) from Payne and Phillips’ Development.
McMichael argues that the era of the globalization project from the 1980s to the 2000s featured
new forms of authority through poverty governance, outsourcing, displacement and land
grabbing. He finds that this period is highlighted by the growing power of transnational banks
and corporations. He contributes an important view on the centrality of globalization to
development strategies and its unequal outcomes. In their chapter, Payne and Phillips discuss
neoliberalism as well, but also feature an important alternative to neoliberalism by discussing
neostatism, a prescriptive approach that focuses on the development capacity of the state, rather
than assuming that all states can develop in the same way. While neoliberal strategies were
common among Latin American countries, neostatist strategies were implemented in East Asia.
This chapter is an excellent reading for broadening the view of development during this period,
showing that neostatist strategies were implemented in this period as well, though they are often
overshadowed by neoliberal approaches.
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Week 5: Contemporary Theories. More recently the focus has shifted away from
neoliberal development theories toward a multitude of alternative theories. These contemporary
theories have incorporated human development, gender, the environment, and post-development
approaches. Students will read Chapter 5 (“Alternative Theories”) and Chapter 6
(“Contemporary Theoretical Directions”) of Payne and Phillips’ Development and Chapter 8
(“The Globalization Project in Crisis”) from McMichael’s Development and Social Change. In
their chapters, Payne and Phillips reject purely capitalist or economic solutions to problems of
poverty and inequality, highlighting how alternative theories centralize the interlocking roles that
are played by social, cultural, and historical contexts within international development. Chapter
5 serves as a solid introduction to alternative approaches to development and Chapter 6 discusses
how the rise of China and India has shifted the context of development. McMichael’s chapter
discusses this post-neoliberalism period as well, but does so in the context of crises. He argues
that the globalization project has spurred social, legitimacy, geopolitical, and ecological crises.
By focuses on crises created in the neoliberal era, McMichael sets the stage for discussions and
debates in future weeks when we consider the efficacy of development at alleviating inequality.
Unit Two: Development Actors
Unit Two moves the course beyond theories and approaches to development and begins
our process of understanding how development operates. In this three-week unit, we discuss
development actors. We first contemplate the role of governance. In the following week, we
investigate development organizations (i.e. non-government organizations). In the final week of
this unit, we explore micro-finance as a type of development organization.
Week 6: Governance. The first week of this unit will discuss the role of governance in
globalization and development. During this week we will explore the effectiveness of foreign
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aid and the implications of globalization for governance. Students will read William Easterly’s
2007 article in The American Economic Review. In this article, Easterly argues that development
assistance was based on three mistaken assumptions: that we know what actions achieve
economic success, that our advice and money will make those correct actions happen, and that
we know who ‘we’ are. Easterly makes a compelling argument that foreign aid should not be
eliminated, but it should be refocused on specific tasks for which there is a clear demand. His
problematization of foreign aid makes this a worthwhile reading. In addition, students will read
Feiock, Moon, and Park’s 2008 article in Public Administration Review. They compare and
contrast the ‘flat’ vs. ‘spiky’ world arguments, two approaches to studying the impact of
globalization. Ultimately, they find that the world is neither flat nor spiky, but it is something in
between because regional governance strategies and intergovernmental coordination are
important for economic development. This article provides three important perspectives on the
ways that globalization has shaped governance. Lastly, students will read Gani’s 2009 article in
the Journal of International Development. This article provides a case study of the effectiveness
of governance and foreign aid by focusing on Pacific Island countries, finding that for countries
to benefit from the process of globalization, functioning and quality institutional practices are
crucial. This article will help ground the other readings by examining the role of corruption and
the rule of law in development assistance.
Week 7: Development Organizations. During Week 7, students will explore the
important position of development organizations. Non-governmental organizations (NGOs) are
crucial to the effectiveness of development. Clark (1992) found that tension arises when
governments and NGOs have different development theory and progressive NGOs may even
view government as part of the problem. Students will read Rajesh Tandon’s 2000 article in
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Development in Practice. Tandon explains the alternative development paradigm, which was an
alternative to the practices of the state. This article is useful as it explains the key dilemmas
facing NGOs at the beginning of the 21st century, which can be compared to how they are
discussed in later studies. Students will also read Swidler and Watkins’ 2009 article in World
Development, which analyzes the social consequences of the sustainability of development
programs in rural Malawi. They find that the indirect effects of sustainability on the experiences,
identities, and aspirations of Malawians are much broader and deeper than the direct effects of
funding. This article offers a valid perspective for looking beyond funding when evaluating a
development program. Finally, students will read Watkins, Swidler, and Hannan’s 2012 article
in the Annual Review of Sociology, which emphasizes the importance of viewing NGOs as
organizations that face uncertainties regarding their environments, goals, and social and material
technologies they employ. The authors provide useful criteria for evaluating development
organizations, which will assist students in when completing their Unit Two assignment.
Week 8: Micro-Finance. The final week in the unit on development actors will focus on
micro-finance, a controversial development strategy that provides small loans to entrepreneurs
that lack access to traditional banking, whether due to infrastructural or socioeconomic barriers.
Students will read Naila Kabeer’s 2001 article in World Development and Lamia Karim’s 2008
article in Cultural Dynamics, which both explore the empowerment potential of micro-credit
programs in Bangladesh. Kabeer argues that the micro-loan system has many benefits despite its
imperfections, citing that past studies have been flawed. Meanwhile, Karim’s study draws out an
important structural flaw in the micro-credit system: loan recovery creates an economy of shame,
through which debt leads to dependence and social pressure, halting empowerment efforts.
Additionally, students will read Paromita Sanyal’s 2009 article in the American Sociological
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Review. Sanyal argues that participation in microfinance groups has the potential to mobilize
groups of women through the development of social capital and an increased sense of trust and
community. Sanyal provides a valuable case study, showing that micro-finance groups can have
positive non-economic effects for women. Between these three articles, students will be exposed
to both sides of the debate on the development potential of micro-finance.
Unit Assignment. Students need to submit a 2,500-word report that evaluates a
development organization. Students are free to select any non-governmental development
organization they wish to evaluate, provided that they can access sufficient information to
successfully evaluate the program. This paper is due at the start of class in Week 8.
Unit Three: Inequalities
While the typical aim of development is to reduce inequalities, the relationship between
development policies and inequalities has not been so positive. These global inequalities, often
discussed as the global gap, are not limited to economic poverty. Grave inequalities persist in
gender, mobility, and health. In this unit, we explore the role of development and globalization
regarding four sectors where inequalities have been both the target of development and hastened
by development. We will explore poverty, gender, mobility, and health inequalities. These four
areas are chosen for their scholarly attention and their drastic consequences going forward.
Week 9: Poverty. Our first topic in our unit on inequality is poverty. Escobar (2012)
argues that poverty became defined as a social problem and a distinguishing characteristic of
developing nations. According to Escobar (2012), the ‘invention’ of mass poverty in Asia, Latin
America, and Africa solidified the global control held by the US and other Western nations. This
week students will read Bergesen and Bata’s 2002 article in The Journal of World Systems
Research, Martin Ravallion’s 2003 article in International Affairs, and David Dollar’s 2005
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article in The World Bank Observer. Bergesen and Bata focus on the relationship between
national income inequality and the global gap, finding that income inequality, both within and
between nations, has been increasing over time. Importantly, they argue that income is not the
best measure of global inequality and that sociologically it is more useful to measure class,
which better transfers to the global scale. Ravallion discusses an important debate in poverty and
inequality studies: how poverty and inequality should be measured. He finds that critics of
globalization tend to think of poverty in relative terms and proponents think of it in absolute
terms. This is a central debate in development because how poverty is measured determines the
steps taken by policymakers. Dollar investigates how globalization has impacted poverty and
inequality since its rise after 1980, predicting that global inequality will decline until 2015. His
work is notable for the suggestion that increased openness to foreign trade and investment are a
good strategy to consider for the future. This will provide an excellent discussion point as our
earlier readings suggest that such neoliberal strategies are not fruitful.
Week 10: Gender. Many contemporary development theories emphasize gender, which
has become a growing focus of human-centric development efforts. However, a gendered focus
should not be taken as a feminine approach. Students will read Martha Nussbaum’s 1999 article
in the International Labor Review, in which she argues for cross-cultural objectives in
development that are not Westernizing or colonizing, as women are alienated from their culture
in the Western agenda. This article provides an alternative perspective on development,
emphasizing individual vitality rather than economic measures. Additionally, students will read
Sylvia Chant’s 2008 article in The Journal of Development Studies. Chant questions the
feminization of poverty thesis, which focuses on the disproportionately high levels of poverty for
women compared to men. She finds that it neglects men in gender relations and instead
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feminizes responsibility and obligation. This article offers the important view that development
efforts should not essentialize male and female roles, as they may further marginalize and
exhaust poor women. Alicia Swords’ 2010 chapter in Philip McMichael’s book Contesting
Development: Critical Struggles for Social Change, the third reading for this week, shows why it
is important to consider how development affects men. She finds that the military presence in
rural Mexico and the free market system of neoliberal policies increased gender marginalization
and oppression. As gender oppression has risen, men and women have found ways to adapt to
and resist these neoliberal policies. Her work, along with Chant’s, is important because
demonstrates how development shifts gender relations for women and men, reminding
policymakers, activists, and scholars to consider both genders.
Week 11: Mobility. Castles, de Haas, and Miller (2014:69) put forth the key question in
migration and development today: “whether migration encourages development of the countries
of origin or, conversely, hinders such development.” This fundamental link between
development and migration is the focus for this week. Students will read Ronald Skeldon’s 2008
article in Population and Development Review, Stephen Castles’ 2009 article in Theoria, and
Raul Delgado-Wise’s 2014 article in the Annual Review of Sociology. Skeldon argues that
development can generate migration, as it creates and intensifies certain spatial inequalities. His
article is an important contribution to the field because it emphasizes the need to recognize
migration as a central part of the development process that must be planned for and
accommodated. Castles explores the migration–development nexus, asking which comes first.
Along with many migration scholars, Castles regards human mobility as a normal part of social
transformation processes, in which people exercise agency to improve their livelihood. DelgadoWise focuses the migration–development discussion on Latin America. He finds that the
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implementation of the neoliberal model created a new context for migration within, to, and from
Latin America due to stronger pressure to migrate with the instability of regional labor markets.
This article is useful for its critique of neoliberalism as it influences migration processes. These
three articles serve as a valuable introduction to the link between migration and development.
Week 12: Health. More recent approaches to development have incorporated other goals
beyond economic development. Health has become one of the primary focuses of development
efforts, as humanist goals and structural reform drive many of today’s theories. During Week 12,
students will read David Woodward and colleagues’ 2001 article in the Bulletin of the World
Health Organization. In this piece, they propose a framework for understanding and analyzing
the economic aspects of globalization and their impacts on health. They argue that the effects of
globalization will only be optimized when advances in health and well-being become central
objectives of policymaking and management. This article is a great theoretical introduction to
considering how globalization affects health. Additionally, students will read Michael Marmot’s
2005 article in The Lancet, in which he fervently argues that health is socially determined and
must be changed through social means. Marmot provides a strong argument for including health
status as a measure of whether a population is thriving. This article provides robust evidence for
why policymakers and governments need to monitor population health. Lastly, students will
read Ruger and Kim’s 2006 article in the Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health,
which finds that inequalities in child and adult mortality are wide and growing and these
inequalities are influence by several economic, social, and health factors. This article is valuable
for its call for a commitment to social justice to reduce mortality and health inequalities.
Unit Assignment. Each week during Unit Three (i.e. Weeks 9, 10, 11, and 12) will feature
two 15-minute group presentations to the class on an issue related to the topic of that week. The
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class will be broken into eight groups at the beginning of the semester and groups will be
assigned their presentation week. Groups will then need to select an issue related to that week’s
topic and get it approved by the professor. For example, a group assigned to Week 11 could
choose to do a presentation on human trafficking or the current refugee crisis.
Unit Four: Future Perspectives and Debates
The final unit of this course moves the focus to future perspectives and debates. Over the
first two weeks we will have important discussions on the position of the environment and the
role of sustainability in development. We conclude with a final week that explores the work of
Amartya Sen, a renowned development philosopher and economist. These three weeks are
positioned at the end of the course so students can reflect on the various theories, topics, and
actors as they consider the future of development and globalization.
Week 13: Environment. The environmental justice movement has increased across the
world, with environmentalism making up one of the largest global countermovements
(McMichael 2016). The connection between globalization, development, and the environment
will be our focus for this week, which provides a wealth of discussion points and debates. This
week, students will read Anantha K. Duraiappah’s 1998 article in World Development.
Duraiappah disproves the hypothesis that poverty is a main cause of environmental degradation
and in turn argues that the powerful and wealthy degrade the environment. This piece provides
an important background for studying the poverty–environmental degradation nexus, which is
increasingly central to development concerns. Students will read Jorgenson and Kick’s 2003
article in the Journal of World Systems Research, which finds that underdevelopment can be
both a cause and consequence of environmental degradation. This article is valuable for its
discussion of the world systems theory approach, which is particularly useful for understanding
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environmental connections to development. Additionally, students will read Chapter 9
(“Sustainable Development?”) from McMichael’s Development and Social Change. McMichael
argues that the development project compelled nation-states to compete for economic growth and
increased consumption at the expense of the environment. This chapter incorporates many
important debates on the future of the environment–development connection, including the
future of the human diet, fossil fuel consumption, and the challenge of climate change.
Week 14: Sustainability. In 2015, the UN proposed a new set of goals called the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). The promotion of the SDGs indicates a new focus
toward sustainability in development. This week, students will read Chapter 10 (“Rethinking
Development”) from McMichael’s Development and Social Change and Chapter 11 (“Futures of
Development”) and Chapter 12 (“Twenty-first-century Globalization and Development”) from
Nederveen Pieterse’s Development Theory. McMichael argues that development needs to be
reimagined around sustainability, as sustaining what we have with our current idea of
development is not promising. Nederveen Pieterse’s chapters discuss the role of globalization
and development in the 21st century, considering what has happened so far and what the future
might entail. He finds that future trends in development are unclear, as the complexity of
development makes future predictions difficult. However, he notes that in the young 21st century
we are seeing increased south-south trade, shifting financial contexts, institutional crises, altered
global power relationships, and new inequality dynamics. These chapters, with McMichael’s,
offer valuable discussion points on the complex role of development in the future.
Week 15: The Work of Amartya Sen. The final week of the course will focus on the work
of Amartya Sen, a celebrated economist, philosopher, and development theorist. Sen transforms
economic theory through his emphasis on social location and context. Students will read the
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introduction, the first three chapters, and the final chapter from his 1999 book Development as
Freedom. They will consider the important perspective that Sen has on development, which sees
development as expanding the freedoms that people enjoy. He focuses on five kinds of freedom:
political freedom, economic facilities, social opportunities, transparency guarantees, and
protective security. Sen’s first three chapters force readers to consider thinking of development
from a new perspective, in which freedom is the primary end and the principle means of
development. In his final chapter, Sen forces his readers to consider a view of development that
focuses on creating opportunities for people, rather than institutions and markets. He argues that
we are only free to exercise our own responsibility for our well-being if we are surrounded by a
state and institutions that promote that freedom. His work provides an important perspective of
development, one that students should crave by the end of this course.
Unit Assignment. Students need to submit a 3,500-word paper on development and
globalization given the prompt: If development is a process of ensuring that each individual has
full access to their human rights, how have the various theories and authors that we have
discussed contributed to or hindered development? This is due at the start of class in Week 15.
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Student Competencies
Four student competencies drive the development of this course: analytical thinking,
cultural understanding, effective citizenship, and effective communication. These are adapted
from Michigan State University’s Liberal Learning Goals (Office of the Provost 2010).
Analytical Thinking
Throughout the course, students will engage in enriching discussions on a variety of
topics related to globalization and development. Students will analyze ways of thinking from
multiple sources within and across multiple disciplines. Readings come from sociologists,
economists, anthropologists, and demographers that utilize a variety of methods of social
research. Students will evaluate a multitude of opinions from classmates, scholars, and the
professor, prompting the development of analytical thinking skills. Weekly submissions of
reading questions encourage critical thinking, while the two course papers require students to
analyze the efforts of development organizations and scholars, considering how they have
influenced development.
Cultural Understanding
This course will encourage students to develop skills in cultural understanding, as they
are prompted to reflect on how globalization and development impact social life from a variety
of cultural perspectives. Unit Three, which is dedicated to inequalities, requires students to
question forms of power and privilege, while respecting diversity and sensitivity. As students
consider the effects of development and globalization in global and regional contexts, they will
develop cultural awareness that will influence their own opinions and actions relating to global
inclusion and tolerance. Throughout the course, discussion will touch upon cultural diversity in
light of the Westernization common to globalization and development.
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Effective Citizenship
The two tenets of effective citizenship are (1) to understand and act effectively in the
structures of local, national, and global governance systems and (2) the ability to solve social
problems in ethical ways. This course seeks to build these important skills by approaching
globalization and development through a theoretical lens that considers the human consequences
of interactions at local, regional, and global levels. As students consider the roles of
development thinkers and organizations in their course papers, they will consider the connection
between individual and group behavior in the global system. Students will further their
understanding of their own position within the societal structure in the United States and across
the globe and explore what it means to be an effective citizen.
Effective Communication
During the course, students will engage with and produce multiple forms of media. The
course includes readings, lectures, discussions, and group presentations, which provide ample
opportunity to develop active communication skills. Class discussions will provide myriad
opportunities for students to engage with a variety of perspectives and practice effective and
appropriate communication. Students will complete written assignments ranging from concise
weekly writings to evaluative research reports, which together will improve written
communication skills. Group presentations will require effective collaboration within groups
while providing an opportunity to develop oral presentation skills and master the effective use of
visual aids. This course will be an excellent opportunity for students to hone their
communication skills as they consume and produce knowledge in many forms.
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