First of all, I would like to thank Christopher Chase-Dunn for the invitation to present my work to you here today. Indeed, my research and my teaching are replete with references to many of the conference attendees. Although the theme of this conference is hegemony, my research more properly pertains to theories of globalization. Specifically, my research focuses on the port-shipping global commodity network (GCN)
, with an emphasis on the U.S. West Coast nexus in the Pacific Rim, and is inspired by case studies of global commodity chains and those of global city regions. 

This case-study deconstructs U.S. based hegemony into the various geographic and economic circuits of capital evident in a particular transport sector, utilizing data during a single year (2000), and focusing on the geographic dispersion and economic concentration characterizing globalization. A case study on economic integration relies on units of analysis at the regional and sectoral levels. To extrapolate from these more modest findings to the much grander theory of hegemony is daunting. For example, at the industry or sectoral level, patterns are subject to change due to both exogenous (i.e. military imperative) and endogenous (i.e. industry restructuring) influences. What does it mean for U.S. hegemony if a key industrial sector of U.S. production, such as steel, is undermined by the successful competition of Japanese mini-mills, as they were by the 1980s, or on the other hand, if U.S. steel mills make a come-back recycling scrap metal and therefore driving down factor costs, as may be the case currently? Certain microeconomic and geographic patterns of change can and will shift rapidly and significantly over short periods of time, and as a result so will patterns of trade through the port network.

What the specific configuration of trade, its content, actors, magnitude and routes portends for hegemonic strength or decline cannot be determined from such a narrow case study, but some implications regarding the relative strengths and/or weaknesses of economic actors in this GCN are worth considering. For example, is hegemonic power reflected or influenced by the absence of U.S. owned interests in much of the sea transport supply chain, even though its usage is anchored by U.S. markets? Probably it is not. As John Agnew observe, “positioning within an evolving world of flows, transfers and interactions is more important than ready access to the resources needed to fuel large-scale military production” (Agnew 2000: 31). The larger case study of the U.S. West Coast ports this paper is derived from indicates that the U.S., its government and its corporations, are well-positioned in this sector of circulation, if not in the ocean transport commodity chain where it is largely absent. Table 1 reveals, however, that international capital, including U.S. firms, are strategically positioned in the most lucrative linkages of that transport supply chain (i.e. R & D, engineering and financial services).
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Hugo Radice suggests that, “the whole history of world capitalism” be viewed as a complex combination of tendencies towards 'globalism' and 'nation-statism.' In this view, both the political and geographic boundaries of the nation-state are not impermeable barriers but fluid points of articulation between the international and the domestic sphere (Radice quoting Picciotto 1996:7).   From this perspective, the phenomena defined as 'globalization' can be viewed as "a process of breakdown and restructuring of the articulation between the national and the international" (ibid.) What Radice observes at the global level of capital is consistent with the findings of this overview of the port-shipping GCC. Each segment of the GCC is strongly regionally-clustered, and strengthened rather than weakened by partnerships with each other as well as with smaller state capital or firms. International capital is still nationally anchored and exploits agglomerations, economic territoriality and oligopolistic advantages with the support of their home states. In addition, Radice suggests that international capital investment stocks and flows are “overwhelmingly sourced from and directed to the 'triad' of North America, Europe and Japan, each with privileged access to a 'client' region.”
 My research suggests that these trends are manifest in the port-shipping GCN as both a sector of production, which is impacted by globalization, and as a vital pillar of circulation, which is integral to the globalization of other productive sectors. 

After introducing some necessary macroeconomic context, this paper presents empirical data regarding trade flows through the port-shipping GCN. The most salient features of economic integration reflected by these trade flows in terms of commodity content and trading partners are then examined in order to identify how U.S. economic hegemony is currently positioned within one dimension of the global economy. Finally, patterns of geographic and economic marginalization which dialectically complement ‘triadism’ are surveyed.

Technological and Regional Virtuous Circles


Transportation, communication and markets are all, by definition, triangulated and networked systems. They bridge the separation between goods and people spatially and temporally. “The extent of a market in past centuries had always been determined first by the limits of the transportation system connecting suppliers to buyers” (Strange 1988:127).  Similarly, information required physical transportation to be transmitted any significant distance. It took time to transverse space. The messenger (or the merchant) had to get from here to there to deliver the message (or the merchandise) and so the temporal and the spatial dimension of systems were inseparable. According to Dicken, “A fundamental prerequisite of the evolution of international production and of the transnational corporation is the development of technologies which overcome the frictions of space and time” (Dicken 1992:102). These are enabling technologies in that they make international production and the TNC itself feasible. All three pillars of liberalization: liberalized financial markets, liberalized commodity markets, and multinational production have been facilitated by developments in transportation and telecommunication technology. These technologies, in effect, compress time and shrink space. They bring places closer together and reduce the time required for capital to complete its circuit from production to realization and back again. (Harvey 1989, Gertler 1997). “(W)ithout them today’s complex global economic system simply could not exist” (Dicken 1992:103).  

Technological revolutions inevitably lower business costs and shipping is no exception. According to one analyst, the cost of shipping goods between Asia and the U.S. has fallen by two-thirds over the past two decades and transportation now accounts on the average for only 1 percent of a product's cost. Neoclassical economists rely on traditional location theory and reduces production decisions to cost considerations. Claims that such low transport costs, "make (the) country of origin largely an afterthought in purchasing decisions” (Wooster 2000). 

The fact remains that as footloose as firms are, due to innovations in both telecommunications and transportation (as well as a host of other political and economic factors), they must remain within the concentrated networks of capital. Global city regions, for example, serve as a 'junction in flows' of goods, information, and people rather than as fixed locations for the production of goods and services.” (Harris 1994). They constitute a global web of connections, characterized by an economic geography of dispersal and centralization. Equally concentrated networks of transportation facilitate these connections between otherwise fragmented clusters of economic and social activities on a global scale. What is unaccounted for in the above neoclassical transportation equation, then, is the probability that the cost of transport is calculated on the basis of established transportation networks and infrastructures. Transport from areas beyond this network is, in fact, prohibitive. Thus, the concerns of several developing nations regarding the cost of feeder services and foreign currency outlays for transport of national products through foreign ports (UNCTAD conference 1972) as will be discussed below. 

The synergy between port hubs and trade networks have resulted in a virtuous circle of remarkable development. “The large investments required for large-scale ports create tremendous incentives for taking full advantage of the economies of scale available throughout the system. … The inertia of the capital sunk in these port and inland transport systems reduces the flexibility of trade relations and serves to sustain the economic and political advantages of the core nations that originally structure these transport networks in their own interests…” (Ciccantell and Bunker 1998: 9) As a corollary, the lack of membership in the port-shipping GCN for other nations and economic interests, seemingly posits a vicious cycle of deepening marginalization vis-à-vis world trade. Freight networks, in particular, develop as corporations incorporate global transport logistics systems, just-in-time production methods, and both economies of scope as well as of scale. All of these are manifestations of an integrated approach to corporate economic activities.

The Macroeconomic International Context and Profile of the Sea Transport GCN

Growth of the world transport industry is driven predominately by world economic growth. One estimate is that the demand generated for ocean transportation in a country is approximately one and one-half times each unit increase in GNP  (imaritime Consulting 2001). Due to the astronomical rate of international economic trade, which has outpaced world GDP growth, there are now well over 2000 ports sending and receiving over 5.5 billion tons of merchandise (Clarkson Research Studies 1999). The top ten port hubs handle 200-300 million tons per annum (the largest exceed 300 million tons of cargo a year). 

As an industry ocean transport has entered its third decade of growth rates averaging greater than 3% per annum. “Oceanborne trade has grown at rates higher than those for world gross domestic product (3% per year) due to increased specialization, reduction in trade barriers, privatization, and advances in transportation and communications” (United States House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 1996). Consequently, countries are trading larger shares of what they produce. Estimates for the transportation sector as a whole suggest that as an industry it generates in excess of $225 billion a year, amounting to 3-5% of world GDP. The value of the trade transported is several magnitudes greater still.

Various accounts estimate that anywhere from 80% (International Maritime Administration) to 90% (the World Bank) of all merchandise (by weight) traded internationally relies on this global commodity chain. The predominate cargo freighted by sea is bulk cargo, such as agricultural and mineral products, i.e. basic food, raw materials and energy products.
 These commodity groups “constitute approximately 90% of world seaborne transportation work” (Rimmer 1997:19).
 Although the majority of bulk cargo by weight consists of low-value added commodities, bulk cargo also includes valuable liquid bulk, notably petroleum products, as well as manufactured breakbulk cargo, such as automobiles and machinery, which represent the highest value-added segment of this cargo type. 

As of 1996 greater than 75% of the value of world trade has been derived from manufactured goods. These commodity groups constitute only 10% of the tonnage of “the transportation work” in seaborne trade. The highest-value added commodities travel, for the most part, as containerized cargo, which is not only the highest-value added segment of the ocean freight GCC, but the fastest growing cargo as well (Rimmer 1998: 433). Data suggests that the highest value cargo is concentrated within a specific Pacific Rim geographic network anchored by North America.

 As a result of enormous global and sectoral economic growth, fierce competition, and technological innovation, the ocean freight transportation sector is presently characterized by several important trends: (1) an acceleration of industry consolidation (through mergers and acquisitions) and dispersion (through the spinning out of non-core activities), which has facilitated global economies of scope, (2) the related increase in the average vessel size necessary to achieve ever greater economies of scale and, (3) the necessary and huge capital investments in port infrastructure necessary to receive these ultra-large-carriers, which have resulted in the development of port hubs or load centers, (4) a branching out into information technology which has transformed the major carriers from what was once referred to as commodity providers to full logistical service providers. 

Taken cumulatively these changes have impacted the relationships among various stake-holders in the transport supply chain and have embedded transport logistics into the production schedules and management systems of commodity production. Two pivotal hypotheses can be suggested based on these trends. The first is that the ocean transport supply chain is globalized as a distinct industry in its function as a sector of production in the world economy. The second is that transportation is not merely responsive to the production sectors it serves, but is also a determining factor in the geographic configuration of globalization through its essential role in the globalization of other industries.
The National Macroeconomic Context of the GCN

Although different regions of the world may be linked together by a variety of transportation modes and routes, U.S. foreign trade is concentrated through the gateways of U.S airports and seaports. “The United States is the world’s most active trading nation, accounting for one billion metric tons or nearly 20% of the annual world ocean borne overseas trade” (MARAD website 2001). International trade activity has accounted for approximately one-fifth of the USA $7-9 trillion gross domestic product (GDP) for at least a decade. Certainly, the most time-sensitive and valuable commodities are transported by air, but in general, U.S. foreign trade travels by sea.
 Ocean going vessels move greater than 95% of U.S.A. overseas trade by weight and 75% by value (AAPAports.org - 2001) 
.  This reliance of U.S. international trade on the maritime industry is long-standing due to the country’s continental location and the strength of its economic ties to overseas trading partners
. U.S. waterborne trade growth rates have continued to keep abreast of or outpace U.S and world economic growth into the new millennium
.
In general, the transportation sector is driven by trends established in the larger macroeconomy. Evidence for the United States indicates the positive relationship between these growth rates and the growth of the international sector of U.S. GNP. Over the past 30 years, international trade has grown more quickly than the economy as a whole. In 1970 the U.S. international sector accounted for 11% of GDP. By 1997, it’s share of GDP rose to 25% (Mercer 2001). According to a recent monthly report of the FDIC
, the value of goods and services traded on international markets has more than doubled during the past decade. As a consequence, U.S. economic activity is increasingly influenced by the flow of goods, services, and capital across national borders.

Table 2
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The Pacific Rim Gateway to the U.S.: Trade Flows Through the West Coast Ports 

Currently, the global ocean freight network is organized around twenty-five shipping routes featuring the largest two-way traffic in volume which links together three core areas of the world: Asia, Europe, and North America (Rimmer 1998:451) The corresponding top twenty container ports which anchor them have emerged as global hubs for the three major continents, relaying commodities far within and beyond their harbor borders. Together these shipping lines and port nodes integrate the transportation needs of an increasingly globalized economy, and, have forged “a patchwork of ‘dominant transport’ zones”  (Williams 1992:258) into what Rimmer describes as a single transportation axis. 

Table 4
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Fully 44% of the world’s merchant fleet calls at U.S. ports and 95% of them fly foreign flags (MARAD website 2001, Hollingsworth 2000). They frequent the top twenty ports that received approximately 75% or more of the vessel calls to all U.S. ports in 1994 (U.S. Dept. of Transportation 1996:243). The workhorses of the transport system are a mere dozen coastal ports that send or receive the voluminous trade accountable for the U.S. title as the world’s most active sea-trading nation. 

Container traffic is the fastest growing and most valuable cargo of all port trade. Container ports represent the most concentrated sites of international cargo through-put. This is attributable to the steep capital investment containerization requires in complementary technology, port infrastructure, as well as conducive macroeconomic conditions which erect high barriers of entry to the containerized port market (see port taxonomy). In 1994 twenty-five of the country’s container ports handled 97.5% of all foreign container traffic. The top ten handled 79% of this traffic, and, most notable for the present study, four of the top five U.S. container ports are located on the West Coast (U.S. Dept. of Transportation 1996:242).

The West Coast ports
 are preeminent international nexuses in the greater global commodity networks they serve, especially those crisscrossing the Pacific Rim. Two-thirds of all West Coast international tonnage travels along trans-Pacific trade routes. The voluminous growth of valuable Pacific Rim trade since the 1980s has catapulted the West Coast ports, and in particular the GCR-hub ports of Southern California, into critical platforms for globalized production and trade. 

International growth rates through the West Coast ports outstrip domestic growth rates by 3:1. The West Coast “has historically been an export market” (POLA Report 1995). Due to the growth in containerized trade, however, the value of West Coast imports now dwarf export values. Import value is over 2.5 times that of export values. U.S. containerized trade is especially concentrated through the West Coast ports. Together they handle one-half (49.1% in 1996) of all U.S. domestic and foreign container traffic. It should be noted that although approximately half (52%) of the total volume of trade passing through the West Coast ports is domestic, it is limited to a few bulk cargoes.
 In contrast, only 9.7% of total TEUs  (twenty-foot-equivalent units or containers), passing through these ports represent domestic trade (most enroute to Alaska or Hawaii).

In addition, container traffic amounts to approximately one-third of all foreign tonnage moving in and out of West Coast ports in 1996 compared with only 11.5% for the U.S. as a whole (Mercer Update 1998:V-11). Container imports are projected to increase exponentially over the next two decades, although all other cargo traffic growth is projected to remain under 4%. The highest international volume and value share of all U.S. ports is moved through the Southern California San Pedro hub. 

San Pedro’s twin ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach combine to form the international gateway to the U.S. from the Pacific Rim
. Taken together the San Pedro Bay ports are ranked third in the world in terms of both tonnage and value and are the busiest in the United States. The San Pedro ports handle approximately one-third of all U.S. import cargo value and nearly one-half of total U.S. cargo value. In 2001, $200 billion worth of merchandise, most of it contained in over 9 million TEUs, passed through these docks
. (In comparison, the reigning giants of container trade are the transshipment hubs of Hong Kong and Singapore, which each easily move over 15 million TEUs annually
.)
Table 4
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The San Pedro ports dominate the West Coast ports by nearly any standard.
 They   account for a growing share of total West Coast imports and exports (51% and 32% respectively). Growth rates at San Pedro over the last decade have been astonishing. In 1999, the Southern hub ports shipped 175% more than was shipped in 1990. Over a nine year period represents a 247% increase. Their growth outstrips the U.S. average port growth or that of any other U.S. port. Recessionary trends reaching back to 2001 are likely to undermine some of these gains, but currently the ports identify chronic landside congestion as their primary problem (ILWU Town Hall Meetings 2000 and 2001).

As a port hub situated in a global city, San Pedro is the West Coast’s first port of call. This status wins the ports approximately 51% of West Coast discretionary (transshipped) imports. San Pedro’s share of the Asian trade is greater still: the ports capture 59% of imports and 30% of exports to Asia. Most dramatic is the linkage between San Pedro and Asian containerized trade: over 80% of the port’s container volume moves to or from Asia. A full quarter of the value of all U.S.-Sino trade is contributed by San Pedro traffic and continues to grow. This trade is clearly fueling overall container trade growth rates of 14% per annum, in comparison to the average world container growth rate of 8% (Mercer Management 1998). 

Macroeconomic Regional Integration

The largest share of total U.S. trade is concentrated among a small number of countries: Canada, Mexico, and Japan account for more than 40% of merchandise exports and imports
. Asia (excluding Japan) and Western Europe each account for just over 20% of U.S. exports and a broadly similar share of imports. Central and South America, despite proximity to the U.S., account for less than 10 percent of exports and only 5 percent of imports (FDIC website). The explosive growth of U.S. trade with Pacific Rim countries over the last two decades is responsible for the great significance of the West Coast port hubs to U.S. foreign trade as a whole. 

In 1970, North American (the U.S. and Canada) trade volume with the European Community (EC) was almost twice as large as its trade with five leading Asian nations (Japan and the Four Tigers of South Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong, and Singapore)
. While North America's trade with the EC increased almost nine-fold, from $27.5 billion in 1970 to $229 billion in 1995, its trade with Japan surged thirteen-fold, from $13 billion to $186 billion, and its trade with the four Asian Tigers shot up almost 70 times, from a meager $1.8 billion to $125 billion during the same period. As a result, North America's trade with these five Asian countries alone today exceeds its trade with the EC by more than 20 percent. Pacific Rim port traffic was also spurred by Japan's trade with the Asian Tigers which experienced a thirty-three fold increase, from $3.3 billion to $109 billion, during the 1970-1995 period. 

U.S. trade with Asia is highly concentrated between particular Asian countries and U.S. regions. In 1997 30% of all U.S. merchandise exports to Asia ($183 billion of the $617 billion total) were sold to 11 Asian countries: China, Hong Kong, India, Indonesia, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Philippines, Singapore, Taiwan, and Thailand. However, trading relationships with these Asian countries vary widely at the U.S. regional level. These key Asian trade partners accounted for 7.6% of GSP in the Pacific Northwest and 4.3% of GSP in the Pacific Southwest, compared with only 2.4% nationally” (Mercer Update 1998:V-2). Nearly three-fifths of the Pacific Northwest’s exports in contrast to one-half of the Pacific Southwest’s exports are sold to Asian markets (Mercer Update 1998:V-4). 

The Asian trade varies considerably among U.S. regions. In the Pacific Northwest Asian exports range from about 1% of GSP in Wyoming and Montana to 10-11% in Washington and Alaska. Washington’s major export is Boeing aircraft, while Alaska’s is fish, petroleum, lumber, and metals. Oregon, California, Arizona, Idaho, and Utah have a strong trading relationship with Asia in exports of electronics, computers, and industrial equipment, as well as some lumber and metals. Weaker trading ties exist for other U.S. regions. Merchandise exports to Asia from the Middle Atlantic, South Atlantic, and East South Central regions represented just 1.2-1.3% of GSP in 1997. These regions rely on air, the U.S. mini-land-bridge (intermodal rail across the continental United States) or an all-water route through the Panama Canal for trade with Asia. This would indicate that relative geographic proximity which is facilitated by efficient transportation facilities are a paramount factor in international trade linkages for commodities lacking import or export economies of scale. (Other critical factors, such as immigration and cultural linkages, are certainly relevant as well).   

California is the largest exporter to Asia, selling $53.6 billion of merchandise in 1996, the equivalent of 5.5% of the state’s gross state product (GSP). Californian high-tech industries are “highly integrated with Asian buyers and suppliers.” (Mercer Update 1998:V-5) Electronics, computers, and machinery account for more than half of the state’s exports. Exports of high-tech products such as these are especially vulnerable to Asian economic problems (Mercer Update 1998 V-4). Data utilizing metropolitan statistical areas indicates the degree to which particular industries, such as North California Bay high value electronics, are tied to Asian economies (MSAs). 

In comparison, Washington and Texas, the next largest exporters to Asia, have respective sales of $17.0 billion and $14.5 billion. Major exports from Texas include electronics, industrial machinery, and chemicals.  California, Washington, Oregon, and Arizona are among the top ten states that export to East Asia. Specific commodity trade flows are fairly volatile. In 1995, when the collapse of the Mexican economy cost Texas 8% in exports, it boosted its exports to Asia by 43%. Similarly, when the Asian recession struck, California exports to Asia, i.e. of DRAM chips, fell precipitously as did Washington’s exports of aerospace products.
 

Southern California’s top trading partners are unequivocally in the Pacific Rim. According to one Los Angeles Economic Development Commission report, “the ‘new’ Los Angeles’ economy is more globally centered (than) U.S. centered” (Kyser, 1997). Californian international trade is concentrated on Southern California, which keeps approximately half of all the trade it hauls in by sea for use in the five county Southern California region
. If ranked as a country, this region would be eleventh on the world scale of GDPs. Although banking and corporate headquarters tend to flock further north, Southern California attracts substantial FDI and foreign trade activities due, to a significant degree, to its extensive and world-class transport infrastructure. 

Foreign Trading Partners: The Port Nexus

The top trading partners to the San Pedro port hub are representative of the entire West Coast port trade on the average. This is true in large part because the trade patterns evident in one San Pedro ports are so large that they determine the West Coast average. As previously mentioned, the country of origin of commodities in PIERS data is based on the shippers (exporter’s) address. Therefore, even if a commodity is manufactured elsewhere, it is documented according to the address recorded by the company, which is typically a headquarter address. Figures 4, 5, 6, and 7 distinguish the distribution of foreign countries importing and exporting container and breakbulk trade, respectively, through the West Coast ports.

*GIS MAPS OF FOREIGN COUNTRY TRADE PARTNERS HERE 

Through the Eye of a Needle: Commodity Profile of Port Trade

 
PIERS data provides a detailed portrait of the commodity flows passing through the West Coast ports. This section provides a comparative summary the major commodity categories traded by cargo type between the U.S. and its key foreign trading partners. 

PIERS ranking of top container import and export trading partners by number of TEUs, demonstrates the differentiation of Japan, China, and Southeast Asian nations in the commodity trades. The range of foreign partners for U.S. container exports is slightly wider than the range responsible for major U.S. container imports. A sample of leading container imports and exports from top Asian trading partners are indicative of the way global commodity networks are patterned, with particular countries specializing in types of commodity exports. There is some relationship between imports and exports between the West Coast and these trading partners that may indicate a network at the corporate level thar stitches together subsidiaries both economically and globally (geographically). (Although not discussed here, PIERS data suggests that smaller economies claim smaller market shares of any one particular commodity, particularly of U.S. exports.)

Interestingly, many commodities are apparently exported from and imported to fairly specific origins and destinations and not distributed across a wide range of countries. For example, the majority of U.S. exports and U.S. imports going through the West Coast ports of the following sample products are imported or exported in significant tonnage by just one country. 

South Korea 

Receives 89% of all oil field equipment; 100% of all aluminum and steel wire, and carbon steel; 63% of all canned food stuffs (for U.S. army bases?). 

Sends 100% of various liquid hydrocarbons, 64% of refrigeration equipment, 91% of electric and electronic products; 87% of an enormous 851,661 tons of metalware.

Singapore

Receives 100% of 42,000 tons of hardware miscellany.

Sends 75% of all mineral oils

China

Receives 100% of steel bars, 70% of foam and waste and scraps; 81% of air conditioners, and a majority of certain specialty chemicals and machinery parts. 

Sends 100% of petroleum and mineral waxes, 74% of cement and clinkers, 95% of apparel.

Further insight into the distribution of commodities among U.S.trading partners can be gleaned by a study produced by the Port of Los Angeles (POLA) of its 1997 third quarter imports which is representative of broader and continuing trends. China is the leading trade partner followed by Japan in both commodity weight and value. In this representative quarter, China’s imports were valued at over $5 billion and weighed over 850,000 metric tons. Although Japan’s imports, by weight, were approximately half of China’s by weight, the value, over $4 billion was over 4/5 of China’s. This is due to the profile of specific commodities traded with particular countries. For example, the leading commodity imported from Japan was motor vehicles valued at just over $700 million (out of total $866 million received at POLA). China’s leading export to POLA was toys, valued under $450 million.

 
The next four largest imports from China, ranked by value, were lamps and lighting parts, furniture and parts, footwear, plastics. These consumer products remain representative of Chinese exports to U.S. markets in general. Compare these with Japan’s next four exports to POLA: parts for passenger vehicles, pneumatic tires, oil (not crude), and semi-processed iron and steel.  These products, with the exception of motor vehicles are representative of intermediate products of industry. In addition, the overwhelming share of high-value added manufactured products and parts (6000 series of Harmonized Standard code) are imported from companies with Japanese addresses. In other words, even if the commodities themselves are manufactured outside of Japan, they are sent to the U.S. by a Japanese based or owned company. 

Taiwan is ranked third by both commodity weight (276 million tons) and value ($1.4 billion) in this data set. Automatic data processing machines is by far the highest valued commodity at $291 million in comparison to the average $30 million value of the next four commodities: screws, bolts, nuts, washers, etc., furniture, seats (non-medical), and equipment for sports and pools. Fourth position is held by Ecuador, due to their export of bananas ($32 million, representing over 70% of banana bulk tonnage and 97% of containerized bananas received by West Coast ports) and crustaceans ($38 million, representing 72% of all shellfish received by West Coast ports). The total value of imports for Ecuador is $85.5 million. The value of imports from other trading partners drops from there. 

Finally, the bulk trades indicates some interesting patterns of economic integration.
 Japan imports and exports the more sophisticated or specialized products the U.S. trades. Not only does it import over 90% of specialized breakbulk equipment and machinery, such as meters and measuring equipment, automotive engines, aircraft parts, etc. that the U.S. exports, but it also imports 90% or more of expensive bulk consumer items such as berries, newsprint, citrus and pet feed. The largest category of Japanese exports to the U.S., not surprisingly, is transportation equipment ranging from air, rail, and automotive including 82% of all containerized motorcycles. The U.S. also receives over 70% of its automobiles from firms addressed in Japan.

Americans might find it surprising the largest amount of oil entering West Coast ports from any one foreign port flows directly from Iraq’s major oil port, Mina Al Bakr (over half to the niche port of El Segundo). Interesting as well is that beyond the petroleum flows to the U.S. from the Middle East and South America, a large amount of processed petroleum products are sent to the U.S. from Southeast Asian ports, including Singapore, Korea, and Malaysia. Petroleum imports from these nations, as well as Mexico, enter the ports, and petroleum is also exported to these same countries for processing. 

Trade and Global Integration

PIERS data is inconclusive concerning the degree of global integration represented by trade through the West Coast ports. That is, the profile of imports and exports moving through the ports may or may not represent intermediate goods required by global commodity chains organizing production. According to PIER’s harmonized four-digit commodity codes, foreign trade merchandise is composed of both fully assembled (and packaged) commodity goods as well as intermediate goods which are purchased by both producers and consumers alike. The best approach, therefore, is a closer analysis of linkages and cargo content passing between trading partners.

For the most part West Coast seaborne trade relies on just a few of the over 100 countries trade flows to and from. In 1998 five countries accounted for 58% of total tonnage and 67% of total trade value: Japan (largest export share), China (largest import share), Taiwan, South Korea, and Ecuador (Mercer Management 1998). The West Coast ports send one half of total imports on to the rest of the country, especially to the western regions. It has been estimated that in 1998, 62% of West Coast imports were distributed to the nine-state Western region and 58% of exports originated in the nine-state region.
 

*GIS MAPS 1 & 2 HERE

Further, an interesting pattern indicative of geographic concentration based on commodity type moving between regions, particularly for imports, emerges from the data. Commodities entering the USA through the West Coast ports are linked to fairly specific countries of origin (as mentioned above). This is borne out by data regarding port pairs (foreign ports paired with West Coast ports), as well as data concerning commodity country of origin.

West Coast exports are also highly differentiated from imports. This indicates some degree of regional specialization in production. Exports are also dwarfed by imports in sheer tonnage. This is reflective, on one hand, of the great variety of domestic shippers using the ports for their exports. On the other hand, the relatively smaller size of this trade may be associated to the nature of these exports. 

It is possible that many of these exports are intermediate goods which are combined with intermediate goods from other geographical regions at off-shore production sites, and then imported in greater quantities as finished products or other processed intermediate goods. The data is supportive of this possibility as indicated by several analyses. The 1998 Mercer report states that the “Far East expanded economic growth (has been) built on exports, coupled with the growing demand for intermediate products from the U.S. which are, in turn, used in the region’s (Southern California) exports” (Mercer 1998:I-1). The Port of Los Angeles 1995 Annual Report amplifies this point, deducing that “Raw or partly improved products comprised most exports while imports consisted of more processed or finished goods” (9). Other data is supportive of this finding. “U.S. companies have had to emphasize cost efficiency in competing with Japanese and other Asian companies. To do so, they have increased sourcing of components and finished products from the four Asian Tigers and other Southeast Asian countries, thereby contributing to the increased U.S. trade with the region. So have the Japanese companies” (Kotabe 1998).

The example of scrap metal based on PIERS data helps to illustrate this sequence. Last year, over two million tons of “mixed scrap metal” were exported by the West Coast hub ports (44% San Pedro). Nearly 100% of it is sent to Southeast Asia, 56% to Korea alone, which, sent back well over 850,000 tons of metalware (87% of West Coast total), over 27,000 tons of electronic and electrical equipment (91% of West Coast total), and other metallic goods, including barbed wire (100% of West Coast total). Presumably, a great deal of exported scrap metal reenters the US in the form of a wide spectrum of products imported from foreign trading partners. 

The most valuable and processed goods are often traded between the most developed and wealthiest economies. Japan, for example, receives the vast majority of U.S. 6000 series breakbulk commodities and sends 71% of the two million tons of automobiles imported into the West Coast. It is not clear to what extent these imports contain parts (which contain U.S. scrap metal) imported by Japan from Korea. Some scrap is likely to be embodied in the 16% of automobiles imported from Korea as well. (Japan received no U.S. scrap metal exports). The data is also ambiguous concerning the true country of origin for U.S. imports. Imports labeled as sent from particular countries, such as Japan, may well be manufactured by Japanese subsidiaries in Southeast Asia. It is less likely, however, that imports labeled as originating in Korea are manufactured in Japan.  
The present study can only begin to deduce the degree of globalization operative within this GCN. One measurement of the extent to which international trade is indicative of globalization and therefore integration of otherwise separate markets, is the extent to which intermediate goods are shipped between subsidiaries of major MNCs. This is difficult to measure for the port-shipping GCN due to the generic listing of commodities by code and the unreliability of shippers’ names and addresses. One promising avenue for determining the extent of global integration is measuring the extent to which firms are active in more than one national market. 

UNCTAD’s Division on Transnational Corporations and Investment did such a study and found that there has been an explosion of this kind of economic activity over the last decade. By 1990, 37,000 firms qualified as multinational in their activities, responsible for 205,00 separate foreign affiliates. In 1992 the world’s largest 100 firms controlled approximately $3.4 trillion in assets of which approximately 40% was held outside the firm’s country of origin. In the same year world-wide sales by foreign affiliates reached $4.8 trillion, which exceeded the $4.3 trillion traded in world-wide trade by non-affiliates. This, according to two scholars tracking multi-national corporations, demonstrates “their considerable influence and control over global patterns of production, trade, technology, investment, Industrial structure, and competition” (Dymond and Hart 2001).  

U.S. public agencies similarly track multi-national corporate activity. The Bureau of the Census, Foreign Trade Division, of the Department of Commerce, tracks the “share of related party trade” which zeroes in on “trade by U.S. companies with their subsidiaries abroad as well as trade by U.S. subsidiaries of foreign companies with their parent companies” (U.S. Department of the Census 2000). According to their June 2001 report, 

Related party trade accounted for $563 billion or 47 percent of the total annual value of imports, and $246 billion or 32 percent of the total annual value of exports.  The share of related party trade for 1998 and 1999 was also 47 percent for imports and 32 percent for exports. 


The highest ratio of goods trade by related parties among Pacific Rim major trading partners, was 74 percent for imports from Japan.  This indicates a high integration of Japan and the U.S., although it would be difficult to surmise the degree of integration between GCRs (global city regions) or the exact commodity content of this trade. The lowest ratios were: 11 percent for domestic exports to Korea, Hong Kong showed the lowest ratios of related  imports and China and Taiwan, the lowest ratios of related exports. However, the PIERS data is suggestive of integration of global commodity chains for particular industries (indicated below). 


Another form of economic integration is indicated by trade balances. It is less than hyperbole to suggest that the poorest of nations cannot afford debt while the richest run deficits. Bureau of the Census statistics indicate that the two most significant of U.S. trading partners reliant on the West Coast ports for their trade, Japan and China, make up over one quarter of the U.S. trade deficit (Website 2001). Of the total U.S. international deficit of $31.2 billion our goods deficit with Japan reached $6.2 billion  (Japan’s total exports to the U.S. were $5.9 billion and their total imports $12.1 billion), and our goods deficit with China stood at $5.7 billion deficit (total U.S. imports of  $7.6 billion worth of Chinese goods as compared to our total exports of $1.9 billion to them).
 Thus, there is integration of our consumption markets with their production markets. The weakest trading region for the West Coast ports is the West coast of Africa. It has neither the geographic proximity nor economic strength to reach U.S. Pacific hubs. Areas such as these that display little trade, minimal trade imbalances (either direction), or any significant related party trade, in general, are not globally integrated.

Conclusions and Implications
Clearly, transport linkages must be considered as a crucial prerequisite to participation in global trade and hegemonic power. As regulatory barriers fall and technical distances shrink transportation costs, ironically, become a more salient issue. That is to say that place according to pure distance, may no longer be a major factor of transport costs, but access to the technological colossus built out of global transport networks is. 

These networks clearly have high barriers of access for those economies and economic actors less integrated into the global economy (and therefore the transport systems). Currently, for example, transportation costs for some agricultural exports can reach 50 percent, if not more, of the CIF (cost, insurance and freight) value of the shipment “even with today's comparatively low ocean freight rates”  (Reichert 1999). According to research conducted by Wijnolst and Wergeland (1996), the fifteen landlocked nations of Africa continue to suffer from excessive transport costs. High import transport costs inflated the consumer prices of imported goods, while high export transport costs undermined the countries' competitiveness in foreign markets. 

In Africa, seaborne exports hover at approximately 10% or less, and imports at 4.0%. For the developing countries of America, maritime trade in 1999 held steady at 14.1% for loading and 4.3% for unloading. Asia commanded the largest share of total goods loaded and unloaded (26.1% and 18.8%, respectively). Most of this trade is of break-bulk cargo. The portion of containerized trade, which is more international relative to bulk trade, passing to and from the developing world with the exception of the NICs (newly industrialized countries of Asia), is dramatically small. 

Trade in sub-Saharan Africa has risen, but the region’s total merchant fleet has declined; and in general, African shipping and trade are impeded by ageing fleets, and the high costs of freight and inland transport. In addition, sub-efficient container ports discourage carrier calls. The dilemma for these nations is stark. Pay out hard currency to utilize foreign carriers, or continue losing cheaper local currency by maintaining a national fleet.
  The pressure to develop infrastructure capable of servicing the increasing economies of scale and sophisticated logistical requirements of this supply chain is intense. The possibility of large numbers of smaller ports entering the fray, particularly those without a specialized niche function or strong regional economic ties, is increasingly difficult, if not already diminished. 

The extent of concentration of this GCN on one hand, and the resulting marginalization of economic actors and entire world regions on the other, is consistent with hegemonic dominance. The more specific implications of power and control over the ocean transport GCN is less obvious. Globalization, for instance, runs the risk of economic blowback. As the U.S. has relieved itself of most linkages in the port-shipping global commodity chain, it is left without a merchant marine. According to the U.S. Dept. on Transportation, “without a new program that provides adequate support levels,” U.S. companies will continue to register or transfer vessels under foreign flags (1995:258). This implies important political ramifications, for without a national fleet or flag status a nation is excluded from the International Maritime Organization (IMO)
, which sets harmonization codes and worldwide shipping standards, including environmental, safety, and labor practices. It is also possible that the military’s ability to engage in large-scale conflicts is undermined as well. In World War II privately owned “liberty ships” were relied on to feed military supply lines. 

An overview of other patterns of national positioning over the high seas is less than dramatic. The U.S. has, for example, shirked its role of beneficent hegemon by its reluctance to shoulder the cost of a secure high seas in the Pacific Rim (in stark contrast to its lethal exertion of power in the  Persian Gulf). Piracy of container ships and their minimal crews are not uncommon and concern for security risks at the ports take a back seat to the pace of through-put. In addition, international political and economic interests in the oceans have converged on its productive resources rather than its essential role in trade. Miles of fiber-optics travel along the ocean bottom and a wealth of oil below it. 

Sir Walter Raliegh’s imperative at the turn of the 17th century ruled British hegemony until its decline: Whoso commands the sea commands the trade of the world; whoso commands the trade of the world commands the riches of the world trade. Apart from the towering importance of the transport of petroleum by sea, the value of world trade is not tethered to the sea alone. Perhaps as a result international governance over the ocean transport GCN is characterized primarily by neglect. Economies of scale and of scope are maximized if trade is  ‘free’ and unencumbered by state interventions, although certainly not state monies. As a result, the transport chain is especially vulnerable to both economic and political instabilities. 

The current study has shown that this GCN presents an especially rich data base for investigating several dimensions of the economic and geographic configuration of globalization.  Future studies in this area hold significant promise regarding the extent to which political decisions taken at the national and international level, on one hand, and the trajectory of economic integration and regionalism on the other, strengthen or weaken the current domination of U.S.-based hegemony.

� The GCN construct is drawn from globalization theories, represented by Global City Region (GCR) theory and Global Commodity Chain (GCC) research, and provides a means of incorporating the regional (geographic) and sectoral (economic) orders of crisscrossing global commodity chains associated with international trade through the West Coast ports into a macro-analytic framework.





� One industry website tracks the myriad of multi-national deals cut within this triad, as just a two examples will indicate: (1) “A. P. Moller, Euronav, Frontline, Overseas Shipholding Group, Inc., Osprey Maritime and Reederei "Nord" Klaus E. Oldendorff have agreed to establish "Tankers International LLC" ("Tankers") to pool their VLCC fleets. Chartering negotiations will be conducted through London with a chartering representative in New York and Tokyo. E. Michael Steimler, currently President of Euronav, will be the new company's CEO” (February 15, 2000, www.marinelog.com/), and (2) Submarine cable installation and maintenance specialist Global Marine Systems Limited of the U.K. has concluded an eight year agreement with the Mærsk Supply Service, part of the A.P. Møller group. It covers for the long term provision of four new cable ships currently being built by Volkswerft Stralsund, Germany. The yard is a subsidiary of the A.P. Møller group. Global Marine Systems will provide the cable working expertise… and A.P. Møller will provide the marine crew and vessel management” (December 14, 1999 www.marinelog.com/).





� On the average, between 1962-1995, 75% of all international seaborne “transportation work” was comprised of the five main bulk commodity areas: crude oil, oil products, iron ore, coal, grain (International Maritime Organization). This is not surprising as bulk goods are generally heavy and relatively inexpensive. Water remains the traditional and cheapest method of transporting these goods to this day.


� If transshipment weights are excluded, maritime international shipping by weight in 1987 amounted to 56.4% of the total weight of imports and 31.4% of exports, but only 27.9% in import value and 24.4% in export value. The highest share of cargo value by mode of transport is by truck. The specific value for aviation is nearly thirty times higher than for road (see Table 6 in Comparative Mode of Transport Freight profile by weight and value,


Roundtable European Ministers of Transportation 1994).


� According to the Mercer report, “seaborne tonnage of U.S. domestically produced goods into and out of West Coast ports exceeded that for internationally traded goods in 1996” by 8.2%. However, “(t)otal tonnage gains for both inbound and outbound shipments will come almost entirely from foreign trade…” (Mercer Consulting 1998).


� The American Association of Port Authorities (AAPA) represents greater than 150 public port authorities in the Western Hemisphere spread across the U.S., Canada, Latin America, and the Caribbean.


� In 1988, for example, 95% by weight of U.S. foreign trade was also carried by the maritime trade (The Atlantic May 1988 v261 n5 p25(5).  


�  “U.S. oceanborne foreign trade grew from 674 million long tons to 897 million long tons between 1985 and 1994, or at an average annual rate of 3.7%.” World economic growth over the last decade has averaged 2.7%-3.5% (United States House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure. 1996:261). From 1992 – 2001 the world economy has grown at an average of 3.4% and the USA at 3.6% (Biter 2001). 





� The following information is gleaned from the FDIC San Francisco Regional website. 


� It is relevant to the present study on ocean cargo transport to note that trade in goods still dominates U.S. foreign trade, despite the impressive gains in trade in services. Merchandise accounts for about 73% of total exports. Merchandise is also the largest component of imports, accounting for 83% of total value, while services account for 17%.�  The import-export ratio of goods has hovered at 3:1 over the last decade. It should be mentioned, however, that the U.S. world share in services exceeds that of its merchandise world share. Finally, the distinction between services and merchandise remains inadequately developed in national accounting systems.


� 49% of all U.S. container traffic moved through the West Coast  (Mercer Management 1998).


� The empirical data on the West Coast ports� relies on two separate databases. Port Import Export Reporting Service (PIERS) � data is a proprietary data base compiled by Lloyd’s List and considered to be among the most reliable available. PIERS focuses on the routing of cargo in terms of ports, countries, and carriers and does not include cargo value as a variable. This reflects industry needs vis-à-vis cost accounting. Port fees are based on tonnage or per container handling costs. United States Department of the Census data, primarily the data base on U.S. Waterborne Trade, is relied on to establish the value in U.S. dollars of this international trade. In general statistics from different databases cannot be reliably correlated. 


� A SCAG study conducted in 1995 found that fully one-half of the region’s international trade activity involved imports to and exports from other states.


�  Both Wilmington and San Pedro were separate cities until annexed by Los Angeles in 1909 (For more historical information see Queenan 1986 and The American Association of Port Authorities many Seaport Histories including Ports of the Americas 1961).


�  The second largest district was New York, with $155.8 billion. This was followed by Detroit ($129.6 billion), San Francisco ($105.5 billion) and New Orleans ($87.1 billion) according to the report.


� Ports are integrated differently into the global economy. A port taxonomy is developed in the larger GCN study.


�  With the exception of drybulk export tonnage.


� According to the U.S. Department of Census Website (5/20/01), about half of the U.S. international deficit of $31.2 billion was derived from these three leading trade partners. The goods deficit respectively was Japan ($6.2 billion), China ($5.7 billion), and Mexico ($2.8 billion).


� This portion of data is culled from Kotabe, Masaaki, 198:109).


� Western companies reacted to Asian crisis by looking toward Mexico, Canada, and EC. Sales to Mexico (up $1.82 billion or 25.6%) and the EC ( up $1.04  or 21.2%)) “more than compensated for declines in exports to East Asia” (Mercer 1998:V-6).


� The five counties of Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura, and Orange cover 34,000 square miles, bigger than 4/5 of all states, and is home to more of the U.S. population than any state, including the rest of California, except for New York and Texas. Together they make up four metropolitan statistical regions (MSR) of Southern California. The MSR index is used by in federal economic reports such as the Export Locater Series (Thomas Vest, SCAG, unpublished paper). 


� Bulk is differentiated as liquid bulk, dry bulk, and break bulk. The only trade surplus the industrialized behemoth of the U.S. exports through the West Coast ports is dry bulk grains.  ). Both dry and liquid bulk flows are heavily concentrated among a few foreign ports which send or receive anywhere from 40%-60% of total West Coast tonnage.


� Based on PIERS data for 2000 and Mercer  Management1998.


� The U.S. has a $2.8 billion deficit with Mexico (total exports $9.2 billion total imports $12.0).


� This debate reaches back at least to the mid twentieth century when developing nations attempted to band together, often with developed nations as joint investors, to form regional shipping lines. Three such lines no longer exist: the Eastern Africa National Shipping Line (established in 1966 by Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia), the Flota Mercante Grancolombiana (established in 1946 by Columbia, Ecuador, Venezuela, and the West Indies Shipping Corp (established in 1962 by Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Barbados, Dominica, St. Lucia, St Kitts/Nevis/Anguilla, St. Vincent, Grenada, Montserrat, Antigua). See Multinational Shipping Enterprises, Report by the Secretariat of UNCTAD/UN 1972).


� The IMO is the main political infrastructure for regulation of international shipping. IMO is a flag state organization, where the member have voting power according to their significance in the world fleet. The IMO has no policing powers and individual states must voluntarily ratify and implement IMO standards and regulations. After the Exxon Valdez accident the U.S. introduced the Oil Pollution Act (OPA) which firmly places liability with the ship operator. In 2015 oil tankers will be required to be double-hulled to operate in U.S. waters. The current trend according to Wijnolst and Wergeland is the setting up of guidelines by individual port states. They remark that this trend will make transportation more expensive and less efficient.





