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Introduction

The end of the Cold War provided a major shock for scholars of politics and policy in at
least two respects. First, it provided a classic example of the limitations of both social and policy
sciences predictive capacity.

Few foresaw, let alone predicted, the tumultuous events that

marked the end of the decade. Second, those events simultaneously dislodged the organizing
principle—the foundation—upon which much of the study of international relations was
constructed in the postwar period.1

The parsimony and simplicity of bipolarity signaled the

hegemony of structural arguments in international studies and a corresponding ascendancy of
questions posed by security studies over those relating to international and comparative political
economy. Scholars and policy analysts alike thus favored these approaches, employing theories
such as deterrence, compellence, and modernization in political science, while policy analysts
often subsumed critiques of American policy in the Third World for the sake of strategic
advantage over the Communist bloc.
Faced with the intellectual vacuum caused by the end of the Cold War, it was only natural
that scholars in international affairs should grasp for a new organizing principle around which to
orient their work. Such efforts did not take long to bear fruit. Structuralism, with its rationalist
underpinnings, came under attack in political science from constructivists, and within a short
period no professional conference or symposium was complete without a genuflection towards
the attributes of ‘globalization.’2 What was the case at the beginning of the 1990s remains true
towards the end of the decade, although the substance of the subjects studied under the rubric of
globalization varies dramatically.

This list includes, but was not confined to, the study of

democratization, development, market deregulation, privatization, welfare reform, new security
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agendas (such as immigration and drugs), and the general retreat of all aspects of the state from
policy intervention. Little attention is paid, however, to how these diverse areas of study can be
reconciled under a single intellectual framework. Furthermore, although an embryonic field of
‘globalization studies’ may be forming, there is precious little discussion of what defines that field
or its subcomponents.
Despite the breadth with which the term has been applied, the meaning of ‘globalization’
remains so elusive as to defy definition. Indeed, to suggest the concept is contested would
indicate that there are at least some general schools of thought on the issue. A provisional
examination of those using the term would suggest such a claim to be preliminary.

The

substance of its definition appears just as vague, rarely reaching beyond a laundry-list of
subjects. So, what is globalization?
At a symposium held at the University of Pittsburgh in the fall of 1996 five distinguished
scholars working on aspects of globalization were asked to discuss recent developments in (what
might be construed as functional) subfields of globalization: finance, technology transfer,
transnationalism, multilateralism, and regionalism.3

All the speakers systematically presaged

their commentaries by suggesting that, while they had no idea what globalization was, they could
address descriptive and analytic questions in their own areas of specialty.

The audience

participants at the symposium (an informed group of scholars and practitioners, numbering over
seventy) candidly admitted that they could provide no better insight in addressing this definitional
issue. In fact there is not only disagreement on the definition of globalization; there is also no
clear consensus on whether the term ‘globalization’ is employed as a historical epoch, a process,
a theory, or as a new paradigm. Its meaning remained unspecified.
Intuitively, all participants at the symposium recognized that globalization signaled the
reduced importance of (at least traditional forms of) security studies in international relations and
a corresponding elevation of international political economy questions—as well as suggesting
new linkages between OECD and non-OECD states, the private and public sectors, capital and
labor, work and leisure, state and society. But its precise attributes remain a source of confusion,
as does the issue of how one possible field of study (e.g., finance) relates to another (such as
manufacturing production). A similar confusion is apparent in the world of policy; while policy
commentators, for example, suggest that globalization explains the Clinton Administration’s
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preference for focusing on economic issues in foreign affairs, the causal linkage between this
apparently global phenomenon and current policy remains elusive.
This revealing tendency towards employing the term as if its meaning were clear and
uncontested in the context of intellectual disarray poses a series of puzzles for contemporary
scholars in international relations. For while a ‘cottage industry’ of publishing has grown around
the term—indeed the study of globalization has even been institutionalized through the creation of
centers and programs devoted to its study4—few have explored its attributes with the aim of
consolidating an operational definition.5
I do not offer a simple nor definitive solution to this problem here. Rather, this paper
represents a modest effort towards achieving the goal of articulating definitions of globalization,
with their distinct underlying conceptions of just how radical a break we are witnessing from the
past. The implications of which definition is adopted are extensive, indicating how radical a break
leaders should anticipate in their formulation of public policy.

Definitions

Globalization is a term in heavy current usage but one whose meaning remains obscure,
often even among those who invoke it. Indeed, Jan Aart Scholte states that “globalization stands
out for quite a large public spread across the world as one of the defining terms of late twentiethcentury social consciousness.”6 The term is often distinguished more by what it is not, rather than
what it is. James Rosenau recognizes such a tendency when he states that
Globalization is not the same as globalism, which points to aspirations for an end
state of affairs wherein values are shared by or pertinent to all the world’s five
billion people, their environment, their roles as citizens, consumers or producers
with an interest in collective action designed to solve common problems. Nor is it
universalism—values which embrace all humanity, hypothetically or actually.7
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Another temptation is to indeed specify a definition but one that offers little by way of operational
value. Anthony McGrew is hardly the only example of this, nor the most egregious, when he
states that globalization constitutes a
multiplicity of linkages and interconnections that transcend the nation states (and
by implication the societies) which make up the modern world system. It defines
a process through which events, decisions and activities in one part of the world
can come to have a significant consequence for individuals and communities in
quite distant parts of the globe.8
Philip Cerny furthermore suggests that globalization redefines the relationship between
territoriality and authority, shifting authority from the level of the state to supranational and subnational units, perhaps offering more to grasp onto in operational terms but precious little in
causal terms.9 Robert Z. Lawrence is emphatic in stating that globalization shifts authority—to
specifically the local and the regional level.10 Cerny adds elsewhere that:
Globalization is defined here as a set of economic and political structures and
processes deriving from the changing character of the goods and assets that
comprise the base of the international political economy—in particular, the
increasing structural differentiation of those goods and assets.11
Like McGrew’s statement, Cerny’s may well be true.
heuristic insights and little operational value.

It just appears to offer limited

So, beyond vague conceptions of changing

definitions of identity and altered interactive processes, there is a need to solidify what alternative
definitions exist, and if not to consolidate them into one choice, then at least to understand what
distinguishes one from another.
My preliminary examination indicates that there are at least four potential definitions of
globalization that are increasingly radical in their understanding of the change represented by
globalization and thus its relational implications. They can be delineated as follows:

1. Globalization as a Historical Epoch
1996, 3–4.
8
Anthony McGrew, “A Global Society” in Stuart Hall, David Held, and Anthony McGrew,
Modernity and Its Futures (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1990).
9
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Globalization,” Government and Opposition 32 (2, spring 1997): especially 270–1.
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Historians have long debated the timing of the onset of the Cold War, although there
appears to be less debate about when it ended—the Fall of the Berlin Wall. What is clear is that
they agree that it can be defined as a period of history rather than, for example, a sociological
phenomenon or a theoretical framework.12 The Cold War was thus a period marked by certain
features such as a bipolar distribution of power, the primacy of strategic theories of nuclear
deterrence and conventional force compellence in security issues, and a ambiguous tension
between isolation and détente in the context of spheres of influence. But it is understood by
historians as a discrete period of time with specific characteristics where certain attributes applied
and some theories had greater relevance; it is not a theory itself.
The demise of the Cold War coincided with the onset of globalization, raising the question
of whether there is a causal relationship between the two. Certainly, the comments of scholars
like Immanuel Wallerstein (echoing Trotsky), who registered concern that Communist states
could not sustain themselves in the context of a capitalist system, may be interpreted to imply as
such.13 Whether causally related or not, globalization as a period might be said to ‘succeed’ the
Cold War historically. The economic counterpart to the Cold War, according to Philip McMichael,
was what he terms the ‘developmentalist project’ which
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was a postwar construct through which the capitalist economy was stabilized.
Like any social construct, the institutions of the market economy are historically
specific…mid-20th century capitalism was organized within the framework of the
(now universal) nation-state system...[which] combined the principles of
mercantilist and liberal organization into a new international regime of ‘embedded
liberalism.’ This regime subordinated trade to systems of national economic
management, anchored in strategic economic sectors like steel and farming.
Together, international and national institutions regulated monetary and wage
relations to stabilize national capitalisms within a liberal trade regime. Its
extension to the so-called Third World, as the decolonization process unfolded,
generated the paradigm of ‘developmentalism.’14
This compromise among capital, labor, and the state in an amalgam of macroeconomic
Keynesianism, welfarism, corporatism, full employment, and an emphasis on mass production
systems has commonly been denoted by the term ‘Fordism’ in political economy in reference to
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advanced

industrialized

countries.15

Here,

‘developmentalism’ for the Third World.

McMichael

labels

the

same

cocktail

as

Whichever aphorism is used, it is clear that, for

McMichael, the globalization ‘project’ is ‘historically specific’ and “grows out of the dissolution of
the developmental project”—the former supplanting the latter—although, in the interest of
accurate representation it is important to note that he subsequently does suggest that it
constitutes more than a historical period.16
Like the Cold War before it then, the term ‘globalization’ might therefore serve as a timebound template for describing a context in which events occur.

Globalization might be

considered (retrospectively) as a historical period—comparable to Ernst Nolte’s claim that
fascism represented an epoch and not a specific form of political regime,17 or to the way that the
Depression remains a distinct phenomenon distinguished by historians and political economists
from a depression.18
If we accept this definition, from when would globalization be dated and why? In this
vein, the globalization period might be described as one that began in the midst of the 1970s,
thus briefly overlapping with the end of the Cold War.19 This period is a likely candidate because
it suggests that globalization began with two phenomena simultaneously.
introduction of détente between the United States and Soviet Union.

The first was the

The second was the

breakdown of the ‘Social Contract,’ initially in Britain but eventually throughout the advanced
industrial countries. The significance of the end of the ‘historic compromise’—the linkage among
labor representation, wage restraint, social welfarism, full employment, and the dominant mass
production system—is that globalization represents a transition to a new formulation about the
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terms and nature of work. This change involves a distribution of labor between high and low
value-added processes focusing on subcontracting;20 it reifies markets as institutions while
condemning unionism and welfarism as antiquated; it disowns fiscal policy as a useful instrument
of policy; and, ultimately, it reasserts the importance of individualism at work expressed in diverse
forms such as ‘telecommuting’ and ‘flextime.’
In contrast, alternative historical interpretations date globalization from the end (rather
than middle) of the 1970s and the beginning of the ensuing decade, because of a series of events
that cluster within a limited time period: the cumulative impact on Western economies of the
second oil crisis; a substantial corresponding decline in the level of GNP in 1980 and rise in
inflation rates; the traumatic (for the United States) episode of US hostages in Iran; and the
elections of Margaret Thatcher in 1979 and Ronald Reagan in 1980, both of whom offered a
radical, ideological response to what they characterized as political paralysis and economic
lethargy—what Jimmy Carter had himself described as a ‘malaise.’ Helmut Kohl’s subsequent
election in the Federal Republic of Germany in 1982 offered a more modest but arguably related
response to the same set of events. 21
The critical distinction between these two historical interpretations is more than a simple
quarrel about dates. It may be, rather, a difference between suggesting that globalization is a
response to major structural disjuncture (between East and West, capital and labor) that
generated an irresistible and significant redress and claiming that it is a response to a simple
(perhaps temporary) conjuncture of factors—adverse economic conditions compounded by a lack
of political will—a vacuum ultimately filled by the political Right.22 Correspondingly, it may be the
difference between considering the events of the late 1970s and early 1980s as a cause or an
effect of globalization; globalization as a symptom of structural tensions or the source of them.
Whichever version is ultimately accepted as the convention by this approach, it is clear
that time, rather than functional attributes, best defines the term ‘globalization’ in this formulation.
While these definitions lack a significant analytic element, being largely descriptive in character,
they do provide definitive contours—as well as the possibility of using interdisciplinary research to
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understand the unique properties of the ‘Epoch of Globalization.’

It is, in sum, a historical

approach to defining globalization; time is the crucial definitive element.

2. Globalization as Confluence of Economic Phenomena

Alternatively, globalization might be characterized functionally by an intrinsically related
series of economic phenomena. These include the liberalization and deregulation of markets,
privatization of assets, retreat of state functions (particularly welfare ones), diffusion of
technology, cross-national distribution of manufacturing production (foreign direct investment),
and the integration of capital markets.

In its narrowest formulation, the term refers to the

worldwide spread of sales, production facilities, and manufacturing processes, all of which
reconstitute the international division of labor.
Many analysts suggest that we have witnessed prior periods of globalization or that this
is a culmination of an extended process.

Crucially, however, many of these people are

economists whose discussion is particularly narrow in its application.

Often globalization is

condensed into a discussion of whether national income, as measured largely in terms of growth,
is converging or diverging. Relatively obscure considerations of the appropriateness of one or
another indicator as a measure of convergence ends up taking precedence over broader
considerations of whether income distribution is a meaningful indicator of globalization. It is very
easy to locate supporting arguments and data to buttress the claims of convergence or
divergence, depending on what one seeks.

Linking globalization to processes of economic

integration, Robert Z. Lawrence, for example, makes the broad statement that “economic
integration generally leads to convergence, with poorer economies growing more rapidly than
richer economies.”23 Jeffrey G. Williamson, noted Harvard economist and then President of the of
the Economic History Association, also argued in his presidential address that globalization leads
to convergence—and has done in prior historical periods. The substance of this argument, he
said, was that “the critical bottom line for me is whether the living standard gap between rich and
poor countries falls over time. Convergence implies an erosion of this gap, at least in percentage
terms.”24 The data set turns out to be rather limited, confined to the OECD countries of European
origin. His ultimate statement is therefore more conditional than Lawrence’s. Williamson himself
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confesses that much of the convergence disappears when the data set is expanded,25 which is
precisely the argument offered by Lant Pritchett of the World Bank. As he states,
Along with ‘globalization’ and ‘competitiveness,’ the theme of ‘convergence’ has
spilled over into public discussions of policies and prospects for developing
countries. Well, forget convergence—the overwhelming feature of modern

economic history is a massive divergence in per capita incomes between rich
and poor countries, a gap which is continuing to grow today.26
Clearly, a discussion about the suitability of data sets for measurements of income
distribution is too limited and esoteric for our purposes. Even a cursory reading of the literature of
economic historians and political economists suggests that none of the broad economic trends
identified earlier are themselves original.27 All these economic phenomena—liberalization,
deregulation, etc.—appear to have historical precedents.28
What may be unique about these phenomena, however, and thus justify a distinction
between globalization and its economic predecessors, is their cluster, scope, and domain. These
collections of events have never occurred in such volume, with such breadth, with such speed,
and on such a systematically linked basis before. While we have seen market reform and the
retreat of the state in the past, they may not have been coupled with the simultaneous explosion
in foreign direct investment, the growth of multilateral institutionalism, and the spread of
democracy. Globalization thus characterizes an intensification and linkage of a number of old
processes rather than the development of a new one.29 As Dave Broad states it boldly:
So, is anything new with the current phase of globalization? Well, in fact, yes,
but more by way of a ‘deepening’ than a qualitative change in the global
economic structure.30
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The spirit of this kind of response is reflected in the approach adopted by others such as
R.J. Barry Jones who suggests that globalization may simply be an intensification of the process
of international interdependence, a function of the growth of competition in an international free
trade system intensified by the diffusion of technology. It is therefore a function of the increase in
the density and complexity of international interactions. Jones characterizes globalization as
complex, layered, interconnected, and uneven. It is reflected in a quantitative growth in the
volume and internationalization of finance, production, and economic transactions.

The

intensification of these processes has a qualitative change in the pattern of constraints and
opportunities facing actors—particularly states.31
Wilfried Ruigrok and Rob van Tulder are specific in their characterization of globalization,
associating it with increased international capital mobility and a growing incidence of mergers and
acquisitions and of strategic alliances. They outline three interpretations of globalization—microFordist, Toyotaist and macro-Fordist—which focus on the distribution of finance, production,
technology, regulation, and authority as indicators of change. All, however, put emphasis on the
firm and market, as well as on an intensifying process of global integration.

Thus, despite

Ruigrok and van Tulder’s apparent skepticism about the deterministic nature and political
character of globalization, they share a view of it as process-driven and economically defined.32

3. Globalization as the hegemony of American values

This definition offers an interesting pair of bedfellows. Included most prominently in these
approaches is the notion of diffusion and convergence; generally in the form of the assimilation of
political and economic institutions in the public sector and ‘best business practices’ in the private
sector.33
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One formulation repackages many of the notions originally articulated in variants of liberal
theory, such as the early modernization literature.34

In the modernization literature the

convergence is towards liberal democracy and modernity defined as industrialized economic
development—one that involves the characteristic features of a limited state apparatus.
Furthermore, the failure to follow this normative prescription risks a moral failure. How else could
one interpret the title (and, of course, contents) of books such as Edward Banfield’s The Moral
Basis of A Backward Society or David Apter’s comment, in describing the theme of the Politics of
Modernization, that “Despite an emphasis on methods of comparing governments and studying
their political growth and adaptation, analysis begins with moral content. My contention is that, in
political life, that which is significant (both from the standpoint of the observer and from that of the
participant) can only be understood in moral terms.” Thus the “difference between scientific work
in the social sciences and the natural sciences” is “a difference in moral point of view...beyond
science lies moral intuition…

Knowledge of experience requires the commitment of all our

senses.” And thus concludes Apter, “the overriding purpose of this book is to bring together
some general methods and their moral implications,” the eventual objective being the formation of
‘representative government’ and a concepts of freedom and choice (defined as morality).35
Eventually Apter reveals this to equate with liberal democracy.36
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Current proponents of globalization hardly sound distinct from their intellectual forebears.
Francis Fukuyama suggests that convergence is inevitable:
Technology makes possible the limitless accumulation of wealth, and thus the
satisfaction of an ever-expanding set of human desires.
This process
guarantees an increasing homogenization of all human societies, regardless of
their historical origins or cultural inheritances. All countries undergoing economic
modern-ization must increasing resemble one another: they must unify nationally
on the basis of a centralized state, urbanize, replace traditional forms of social
organization like tribe, sect, and family with economically rational ones based on
function and efficiency, and provide for the universal education of their citizens...
Moreover, the logic of modern natural science would seem to dictate a universal
evolution in the direction of capitalism… The social changes that accompany
advanced industrialization, in particular universal education, appear to liberate a
certain demand for recognition that did not exist among poorer and less educated
people. As standards of living increase, as populations become more cosmopolitan and better educated, and as society as a whole achieves a greater
equality of condition, people begin to demand not simply more wealth but
recognition of their status… Communism is being superseded by liberal
democracy because of the realization that the former provides a gravely
defective form of recognition.37
Globalization thus represents the triumph of modernization theory according to its
proponents; a homogenization of values around the principles of capitalism and democracy, albeit
a strictly American variant of both, built on Protestant values that purportedly epitomize the
Enlightenment.38 Even Samuel Huntington, noted critic of the initial formulations of modernization
theory (and explicit opponent of the concept of convergence), appears to have accepted a central
proposition of modernization; the stimulant of economic growth on the propensity towards
democratization. When discussing the waves of democratization in Catholic countries in the late
twentieth century, he notes that
Beginning in the 1950s, however, Catholic countries began to have higher rates
of economic growth than Protestant countries. In large part, of course, this was
because they were generally at lower levels of economic development.
Economic growth, nonetheless, undoubtedly facilitated transitions to democracy
in several Catholic countries.39
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Globalization represents the universalizing of American values (if not Anglo-Saxon ones),
predicated on a normative, indeed moral foundation.

In the modernization literature, the

convergence is towards liberal democracy and modernity defined as industrialized economic
development—one that involves the characteristic features of a limited state apparatus.40 But it is
a specific form of liberal democracy—it is John Locke’s and not Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s variant.
And it is, comparably, a particular form of economic development—it is the Anglo-Saxon
classicism of Adam Smith rather than the ‘Continentalism’ of Friedrich List.41 In tandem, the
values professed by the traditional modernization theory of comparative politics bears a startling
resemblance to one popular stream of contemporary ‘globalization theory.’
While Hamid Mowlana may be correct in suggesting that “globalization has brought more
surface homogenization than fundamental change,” he still concedes that it offers the prospect of
American culture which he describes as “entertainment, fashion and the American way of life”—in
sum, “commercial secularism.”42 Kiren Aziz Chaudry is unremitting in criticizing this work, notably
of chief exponents, Francis Fukuyama, Jeffrey Sachs, and Bela Belassa,43 suggesting that:
Long-standing questions about how to reconcile the twin goals of growth and
equity were replaced with the spartan certainties of monetarist economics.
Trickle-down theories long discredited in developmental economics were held out
as the answer to the distributional dilemma, and crude modernization theory was
resuscitated to forecast the ultimate convergence of economic and political
systems across the globe. The politics of economic organization were explicitly
removed from the agenda and replaced with formulas that upheld price
liberalization, ‘speed’ and ‘thoroughness’ as the exclusive determinants of
successful reform.44
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D.L. Sheth offers a distinct, although complimentary, response to the proponents of reconstituted
modernization theory:
While democracy is becoming a preponderant form of political governance in the
world, the discourse on democracy is becoming narrower and poorer. The
discourse is increasingly focused today on what institutional options are suitable
for a particular country from those available within one type of political
democracy, namely liberal democracy. The discussion is often limited to the
suitability of particular institutional structures of liberal democracy. For example,
the debate could compare the presidential and parliamentary systems in the
Latin American countries, or it could explore the degree of unitariness or
federalism—for instance, in the South Asian countries—that a state constituted
under liberal democracy should have.45
Paradoxically, the other ‘bedfellow’ that emphasizes a convergence approach
comparable to the proponents of reconstituted modernization theorists is Marxist analysis. This
comes in two variants—both stressing the redistributive economic effects of the increasingly
unfettered capitalism unleashed by globalization, rather than its democratizing and productive
economic influences.46

The first largely tracks the debate between Lenin and Kautsky,

contemplating the role of structure and the capacity for reform in the capitalist system; whether
underdevelopment

is

endemic

and

a

convergence

towards

a

universalization

of

imperialism—exported from the advanced industrializing countries—is inevitable in an era of
unregulated capitalism. Lenin said remarkably little about variants in forms of capitalism in his
discussion of imperialism, encouraging the notion that variations were of little significance. This
strand of Marxism therefore defines the new globalization period as an accentuation of the prior
period, a continued (if accelerating) epoch of capitalism.
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A second variant of the Marxist argument turns to Gramsci for its intellectual base.
Epitomized by the work of Stephen Gill, this formulation emphasizes the notion of a formation of a
transnational class that constitutes part of a ‘historic bloc’ which
refers to those situations when there is a high degree of political congruence
between sets of ‘relations of force.’ Of these, the second type of relation of force
is crucial for our discussion of hegemony. The first relation of force was
structural or material, for example, the level of the forces of production, the
number and location of cities etc… The second was ‘political,’ that is relating to
the devel-opment of classes and their level of political consciousness; the third
was military, including the domestic use of military power as well as the geopolitical-military forces which configured the development of a particular
society… An attempt to universalize hegemony by politically synthesizing a
range of interests lies at the heart of the forging of a historic bloc. The historic
bloc is therefore an ‘organic’ link between structure and superstructure. Such a
bloc cannot occur spontaneously, nor simply as a result of the force of economic
necessity. It needs leadership and action based on a highly developed political
consciousness within the dominant social class.47
Supported by complementary transnational economic institutional structures such as the World
Bank and International Monetary Fund and fortified by organic intellectual structures such as the
Trilateral Commission, this transnational class of elites, according to Gill, exports a set of
values—values consistent with the American variant of liberalism and capitalism. The effort to
co-op elites, at least initially from across the Triad of Japan, North America, and Europe, has
effectively defended the stability of a liberal international order and warded off any movement
towards mercantilism, averting an imperialist crisis of capitalism anticipated by a Leninist
approach.

Here, Gramsci’s stress on hegemony’s reliance on consensuality rather than

domination is critical in explaining the emergence of a transnational class structure which is
buttressed by a substructure predicated on the free movement of capital. While American power
in a realist sense may have therefore declined, the capacity of organic intellectuals like those
found in organizations such as the Trilateral Commission has proven indispensable in exporting a
universalist ideology (of neoliberalism), thus constructing a historic bloc and thereby sustaining
America hegemony.48
Stated somewhat differently, from a contrasting perspective of a discussion about
companies, but echoing these sorts of themes, Ron Meyer suggests that
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one could observe that globalization is not only seen as a cure-all for a range of
management problems, but also functions for many as an ideology that fits nicely
with the zeitgeist—the Fall of the Wall, the disappearance of the other great
ideologies, joint international policing efforts and increasing internationalization.49
What happens to the state, that apparently disintegrating notion, in this formulation? For
liberals it often disintegrates as part of this change in ‘zeitgeist.’ It is in some ways bizarre to
witness the American state’s attempts to savage the innermost core of its functioning as, having
amputated other elements (such as the institutions of public welfare), it humiliated its own Internal
Revenue Service. For the first function of any state is to collect revenue. Without revenue there
can be no state. In Europe bureaucracies were created to collect taxes so that armies could
defend territory. Cerny contends that authority shifts upward to international governmental bodies
and down to state, provincial, local, and municipal governance structures. Ann Marie Slaughter
concurs:
A new world order is emerging, with less fanfare but more substance than either
the liberal internationalist or new medievalist visions. The state is not disappearing, it is disaggregating into its separate, functionally distinct parts. These
parts—courts, regulatory agencies, executives, and even legislatures—are
networking with their counterparts abroad, creating a dense web of relations that
constitutes a new, transgovernmental order… Transgovernmentalism offers its
own world order ideal, less dramatic but more compelling than either liberal
internationalism or the new medievalism. It harnesses the state’s power to find
and implement solutions to global problems.50
Paradoxically, the Marxian approach emphasizes a comparable notion of convergence. 51 In either
approach, whether celebrating or bemoaning globalization’s political or economic effects, the
emphasis is squarely placed on the ‘triumph’ of American values. This perspective thus heavily
(although clearly not exclusively, given the Marxian variant) focuses on approaches employed in
the political science literature, particularly in the realm of comparative politics.

4. Globalization as Technological and Social Revolution
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It would be remiss to ignore a more extreme theoretical perspective—that being the view
that we are witnessing a decisive shift away from industrial capitalism to a postindustrial
conception of economic relations.

The same economic phenomena identified earlier are

important not just because they represent a unique cluster of activity but because they represent
a new form of activity. This view depicts a striking revolution among techno-industrial elites,
driven mainly by technological advances, that ultimately renders the globe a single market. 52 This
is a comprehensive and complex vision: of globally integrated production; of specialized but
interdependent labor markets; of the rapid privatization of state assets; and of the inextricable
linkage of technology across conventional national borders.53 Here, it is argued that we are
witnessing the development of a whole ‘new economy.’ A paradigmatic shift is taking place that
influences the way we think about a variety of social and economic relations.
In contrast to our first formulation, time here is of little meaning. Space, furthermore, has
been compressed as a result of technological development, although the effect of such
compression may be to enhance heterogeneity, captured in the notion of ‘glocalization.’ Here an
extensive reorganization of economic activities is underway at regional/local levels, while an
explosion of information/communication and commodities/services flows is occurring across
cities, regions, and nations. While the term ‘glocalization’ is often associated with globalization,
there is some dispute as to whether the two are complimentary or in tension with each other. The
notion that glocalization is the localization of economic and political relations, shifting authority
from the national level downward in a manner that enhances responses to globalization, conflicts
with alternatives views that suggests the two are dialectically opposed.54
One source of tension lies in the notion that globalization de-emphasizes the importance
of geography while glocalization enhances it as a counter tendency. Geographic linkage in a
regional, trading sense become of key importance.
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Another source of tension is suggested by Winfried Ruigrok and Rob van Tulder. They,
for example, define globalization and glocalization in terms of conflicting firm strategies. They
suggest that globalizing firms pursue a strategy that strives for a worldwide intrafirm division of
labor while glocalizing firms pursue an alternative strategy in which they seek to replicate
production within a number of regions, thereby avoiding the risk associated with the formation of
trade blocs.55

Glocalizing firms therefore seek to generate a geographically concentrated

interfirm division of labor.
Globalizing firms are generally labeled transnational corporations; glocalising firms,
seeking to replicate themselves on a regional basis, may be better termed ‘multinational
corporations.’

Consistent with this distinction, the two behave in very different ways.

Multinational firms may decentralize production and sales but their decision-making remains
firmly centralized in a hierarchical structure.

This, in behavioral terms, is reflected in their

propensity to retain the overwhelming majority of R&D facilities at home, with very few
exceptions.56
The distinct logic of glocalisation is reflected in Ruigrok and van Tulder’s comment that:
Glocalisation pertains to a company’s attempt to become accepted as a ‘local
citizen’ in a different trade bloc while transferring as little control as possible over
its area of strategic concern. Glocalisation is first of all a political and only in the
second place a business location strategy: a company following a strategy of
glocalisation will localize activities abroad (1) only if the company otherwise risks
being treated as an ‘outsider’ or being hit by trade or investment barriers thus
losing market share, and (2) to the extent that the company can exert more
control over its host governments than vice versa.57
Yet spatial relations have altered inexorably.

Space can no longer be equated with

territoriality and thus political authority, as was formerly the case. The consequence, according to
Kenichi Ohmae, doyen of this view, is a ‘borderless world.’ As Ohmae states:
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As private sector managers and government policymakers are discovering, it
makes no sense in so borderless a world to think, say, of countries like ‘Italy’ or
‘China’ as discrete economic entities. Their internal variations are too great and
their external linkages are too extensive for such slipshod generalizations to be
useful as guides to action. Equally important, the sheer speed of businessrelated migration through the digital network now vastly outpaces the ability of
governments—both leaders and institutions—to adapt and respond. Left to their
own devices, governments simply cannot move quickly enough to build
prosperity for their people.58
An addendum to this kind of approach is the notion that globalization offers the prospect
of what Fukuyama terms ‘the end of history,’59 comparable to Daniel Bell’s argument of nearly
four decades ago that modernity in America signaled the end of ideology.60 This approach,
therefore, distinguishes globalization from earlier periods in both historical and analytic terms.
But the more mainstream and the extreme variety have as their base a central notion: that of a
paradigmatic shift in the sociological relations that are the foundation for relations among state,
economy, and civil society.
The consequence of this revolution, in its most optimistic (caricatured?) form, is reflected
in the claims of Peter Schwartz and Peter Leyden who offer the prospect of four decades of
sustained growth and ‘remarkable transformation,’ stimulated by the ‘big bang’ of technological
development (computers, telecom, biotech, nanotech, and alternative energy) and deregulation.
They contend that
In the developed countries of the West, new technology will lead to big
productivity increases that will cause high economic growth—actually, waves of
technology will continue to role out through the early part of the 21st century.
And then the relentless process of globalization, the opening up of national
economies and the integration of markets, will drive the growth through much of
the rest of the world. An unprecedented alignment of an ascendant Asia, a
revitalized America, and a reintegrated greater Europe—including a recovered
Russia—together will create an economic juggernaut that pulls along most other
regions of the planet. These two metatrends—fundamental technological change
and a new ethos of openness—will transform our world into the beginnings of a
global civilization, a new civilization of civilizations, that will blossom through the
coming century.61
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I recognize that I would risk being criticized as ‘strawmanning’ this kind of argument by
even invoking this rhetoric as an example, if it were not for the fact that it is representative of a
common view among influential businessmen, policymakers, and politicians. We are purportedly
witnessing the birth of what Schwartz and Leyden call the ‘networked economy’ where processes
shift from hierarchical constructs to ones where people are vertically linked in an interconnected
and flexible fashion, leading to dramatic productivity increases.62 The effect will also be a more
open society, spurred by the effects of globalization.

Conclusion

In sum, we have identified four alternatives that all recognize the interplay among
economics, politics, and culture. But, while recognizing the significance of all these features, they
respectively tend towards employing definitions (albeit admittedly crudely stated) predominantly
consistent with four distinct approaches; the first being historical, the second economic, the third
sociological, and the fourth technological.

While variation within each approach exists, with

notable areas of overlap, the central focus is consistent with each of these distinct approaches.
Furthermore, as we move through the four formulations we encounter three tendencies.
First, the four definitions are systematically intellectually ambitious interpretations, shifting from
the descriptive to the analytic. Second, the four approaches are increasingly revolutionary in their
analysis of the effect of globalization on economic and social relations. The first delineates
modest political and economic changes in the relationship among superpowers and contractual
relations between capital and labor. The last, in contrast, ultimately suggests a paradigmatic shift
in political, economic, and social relations. Finally, the substance and (potentially) the geography
of the realm of globalization expands dramatically, from a historical approach that is confined to
political and economic relations within the advanced industrial states and between leaders of the
latter and the leading (former) Communist powers to, again, a broader set of relations with a truly
global scope.
None of these four formulations, however, offers a theory in a positivist sense per se.
They may, in some variants, provide a heuristic basis for developing theory. They may suggest
testable hypotheses. But none in its present form offers a theory of change. Equally, none
explains the linkages among the disparate substantive realms studied under the rubric of
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globalization.

But each does offer an alternative interpretation about what is distinct about

globalization and suggests what we may ultimately decide to study.
Finally, each has very different suppositions to offer to policymakers, whether located in
industrialized, transitional, or underdeveloped countries. For if the changes we are witnessing
indeed extend beyond the organization of work practices into the organization of the economy
and society, then we are indeed crossing a rubicon as far as the nature and role of the state are
concerned as well as the dominant forms of social relations.

