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The G reat G lobal ization Debate: 
An I ntrod uction 

David Held and Anthony McGrew 

Much has been made of the consequences for globalization of the cataclysmic 
events of 11 September 2001 . Some observers have proclaimed the events mark the 
end of globalization, while others suggest they symbolize the beginning of the post
globalization era. As the reassert ion of geopolitics and state power has come to 
dominate international responses to 1 1  September, it is tempting to conclude that 
globalization has now reached its historical limits. Such a conclusion, however, over
looks the manifold ways in which the very responses to the events are themselves prod
ucts of, and conditional upon, a globalizing world. As Stanley Hoffmann has phrased 
it, the world after 11 September confronts not so much the end of globalization as a 
growing 'clash of globalizations' (Hoffmann 2002). Although the war on terrorism may 
have displaced it from the media spotlight, the great globalization debate continues 
apace, no longer just on the streets and in the academy but increasingly within the 
citadels of global power. Paradoxically, in the aftermath of the terrorist attacks on the 
United States - the principal architect and icon of a globalizing world - making sense 
of globalization, and its implications for the twenty-first-century world order, has become 
a more, rather than less, urgent intellectual and political task. 

Although public references to globalization have become increasingly common over 
the last two decades, the concept itself can be traced back to a much earlier period. 
Its origins lie in the work of many nineteenth- and early twentieth-century intellec' 
tuals, from Saint-Simon and Karl Marx to students of geopolitics such as MacKinder, 
who recognized how modernity was integrating the world. But it was not until the 
1960s and early 1970s that the term 'globalization' was actually used. This 'golden 
age' of rapidly expanding political and economic interdependence - most especially 
between Western states - generated much reflection on the inadequacies of orthodox 
approaches to thinking about politics, economics and culture which presumed a strict 
separation between internal and external affairs, the domestic and international 
arenas, and the local and the globaL For in a more interdependent world events abroad 
readily acquired impacts at home, while developments at home had consequences abroad. 
In the context of a debate about the growing interconnectedness of human affairs, 
world systems theory, theories of complex interdependence and the notion of 
globalization itself emerged as largely rival accounts of the processes through which 
the fate of states and peoples was becoming more intertwined (Modelski 1972; 
Wallerstein 1974; Keohane and Nye 1977). Following the collapse of state socialism 
and the consolidation of capitalism worldwide, academic and public discussion of 
globalization intensified dramatically. Coinciding with the rapid spread of the informa
tion revolution, these developments appeared to confirm the belief that the world was 
fast becoming a shared social and economic space - at least for its most affluent 
inhabitants. However, whether the notion of globalization ultimately helps or hinders 
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our understanding of the contemporary human condition, and strategies to improve 
it, is now a matter of intense intellectual and public controversy. In short, the great 
globalization debate has been joined. 

Trying to make sense of this debate presents some difficulties, since there are 
no definitive or fixed lines of contestation. Instead, multiple conversations coexist 
(although few real dialogues), which do not readily afford a coherent or definitive 
characterization. Within shared traditions of social enquiry, whether neoclassical 
economics or world systems theory, no singular account of globalization has acquired 
the status of orthodoxy. On the contrary, competing assessments continue to frame 
the discussion. Nor do the dominant ideological traditions of conservatism, liberalism 
or socialism offer coherent readings of, or responses to, a globalizing era. Just as some 
conservatives and socialists find common ground in dismissing the significance of 
globalization, others of similar political persuasion view it as a dramatic new threat 
to cherished values, whether the nation or social democracy. Indeed, the very idea of 
globalization appears to disrupt established paradigms and political orthodoxies. 

Accepting this heterogeneity, it is, nevertheless, feasible to identify a clustering of 
arguments around an emerging fissure between those who consider that contempor
ary globalization is a real and significant historical development - the globalists - and 
those who conceive it as a primarily ideological or social construction which has marginal 
explanatory value - the sceptics. Of course, as used here, the labels - globalists and 
sceptics - refer to ideal-type constructions. Ideal-types are heuristic devices which help 
order a field of enquiry and identify the primary areas of consensus as well as dispute. 
They assist in identifying the principal areas of contention and, thus, in establishing 
the fundamental points of disagreement. They provide an accessible way into the melee 
of voices - rooted in the globalization literature but by definition corresponding to 
no single work, author or ideological position. 

Neither the sceptical nor the globalist thesis, of course, exhausts the complexity 
or the subtleties of the interpretations of globalization to be found in the existing 
literature. Even within each position, considerable differences of emphasis exist with 
respect to matters of historical interpretation as well as normative commitments. Such 
differences will become apparent throughout the volume. For in selecting the contri
butions, we have sought to represent fairly both positions in the debate, and also the 
diversity of views within these dominant schools. A further editorial principle has been 
the desire to reflect the richness of the different disciplinary contributions of social 
science in order that the essential interdisciplinarity of the debate is given proper expo
sure. Accordingly, each of the subsequent parts reflects a representative set of major 
contributions to the literatures on globalization, while further embellishing, as well as 
carefully qualifying, the characterization of the globalization debate described below. 

In organizing the contributions to the debate, we have constructed the volume around 
the critical themes which are addressed in the globalist and sceptical literatures alike. 
Part I (Understanding Globalization) commences with an overview of the historical 
and conceptual debates surrounding the idea of globalization. Part II (Political Power 
and Civil Society: A Reconfiguration?) focuses on the controversy concerning the mod
ern nation-state: its continued primacy versus its transformation. Building on this dis
cussion, Part III (The Fate of National Culture in an Age of Global Communication) 
illuminates the debate about the cultural ramifications of globalization, particularly in 
respect of the question of national culture and identity. Parts IV (A Global Economy?) 
and V (Divided World, Divided Nations?) introduce the major contributions to the 
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discussion concerning the nature of the contemporary global economy and its con
sequences for patterns of global inequality. Finally, with critical issues of social 
justice and world order to the fore, Part VI (World Orders, Normative Choices) 
considers the normative considerations raised in the globalization debate. 

I Understanding Globalization 

Globalization has been variously conceived as  action a t  a distance (whereby the actions 
of social agents in one locale can come to have significant consequences for 'distant 
others'); time-space compression (referring to the way in which instantaneous elec
tronic communication erodes the constraints of distance and time on social organiza
tion and interaction); accelerating interdependence (understood as the intensification 
of enmeshment among national economies and societies such that events in one coun
try impact directly on others); a shrinking world (the erosion of borders and geographical 
barriers to socio-economic activity) ; and, among other concepts, global integration, 
the reordering of interregional power relations, consciousness of the global condition 
and the intensification of interregional interconnectedness (Harvey 1989; Giddens 1990; 
Rosenau 1990; Jameson 1991; Robertson 1992; Scholte 1993; Nierop 1994; Geyer and 
Bright 1995; Johnston et al. 1995; Ziirn 1995; Albrow 1996; Kofman and Youngs 1996; 
Held et al. 1999). What distinguishes these definitions is the differential emphasis given 
to the material, spatio-temporal and cognitive aspects of globalization. It is worth dwelling 
initially on this tripartite cluster of characteristics as the first stage in clarifying the 
concept of globalization. 

Defi n ing g lobal ization 

Globalization has an  undeniably material aspect in so far as it is possible to identify, 
for instance, flows of trade, capital and people across the globe. These are facilitated 
by different kinds of infrastructure - physical (such as transport or banking systems), 
normative (such as trade rules) and symbolic (such as English as a lingua franca) -
which establish the preconditions for regularized and relatively enduring forms of global 
interconnectedness. Rather than mere random encounters, globalization refers to these 
entrenched and enduring patterns of worldwide interconnectedness. But the concept 
of globalization denotes much more than a stretching of social relations and activities 
across regions and frontiers. For it suggests a growing magnitude or intensity of global 
flows such that states and societies become increasingly enmeshed in worldwide 
systems and networks of interaction. As a consequence, distant occurrences and 
developments can come to have serious domestic impacts while local happenings can 
engender significant global repercussions. In other words, globalization represents a 
significant shift in the spatial reach of social relations and organization towards the 
interregional or intercontinental scale. This does not mean that the global necessar
ily displaces or takes precedence over local, national or regional orders of social life. 
Rather, the point is that the local becomes embedded within more expansive sets of 
interregional relations and networks of power. Thus, the constraints of social time 
and geographical space, vital coordinates of modern social life, no longer appear to 
impose insuperable barriers to many forms of social interaction or organization, as 



4 David He ld  and Anthony McG rew 

the existence of the World Wide Web and round-the-clock trading in global financial 
markets attests. As distance 'shrinks' ,  the relative speed of social interaction increases 
too, such that crises and events in distant parts of the globe, exemplified by the events 
of 11 September 2001, come to have an immediate worldwide impact involving dimin
ishing response times for decision-makers. Globalization thereby engenders a cognit
ive shift expressed both in a growing public awareness of the ways in which distant 
events can affect local fortunes (and vice versa) as well as in public perceptions of 
shrinking time and geographical space. 

Simply put, globalization denotes the expanding scale, growing magnitude, speed
ing up and deepening impact of interregional flows and patterns of social interaction. 
It refers to a shift or transformation in the scale of human social organization that 
links distant communities and expands the reach of power relations across the world's 
major regions and continents. However, as the rise of the anti-globalization protests 
demonstrates, it should not be read as prefiguring the emergence of a harmonious world 
society or as a universal process of global integration in which there is a growing con
vergence of cultures and civilizations. Not only does the awareness of growing inter
connectedness create new animosities and conflicts, it can fuel reactionary politics and 
deep-seated xenophobia. Since a significant segment of the world's population is either 
untouched directly by globalization or remains largely excluded from its benefits, it is 
arguably a deeply divisive and, consequently, vigorously contested process. 

The myth of g loba l ization 

For the sceptics, the very concept is suspect: what, they ask, is the 'global' in  global
ization (Hirst 1997)? If the global cannot be interpreted literally, as a universal 
phenomenon, then the concept of globalization lacks specificity. With no identifiable 
geographical referents, how is it possible to distinguish the international or the 
transnational from the global, or, for that matter, processes of regionalization from 
processes of globalization? It is precisely because much of the literature on global
ization fails to specify the spatial referents for the global that, so the sceptics argue, 
the concept becomes so broad as to become impossible to ope rationalize empirically 
and, therefore, misleading as a vehicle for understanding the contemporary world. 

In interrogating the concept of globalization, sceptics generally seek to establish a 
conclusive test of the globalization thesis. For the most part this involves constructing 
an abstract or a priori model of a global economy, global culture or world society and 
assessing how far contemporary trends match up to it (Sterling 1974; Perlmutter 1991; 
Dore 1995; Boyer and Drache 1996; Hirst and Thompson 1996). Embedded in many 
such models is a conception of a globalized economy or global society as akin to a 
national economy or society writ large. Others critical of the globalist thesis seek to 
assess how far contemporary trends compare with what several economic historians 
have argued was the belle epoque of globalization, namely the period from 1890 to 
1914 (Gordon 1988; Jones 1995; Hirst 1997). In both cases, there is a strong presumption 
that the statistical evidence by itself can establish the 'truth' about globalization. In 
this regard, the sceptical analysis is decidedly dismissive of the descriptive or explanat
ory value of the concept of globalization. Rather than globalization, the sceptics 
conclude that a more valid conceptualization of current trends is captured by the terms 
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'internationalization' - that is, growing links between essentially discrete national 
economies or societies - and 'regionalization' or 'triadization' - the geographical 
clustering of cross-border economic and social exchanges (Ruigrok and Tulder 1995; 
G. Thompson 1998a; Weiss 1998; Hirst and Thompson 1999). This is an argument 
for the continuing primacy of territory, borders, place and national governments to 
the distribution and location of power, production and wealth in the contemporary 
world order. Yet a puzzle arises: namely, how to explain the disjuncture between the 
widespread discourse of globalization and the realities of a world in which, for the 
most part, the routines of everyday lives are still dominated by national and local 
circumstances? 

Instead of providing an insight into the forces shaping the contemporary world, the 
concept of globalization, argue many sceptics, is primarily an ideological construction; 
a convenient myth which, in part, helps justify and legitimize the neoliberal global pro
ject, that is, the creation of a global free market and the consolidation of Anglo-American 
capitalism within the world's major economic regions (Callinicos et al. 1 994; Gordon 
1988; Hirst 1997; Hoogvelt 1 997). In this respect, the concept of globalization oper
ates as a 'necessary myth', through which politicians and governments discipline their 
citizens to meet the requirements of the global marketplace. It is, thus, un surprising 
that discussion of globalization became' so widespread just at that juncture when the 
neoliberal project - the Washington consensus of deregulation, privatization, struc
tural adjustment programmes (SAPs) and limited government - consolidated its hold 
within key Western capitals and global institutions such as the IMF. 

Frequently associated with this sceptical position is a strong attachment either to an 
essentially Marxist or to a realist ontology. Traditional Marxist analysis considers that 
capitalism, as a social order, has a pathological expansionist logic, since to maintain 
profits capital constantly has to exploit new markets. To survive, national capitalism 
must continuously expand the geographical reach of capitalist social relations. The 
history of the modern world order is the history of Western capitalist powers dividing 
and redividing the world up into exclusive economic zones. Today, it is argued, imper
ialism has acquired a new form as formal empires have been replaced by new mech
anisms of multilateral control and surveillance, such as the G7 and World Bank. As 
such, the present epoch is described by many Marxists not in terms of globalization, 
but instead as a new mode of Western imperialism dominated by the needs and require
ments of finance capital within the world's major capitalist states (Van der PijI 1999). 

Realism too presents the existing international order as constituted primarily by and 
through the actions of the mightiest economically and militarily powerful states (and 
their agents). Accordingly, the internationalization of economic or social relations is 
argued to be contingent upon the policies and preferences of the great powers of the 
day since only they have sufficient military and economic muscle to create and main
tain the conditions necessary for an open (liberal) international order (Waltz 1979).  
Without the exercise of American power, so the argument suggests, the existing 
liberal world order, which underpins the recent intensification of international inter
dependence, would eventually collapse (Gilpin 1987). This leads to a further critical 
point; namely, that liberal orders are historically unlikely to endure, since, in a system 
in which states constantly struggle for dominance, the power of hegemonic states ulti
mately has a finite life. As many sceptics are wont to assert, without a hegemon to 
police a liberal system, as in the period 1919-39, a rush to autarky and the breakdown 
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of world order will ensue (Gilpin 1981).  International interdependence, according to 
this interpretation, is ultimately a temporary and contingent condition. 

The g l oba l ist's response 

The globalist account rejects the assertion that the concept of globalization can be 
simply dismissed either as a purely ideological or social construction or as a synonym 
for Western imperialism. While not denying that the discourse of globalization may 
well serve the interests of powerful social forces in the West, the globalist account 
also emphasizes that it reflects real structural changes in the scale of modern social 
organization. This is evident in, among other developments, the growth of MNCs, world 
financial markets, the diffusion of popular culture and the salience of global envir
onmental degradation. Rather than conceiving globalization as a solely economic phe
nomenon, the globalist analysis gives equal status to the other key dimensions of social 
relations. This attachment to a differentiated or multidimensional conception of glob
alization reflects a Weberian and/or post-Marxist and post-structuralist understand
ing of social reality as constituted by a number of distinct institutional orders or networks 
of power: the economic, technological, political, cultural, natural, etc. (Mann 1986; 
Giddens 1990). To .reduce globalization to a purely economic or technological logic 
is considered profoundly misleading since it ignores the inherent complexity of the 
forces that shape modern societies and world order. Thus, the globalist analysis com
mences from a conception of globalization as a set of interrelated processes operating 
across all the primary domains of social power, including the military, the political 
and the culturaL But there is no a priori assumption that .the historical or spatial 
pattern of globalization within each of these domains is identical or even comparable. 
In this respect, patterns of cultural globalization, for instance, are not presumed 
necessarily to replicate patterns of economic globalization. The globalist account pro
motes a conception of globalization which recognizes this differentiation, allowing 
for the possibility that it proceeds at different tempos, with distinctive geographies, 
in different domains. 

Central to this globalist conception is an emphasis on the particular spatial attributes 
of globalization. In seeking to differentiate global networks and systems from those 
operating at other spatial scales, such as the local or the national, the globalist analysis 
identifies globalization primarily with activities and relations which crystallize on an 
interregional or intercontinental scale (Geyer and Bright 1995; Castells 1996; Dicken 
1998). This involves globalists in attempting to establish more precise analytical dis
tinctions between the concept of globalization and the concepts of regionalization and 
localization, that is, the nexus of relations between geographically contiguous states, 
and the clustering of social relations within states, respectively (Dicken 1998). 

This attempt to establish a more systematic specification of the concept of global
ization is further complemented by the significance attached to its temporal or his
torical forms. Rather than trying to assess how contemporary global trends measure 
up to some abstract model of a globalized world, or simply comparing the magnitude 
of global flows between different epochs, the globalist account draws on established 
socio-historical modes of analysis. This involves locating contemporary globalization 
within what the French historian Braudel refers to as the perspective of the 'longue 
duree' - that is, very long-term patterns of secular historical change (Helleiner 1997). 
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As the existence of premodern world religions confirms, globalization is not only 
a phenomenon of the modern age. Making sense of contemporary globalization 
requires placing it in the context of secular trends of world historical development 
(Modelski 1972; Hodgson 1993; Mazlish and Buultjens 1993; Bentley 1996; Frank and 
Gills 1996; Clark 1997; Frank 1998). That development, as the globalist account also 
recognizes, is punctuated by distinctive phases - from the epoch of world discovery 
to the belle epoque or the interwar years - when the pace of globalization appears to 
intensify or, alternatively, sometimes regress (Fernandez-Armesto 1995; Geyer and 
Bright 1 995). To understand contemporary globalization requires investigating what 
differentiates these discrete phases, including how such systems and patterns of global 
interconnectedness are organized and reproduced, their different geographies and his
tories, and the changing configuration of interregional power relations. Accordingly, 
the globalist account stretches the concept of globalization to embrace the idea of its 
distinctive historical forms. This requires an examination of how patterns of global
ization, both within and between different domains of activity, compare and contrast 
over time. 

This historicized approach encourages a conception of globalization as a somewhat 
indeterminate process; for globalization is not inscribed with a preordained logic which 
presumes a singular historical trajectory or end condition, that is, the emergence of a 
single world society or global civilization. In fact, teleological or determinist thinking 
is roundly rejected. Globalization, it is argued, is driven by a confluence of forces and 
embodies dynamic tensions. As noted earlier, the globalist analysis dismisses the pre
sumption that globalization can be explained solely by reference to the imperatives 
of capitalism or technology (Axford 1995). Nor can it be understood as simply a 
projection of Western modernity across the globe (Giddens 1990) . Rather, it is con
sidered a product of multiple forces, including economic, political and technological 
imperatives, as well as specific conjunct ural factors, such as, for instance, the creation 
of the ancient Silk Route or the collapse of state socialism. It harbours no fixed or 
given pattern of historical development. Moreover, since it pulls and pushes societies 
in different directions it simultaneously engenders cooperation as well as conflict, 
integration as well as fragmentation, exclusion and inclusion, convergence and diver
gence, order and disorder (Harvey 1989; Giddens 1990; Robertson 1992; Hurrell and 
Woods 1995; Rosenau 1997). Rejecting historicist or determinist interpretations of 
globalization, the globalist account invites an open-ended conception of global change 
rather than a fixed or singular vision of a globalized world. It is therefore equally valid 
to talk of a partially globalized world or processes of de-globalization. 

Central to this globalist interpretation is, nonetheless, a conception of global 
change involving a significant reconfiguration of the organizing principles of social 
life and world order. Three aspects of this are identified in the globalist literature; 
namely, the transformation of dominant patterns of socio-economic organization, of 
the territorial principle, and of power. By eroding the constraints of space and time 
on patterns of social interaction, globalization creates the possibility of new modes of 
transnational social organization, for instance global production networks and regu
latory regimes, while simultaneously making communities in particular locales vulnerable 
to global conditions or developments, as expressed in the events of 1 1  September 2001 
and the responses to them. 

In transforming both the context of, and the conditions for, social interaction and 
organization, globalization also involves a reordering of the relationship between 
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territory and political space. Put simply, as economic, social and political activities 
increasingly transcend regions and national frontiers a direct challenge is mounted to 
the territorial principle of modern social and political organization. That principle pre
sumes a direct correspondence between society, economy and polity within an exclu
sive and bounded national territory. Globalization disrupts this correspondence in so 
far as social, economic and political activity can no longer be understood as coter
minous with national territorial boundaries. This does not mean that territory and place 
are becoming irrelevant, but rather that, under conditions of contemporary global
ization, they are reinvented and reconstructed, that is, increasingly cast in a global 
context (Castells 1 996; Dicken 1998). The latter point connects with the third and final 
aspect of the transformations identified in the globalist literature; namely, the trans
formation of power relations. 

At the core of the globalist account lies a concern with power: its instrumentalities, 
configuration, distribution, and impacts. Globalization is taken to express the expand
ing scale on which power is organized and exercised. In this respect, it involves a reorder
ing of power relations between and across the world's major regions such that key 
sites of power and those who are subject to them are literally oceans apart. To para
phrase Jameson, under conditions of contemporary globalization the truth of power 
no longer resides in the locales in which it is immediately experienced (Jameson 1991) .  
Power relations are deeply inscribed in the dynamics of  globalization, as  the continu
ing disquisitions on its implications for the nation-state confirm. 

I I  Pol itical Power and Civi l  Society: A Reconfiguration? 

Contemporary social life is associated with the modern state which specifies the proper 
form of nearly all types of human activity. The state appears to be omnipresent, regu
lating the conditions of life from birth registration to death certification. From the 
policing of everyday activities to the provision of education and the promotion of health 
care, the steady expansion of state power appears beyond question. Quantitatively, 
the growth of the state, from the size of its budget to the scope of its jurisdiction, is 
one of the few really uncontested facts of the twentieth century. On many fundamental 
measures of political power (for example, the capacity to raise taxes and revenues, 
the ability to hurl concentrated force at enemies) states are, at least throughout most 
of the OECD world, as powerful as, if not more powerful than, their predecessors 
(Mann 1997). The sceptics make a great deal of this, as they do of the rise and dom
inance of the modern state in generaL It is useful to rehearse this position and its many 
implications for the form and distribution of political power, before examining the 
globalists' alternative account. 

The formation and ru le of the modern state 

The claim of the modern state to an overarching role is a relatively novel one in human 
history, even in the place which gave birth to it - Western Europe. A thousand years 
ago, for example, an inhabitant of an English village knew little of life beyond it; the 
village was the beginning and practically the end of his or her world. She or he would 
have visited the nearest market town but would scarcely have ventured further; would 
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have probably recognized the name of the king, although would rarely, if ever, have 
seen him; and may well have had more contact with representatives of the church 
than with any 'political' or military leaders (Lacey and Danziger 1999) . And while 
five hundred years later two forms of political regime - absolute and constitutional 
monarchies - were beginning to crystallize across the European continent, Europe re
sembled more a mosaic of powers, with overlapping political claims and jurisdictions 
(Tilly 1975; Poggi 1978). No ruler or state was yet sovereign in the sense of being supreme 
over a bounded territory and population. 

Modern states emerged in Western Europe and its colonial territories in the eigh
teenth and nineteenth centuries, although their origins date back to the late sixteenth 
century (Skinner 1978; Held 1995: chs 2-3). They distinguished themselves initially 
from earlier forms of political rule by claiming a distinctive symmetry and correspondence 
between sovereignty, territory and legitimacy. The distillation of the concept of 
sovereignty was pivotal to this development, for it lodged a special claim to the right
ful exercise of political power over a circumscribed realm - an entitlement to rule over 
a bounded territory (see Skinner 1978). Modern states developed as nation-states -
political bodies, separate from both ruler and ruled, with supreme jurisdiction over 
a demarcated territorial area, backed by a claim to a monopoly of coercive power, 
and enjoying legitimacy as a result of the loyalty or consent of their citizens. The 
major innovations of the modern nation-state - territoriality that fixes exact borders, 
monopolistic control of violence, an impersonal structure of political power and a dis
tinctive claim to legitimacy based on representation and accountability - marked out 
its defining (and sometimes fragile) features. The regulatory power of such states 
expanded throughout the modern period creating - albeit with significant national 
differences - systems of unified rule across demarcated territories, centralized admin
istration, concentrated and more effective mechanisms of fiscal management and 
resource distribution, new types of lawmaking and law enforcement, professional stand
ing armies, a concentrated war-making capacity and, concomitantly, elaborate formal 
relations among states through the development of diplomacy and diplomatic insti
tutions (P. Anderson 1974; Giddens 1985) .  

The consolidation of  the power of  leading European nation-states was part of  a pro
cess in which an international society of states was created, first in Europe itself, and 
then, as Europe expanded across the globe, in diverse regions as Europe's demands ' 

on its colonies were pressed and resisted (Ferro 1997). This 'society of states' laid down 
the formal rules which all sovereign and autonomous states would, in principle, have 
to adopt if they were to become full and equal members of the international order of 
states. The origins of this order are often traced to the Peace Treaties of Westphalia 
of 1 648, which concluded the Thirty Years' War (see Falk 1969; Krasner 1995; 
Keohane 1995). But the rule system codified at Westphalia is best understood as hav
ing created a normative trajectory in international law, which did not receive its fullest 
articulation until the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century. It was during this 
time that territorial sovereignty, the formal equality of states, non-intervention in the 
internal affairs of other recognized states, and state consent as the foundation stone 
of international legal agreement became the core principles of the modern interna
tional order (see Crawford and Marks 1998). Of course, the consolidation of this order 
across the world would, paradoxically, have to wait until the decline of its earliest 
protagonists - the European powers - and the formal initiation of decolonization 
after the Second World War. But it is perhaps fair to say that it was not until the late 
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twentieth century that the modern international order of states became truly global; 
for it was only with the end of all the great empires - European, American and finally 
Soviet - that many peoples could finally join the society of states as independent polit
ical communities. The number of internationally recognized states more than doubled 
between 1945 and the early 1990s (www.state.gov, accessed May 2002). The high point 
of the modern nation-state system was reached at the end of the twentieth century, 
buttressed and supported by the spread of new multilateral forms of international co
ordination and cooperation, in international organizations like the UN, and new 
international regulatory mechanisms, such as the universal human rights regime. 

Not only has the modern nation-state become the principal type of political rule 
across the globe, but it has also increasingly assumed, since decolonization and the 
collapse of the Soviet empire, a particular political form; that is, it has crystallized as 
liberal or representative democracy (Potter et al. 1 997). Several distinctive waves of 
democratization have brought particular countries in Europe, such as Portugal and 
Spain, into the democratic fold, while they have also brought numerous others closer 
to democracy in Latin America, Asia, Africa and Eastern Europe. Of course, there 
is no necessary evolutionary path to consolidated liberal democracy; the path is 
fragile and littered with obstacles - the hold of liberal democracy on diverse political 
communities is still tentative and open to challenge. 

Surveying the political scene at the start of the twenty-first century there are good 
reasons, argue the sceptics, for thinking of this period as the age of the modern nation
state. For states in many places have increasingly claimed a monopoly of the legitim
ate use of force and judicial regulation, established permanent military forces as a 
symbol of statehood as well as a means of ensuring national security, consolidated tax 
raising and redistributive mechanisms, established nation-wide communication infra
structures, sought to systematize a national or official language, raised literacy levels 
and created a national schooling system, promulgated a national identity, and built 
up a diverse array of national political, economic and cultural institutions. In addi
tion, many states, west and east, have sought to create elaborate welfare institutions, 
partly as a means to promote and reinforce national solidarity, involving public health 
provision and social security (Ashford 1986). Moreover, OECD states have pursued 
macroeconomic management strategies, shifting from Keynesian demand manage
ment in the 1950s to 1970s to extensive supply-side measures in the 1980s and 1990s, 
in order to help sustain economic growth and widespread employment. Success in these 
domains has often remained elusive, but the Western nation-state's array of policy 
instruments and objectives have been emulated recently in many regions of the world. 

It certainly can be argued that much of this 'emulation' has been more the result 
of necessity than of choice. Decolonization clearly did not create a world of equally 
free states. The influence of Western commerce, trade and political organization out
lived direct rule. Powerful national economic interests have often been able to sus
tain hegemonic positions over former colonial territories through the replacement of 
'a visible presence of rule' with the 'invisible government' of corporations, banks and 
international organizations (the IMF and the World Bank, for example) (Ferro 1 997: 
349-50). Furthermore, interlaced with this has been the sedimented interests and machi
nations of the major powers, jostling with each other for advantage, if not hegemonic 
status (Bull 1977; Buzan et al. 1 993). The geopolitical roles of individual states may 
have changed (for example, the shifts in the relative position of the UK and France 
during the twentieth century from global empires to middle-ranking powers), but 
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these changes have been accommodated within the prevailing structures of world order 
- the modern nation-state system and capitalist economic relations - which have gov
erned the strategic choices open to political communities. The restricted nature of these 
choices has become even clearer with the collapse of Soviet communism and the bipo
lar division of the world established during the Cold War. Accordingly, the develop
ment programmes of states in sub-Saharan Africa, East Asia and Latin America appear 
to have acquired a uniform shape - market liberalization, welfare cut-backs, minimal 
regulation of private capital flows, deregulation .of labour markets - and to be gov
erned by political necessity rather than publicly sanctioned intervention. 

Yet, however limited the actual control most states possess over their territories, 
they generally fiercely protect their sovereignty - their entitlement to rule - and their 
autonomy - their capacity to choose appropriate forms of political, economic and social 
development. The distinctive 'bargains' governments create with their citizens remain 
fundamental to their legitimacy. The choices, benefits and welfare policies of states 
vary dramatically according to their location in the hierarchy of states, but, in the age 
of nation-states, the independence bestowed by sovereignty, in principle, still matters 
greatly to all states. Modern nation-states are political communities which create 
the conditions for establishing national communities of fate; and few seem willing 
to give this up. Although national political choices are constrained, they still count 
and remain the focus of public deliberation and debate. According to the sceptics, 
national political traditions are still vibrant, distinctive political bargains can still be 
struck between governments and electorates, and states continue, given the political 
will, to rule. The business of national politics is as important as, if not more import
ant than, it was during the period in which modern states were first formed. 

Towards a g loba l pol it ics 

Globalists would generally contest many aspects of the above account. Their argu
ment runs as follows. The traditional conception of the state, in which it is posited 
as the fundamental unit of world order, presupposes its relative homogeneity, that is, 
that it is a unitary phenomenon with a set of singular purposes (Young 1 972: 36). But 
the growth of international and transnational organizations and collectivities, from the 
UN and its specialized agencies to international pressure groups and social movements, 
has altered the form and dynamics of both state and civil society. The state has become 
a fragmented policy-making arena, permeated by transnational networks (governmental 
and non-governmental) as well as by domestic agencies and forces. Likewise, the 
extensive penetration of civil society by transnational forces has altered its form and 
dynamics. 

The exclusive link between territory and political power has been broken. The con
temporary era has witnessed layers of governance spreading within and across polit
ical boundaries. New international and transnational institutions have both linked 
sovereign states together and transformed sovereignty into the shared exercise of power. 
A body of regional and international law has developed which underpins an emerg
ing system of global governance, both formal and informal. 

This transformation can be illustrated by a number of developments, including the 
rapid emergence of international organizations and regimes. New forms of multilateral 
and global politics have been established involving governments, intergovernmental 
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organizations (IGOs) and a wide variety of transnational pressure groups and inter
national non-governmental organizations (INGOs). In 1909 there were 37 IGOs and 
176 INGOs, while in 2000 there were 6,743 IGOs and 47,098 INGOs (Union of 
International Associations 2001) .  (The 2000 figure for IGOs and INGOs has to be 
treated with some caution because it includes some inactive or defunct organizations.) 
In  addition, there has been an explosive development in  the number of  international 
treaties in force, as well as in the number of international regimes, such as the nuclear 
non-proliferation regime. 

To this pattern of extensive political interconnectedness can be added the dense 
web of activity within and among the key international policy-making fora, including 
the UN, G7, IMF, WTO, EU, APEC, ARF and MERCOSUR summits and many other 
official and unofficial meetings. In the middle of the nineteenth century there were 
two or three interstate conferences or congresses per annum; today the number totals 
over nine thousand annually (Union of International Associations 2001) .  National gov
ernment is increasingly locked into a multilayered system of governance - local, national, 
regional and global - and can barely monitor it, let alone stay in command. 

At the regional level the EU, in remarkably little time, has taken Europe from 
the disarray of the post-Second World War era to a supranational polity in which 
sovereignty is pooled across a growing number of areas of common concern. Despite 
its contested nature, the EU represents a novel system of governance which institu
tionalizes intergovernmental collaboration to address collective and trans border 
issues. There has also been an acceleration in regionalization beyond Europe: in the 
Americas, Asia-Pacific and, to a lesser degree, in Africa. While the form taken by this 
type of regionalism is very different from the EU model, it has nonetheless had 
significant consequences for political power, particularly in the Asia-Pacific (A SEAN, 
APEC, ARF, PBEC and many other groupings). As regionalism has deepened so 
interregional diplomacy has intensified as old and new regional groupings seek to 
consolidate their relationships with each other. In this respect, regionalism has not 
been a barrier to contemporary political globalization - involving the shifting reach 
of political power, authority and forms of rule - but, on the contrary, has been largely 
compatible with it. 

The momentum for international cooperation shows no sign of slowing, despite the 
many vociferous complaints often heard about it. The concerns of regional and global 
politics already go far beyond traditional geopolitics. Drug smugglers, capital flows, 
acid rain, the activities of paedophiles, terrorists and illegal immigrants do not recog
nize borders; neither can the policies for their effective management and resolution. 
International cooperation and coordination of national policies have become neces
sary requirements for managing the consequences of a globalizing world. 

Fundamental changes have also occurred in the world military order. Few states 
now consider unilateralism or neutrality as a credible defence strategy. Global and 
regional security institutions have become more important. Most states today have 
chosen to sign up to a host of multilateral arrangements and institutions in order to 
enhance their security. But it is not just the institutions of defence which have become 
multinational. The way military hardware is manufactured has also changed. The 
age of 'national champions' has been superseded by a sharp increase in licensing, 
co-production agreements, joint ventures, corporate alliances and subcontracting. 
This means that few countries - not even the United States - can claim to have a 
wholly autonomous military production capacity. The latter can be highlighted also 
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in connection with key civil technologies, such as electronics, which are vital to 
advanced weapons systems, and which are themselves the products of highly global
ized industries. 

The paradox and novelty of the globalization of organized violence today is that 
national security has become a multilateral affair. For the first time in history, the one 
thing that did most to give modern nation-states a focus and a purpose, and which 
has always been at the very heart of statehood, can now only be realized effectively 
if nation-states come together and pool resources, technology, intelligence, power and 
authority. 

With the increase in global interconnectedness, the scope of strategic policy choices 
available to individual governments and the effectiveness of many traditional policy 
instruments tends to decline (see Keohane and Nye 1972: 392-5; Cooper 1986: 1-22). 
This tendency occurs, in the first instance, because of the growing irrelevance of many 
border controls - whether formal or informal - which traditionally served to restrict 
transactions in goods and services, production factors and technology, ideas and 
cultural interchange (see Morse 1976: chs 2-3 ) . The result is a shift in the relative costs 
and benefits of pursuing different policy options. States suffer a further diminution in 
power because the expansion of transnational forces reduces the control individual 
governments can exercise over the activities of their citizens and other peoples. For 
example, the increased mobility of capital induced by the development of global 
financial markets shifts the balance of power between markets and states and gener
ates powerful pressures on states to develop market-friendly policies, including low 
public deficits and expenditure, especially on social goods; internationally competitive 
(that is, low) levels of direct taxation; privatization and labour market deregulation. 
The decisions of private investors to move private capital across borders can threaten 
welfare budgets, taxation levels and other government policies. In effect, the auto
nomy of states is compromised as governments find it increasingly difficult to pursue 
their domestic agendas without cooperating with other agencies, political and economic. 

In this context, many of the traditional domains of state activity and responsibility 
(defence, economic management, health and law and order) can no longer be served 
without institutionalizing multilateral forms of collaboration. As demands on the 
state have increased in the postwar years, the state has been faced with a whole series 
of policy problems which cannot be adequately resolved without cooperating with other 
states and non-state actors (Keohane 1984; McGrew 1992). Accordingly, individual 
states alone can no longer be conceived of as the appropriate political units for 
either resolving key policy problems or managing effectively a broad range of public 
functions. 

These arguments suggest that the modern state is increasingly embedded in webs 
of regional and global interconnectedness permeated by quasi-supranational, inter
governmental and transnational forces, and unable to determine its own fate. Such 
developments, it is also contended, challenge both the sovereignty and legitimacy of 
states. Sovereignty is challenged because the political authority of states is displaced 
and compromised by regional and global power systems, political, economic and 
cultural. State legitimacy is at issue because with greater regional and global inter
dependence, states cannot deliver fundamental goods and services to their citizens 
without international cooperation, and even the latter can be quite inadequate in the 
face of global problems - from global warming to the volatile movements of the 
financial markets - which can escape political regulation altogether. To the extent that 
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political legitimacy depends on competence and the ability to 'deliver the goods' to 
citizens, it is under increasing strain. Globalization, conclude the globalists, is erod
ing the capacity of nation-states to act independently in the articulation and pursuit 
of domestic and international policy objectives: the power and role of the territorial 
nation-state is in decline. Political power is being reconfigured. 

I I I  The Fate of National Culture 

For long periods of human history most people have lived out their lives in a web 
of local cultures. While the formation and expansion of the great world religions 
and premodern empires carried ideas and beliefs across frontiers with decisive social 
impacts, the most important vehicle for this, in the absence of direct military and 
political intervention, was the development of networks of ruling class culture (Mann 
1986). At points these bit deeply into the fragmented mosaic of local cultures, but 
for most people, most of the time, their daily lives and routines persisted largely 
unchanged. Prior to the emergence of nations and nation-states, most cultural com
munication and interaction occurred either between elites or at very local and 
restricted levels. Little interaction took place between the court and the village. It 
was not until the eighteenth century that a new form of cultural identity coalesced 
between these two extremes. 

The story of national  cu lture: the sceptic's resource 

The rise of the modern nation-state and nationalist movements altered the landscape 
of political identity. The conditions involved in the creation of the modern state were 
often also the conditions which generated a sense of nationhood. As state makers sought 
to centralize and reorder political power in circumscribed territories, and to secure 
and strengthen their power base, they came to depend on cooperative forms of social 
relations with their subjects (Giddens 1985; Mann 1986). The centralization of power 
spawned the dependence of rulers on the ruled for resources, human and financial. 
Greater reciprocity was created between governors and governed and the terms of 
their 'exchange' became contested. In particular, the military and administrative 
requirements of the modern state 'politicized' social relations and day-to-day activit
ies. Gradually, people became aware of their membership in a shared political com
munity, with a common fate. Although the nature of this emergent identity was often 
initially vague, it grew more definite and precise over time (Therborn 1977; Turner 
1986; Mann 1987). 

The consolidation of the ideas and narratives of the nation and nationhood has been 
linked to many factors, including the attempt by ruling elites and governments to cre
ate a new identity that would legitimize the enhancement of state power and the coor
dination of policy (Breuilly 1992); the creation, via a mass education system, of a common 
framework of understanding - ideas, meanings, practices - to enhance the process of 
state-coordinated modernization (Gellner 1983); the emergence of new communica
tion systems - particularly new media (such as printing and the telegraph), independ
ent publishers and a free market for printed material - which facilitated interclass 
communication and the diffusion of national histories, myths and rituals, that is, a 
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new imagined community (B. Anderson 1983); and, building on a historic sense of 
homeland and deeply rooted memories, the consolidation of ethnic communities via 
a common public culture, shared legal rights and duties, and an economy creating mobil
ity for its members within a bounded territory (Smith 1986, 1995). 

Even where the establishment of a national identity was an explicit political pro
ject pursued by elites, it was rarely their complete invention. That nationalist elites 
actively sought to generate a sense of nationality and a commitment to the nation -
a 'national community of fate' - is well documented. But 'it does not follow' ,  as one 
observer aptly noted, that such elites 'invented nations where none existed' (Smith 
1990: 180-1). The 'nation-to-be' was not any large, social or cultural entity; rather, it 
was a 'community of history and culture', occupying a particular territory, and often 
laying claim to a distinctive tradition of common rights and duties for its members. 
Accordingly, many nations were 'built up on the basis of pre-modern "ethnic cores" 
whose myths and memories, values and symbols shaped the culture and boundaries 
of the nation that modern elites managed to forge' (Smith 1990: 1 80; and see Smith 
1986). The identity that nationalists strove to uphold depended, in significant part, on 
uncovering and exploiting a community's 'ethno-history' and on highlighting its dis
tinctiveness in the world of competing political and cultural values (cf. Hall 1992). 

Of course, the construction of nations, national identities and nation-states has always 
been harshly contested and the conditions for the successful development of each never 
fully overlapped with that of the others (see Held et al. 1 999: 48-9, 336-40). States 
are, as noted previously, complex webs of institutions, laws and practices, the spatial 
reach of which has been difficult to secure and stabilize over fixed territories. Nations 
involve cross-class collectivities which share a sense of identity and collective polit
ical fate. Their basis in real and imagined cultural, linguistic and historical common
alities is highly malleable and fluid, often giving rise to diverse expressions and 
ambiguous relationships to states. Nationalism is the force which links states to 
nations: it describes both the complex cultural and psychological allegiance of indi
viduals to particular national identities and communities, and the project of establishing 
a state in which a given nation is dominant. The fixed borders of the modern state 
have generally embraced a diversity of ethnic, cultural and linguistic groups with mixed 
leanings and allegiances. The relationships between these groups, and between such 
groups and states, has been chequered and often a source of bitter conflict. In the late 
nineteenth and twentieth centuries, nationalism became a force which supported and 
buttressed state formation in certain places (for example, in France) and challenged 
or refashioned it elsewhere (for instance, in multi-ethnic states such as Spain or the 

. United Kingdom) (see Held et al. 1999: 337-8). 
However, despite the diversity of nationalisms and their political aims, and the fact 

that most national cultures are less than two hundred years old, these new political 
forces created fundamentally novel terms of political reference in the modern world 
- terms of reference which appear so well rooted today that many, if not the over
whelming majority of, peoples take them as given and practically natural (cf. Barry 
1998). While earlier epochs witnessed cultural institutions that either stretched across 
many societies (world religions) or were highly localized in their form, the rise of nations, 
nationalism and nation-states led to the organization of cultural life along national 
and territorial lines. In Europe this assisted the consolidation of some older states, 
the creation of a plethora of new nation-states and, eventually, the fragmentation of 
multinational empires. The potency of the idea of the 'nation' was not lost on the rest 
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of the world and notions of national culture and nationalism spread - partly as a result 
of the expansion of European empires themselves - to the Americas, Asia, Africa and 
the Middle East. This helped fuel independence movements, cementing once again a 
particular link between culture, geography and political freedom. 

The struggle for national identity and nationhood has been so extensive that the 
sceptics doubt the latter can be eroded by transnational forces and, in particular, by 
the development of a so-called global mass culture. In fact, advocates of the primacy 
of national identity emphasize its enduring qualities and the deep appeal of national 
cultures compared to the ephemeral and ersatz qualities of the products of the trans
national media corporations (see Smith 1990; Brown 1995). Since national cultures 
have been centrally concerned with consolidating the relationships between political 
identity, self-determination and the powers of the state, they are, and will remain, the 
sceptics suggest, formidably important sources of ethical and political direction (see 
section VI below). Moreover, the new electronic networks of communication and 
information technology which now straddle the world help intensify and rekindle tra
ditional forms and sources of national life, reinforcing their influence and impact. These 
networks, it has been aptly noted, 'make possible a denser, more intense interaction 
between members of communities who share common cultural characteristics, notably 
language'; and this provides a renewed impetus to the re-emergence of 'ethnic com
munities and their nationalisms' (Smith 1990: 175) .  

Furthermore, the sceptics argue, while new communication systems can create 
access to distant others, they also generate an awareness of difference; that is, of the 
incredible diversity in lifestyles and value orientations (see Gilroy 1987; Robins 1991; 
Massey and Jess 1995) .  Although this awareness may enhance cultural understand
ing, it often leads to an accentuation of what is distinctive and idiosyncratic, further 
fragmenting cultural life. Awareness of 'the other' by no means guarantees intersub
jective agreement, as the Salman Rushdie affair only too clearly showed (see Parekh 
1989). Moreover, although the new communication industries may generate a language 
of their own, a particular set of values and consumption patterns, they confront a mul
tiplicity of languages and discourses through which people make sense of their lives 
and cultures (J. B. Thompson 1990: 313f£') .  The vast majority of the products of the 
mass-market cultural corporations which flood across borders originate within the US 
and Western societies. But the available evidence, according to the sceptics, suggests 
that national (and local) cultures remain robust; national institutions continue in many 
states to have a central impact on public life; national television and radio broadcasting 
continues to enjoy substantial audiences; the organization of the press and news cov
erage retains strong national roots; and foreign cultural products are constantly read 
and reinterpreted in novel ways by national audiences (Miller 1992; Liebes and Katz 
1993; J .  B. Thompson 1995). 

Finally, defenders of national culture point out that there is no common global 
pool of memories; no common global way of thinking; and no 'universal history' in 
and through which people can unite. There is only a manifold set of political mean
ings and systems through which any new global awareness must struggle for survival 
(see Bozeman 1984). Given the deep roots of ethno-histories, and the many ways 
they are often refashioned, this can hardly be a surprise. Despite the vast flows of 
information, imagery and people around the world, there are few signs of a universal 
or global culture in the making, and few signs of a decline in the political salience of 
nationalism. 

The G reat G loba l ization Debate 1 7  

Cultura l  g loba l ization 

Globalists take issue with most o f  the above, although they by no means dismiss the 
significance of 'the national question' .  Among the points they often stress are the 
constructed nature of nationalist cultures; if these cultures were created more recently 
than many are willing to recognize, and elaborated for a world in which nation-states 
were being forged, then they are neither immutable nor inevitable in a global age. 
Nationalism may have been functional, perhaps even essential, for the consolidation 
and development of the modern state, but it is today at odds with a world in 
which economic, social and many political forces escape the jurisdiction of the 
nation -state. 

Given how slow many people's identities often are to change, and the strong desire 
many people feel to (re )assert control over the forces which shape their lives, the com
plexities of national identity politics are, globalists concede, likely to persist. But such 
politics will not deliver political control and accountability over regional and global 
phenomena unless a distinction is made between cultural nationalism - the concep
tual, discursive and symbolic resources which are fundamental to people's lives - and 
political nationalism - the assertion of the exclusive political priority of national 
identity and national interests. The latter cannot deliver many sought-after public 
goods and values without regional and global collaboration. Only a global political 
outlook can ultimately accommodate itself to the political challenges of a more global 
era, marked by overlapping communities of fate and multilayered (local, national, 
regional and global) politics. Is there any reason to believe that such an outlook might 
emerge? Not only are there many sources for such an outlook in the present period 
but, globalists would argue, there are precedents to be found in the history of the 
modern state itself. 

While the rise of nation-states and nationalist projects intensified cultural forma
tion and interaction within circumscribed political terrains, the expansion of European 
powers overseas helped entrench new forms of cultural globalization with innovations 
in transport and communications, notably regularized mechanical transport and the 
telegraph. These technological advances helped the West to expand and enabled the 
secular philosophies which emerged in the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries 
especially science, liberalism and socialism - to diffuse and transform the cultural con
text of almost every society on the planet. 

Contemporary popular cultures may not yet have had a social impact to match this 
but, globalists argue, the sheer scale, intensity, speed and volume of global cultural 
communications today is unsurpassed. For instance, the value of cultural exports and 
imports has increased many times over the last few decades; there has been a huge 
expansion in the trade of television, film and radio products; national broadcasting 
systems are subject to intensifying international competition and declining audi
ence shares; and the figures for connections and users of the Internet are growing 
exponentially as communication patterns increasingly transcend national borders 
(UNESCO 1950, 1986, 1 989; OECD 1997) . The accelerating diffusion of radio, televi
sion, the Internet, satellite and digital technologies has made instant communication 
possible. Many national controls over information have become ineffective. People 
everywhere are exposed to the values of other cultures as never before. Nothing, 
not even the fact that we all speak different languages, can stop the flow of ideas and 
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cultures. The English language is becoming so dominant that it provides a linguistic 
infrastructure as powerful as any technological system for transmitting ideas and 
cultures. 

Beyond its scale, what is striking about today's cultural globalization is that it is 
driven by companies, not countries. Corporations, argue the globalists, have replaced 
states and theocracies as the central producers and distributors of cultural globaliza
tion. Private international institutions are not new but their mass impact is. News 
agencies and publishing houses in previous eras had a much more limited impact on 
local and national cultures than the consumer goods and cultural products of today's 
global corporations. 

For the globalists the existence of new global communication systems is transforming 
relations between physical locales and social circumstances, and altering the 'situ
ational geography' of political and social life (Meyrowitz 1985). In these circum
stances, the traditional link between 'physical setting' and 'social situation' is broken. 
Geographical boundaries are overcome as individuals and collectivities experience events 
and developments far afield. Moreover, new understandings, commonalities and 
frames of meaning are elaborated without direct contact between people. As such, 
they can serve to detach, or disembed, identities from particular times, places and 
traditions, and can have a 'pluralizing impact' on identity formation, producing a 
variety of hyphenated identities which are 'less fixed or unified' (Hall 1992: 303, 309). 
While everyone has a local life, the ways people make sense of the world are now 
increasingly interpenetrated by developments and processes from diverse settings. Hybrid 
cultures and transnational media corporations have made significant inroads into national 
cultures and national identities. The cultural position of the modern state is transformed 
as a result (ct. McLuhan 1964; Rheingold 1995) .  

Those states which seek to pursue rigid closed-door policies on information and 
culture are certainly under threat from these new communication processes and 
technologies, and it is likely that the conduct of socio-economic life everywhere will 
be transformed by them as well. Cultural flows are transforming the politics of 
national identity and the politics of identity more generally. These developments 
have been interpreted, by some global theorists, as creating a new sense of global 
belonging and vulnerability which transcends loyalties to the nation-state, that is, 
to 'my country right or wrong' (see, for instance, Falk 1995b). The warrant for this 
latter claim can be found, it has been argued, in a number of processes and forces, 
including the development of transnational social movements with clear regional or 
global objectives, such as the protection of natural resources and the environment, 
and the alleviation of disease, ill-health and poverty (Ekins 1992). Groups like 
Friends of the Earth and Greenpeace have derived some of their success precisely 
from their ability to show the interconnectedness across nations and regions of the 
problems they seek to tackle. In addition, the constellation of actors, agencies and 
institutions - from regional political organizations to the UN - which are oriented 
towards international and transnational issues is cited as further evidence of a grow
ing global political awareness. Finally, a commitment to human rights as indispens
able to the dignity and integrity of all peoples - rights entrenched in international law 
and championed by transnational groups such as Amnesty International - is held to 
be additional support of an emerging 'global consciousness'. These factors, it is also 
maintained, represent the cultural foundations of an incipient 'global civil society' (Falk 
1995b; Kaldor 1998). 
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IV A Global Economy? 

Assessing competing claims about the fate of national cultures is complicated by the 
fact that, in part, it involves subjective questions of meaning for which systematic and 
reliable cross-cultural evidence is difficult to acquire. By contrast the debate about 
economic globalization suffers from almost the opposite problem: namely, the exist
ence of a multiplicity of data sources on diverse global trends, from merchandise trade 
and migration to foreign direct investment and child labour. At times, this tends to 
lend the debate a certain spurious objectivity as appeals to 'hard' evidence seek to 
establish the basis for conclusive judgements about competing claims. In practice, the 
discussion revolves as much around conflicting assessments of the validity of existing 
evidence and the value of different types of data as it does around issues of theoret
ical interpretation. 

Although the debate about economic globalization has produced a voluminous 
literature, with contributions covering all the main traditions of economic and social 
analysis, the critical points of contention cluster around four fundamental questions. 
Put simply, these embrace: 

• the extent to which the evidence shows that economic activity is being globalized; 
• whether a new form of global capitalism, driven by 'the third industrial revolution', is 

taking hold across the globe; 
• how far economic globalization remains subject to proper and effective national and inter

national governance; and 
• whether global competition spells the end of national economic strategy and the welfare 

state. 

These four questions preoccupy both globalists and sceptics. A critical dialogue has 
opened up concerning the historical evidence about economic globalization; the 
dominant regime of capitalist accumulation; the modes and effectiveness of contem
porary economic governance; and the robustness of national economic autonomy and 
sovereignty. 

The pers istence of nationa l econom ies 

The sceptical position reflects a cautious interpretation of contemporary global eco
nomic trends. Rather than a truly global economy the sceptics argue that, judged in 
historical terms, the present world economy remains far from closely integrated. By 
comparison with the belle epoque of 1890-1914 both the magnitude and geographical 
scale of flows of trade, capital and migrants are currently of a much lower order (Gordon 
1988; Weiss 1998; Hirst and Thompson 1999). Although today gross flows of capital 
between the world's major economies are largely unprecedented, the actual net flows 
between them are considerably less than at the start of the twentieth century (Zevin 
1992). Many of these economies are less open to trade than in the past, and this is 
also the case for many developing countries (Hoogvelt 1997; Hirst and Thompson 1999). 
In addition, the scale of nineteenth-century migration across the globe dwarfs that of 
the present era by a significant magnitude (Hirst and Thompson 1999). In all these 
respects, the contemporary world economy is significantly less open and globalized 
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than its nineteenth-century counterpart. It is also, argue the sceptics, significantly less 
integrated. 

If economic globalization is associated with the integration of separate national 
economies, such that the actual organization of economic activity transcends national 
frontiers, then a global economy might be said to be emerging. Theoretically, in a glob
alized economy world market forces take precedence over national economic condi
tions as the real values of key economic variables (production, prices, wages and interest 
rates) respond to global competition. Just as local economies are submerged within 
national markets so, suggests the strong sceptical position, the real test of economic 
globalization is whether world trends confirm a pattern of global economic integra
tion, that is, the existence of a single global economy (Hirst and Thompson 1999) . In 
this respect the evidence, it is argued, falls far short of the exaggerated claims of many 
globalists. Even among the OECD states, undoubtedly the most interconnected of any 
economies, the contemporary trends suggest only a limited degree of economic and 
financial integration (Feldstein and Horioka 1980; Neal 1985; Zevin 1992; Jones 1995; 
Garrett 1998). Whether in respect of finance, technology, labour or production the 
evidence fails to confirm either the existence or the emergence of a single global eco
nomy (Hirst and Thompson 1999). Even multinational corporations, it is concluded, 
remain predominantly the captives of national or regional markets, contrary to their 
popular portrayal as 'footloose capital' (Tyson 1991 ; Ruigrok and Tulder 1995). 

In contrast to the globalists, the sceptics interpret current trends as evidence of 
a significant, but not historically unprecedented, internationalization of economic 
activity, that is, an intensification of linkages between separate national economies. 
Internationalization complements, rather than displaces, the predominantly national 
organization and regulation of contemporary economic and financial activity, conducted 
by national or local public and private entities. All economics is considered princip
ally national or local. Even the trend towards internationalization repays careful scrutiny; 
for it betrays a concentration of trade, capital and technological flows between the 
major OECD states to the exclusion of much of the rest of the world. As Hoogvelt 
(1997, 2001)  notes, in the post-war period (1950-95) developing countries' share of 
world exports and outward foreign investment declined from 33 per cent to 27.7 per 
cent and from 50 per cent to 16.5 per cent respectively. The structure of world eco
nomic activity is dominated (and increasingly so) by the OECD economies and the 
growing links between them (Jones 1995). By far the largest proportion of humanity 
remains excluded from the so-called global market; there is a growing gap between 
North and South. 

Far from an integrated global economy, the sceptical analysis confirms the increas
ing concentration of world economic activity within three core blocs, each with its 
own centre and periphery; namely, Europe, Asia-Pacific and the Americas. This 
triadization of the world economy is associated with a growing tendency towards 
economic and financial interdependence within each of these three zones at the 
expense of integration between them (Lloyd 1992; Hirst and Thompson 1999). This 
growing regionalization of economic activity is further evident in the evolution of 
the formal structures of APEC, NAFTA, MERCOSUR, ASEAN and the EU and in 
the regional production and marketing strategies of multinational corporations and 
national firms (G. Thompson 1998a). Far from the present being an era of economic 
globalization, it is, especially by comparison with the belle epoque, one defined by the 
growing segmentation of the world economy into a multiplicity of regional economic 
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zones dominated by powerful mercantilist forces of national economic competition 
and economic rivalry (Hart 1992; Sandholtz et al. 1992) . 

If the sceptical argument dismisses evidence of a globalized economy, it is equally 
critical of the proposition that the current era is defined by the existence of a nascent 
global capitalism. While not denying that capitalism, following the collapse of state 
socialism, is the 'only economic game in town' or that capital itself has become 
significantly more internationally mobile, such developments, it is argued, should not 
be read as evidence of a new globalized ('turbo') capitalism, transcending and sub
sUlmng national capitalisms (Callinicos et al. 1994; Ruigrok and Tulder 1995; Boyer 
and Drache 1996; Hirst and Thompson 1999). On the contrary, distinct capitalist social 
formations continue to flourish on the models of the European social-democratic mixed 
economy, the American neoliberal project and the developmental state of East Asia 
(Wade 1990). Despite the aspirations of its most powerful protagonists, the neolib
eral tide of the 1990s has not forced a genuine or substantive convergence between 
these; nor can it claim a serious victory over its competitors (Scharpf 1991 ;  Hart 1992). 
The 'end of history', in this respect, has turned out to be short-lived. The idea of global 
capitalism, personified by the business empires of figures such as George Soros and 
Bill Gates, may have great popular appeal but it is, ultimately, an unsatisfactory and 
misleading concept since it ignores the diversity of existing capitalist forms and the 
rootedness of all capital in discrete national capitalist structures. 

Although the images of foreign exchange dealing rooms in New York or London 
reinforce the idea that capital is essentially 'footloose', the reality, suggest the scep
tics, is that all economic and financial activity, from production, research and devel
opment to trading and consumption, has to take place somewhere. To talk of the 'end 
of geography' is a serious exaggeration when place and space remain such vital deter
minants of the global distribution of wealth and economic power. Granted that, in a 
world of almost real-time communication, corporate capital and even small businesses 
may have the option of greater mobility, the fate of firms, large or small, is still 
primarily determined by local and national competitive advantages and economic 
conditions (Porter 1990; Ruigrok and Tulder 1995; G. Thompson 1998b). Even among 
the most substantial multinationals, competitive advantages are largely rooted in their 
respective national systems of innovation, while production and sales tend to be strongly 
regionally concentrated (Ruigrok and Tulder 1995; Thompson and Allen 1997). In effect, 
multinationals are little more than 'national corporations with international operations' 
since their home base is such a vital ingredient of their continued success and iden
tity (Hu 1992) - a point British Airways learnt to its cost when its frequent flyers 
(predominantly of non-British origin) forced the airline to reconsider its policy of repla
cing the Union Jack with global images on its aircraft tailplanes. Furthermore, a brief 
glance at the Fortune 500 list of the world's largest companies would confirm this 
since few are headquartered outside the US, UK, Germany or Japan. Indeed, closer 
inspection of the list would reveal the 'myth' of global capitalism as a convenient cover 
for the internationalization of American business above all else (Callinicos et al. 1994; 
Burbach et al. 1 997). Governments, or at least the more powerful among them, thus 
retain considerable bargaining power with MNCs because they control access to vital 
national economic resources. 

In dismissing the idea of 'footloose capital', the sceptical argument undermines 
the proposition that there is a new pattern of interdependence emerging between 
North and South. There is, the sceptics acknowledge, a popular belief that the 
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deindustrialization of OECD economies is primarily a consequence of the export 
of manufacturing business and jobs to emerging economies and less developed 
economies, where wage rates are lower and regulatory requirements much less 
stringent. This interdependence between North and South is taken by some to define 
a new international division of labour in which developing economies are moving away 
from primary products to manufacturing, while the OECD economies are shifting from 
manufacturing to services. But the actual evidence, the sceptics suggest, does not bear 
out such a dramatic shift, while the argument overgeneralizes from the East Asian 
experience (Callinicos et al. 1 994; Hirst and Thompson 1996). The bulk of the world's 
poorest economies remain reliant on the export of primary products, while the 
OECD economies continue to dominate trade in manufactured goods (Hirst and 
Thompson 1999) . Deindustrialization cannot be traced to the effects of foreign trade, 
especially cheap exports from the developing world, but rather is a consequence of 
technological change and changes in labour market conditions throughout the OECD 
economies (Rowthorn and Wells 1987; Krugman 1994, 1995). By exaggerating the 
changes in the international division of labour there is a serious risk of overlooking 
the deeper continuities in the world economy. Despite internationalization and 
regionalization, the role and position of most developing countries in the world eco
nomy have changed remarkably little over the entire course of the last century 
(Gordon 1988). The present international division of labour is one Marx would 
instantly recognize. 

. 

If the international division of labour has changed only marginally, so also has the 
governance of the world economy. Although the post-1945 era witnessed significant 
institutional innovations in international economic governance, especially with the crea
tion of a multilateral system of economic surveillance and regulation - the Bretton 
Woods regime - the actions of the US, as the world's largest single economic agent, 
remain critical to the smooth functioning of the world economy. In effect, the govern
ance of the world economy still remains reliant, especially in times of crisis, on the 
willingness of the most powerful state( s) to police the system - as the East Asian crash 
of 1997-8 demonstrated so dramatically. However, even in more stable times, it is the 
preferences and interests of the most economically powerful states, in practice the G7 
governments, that take precedence. Economic multilateralism has not rewritten the 
basic rules of international economic governance, argue the sceptics, for it remains a 
realm in which might trumps right: where the clash of competing national interests is 
resolved ultimately through the exercise of national power and bargaining between 
governments (Gilpin 1987; Sandholtz et al. 1 992; Kapstein 1994). In this respect, 
multilateral institutions have to be conceived as instruments of states - and the most 
powerful states at that. 

Of course, it is not part of the sceptical argument that the governance of the 
world economy has not changed at all in response to growing internationalization and, 
especially, regionalization (Hirst and Thompson 1999). There is, on the contrary, a 
strong recognition that the most pressing issue confronting the guardians of the world 
economy, in the aftermath of the East Asian crash, is how to reform and strengthen 
the Bretton Woods system (Kapstein 1994; Hirst and Thompson 1999). Furthermore, 
there is an acknowledgement of growing tensions between the rule-making activit
ies of multilateral bodies, such as the WTO, and regional bodies such as the EU. 
New issues, from the environment to food production, have found their way on to 
the governance agenda too. Many of these are highly politicized since they bite 
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deep into the sovereign jurisdiction of  states - the very core of  modern statehood 
itself. 

Nevertheless, national governments, the sceptics hold, remain central to the gov
ernance of the world economy, since they alone have the formal political authority to 
regulate economic activity. As most states today rely, to varying degrees, on inter
national flows of trade and finance to ensure national economic growth, the limits to, 
and the constraints on, national economic autonomy and sovereignty have become 
more visible, especially in democratic states. Historically, however, these constraints 
are no greater than in previous epochs when, as noted previously, international inter
dependence was much more intense. Paradoxically, the belle epoque was precisely 
the era during which nation-states and national economies were being forged (Gilpin 
1981; Krasner 1993) .  Thus, contemporary conditions pose no real threat to national 
sovereignty or autonomy. Far from economic interdependence necessarily eroding 
national economic autonomy or sovereignty, it can be argued to have enhanced the 
national capabilities of many states. Openness to global markets, many economists 
argue, provides greater opportunities for sustained national economic growth. As the 
experience of the East Asian 'tigers' highlighted, global markets are entirely compatible 
with strong states (Weiss 1998). But even in those contexts where state sovereignty 
appears to be significantly compromised by internationalization, as in the case of the 
European Union, national governments, according to the sceptical interpretation, effect
ively pool sovereignty in order to enhance, through collective action, their control over 
external forces. Rather than conceiving of national governments as simply captives 
of external economic forces, the sceptical position acknowledges their critical role (espe
cially that of the most powerful) in creating the necessary national and international 
conditions for global markets to exist in the first place. In this respect, states are both 
the architects and the subjects of the world economy. 

As subjects, however, states do not respond in identical ways to the dynamics of 
world markets or to external economic shocks. While international financial markets 
and international competition may well impose similar kinds of economic disciplines 
on all governments, this does not necessarily prefigure a convergence in national 
economic strategies or policies. Such pressures are mediated by domestic structures 
and institutional arrangements which produce enormous variations in the capacity of 
national governments to respond (Garrett and Lange 1996; Weiss 1998) . States can 
and do make a difference, as the continuing diversity of capitalist forms indicates. 
This is especially the case in relation to macroeconomic and industrial policy, where 
significant national differences continue to exist even within the same regions of the 
world (Dore 1995; Boyer and Drache 1996; Garrett 1998). Nor is there much con
vincing evidence to suggest that international financial disciplines by themselves 
either preclude governments from pursuing progressive and redistributive economic 
strategies or, alternatively, prefigure the demise of the welfare state or robust pol
icies of social protection (Garrett 1996, 1998; Rieger and Liebfried 1998; Hirst and 
Thompson 1999). The fact that levels of national welfare spending and social protec
tion continue to differ considerably, even within the EU, points to the absurdity of 
the latter argument. In the judgement of the sceptics, national governments remain, 
for the most part, the sole source of effective and legitimate authority in the govern
ance of the world economy, while also being the principal agents of international 
economic coordination and regulation - a condition reinforced by the growing 
reassertion of state power following the events of 1 1  September 2001.  
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The new g lobal  economy 

For the globalists this conclusion is hard to credit, for it overlooks the ways in which 
national governments are having to adjust constantly to the push and pull of global 
market conditions and forces. Contesting both the sceptics' evidence, and their inter
pretation of world economic trends, the globalist account points to the historically 
unprecedented scale and magnitude of contemporary global economic integration 
(O'Brien 1992; Altvater and Mahnkopf 1997; Greider 1997; Rodrik 1997; Dicken 1998). 
Daily turnover on the world's foreign exchange markets, for instance, currently 
exceeds some sixty times the annual level of world exports, while the scale and 
intensity of world trade far exceeds that of the belle epoque. Global production by 
multinational corporations is considerably greater than the level of world exports, 
and encompasses all the world's major economic regions. Migration, though perhaps 
slightly smaller in magnitude than in the nineteenth century, nevertheless has become 
increasingly globalized. National economies, with some exceptions, are presently 
much more deeply enmeshed in global systems of production and exchange than in 
previous historical eras, while few states, following the collapse of state socialism, remain 
excluded from global financial and economic markets. Patterns of contemporary 
economic globalization have woven strong and enduring webs across the world's major 
regions such that their economic fates are intimately connected . .. 

Although the global economy, conceived as a singular entity, may not be as highly 
integrated as the most robust national economies, the trends, argue the globalists, point 
unambiguously towards intensifying integration within and across regions. The 
operation of global financial markets, for example, has produced a convergence in 
interest rates among the major economies (Fukao 1993; Gagnon and Unferth 1995). 
Financial integration also brings with i t a contagion effect in that economic crisis in 
one region, as the East Asian crash of 1 997-8 demonstrated, rapidly acquires global 
ramifications (Godement 1999). Alongside financial integration the operations of 
multinational corporations integrate national and local economies into global and regional 
production networks (Castells 1996; Gereffi and Korzeniewicz 1994; Dicken 1998). Under 
these conditions, national economies no longer function as autonomous systems of wealth 
creation since national borders are increasingly marginal to the conduct and organ
ization of economic activity. In this 'borderless economy', as the more radical global
ists conceive it, the distinction between domestic economic activity and global 
economic activity, as the range of products in any superstore will confirm, is becom
ing increasingly difficult to sustain (Ohmae 1990). 

Accordingly, the contemporary phase of economic globalization, the globalists sug
gest, is distinguished from past phases by the existence of a single global economy 
transcending and integrating the world's major economic regions (Geyer and Bright 
1995; Dickson 1997; Scholte 1997; Dicken 1998; Frank 1998). By comparison with the 
belle epoque, an era distinguished by relatively high levels of trade protectionism and 
imperial economic zones, the present global economy is considerably more open and 
its operations impact upon all countries, even those nominally 'pariah' states such as 
Cuba or North Korea (Nierop 1994). Nor has the growth of regionalism produced a 
sharp division of the world into competing blocs; for the regionalization of economic 
activity has not been at the expense of economic globalization (Lloyd 1992; Anderson 
and Blackhurst 1993; Anderson and Norheim 1993). On the contrary, regionalism has 

The G reat G loba l  ization Debate 2 5  

largely facilitated and encouraged economic globalization since it offers a mechanism 
through which national economies can engage more strategically with global markets 
(Gamble and Payne 1991; Hanson 1998). Furthermore, there is little evidence to 
suggest, as do many sceptics, that a process of triadization is occurring in so far as 
economic interdependence between the three major centres of the global economy 
the US, Japan and Europe - appears itself to be intensifying (Ohmae 1990; Dunning 
1993; Greider 1997; Perraton et al. 1997; Dicken 1998; Haass and Liton 1998). 
Although the contemporary global economy is structured around three major centres 
of economic power - unlike the belle epoque or the early postwar decades of US 
dominance - it is best described as a post-hegemonic order in so far as no single 
centre can dictate the rules of global trade and commerce (Gill 1992; Geyer and Bright 
1995; Amin 1996) . Of course, it remains a highly stratified order in that by far the 
largest share of global economic flows - such as trade and finance - are concentrated 
among the major OECD economies. But the dominance of OECD economies is being 
diluted as economic globalization significantly alters the geography of world economic 
activity and power. 

Over the last few decades developing economies' shares of world exports and for
eign investment flows (inwards and outwards) have increased considerably (Castells 
1996; Dicken 1998; UNCTAD 1998a, 1 998c). In 2000 they accounted for 27 per cent 
of world manufactured export, by comparison with 17 per cent in 1990; and by 2001 
their share of FDI (inflow) was 28 per cent compared to 18 per cent in 1986 (WTO 
2002; UNCT AD 2002). The NICs of East Asia and Latin America have become an 
increasingly important destination for OECD investment and an increasingly signific
ant source of OECD imports - Sao Paulo, it is sometimes quipped, is Germany's lar
gest industrial city (Dicken 1998). By the late 1990s almost 50 per cent of total world 
manufacturing jobs were located in developing economies, while over 60 per cent of 
developing country exports to the industrialized world were manufactured goods, 
a twelvefold increase in less than four decades (UNDP 1998). Contrary to the scep
tical interpretation, contemporary economic globalization is neither solely, nor even 
primarily, an OECD phenomenon but, rather, embraces all continents and regions 
(UNCTAD 1998c). 

By definition, the global economy is a capitalist global economy in that it is organized 
on the basis of market principles and production for profit. Historically, apart from 
the division of the world into capitalist and state socialist camps during the Cold War 
era, many would argue this has been the case since early modern times, if not since 
much before that (Wallerstein 1974; Braudel 1984; Ferm'indez-Armesto 1995; Geyer 
and Bright 1995; Frank and Gills 1 996; Frank 1998). However, what distinguishes the 
present global capitalist economy from that of prior epochs, argue the globalists, is its 
particular historical form. Over recent decades, the core economies in the global system 
have undergone a profound economic restructuring. In the process they have been trans
formed from essentially industrial to post-industrial economies (Piore and Sabel 1984; 
Caste lis 1996). Just as the twentieth century witnessed the global diffusion of indus
trial capitalism, so at the century's end post-industrial capitalism began to take its place. 

With this restructuring has come a dramatic alteration in the form and organiza
tion of global capitalism. In variously referring to 'global informational capitalism', 
'manic capitalism', 'turbo-capitalism', or 'supraterritorial capitalism', commentators seek 
to capture the qualitative shift occurring in the spatial organization and dynamics of 
this new global capitalist formation (Castells 1996; Greider 1997; Scholte 1997; Luttwak 
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1999) . In the age of the Internet, to simplify the argument, capital - both productive 
and financial - has been liberated from national and territorial constraints, while mar
kets have become globalized to the extent that the domestic economy constantly has 
to adapt to global competitive conditions. In a wired world, software engineers in 
Hyderabad can do the jobs of software engineers in London for a fraction of the cost. 
Inscribed in the dynamics of this new global capitalism is a powerful imperative towards 
the denationalization of strategic economic activities. 

Central to the organization of this new global capitalist order is the multinational 
corporation. In 2001 there were approximately 65,000 MNCs worldwide with 850,000 
foreign subsidiaries selling $18.5 trillion of goods and services across the globe 
(UNCTAD 2002) . Today transnational production considerably exceeds the level of 
global exports ($7.4 trillion) and has become the primary means for selling goods and 
services abroad. Multinational corporations now account, according to some estimates, 
for at least 20 per cent of world production, 11 per cent of world GDP (compared to 
7 per cent in 1990), 54 million direct jobs and 70 per cent of world trade (Perra ton 
et al. 1997; UNCTAD 2002). They span every sector of the global economy from raw 
materials, to finance, to manufacturing, integrating and reordering economic activity 
within and across the world's major economic regions (Gill 1995; Castells 1996; Amin 
1997) . In the financial sector multinational banks are by far the major actors in global 
financial markets, playing a critical role in the management and organization of 
money and credit in the global economy (Walters 1993; Germain� 1997) . It is global 
corporate capital, rather than states, contend the globalists, that exercises decisive 
influence over the organization, location and distribution of economic power and 
resources in the contemporary global economy. 

Contemporary patterns of economic globalization, the globalists also argue, have 
been accompanied by a new global division of labour brought about, in part, by the 
activities of multinationals themselves (Johnston et al. 1995; Hoogvelt 1997). The restruc
turing (deindustrialization) of OECD economies can be directly related to the out
sourcing of manufacturing production by multinationals to the newly industrializing 
and transition economies of Asia, Latin America and Eastern Europe (Reich 1991; 
Wood 1994; Rodrik 1997) . NICs now account for a significant proportion of global 
exports and, through integration into transnational production networks, have become 
extensions of, as well as competitors of, businesses in metropolitan economies. In this 
respect, globalization is reordering developing countries into clear winners and losers. 
Such restructuring is, moreover, replicated within countries, both North and South, 
as communities and particular locales closely integrated into global production 
networks reap significant rewards while the rest survive on the margins. Thus, con
temporary economic globalization brings with it an increasingly unified world for elites 
- national, regional and global - but increasingly divided nations as the global work
force is segmented, within rich and poor countries alike, into winners and losers. The 
old North-South international division of labour is giving way, suggest the globalists, 
to a new global division of labour, which involves a reordering of interregional 
economic relations and a new pattern of wealth and inequality, transcending both 
post-industrial and industrializing economies (Reich 1991; Amin 1997; Hoogvelt 
1997; Rodrik 1997; Castells 1 998; Dicken 1998). 

One of the central contradictions of this new order pertains to its governance. 
For the globalization of economic activity exceeds the regulatory reach of national 
governments while, at the same time, existing multilateral institutions of global 
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economic governance have limited authority because states, jealously guarding their 
national sovereignty, refuse to cede them substantial power (Ziirn 1995). Under these 
conditions, assert some of the more radical globalists, world markets effectively 
escape political regulation such that economic globalization is in danger of creating a 
'runaway world' (Giddens 1999). Governments, therefore, have no real option other 
than to accommodate to the forces of economic globalization (Amin 1996; Cox 1997). 
Furthermore, the existing multilateral institutions of global economic governance, 
especially the IMF, World Bank and WTO, in so far as they advocate and pursue 
programmes which simply extend and deepen the hold of global market forces on 
national economic life, have become the agents of global capital and the G7 states 
(Gill 1995; Korten 1995; Cox 1996). For the most part, the governance structures of 
the global economy operate principally to nurture and reproduce the forces of 
economic globalization, while also acting to discipline this nascent 'global market 
civilization' (Gill 1995; Korten 1995; Burbach et al. 1997; Hoogvelt 1997; Scholte 1997). 

While accepting many of the precepts of this radical globalist position, others 
conceive the governance structures of the global economy as having considerable 
autonomy from the dictates of global capital and/or the G7 states (Rosenau 1990; Shaw 
1994; Shell 1995; Cortell and Davies 1996; Castells 1997; Hasenclever et al. 1997; Milner 
1997; Herod et al. 1 998). According to these authors, multilateral institutions have 
become increasingly important sites through which economic globalization is contested, 
by weaker states and the agencies of transnational civil society, while the G7 states 
and global capital find themselves on many occasions at odds with their decisions or 
rules. Moreover, the political dynamics of multilateral institutions tend to mediate great 
power control, for instance through consensual modes of decision-making, such that 
they are never merely tools of dominant states and social forces (Keohane 1984, 1998; 
Ruggie 1993a; Hasenclever et al. 1997; Roberts 1998). Alongside these global institu
tions also exist a parallel set of regional bodies, from MERCOSUR to the EU, which 
constitute another dimension to what is an emerging system of multilayered economic 
governance (Rosenau 1990, 1997; Ruggie 1993b). Within the interstices of this system 
operate the social forces of an emerging transnational civil society, from the Inter
national Chamber of Commerce to the Jubilee 2000 campaign, seeking to promote, 
contest and bring to account the agencies of economic globalization (Falk 1987; Ekins 
1992; Scholte 1993; Burbach et al. 1997; Castells 1997; Rosenau 1997). In this respect, 
the politics of global economic governance is much more pluralistic than the sceptics 
admit in so far as global and regional institutions exercise considerable independent 
authority. Economic globalization has been accompanied by a significant inter
nationalization of political authority associated with a corresponding globalization of 
political activity. 

Since national governments are deeply embedded in this system of multilayered 
economic governance, their role and power continues to be qualified decisively by 
economic globalization (Reich 1991; Ohmae 1995; Sassen 1996; Rosenau 1997). Some 
fervent globalists regard nation-states as increasingly 'transitional modes of economic 
organization and regulation' since, in an age of global markets, it is believed they can 
no longer effectively manage or regulate their own national economies (Ohmae 
1995) .  Sandwiched between the constraints of global financial markets and the exit 
options of mobile productive capital, national governments across the globe have been 
forced to adopt increasingly similar (neoliberal) economic strategies which promote 
financial discipline, limited government and sound economic management (Gill 1995; 
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Strange 1996; Amin 1997; Greider 1997; Hoogvelt 1997; Scholte 1997; Yergin and 
Stanislaw 1998; Luttwak 1999) . As global competition intensifies, governments are 
increasingly unable to maintain existing levels of social protection or welfare state 
programmes without undermining the competitive position of domestic business and 
deterring much-needed foreign investment (Reich 1991 ; Cox 1997; Greider 1997; 
Scholte 1997; Gray 1998). Borrowing to increase public expenditure or raising taxes 
to do so are both equally constrained by the dictates of global financial markets 
(Gourevitch 1986; Frieden 1991; Garrett and Lange 1991 ; Cox 1997; Germain 1997). 
Some globalists interpret economic globalization as prefiguring the end of the welfare 
state and social democracy, while others point less dramatically to a growing 
convergence across the globe towards more limited welfare state regimes (Gourevitch 
1986; Rodrik 1997; Gray 1 998; Pieper and Taylor 1998). Nevertheless, there is agree
ment that the economic autonomy, sovereignty and social solidarity of contemporary 
states are being transformed by contemporary processes of economic globalization 
(Zacher 1992; Ohmae 1995; Cable 1996; Sassen 1996; Strange 1996; Altvater and 
Mahnkopf 1997; Arnin 1997; Castells 1997; Cox 1997; Greider 1997; Jessop 1997; Rosenau 
1997; Scholte 1997; Shaw 1997). 

V Divided World, Divided Nations 

Contemporary economic globalization, according to a recent UNDP report, is 
associated with an accelerating gap between rich and poor states, as well as between 
peoples, in the global economy (UNDP 1999). By determining the location and dis
tribution of wealth and productive power in the world economy, globalization defines 
and reconfigures worldwide patterns of hierarchy and inequality. This has profound 
implications for human security and world order in so far as global inequalities 
condition the life chances of individuals and collectivities, not to mention creating the 
preconditions for a more unstable and unruly world (Herod et al. 1998; Hurrell 1999) . 
Not surprisingly, the problem of global inequality has become one of the most press
ing and contentious issues on the global agenda. 

While there is considerable public and academic debate about global inequalities, 
the discussion does not readily crystallize into a neat dialogue between sceptics and 
globalists. There is much disagreement among both sceptics and globalists about the 
causes of, as well as the appropriate remedies for, global inequality. 

In analysing contemporary patterns of global inequality, globalists tend to identify 
economic globalization as the primary culprit. In contrast, the sceptics tend to deny 
its significance, emphasizing instead the historical reality of imperialism and/or 
geopolitics. Yet, these contrasting interpretations are also associated within each 
camp with quite different ethical positions and distinctive assessments of the con
sequences of economic globalization for both national and international solidarity 
and, ultimately, the governance and stability of the present world order. 

One world or many? 

Among those globalists of a neoliberal persuasion contemporary economic globaliza
tion is taken to embody the creation of a single global market which, through the 
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operation of free trade, capital mobility and global competition, is  the harbinger of 
modernization and development (Ohmae 1990, 1995; Perlmutter 1991). Pointing to 
the East Asian economic miracle and the Latin American experience of the early 
to mid 1990s (and, indeed, to the quick recovery of many of these economies from 
the economic turmoil of 1997-8), neoliberals emphasize that the solution to global 
inequalities is to be found in pursuing policies of openness to global capital and global 
competition, and in seeking closer integration within the global economy. While there 
is a recognition that economic globalization generates losers as well as winners, 
neoliberals stress the growing diffusion of wealth and affluence throughout the world 
economy. Global poverty, by historical standards, has fallen more in the last fifty years 
than in the past five hundred and the welfare of people in almost all regions has improved 
significantly over the last few decades (UNDP 1997). The world has become increas
ingly middle class. Rather than the old North-South fracture, a new worldwide 
division of labour is said to be replacing the traditional core-periphery model of global 
economic relations. As a result, the 'Third World' is becoming increasingly differenti
ated as more states, taking advantage of open global markets, become industrialized; 
South Korea, for instance, is now a member of the OECD, the Western club of 'rich' 
nations, while many other industrializing states aspire to membership. Recognizing 
both economic and moral limits to the pursuit of global equality, neoliberals remain 
willing to accept the 'natural' inequalities created by the global market when meas
ured against the loss of liberty - and economic efficiency - entailed by multilateral 
intervention to redress the consequences of uneven economic globalization (Ohmae 
1995) .  

Amongst neoliberals, economic globalization is  associated with growing global 
affluence: extreme poverty and global inequality are regarded as transitional condi
tions that will evaporate with market-led global modernization. Economic globaliza
tion, it is argued, establishes the preconditions for a more stable and peaceful world 
order since enduring economic interdependence, as relations between Western states 
confirm, makes the resort to military force or war increasingly irrational and, there
fore, increasingly unlikely (Mitrany 1975; Howard 1981; Mueller 1989; Russett 1993). 

Those globalists o f  a social democratic or  radical persuasion offer a rather differ
ent interpretation. Economic globalization, they argue, is directly responsible for 
widening disparities in life chances across the globe - a deepening polarization of income 
and wealth (Beetham 1995; Commission on Global Governance 1995; Falk 1995a; Gill 
1995; Bradshaw and Wallace 1996; Castells 1997; Greider 1997; Hoogvelt 1997; Gray 
1998; UNDP 1999). Three related patterns are evident: the segmentation of the global 
workforce into those who gain and those who lose from economic globalization; the 
growing marginalization of the losers from the global economy; and the erosion of 
social solidarity within nations as welfare regimes are unable, or governments unwill
ing, to bear the costs of protecting the most vulnerable (Lawrence 1996; Castells 1997; 
Cox 1997; Dicken 1998; Gray 1998; Scharpf 1999). Economic globalization creates a 
more affluent world for some at the expense of growing poverty for others. That poverty, 
however, is no longer confined to the South, the developing world, but is on the rise 
in sectors of the affluent North as well (Birdsall 1998; UNDP 1999). 

Furthermore, globalization, it is argued, is responsible for the growing globaliza
tion of poverty, not simply inequality. Within OECD economies, unemployment and 
social exclusion have increased as many low-skilled and semi-skilled jobs have been 
relocated to more profitable ventures in developing countries (Rodrik 1997; Castells 
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1998). This global economic restructuring brings with it a horizontal segmentation of 
the workforce, within rich and poor countries alike, into winners and losers from global 
capitalism (Cast ells 1997). This divides nations, forcing some into poverty, and erodes 
the basis of social solidarity. In advanced economies global competition undermines 
the social and political coalitions necessary for strong welfare regimes and policies 
of social protection while, in the developing world, SAPs overseen by the IMF and 
World Bank severely limit government welfare spending. Today the globalization of 
poverty, it is suggested, is increasingly a matter of vital and shared global concern 
(Dickson 1997). By dividing states and peoples it engenders a deepening fragmenta
tion of world order and societies, generating the conditions for a more unstable world. 
Unless economic globalization is tamed, so the argument goes, a new barbarism will 
prevail as poverty, social exclusion and social conflict envelop the world. 

What is required is a new global ethic which recognizes 'a duty of care' beyond 
borders, as well as within them, and a global new deal between rich and poor states. 
This involves rethinking social democracy as a purely national project, recognizing that 
if it is to remain effective in a globalizing economy, it has to be embedded in a reformed 
and much stronger system of global governance which seeks to combine human secur
ity with economic efficiency (Held 1995; Giddens 1999; UNDP 1999). A reconstituted 
social democratic project requires the coordinated pursuit of national, regional and 
global programmes to regulate the forces of economic globalization - to ensure, in 
other words, that global markets begin to serve the world's peoples rather than vice 
versa. Extending social democracy beyond borders also depends on strengthening 
solidarities between those social forces, in different regions of the world, that seek 
to contest or resist the terms of contemporary economic globalization. Just as the 
Bretton Woods system established a world economic order conducive to the pursuit 
of national social democracy, a new global (social democratic) compact is required, 
argue many globalists, in order to tame the forces of economic globalization and to 
create a more just and humane world order. 

The chal lenge of endur ing i nequa l ity 

To the sceptics, especially of a traditional Marxist disposition, the prospect of a global 
New Deal is decidedly utopian. While acknowledging that contemporary capitalism 
is creating a more divided and unruly world, it is, many would argue, sheer political 
naivety to assume that those states, corporations and social forces that benefit 
most from the present liberal world order are ever likely to consent to its effective 
reform, let alone its transformation (Callinicos et aL 1994; Burbach et aL 1997). In 
this account, core and periphery - First World and Third World - remain very much 
a fundamental feature of the current world order. Rather than international capital 
creating 'one world' it has been accompanied by deepening global inequality through 
the marginalization of most Third World economies, as trade and investment flows 
among OECD economies intensify to the exclusion of much of the rest of the globe. 
Rather than a new global division of labour, this radical sceptical account points to a 
deepening North-South fracture (Burbach et aL 1997). 

Central to this account i s  a conception of contemporary economic internationalization 
as a new mode of Western imperialism. Today 50 per cent of the world's population 
and two-thirds of its governments are bound by the disciplines of the IMF or the World 
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Bank (Pieper and Taylor 1998). As the East Asian crisis demonstrated, even the most 
afiiuent industrializing states are subject to the rule of G7 governments, particularly 
the US. Economic internationalization reinforces, rather than replaces, historical pat
terns of dominance and dependence such that the possibilities for real development 
remain effectively blocked. As poverty increases, the conflict between North and South 
deepens, while the affluent West, through various mechanisms from NATO to the World 
Bank, resorts to a form of 'global riot control' to consolidate its power and secure its 
economic fortunes. The internationalization of capital is creating an increasingly unruly 
and violent world in which poverty, deprivation and conflict are the daily reality for 
most of the world's peoples. In this context, reforming the architecture of the present 
economic order is a futile gesture when what is required to end imperialism is 
national revolutionary change in both the metropoles and the periphery. Only a social
ist international order, in which socialist states are the essential building blocks, can 
eradicate global poverty through the determined redistribution of wealth and privil
ege (Callinicos et aL 1994). 

By contrast, those sceptics of a more realist disposition regard such prescriptions 
as pure idealism, if not fantasy, in a world that has recently witnessed the complete 
collapse of state socialism. The problem of global inequality, they suggest, is actually 
one of the more intractable international issues on the global agenda and one which 
denies effective resolution (Krasner 1985). In this respect, while they may concede 
that economic internationalization is associated with a growing polarization between 
rich and poor states, they do not consider it to be the sole, or even primary, cause of 
growing inequality. National factors, from resource endowments to economic policies, 
are just as, if not more, important as determinants of the pattern of global inequality 
(Gilpin 1987). To presume that it can be moderated, let alone eradicated, through 
coordinated international intervention, or the creation of a socialist world order, is a 
categorical mistake. For inequality is inscribed in the very structure of world order 
since a global hierarchy of power is a consequence of a system which ranks states accord
ing to their national economic and military endowments (Gilpin 1981; Krasner 1985; 
Clark 1989; Krasner 1993; K. W. Thompson 1994). Moreover, the hierarchy of power, 
realists argue, is essential to the maintenance of a stable international order, since in 
an anarchic - that is, self-help - states system peace and security ultimately depend 
on the willingness of the most powerful states to police the system. Hierarchy, and 
thereby inequality, is a vital ingredient of the realist conception of world order, and 
the basis for effective international governance (Woods 1999). Moderating global inequal
ities may be a moral aspiration but it is not necessarily a rational one if it undermines 
the principal basis of international order. Nor, in a system in which states constantly 
struggle to maintain their power and influence over others, is it a feasible aspiration. 
Multilateral attempts to redress global inequalities, by taming the power of global mar
kets, are doomed necessarily to failure, since the weak have no effective means to 
coerce the strong into taking actions which by definition threaten their power and wealth 
(Krasner 1985). For these reasons, among others, sceptics express a certain antipathy 
towards, and reservations about, grand projects to establish a more equal and just world 
order (Woods 1999). Paradoxically, they reason, such a world order is likely to be nei
ther more secure nor more peaceful than the present unjust one. This does not mean 
that those of a realist persuasion necessarily regard rising inequality as either morally 
defensible or politically sustainable in the long run, but they consider that it remains 
a problem without any effective means of international resolution (Krasner 1985). 
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It is only within the borders of the nation-state - the nation as a moral community 
of fate - that legitimate and effective solutions to the problem of global inequality 
can be realized. Such solutions will always be partial and limited since governments 
cannot realistically aspire to redress all the external sources of domestic inequality. 
Although international cooperation between states may make it feasible to redress 
some of the worst excesses of the global market, in the end inequalities can only be 
moderated successfully and legitimately through the apparatus of national welfare 
regimes and the determined pursuit of national wealth and economic power. National 
governments, conclude the sceptics, remain the only proper and proven structures 
for mediating and redressing the worst consequences of uneven economic inter
nationalization and, thereby, realizing the ' good community' (Hirst and Thompson 
1999). 

VI World Orders, Normative Choices 

Throughout the modern period concepts of the political good have generally been 
elaborated at the level of state institutions and practices; the state has been at the 
intersection of intellectually and morally ambitious conceptions of political life (Dunn 
1990: 142-60). Political theory, by and large, has taken the nation-state as a fixed point 
of reference and has sought to place the state at the centre of interpretations of the 
nature and proper form of the political good. Relations among states have of course 
been analysed; but they have rarely been examined, especially in recent times, as a 
central element of political theory and political philosophy. The central element has 
been the territorial political community and its many possible relations to what is desir
able or politically good. 

The eth ica l ly bounded pol it ical com m u n ity 

The theory and practice of liberal democracy has added important nuances to this posi
tion. For within the framework of liberal democracy, while territorial boundaries and 
the nation-state demarcate the proper spatial limits of the political good, the articu
lation of the latter is directly linked to the citizenry. Theories of the modern state tend 
to draw a sharp contrast between the powers of the state and the power of the peo
ple (Skinner 1989). For theorists of the state such as Hobbes, the state is the supreme 
political reference point within a specific community and territory; it is independent 
of subjects and rulers, with distinctive political properties ( 1968: chs 16-19). By con
trast, theorists of democracy tend to affirm the idea of the people as the active sovereign 
body with the capacity, in principle, to make or break governments. As Locke bluntly 
put it, 'the Community perpetually retains a Sup ream Power' over its lawmakers and 
legislature (1963: 413; see also 1963: 477). The political good inheres in, and is to be 
specified by, a process of political participation in which the collective will is deter
mined through the medium of elected representatives (Bobbio 1989: 144). Rightful 
power or authority, that is, sovereignty, is vested in the people, subject to various 
entrenched rules, procedures and institutions which constitute national constitutional 
agreements and legal traditions. The democratic good unfolds in the context of these 
delimiting or self-binding mechanisms (Holmes 1988; Dahl 1989). 

, ', ' 
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The theory of the political good in the modern territorial polity rests on a number 
of assumptions which repay an effort of clarification (see Miller 1999). These are that 
a political community is properly constituted and bounded when: 

1 Its members have a common socio-cultural identity; that is, they share an understanding, 
explicit or implicit, of a distinctive culture, tradition, language and homeland, which binds 
them together as a group and forms a (if not the) basis (acknowledged or unacknowledged) 
of their activities. 

2 There is a common framework of 'prejudices', purposes and objectives that generates a 
common political ethos; that is, an imagined 'community of fate' which connects them directly 
to a common political project - the notion that they form a people who should govern 
themselves. 

3 An institutional structure exists - or is in the process of development - which protects and 
represents the community, acts on its behalf and promotes the collective interest. 

4 'Congruence' and 'symmetry' prevail between a community'S 'governors' and 'governed', 
between political decision-makers and decision-takers. That is to say, national communities 
exclusively 'programme' the actions, decisions and policies of their governments, and the 
latter determine what is right or appropriate for their citizens. 

5 Members enjoy, because of the presence of conditions ,1-4, a common structure of rights 
and duties, that is, they can lay claim to, and can reasonably expect, certain kinds of equal 
treatment, that is, certain types of egalitarian principles of justice and political participation. 

According to this account, which in this context can be referred to as the sceptical 
analysis of the political good, appropriate conceptions of what is right for the polit
ical community and its citizens follow from its cultural, political and institutional roots, 
traditions and boundaries. These generate the resources - conceptual, ethical and 
organizational - for the determination of its fate and fortunes. Underpinning this 
understanding of the bounded community is a principle of justification which includes 
a significant communitarian line of thought: ethical discourse cannot be detached from 
the 'form of life' of a community; the categories of political discourse are integral 
to a particular tradition; and the values of such a community take precedence over 
individual or global requirements (Walzer 1983; Miller 1988; MacIntyre 1981, 1988). 

A g loba l ethic 

Globalists take issue with each o f  the above propositions, concluding that the polit
ical good today can only be disclosed by reflection on the diversity of the 'commu
nities of fate' to which individuals and groups belong, and the way in which this 
diversity is reinforced by the political transformations globalization has brought in its 
wake. According to this globalist interpretation, the political good is entrenched in 
overlapping communities, and in an emergent transnational civil society and global 
polity. Disputes about the political good should be disputes about the nature and proper 
form of the developing global order. The basis of this globalist view can be grasped 
from a critique of the above five points. 

First, shared identity in political communities historically has been the result of 
intensive efforts of political construction; it has never been a given (see pp. 14-16; 
cf. Gellner 1983; B .  Anderson 1 983; Smith 1 986, 1 995) .  Even within the boundaries 
of old-established communities, cultural and political identity is often disputed by and 
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across social classes, gender divisions, local allegiances, ethnic groupings and the 
generations. The existence of a shared political identity cannot simply be read off 
vociferously proclaimed symbols of national identity. The meaning of such symbols is 
contested and the 'ethos' of a community frequently debated. The common values of 
a community may be subject to intense dispute. Justice, accountability, the rule of law 
and welfare are just a few terms around which there may appear to be a shared 
language, and yet fiercely different conceptions of these may be present (Held 1991 :  
1 1-21) .  In  fact, i f  by a political consensus i s  meant normative integration within a 
community, then it is all too rare (Held 1996: part 2; and see below). Political iden
tity is only by exception, for instance during wars, a singular, unitary phenomenon. 
Moreover, contemporary reflexive political agents, subject to an extraordinary diver
sity of information and communication, can be influenced by images, concepts, 
lifestyles and ideas from well beyond their immediate communities and can come to 
identify with groupings beyond their borders - ethnic, religious, social and political 
(J. B. Thompson 1995; Held et aL 1999: ch. 8; Keck and Sikkink 1998). And while 
there is no reason to suppose that they will uncritically identify with any one of these 
self-chosen ideas, commitments or relations may well be more important for some 
people's identity than 'membership in a community of birth' (J. Thompson 1998: 190; 
ct. Giddens 1991; Tamir 1993). Cultural and political identity today is constantly under 
review and reconstruction. 

Second, the argument that locates the political good firmly within the terrain of 
the nation-state fails to consider or properly appreciate the diversity of political com
munities individuals can value; and the fact that individuals can involve themselves 
coherently in different associations or collectivities at different levels and for different 
purposes (J. Thompson 1998). It is perfectly possible, for example, to enjoy membership 
and voting rights in Scotland, the UK and Europe without necessarily threatening one's 
identification or allegiances to any one of these three political entities (see Archibugi 
et aL 1998). It is perfectly possible, in addition, to identify closely with the aims and 
ambitions of a transnational social movement - whether concerned with environmental, 
gender or human rights issues - without compromising other more local political com
mitments. Such a pluralization of political orientations and allegiances can be linked 
to the erosion of the state's capacity to sustain a singular political identity in the face 
of globalization. In the first instance, globalization is weakening the state's ability to 
deliver the goods to its citizens, thus eroding its legitimacy and the confidence of its 
citizens in its historic legacy. At the same time, the globalization of cultural processes 
and communications is stimulating new images of community, new avenues of polit
ical participation and new discourses of identity. Globalization is helping to create new 
communication and information patterns and a dense network of relations linking 
particular groups and cultures to one another, transforming the dynamics of political 
relations, above, below and alongside the state. Increasingly, successful political com
munities have to work with, not against, a multiplicity of identities, cultures and eth
nic groupings. An overlapping consensus, which might underpin such communities, 
is often fragile and based purely on a commitment to common procedures - for instance, 
procedural mechanisms for the resolution of conflict - not a set of substantive, given 
values. A national political ethos may, at best, be skin-deep. 

Third, globalization has 'hollowed out' states, undermining their sovereignty and 
autonomy. State institutions and political agents are increasingly like 'zombies', 
acting out the motions of  politics but failing to determine any substantive, welfare-
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enhancing public good (Beck 1992, 1997) .  Contemporary political strategies involve 
easing adaptation to world markets and transnational economic flows. Adjustment to 
the international economy - above all, to global financial markets - becomes a fixed 
point of orientation in economic and social policy. The 'decision signals' of these 
markets, and of their leading agents and forces, become a, if not the, standard of 
rational decision-making. This position is linked, moreover, to the pursuit of distinct
ive supply-side measures - above all, to the use of education and training as tools of 
economic policy. Individual citizens must be empowered with cultural and educational 
capital to meet the challenges of increased (local, national, regional, global) competi
tion and the greater mobility of industrial and financial capitaL States no longer have 
the capacity and policy instruments they require to contest the imperatives of global 
economic change; instead, they must help individual citizens to go where they want 
to go via provision of social, cultural and educational resources. The terms of refer
ence of public policy are set by global markets and corporate enterprise. The pursuit 
of the public good becomes synonymous with enhancing adaptation to this private end. 
Accordingly, the roles of the state as protector and representative of the territorial 
community, as a collector and (re)allocator of resources among its members, and as 
a promoter of an independent, deliberatively tested shared good are all in decline. 

Fourth, the fate of a national community is no longer in its own hands. Regional 
and global economic, environmental and political processes profoundly redefine the 
content of national decision-making. In addition, decisions made by quasi-regional or 
quasi-supranational organizations such as the EU, WTO or the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO) diminish the range of political options open to given national 
'majorities'. In a similar vein, decisions by particular states - not just the most eco
nomically or militarily powerful nations - can ramify across borders, circumscribing 
and reshaping the political terrain. National governments by no means determine what 
is right or appropriate for their own citizens (Offe 1985). National policies with 
respect to interest rates, the harvesting of rainforests, the encouragement or restric
tion of the growing of genetically modified food, arms procurement and manufacture, 
incentive provisions to attract inward investment by multinational companies, along 
with decisions on a huge range of additional public matters from AIDS to the prob
lems faced by a post-antibiotic culture, can have major consequences for those in neigh
bouring and distant lands. Political communities are thus embedded in a substantial 
range of processes which connect them in complex configurations. 

Fifth, national communities are locked into webs of regional and global governance 
which alter and compromise their capacity to provide a common structure of rights, 
duties and welfare for their citizens. Regional and global processes, organizations 
and institutions undercut, circumscribe .and delimit the kinds of entitlements and 
opportunities national states can offer and deliver. From human rights to trade 
regimes, political power is being rearticulated and reconfigured. Increasingly, con
temporary patterns of globalization are associated with a multilayered system of gov
ernance, the diffusion of political power, and a widening gap between the influence 
of the richest and poorest communities. A complex constellation of 'winners' and 'losers' 
emerges. Locked into an array of geographically diverse forces, national governments 
are having to reconsider their roles and functions. Although the intensification of regional 
and global political relations has diminished the powers of national governments, it 
is recognized ever more that the nurturing and enhancement of the public good requires 
coordinated multilateral action, for instance, to prevent global recession and enhance 
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sustainable growth, to protect human rights and intercede where they are grossly 
violated, to act to avoid environmental catastrophes such as ozone depletion or global 
warming. A shift is taking place from government to multilevel global governance. 
Accordingly, the institutional nexus of the political good is being reconfigured. 

Each of the five propositions set forth by the sceptics - the theorists and advocates 
of the modern nation-state (see p. 33) - can be contrasted with positions held by the 
globalists. Thus, the political community and the political good need, on the global
ists' account, to be understood as follows: 

1 Individuals increasingly have complex loyalties and multilayered identities, corresponding 
to the globalization of economic and cultural forces and the reconfiguration of political power. 
The movements of cultural goods across borders, hybridization and the intermingling of 
cultures create the basis of a transnational civil society and overlapping identities - a com
mon framework of understanding for human beings, which progressively finds expression 
in, and binds people together into, interlocking collectivities capable of constructing and sus
taining transnational movements, agencies and legal and institutional structures. 

2 The continuing development of regional, international and global flows of resources and 
networks of interaction, along with the recognition by growing numbers of people of the 
increasing interconnectedness of political communities in diverse domains - including the 
social, cultural, economic and environmental - generate an awareness of overlapping 
'collective fortunes' which require collective solutions. Political community begins to be reima
gined in both regional and global terms. 

3 An institutional structure exists comprising elements of local, national, regional and global 
governance. At different levels, individual communities (albeit often imperfectly) are pro
tected and represented; their collective interests require both multilateral advancement and 
domestic (local and national) adjustment if they are to be sustained and promoted. 

4 Complex economic, social and environmental processes, shifting networks of regional and 
international agencies, and the decisions of many states and private organizations cut across 
spatially delimited, national locales with determinate consequences for their political 
agendas and strategic choices. Globalization decisively alters what it is that a national 
community can ask of its government, what politicians can promise and effectively deliver, 
and the range of people( s) affected by governmental actions. Political communities are 
'reprogrammed' . 

5 The rights, duties and welfare of individuals can only be adequately entrenched if, in addi
tion to their proper articulation in national constitutions, they are underwritten by regional 
and global regimes, laws and institutions. The promotion of the political good and of egal
itarian principles of justice and political participation are rightly pursued at regional and 
global levels. Their conditions of possibility are inextricably linked to the establishment and 
development of robust transnational organizations and institutions of regional and global 
governance. In a global age, the latter are the necessary basis of cooperative relations and 
just conduct. 

In contradistinction to the conception of the political good promulgated by advoc
ates of the modern nation-state, what is right for the individual political community 
and its citizens, in the globalists' account, must follow from reflection on the processes 
which generate an intermingling of national fortunes and fates. The growing fusion 
of worldwide economic, social, cultural and environmental forces requires a rethink
ing of the politically and philosophically 'isolationist' position of the communitarians 
and sceptics. For the contemporary world 'is not a world of closed communities 
with mutually impenetrable ways of thought, self-sufficient economies and ideally 
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sovereign states' (O'Neill 1991: 282). Not only is ethical discourse separable from forms 
of life in a national community, but it is developing today at the intersection and 
interstices of overlapping communities, traditions and languages. Its categories are 
increasingly the result of the mediation of different cultures, communication processes 
and modes of understanding. There are not enough good reasons for allowing, in prin
ciple, the values of individual political communities to trump or take precedence over 
global principles of justice and political participation. 

Of course, the globalists, like the sceptics, often have very different conceptions of 
what exactly is at stake here, that is, they hold very different views of what the global 
order should be like and the moral principles which might inform it. But they draw a 
clear-cut distinction between their conception of where the political good inheres and 
that of the sceptics. While for the latter ethical discourse is, and remains, firmly rooted 
in the bounded political community, for the former it belongs squarely to the world 
of 'breached boundaries' - the 'world community' or 'global village'. 

Conclusion 

The great globalization debate, summarized in table 1, identifies some of the most fun
damental issues of our time. Despite a propensity for hyperbole on both sides, 
the protagonists have generally elaborated highly important and carefully considered 
arguments. These pose key questions about the organization of human affairs and the 
trajectory of global social change. They also raise matters which go to the centre of 
political discussion, illuminating some of the strategic choices societies confront and 
the constraints which define the possibilities of effective political action. 

Are the two main positions fundamentally at odds and contradictory in all respects, 
or is a productive synthesis possible? It is not the purpose of this Introduction, or of 
the volume for that matter, to answer this question. Indeed, we have sought to do this 
at length elsewhere and it would take us far beyond the scope of this volume to map 
out this terrain here (see Held et al. 1 999; Held and McGrew 2002). A number of 
points, however, are worth emphasizing by way of a conclusion. 

In the first instance, the debate raises profound questions of interpretation. But 
while it highlights that facts certainly do not speak for themselves, and depend for 
their meaning on complex interpretative frameworks, it would be wrong to conclude 
that the marshalled evidence is of secondary importance. There are clashes involving 
the conceptualization and interpretation of some of the most critical evidence. However, 
often the kind of evidence proffered by both sides differs markedly. For example, scep
tics put primary emphasis on the organization of production and trade (stressing the 
geographical rootedness of MNCs and the marginal changes in trade-GDP ratios over 
the twentieth century), while globalists focus on financial deregulation and the explos
ive growth of global financial markets over the last twenty-five years. Sceptics stress 
the continuing primacy of the national interest and the cultural traditions of national 
communities which sustain their distinct identity, while globalists point to the grow
ing significance of global political problems - such as worldwide pollution, global 
warming and financial crises - which create a growing sense of the common fate of 
humankind. A considered response to the debate would have to weigh all these 
considerations before coming to a settled view. 
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Table 1 The great global ization debate: in s u m  

1 Concepts 

2 Power 

3 Culture 

4 Economy 

5 Ineq uality 

6 Order 

Sceptics 

Internationalization not 
globalization 

Regionalization 

The nation-state rules 

Intergovernmentalism 

Resurgence of nationalism and 
national identity 

Development of regional blocs 

Triadization 

New imperialism 

Growing North-South divide 

Irreconcilable conflicts of interest 

International society of states 

Political conflict between states 
inevitably persists 

International governance and 
geopolitics 

Primacy of the ethically bounded 
community 

Globalists 

One world, shaped by highly 
extensive, intensive and rapid flows, 
movements and networks across 
regions and continents 

Erosion of state sovereignty, 
autonomy and legitimacy 

Decline of nation-state 

Rise of multilateralism 

Emergence of global popular culture 

Erosion of fixed political identities 

Hybridization 

Global informational capitalism 

The transnational economy 

A new global division of labour 

Growing inequality within and 
across societies 

Erosion of old hierarchies 

Multilayered global governance 

Global civil society 

Global polity 

Cosmopolitan orientations 

Secondly, although there are, of course, very significant differences between (and 
within) each camp, there is some common ground. The debate does not simply 
comprise ships passing in the night. Indeed, both sides would accept that: 

1 There has been some growth in recent decades in economic interconnectedness within 
and among regions, albeit with multifaceted and uneven consequences across different 
communities. 

2 Interregional and global (political, economic and cultural) competition challenges old hier
archies and generates new inequalities of wealth, power, privilege and knowledge. 

3 Transnational and trans border problems, such as the spread of genetically modified food
stuffs, mass terrorism and money laundering, have become increasingly salient, calling into 
question the traditional role, functions and institutions of accountability of national government. 

4 There has been an expansion of international governance at regional and global levels -
from the EU to the WTO - which poses significant normative questions about the kind of 
world order being constructed and whose interests it serves. 
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5 These developments require new modes o f  thinking about politics, economics and cultural 
change. They also require imaginative responses from politicians and policy-makers 
about the future possibilities and forms of effective political regulation and democratic 
accountability. 

Thirdly, we believe that the debate highlights that there is much to be learned from 
both sides; it would be implausible to maintain that either side comprises mere 
rhetoric and ideology. The sceptical case has significant historical depth and needs 
to be carefully dissected if a globalist position is to be adequately defended. Many of 
the empirical claims raised by the sceptics' arguments, for example, concerning the 
historical significance of contemporary trade and direct investment flows, require detailed 
and rigorous examination. But having said that, globalism, in its various forms, does 
illuminate important transformations going on in the spatial organization of power -
the changing nature of communication, the diffusion and speed-up of technical 
change, the spread of capitalist economic development, and so on - even if its under
standing of these matters sometimes exaggerates their scale and impact. 

Finally, the political issues raised by the debate are profound and merit the most 
serious consideration. We would like to reflect briefly on these now, and specify what 
we think of as the core challenges posed by globalization and its critics - challenges 
that will remain at the centre of the great globalization debate for some time to come. 

The cha l lenges of g l obal ization 

(1) Contemporary processes of globalization and regionalization create overlapping 
networks of power which cut across territorial boundaries; as such, they put pressure 
on, and strain, a world order designed in accordance with the Westphalian principle 
of exclusive sovereign rule over a bounded territory. 

(2) The locus of effective political power can no longer be assumed to be simply national 
governments - effective power is contested and bartered by diverse forces and agen
cies, public and private, at national, regional and international levels. Moreover, the 
idea of a self-determining people - or of a political community of fate - can no longer 
be located within the boundaries of a single nation-state. Some of the most funda
mental forces and processes which determine the nature of life-chances are now beyond 
the reach and control of individual nation-states. 

A distinctive aspect of this is the emergence of 'global politics' - the increasingly 
extensive form of political activity (see section II of this Introduction) . Political 
decisions and actions in one part of the world can rapidly acquire worldwide 
ramifications. Sites of political action and/or decision-making can become linked 
through rapid communications into complex networks of political interaction. 
Associated with this 'stretching' of politics is a frequent intensification of global pro
cesses such that 'action at a distance' permeates the social conditions and cognitive 
worlds of specific places or policy communities (Giddens 1990: ch. 2). As a consequence, 
developments at the global level - whether economic, social or environmental - can 
acquire almost instantaneous local consequences, and vice versa. 

The idea of global politics challenges the traditional distinctions between the 
domestic and the international, and between the territorial and the non-territorial, as 
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embedded in modern conceptions of 'the political' (see Held et al. 1 999: chs 1 ,  2 and 
8). It highlights the richness and complexity of the interconnections which transcend 
states and societies in the global order. Global politics today, moreover, is anchored 
not just in traditional geopolitical concerns but also in a large diversity of economic, 
social and ecological questions. Pollution, drugs, human rights and terrorism are 
amongst an increasing number of transnational policy issues which cut across territ
orial jurisdictions and existing political alignments, and which require international 
cooperation for their effective resolution. 

Nations, peoples and organizations are linked, in addition, by many new forms of 
communication which range across borders. The revolution in micro-electronics, in 
information technology and in computers has established virtually instantaneous 
worldwide links, which, when combined with the technologies of the telephone, tele
vision, cable and satellite, have dramatically altered the nature of political commun
ication. The intimate connection between 'physical setting', 'social situation' and 
politics, which distinguished most political associations from premodern to modern 
times, has been ruptured; the new communication systems create new experiences, 
new modes of understanding and new frames of political reference independently of 
direct contact with particular peoples, issues or events. 

In the past, nation-states principally resolved their differences over boundary mat
ters by pursuing 'reasons of state' backed by diplomatic initiatives and, ultimately, 
by coercive means. But this power logic is singularly inadequate to resolve the many 
complex issues, from economic regulation to resource depletion and environmental 
degradation, which engender - at seemingly ever greater speeds - an intermeshing of 
'national fortunes' .  We are, as Kant most eloquently put it, 'unavoidably side by side'. 
In  a world where powerful states make decisions not just for their peoples but for 
others as well, and where transnational actors and forces cut across the boundaries of 
national communities in diverse ways, the questions of who should be accountable to 
whom, and on what basis, do not easily resolve themselves. 

(3) Existing political institutions, national and international, are weakened by three 
crucial regulatory and political gaps (Kaul et al. 1 991 : xixff.): 

• a jurisdictional gap - the discrepancy between a regionalized and globalized world and national, 
discrete units of policy-making, giving rise to the problem of externalities such as the degra
dation of the global commons and who is responsible for them; 

• a participation gap - the failure of the existing international system to give adequate voice 
to many leading global actors, state and non-state; and 

• an incentive gap - the challenges posed by the fact that, in the absence of any supranational 
entity to regulate the supply and use of global public goods, many states will seek to free 
ride and/or fail to find durable collective solutions to pressing transnational problems. 

(4) These political disjunctures are conjoined by an additional gap - what might be 
called a 'moral gap'; that is, a gap defined by: 

• a world in which more than 1.2 billion people live on less than a dollar a day; 4� per 
cent of the world's population live on less than $2 a day; and 20 per cent of the world's pop
ulation enjoy over 80 per cent of its income; 

• commitments and values of, at best, 'passive indifference' to this, marked by UN expend
iture per annum of $1 .25 billion (minus peace-keeping), US per annum confectionery 
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expenditure of $27 billion, U S  per annum alcohol expenditure of $70 billion, and U S  per 
annum expenditure on cars that is through the roof (more than $550 billion). 

This is not an anti-America statement, of course. Equivalent ED figures could have 
been highlighted. 

Seemingly obvious questions arise. Would anyone freely choose such a state of affairs? 
Would anyone freely choose a distributional pattern of scarce goods and services, 
leading to hundreds of millions of people suffering serious harm and disadvantage 
independent of their will and consent (and 50,000 dying every day of malnutrition and 
poverty related causes), if these individuals did not already know that they had a priv
ileged stake in the current social hierarchy? Would anyone freely endorse a situation 
in which the annual cost of supplying basic education to all children is $6 billion, of 
water and sanitation $9 billion, and of basic health to all $13  billion, while annually 
$4 billion is spent in the USA on cosmetics, nearly $20 billion on jewellery and 
$17 billion (in the US and Europe) on pet food?* Before an impartial court of moral 
reason (testing the reasonable rejectability of claims) ,  it is hard to see how an affirma
tive answer to these questions could be defended. That global inequalities spark conflict 
and contestation can hardly be a surprise, especially given the visibility of the world's 
lifestyles in an age of mass media. 

(5) There has been a shift from relatively discrete national communication and eco
nomic systems to their more complex and diverse enmeshment at regional and global 
levels, and from government to multilevel governance, as the globalists contend. This 
can be illustrated by a number of developments, including, most obviously, the rapid 
emergence of multilateral agencies and organizations. New forms of multilateral pol
itics have been established involving governments, IGOs, a wide variety of transna
tional pressure groups and INGOs (see Union of International Associations 2001) .  In 
addition, there has been a very substantial development in the number of international 
treaties in force, as well as in the number of international regimes, altering the situ
ational context of states (Held et al. 1999: chs 1-2). Political communities can no longer 
be conceived, if they ever could with any degree of accuracy, as simply discrete worlds 
or as self-enclosed political spaces; they are enmeshed in complex structures of over
lapping forces, relations and networks. 

Yet, as the sceptics argue, there are few grounds for thinking that a parallel 'glob
alization' of political identities has taken place. One exception to this is to be found 
among the elites of the global order - the networks of experts and specialists, senior 
administrative personnel and transnational business executives - and those who track 
and contest their activities - the loose constellation of social movements (including 
the anti-globalization movement), trade unionists and (a few) politicians and intellec
tuals. But these groups are not typical. Thus, we live with a challenging paradox -
that governance is becoming increasingly a multilevel, intricately institutionalized and 
spatially dispersed activity, while representation, loyalty and identity remain stubbornly 
rooted in traditional ethnic, regional and national communities (Wallace 1999). 

One important qualification needs to be added to the above arguments, one which 
focuses on generational change. While those who have some commitment to the global 

* These figures are drawn from the US economic census (1997) and from 
http://www.wwlearning.co.uk/news/features 0000000 354-asp. 
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order as a whole and to the institutions of global governance constitute a distinct minor
ity, a generational divide is evident. Compared to the generations brought up in the 
years prior to 1 939, those born after World War II are more likely to see themselves 
as cosmopolitans, to support the UN system and to be in favour of the free move
ment of migrants and trade. Examining Eurobarometer data and findings from the 
World Values Survey (involving more than seventy countries), Norris concludes that 
'cohort analysis suggests that in the long term public opinion is moving in a more inter
national direction' (2000: p. 175). Generations brought up with Yahoo, MTV and CNN 
affirm this trend and are more likely to have some sense of global identification, although 
it remains to be seen whether this tendency crystallizes into a majority position and 
whether it generates a clearly focused political orientation, north, south, east and west. 

Hence, the shift from government to multilayered governance, from national eco
nomies to economic globalization, is a potentially unstable shift, capable of reversal 
in some respects and certainly capable of engendering a fierce reaction - a reaction 
drawing on nostalgia, romanticized conceptions of political community, hostility to 
outsiders (refugees) and a search for a pure national state (e.g., in the politics of 
Haider in Austria, Le Pen in France and so on). But this reaction itself is likely to 
be highly unstable, and perhaps a relatively short- or medium-term phenomenon. To 
understand why this is so, nationalism has to be disaggregated. 

(6) As 'cultural nationalism' ,  i t  is, and in all likelihood will remain, central to people's 
identity; however, as political nationalism - the assertion of the exclusive political 
priority of national identity and the national interest - it cannot deliver, as noted pre
viously, many sought-after public goods without seeking accommodation with others, 
in and through regional and global collaboration (see pp. 39-40). In this respect, only 
an international or, better still, cosmopolitan outlook can meet the challenges of a 
more global period, characterized by overlapping communities of fate and multilevel! 
multilayered politics. Unlike political nationalism, cosmopolitanism registers and 
reflects the multiplicity of issues, questions, processes and problems which affect and 
bind people together, irrespective of where they were born or reside. Whether cos
mopolitanism can ever rival nationalism as a great cultural force is, however, at best 
an open question. Excessive optimism here would be a mistake and underestimate 
the severe political difficulties that lie ahead (see Part VI of this volume). 

The Reader elaborates on these issues and positions, drawing on the most sophis
ticated arguments from both sides of the debate. The quality and originality of the 
contributions are of the highest order and they offer, together, a comprehensive intro
duction to the globalization literature. 
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Part I 
U nderstand i ng G loba l ization 

Globalization, writes George Modelski, is the history of growing engagement between 
the world's major civilizations. It is best understood as a long-term historical process 
that can be traced back to the sporadic encounters amongst the earliest civilizations. 
However, it is modernity, and most especially the rise and global expansion of the 
West, which has shaped decisively the contemporary epoch of globalization. As the 
third millennium unfolds, the world's major civilizations find themselves enveloped 
in enduring webs of global economic, cultural, political and technological intercon
nectedness. Globalization, for Modelski, is a concept which captures this historical pro
cess of the widening and deepening of systemic interdependencies amongst nations, 
civilizations and political communities. It is a process which has come to define the 
contemporary condition and one which ultimately raises profound political questions 
as to whether it prefigures the emergence of a world society or global community. 

For Tony Giddens too, globalization is largely synonymous with modernity, since 
in the modern era 'the intensification of worldwide social relations' is far greater than 
in any previous historical period. To understand globalization requires an examina
tion of the driving forces of modernity; namely, how the intersecting processes of indus
trialization, capitalism, militarism and statism have an inherently globalizing impetus. 
This global momentum generates worldwide systems and infrastructures which now 
COnnect the lives and prospects of communities and households across distant parts 
of the globe. While the emergence of a global media infrastructure produces a devel
oping awareness of how local and global events are interwoven, it is this dialectic between 
globalizing systems and local conditions which, in Giddens's analysis, constitutes the 
defining feature of the contemporary epoch. 

David Held, Anthony McGrew and colleagues offer a distinctive conceptualization 
of globalization, along with a methodology for exploring its historically unique fea
tures. Defining globalization as 'a process which embodies a transformation in the 
spatial organization of social relations . . .  generating transcontinental or interregional 
flows and networks' ,  they advance an analytical framework which offers a methodo
logy for comparing its various historical forms whilst avoiding a determinist account, 
i.e. a conceptualization of globalization understood as the progressive unification 
of humanity. In focusing attention on its spatial and organizational attributes, this 
approach provides insights into the unique character of contemporary patterns of glob
alization and its transformative consequences. Moreover, by explicating globalization 
in relation to power, the authors set out an approach to the subject which avoids a 
reductionist interpretation which portrays it as simply a spatial, rather than a social, 
process. 

Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye further explore the unique aspects of contempor
ary globalization. Drawing upon an analytical distinction between globalization, as a 


