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Foreword

This book is the latest of a number of books produced by research
groups convened under the auspices of the Political Economy Research
Centre (PERC) of the University of Sheffield. PERC itself was created in
late 1993 in the belief that the perspectives of the past cannot address
the problems posed by the world-wide economic and political transfor-
mation of the last decade or so. Its mission has thus been to explore
the new issues in political economy from an interdisciplinary stand-
point. For a new research centre committed to such an intellectual
project, the very concept of globalization itself was manifestly ripe for
critical interrogation for, as is well known, the term has quickly gener-
ated as many critics as advocates. Randall Germain, as PERC's first
Assistant Director, saw the need to both contextualize and problema-
tize the concept of globalization from a political economy perspective,
and accordingly organized the workshop from which this book subse-
quently emerged. For all that ‘globalization studies’ has now become a
markedly crowded, and somewhat disorganized, field of study, this
book contributes significantly to the debate, not least by setting out its
main contours in signally clear fashion. It also stands as a tangible
reflection of the much wider contribution which Randall, better
known to us of course as Randy, made to the work of PERC in its first
few years of existence.

ANTHONY PAYNE
Director of PERC
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Introduction: Globalization and its
Critics

Randall D. Germain

The term globalization, we are told, did not enter the vocabulary of
everyday life until about 1960 (Waters, 1995: 2). If that is accurate,
then it has made astonishing progress over the past 40 years. There are
few terms in current use which can claim such a dominant hold over
our imagination. The familiarity of this term, however, belies its decid-
edly Janus-faced quality. The popular press cannot decide on balance
whether globalization has a liberating or a pernicious effect on society,
while those who are paid to evaluate the strategies of businesses and
others active in the global market place cannot decide whether institu-
tions should adapt to a globalized world or make that world work for
them. Some argue that a global world has come into being lock, stock
and barrel, while others point to the inherent unevenness of globaliza-
tion in the face of many natural and social obstacles. Perhaps the only
certainty here is that globalization is as inherently contested as a
‘reality’ as it is as a concept or a representation of that ‘reality’.
Acknowledging this conceptual and material ambiguity is the starting
point for the contributors to this volume, who hope to take current
debates on globalization beyond increasingly standardized and well-
ploughed intellectual paths.

In order to evaluate properly the contribution which the authors of
this volume make, however, it is necessary to be clear about which
paths in these debates they refuse to follow. One such path is to define
globalization in narrowly circumscribed terms, whether economically,
politically, culturally or technologically, and then to examine how
globalization thus defined is reshaping certain elements of the social
world. Globalization, for example, has often been defined almost
purely in financial terms and explored with respect to its impact on
markets or states. Although the empirical detail resulting from such
studies is indeed valuable, the balance necessary for evaluating the

xiii
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place of globalization as articulated throughout the broader constitu-
tion of social life becomes compromised. For these studies, globaliza-
tion is viewed as defining social life rather than as being one
dimension within its broader parameters. Such a narrow, circumscribed
view of the meaning of globalization is refused by the authors of this
volume.

We also refuse to take the path of assuming globalization to be a
process imbued with a set of exogenous determinants. It is neither a
reality whose dynamics are established ‘out there’ (beyond the reach of
organized political, economic and social agents) nor a process whose
meaning is straightforward and unproblematic. In line with other
recent critical inquiries into globalization (e.g., Ruigrok and van
Tulder, 1995; Boyer and Drache, 1996; Hirst and Thompson, 1996;
Mittelman, 1996), the authors of this volume consider one of their
central intellectual tasks as being to provide an account of the experi-
ence which we have come to identify as globalization, and to place this
experience into some kind of broad historical and intellectual context.
In other words, the contributors to this volume do not simply criticize
globalization for its pernicious effects (as important as these may be in
their own right), but they explore both the social practices which make
globalization possible in the first place and the shared intellectual and
ideational frameworks of thought that allow globalization to colonize
our way of thinking about the social world. They attempt to provide
ways of thinking about globalization that bring it back into the
domain of normal, everyday praxis.

Themes

This volume strengthens and deepens recent critiques of globalization
which accept the proposition that it is an endogenous social phenome-
non. It seeks to situate our understanding of globalization within the
parameters of a critical social inquiry, and enlists three broad themes
to accomplish this. First, this volume tries to match the multifaceted
nature of the social relations of globalization with an approach to the
subject which alternately spans and fuses the many disciplines that
guide our inquiry. The sub-title of the volume, Perspectives from Political
Economy, was chosen precisely to convey the need to bring together
different analytical traditions and tools in order to provide the critical
foundations for an approach to understanding globalization. Political
economy, it should be emphasized here, is interpreted more broadly
than a simple cross between political science and economics. This



Randall D. Germain xv

volume includes chapters from scholars whose principal disciplinary
homes range from political science to economics, international rela-
tions, sociology and political theory. Their interaction speaks to the
utility of conceptualizing globalization, to follow John MacLean’s lead
in Chapter 1, in strictly ‘anti-disciplinary’ terms.

The second theme is concerned with problematizing the relationship
between social relations, discourse and practice within the context of
the institutionalization of social relations. Most definitions of global-
ization follow Malcolm Waters’s (1996: 3) account of it as ‘a social
process in which the constraints of geography on social and cultural
arrangements recede and in which people become increasingly aware
that they are receding’. The contributors to this volume question both
the notion of globalization as a process (which lies at the heart of
much of the literature) and the reliance on geography as the medium
through which constraints on social and cultural arrangements are rep-
resented. While there is much of value in Waters’s quintessentially
sociological definition of globalization, it misses out some of the most
dynamic ways in which social practices are linked to particular kinds of
discourses and refracted through highly fluid sets of institutionalized
social relations.

Here a focus on the changing contexts of institutions in terms of
social relations, discourse and practice helps to broaden our conception
of globalization and ground it very carefully in the manifold interests
of actual human agents. Although difficult to accomplish in terms of
concrete historical analysis, most of the contributors to this volume
strive to balance their understanding of globalization between the
intellectual non-starters of structural determinism and individual vol-
untarism. They also attempt to delineate the competing dynamics that
lie at the heart of the struggle between those individual and collective
agents who are at the forefront of globalizing practices and those
agents whose motivations derive from different concerns. By acknowl-
edging the different motivational sources of social agents and their
embeddedness in broader structural constraints, the contributors to
this volume push the debate on globalization beyond the binary oppo-
sitions of universal and particular, global and local, inside and outside.
As a complex phenomenon globalization is rife with ambiguities, and
these contributors work with rather than against the grain of such
complexities.

Finally, the third theme can be succinctly stated as ‘ideas matter’.
Globalization is as much an ideational set of claims as it is a material
set of practices, and the focus on the part of several contributors to this
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volume on the complex place of ideas or modes of thought within the
dynamic of globalization represents a belief that globalization cannot
be comprehended adequately without considering the ideational
dimension of social life. Globalization in part exists because of the very
categories of thought we use to give meaning to the social world; it is
not simply that we react ideationally to an expanding world, but rather
that we construct the terrain of globalization as much by particular
forms of thought as by the achievements of our will. Especially
significant here are the ways in which the ideational pillars of the
modern sovereign state are in the throes of change. Many of the con-
tributors to this volume are therefore keen to ask what makes global-
ization possible within the frameworks of academic investigation, as
well as the more familiar set of social actors that usually inhabits inves-
tigations into ‘globalization’.

Organization of the book

Globalization and its Critics is organized into three substantive sections.
Part I is concerned to contextualize how we think about globalization.
In Chapter 1, John MacLean explores one of the key philosophical
issues lying behind the question of globalization from the point of
view of the discipline of international relations, namely the extent to
which we are using a transhistorical analytical framework to compre-
hend a deeply historicized development. He argues that the philosoph-
ical roots of international relations are deeply flawed, and
demonstrates how they in fact reproduce rather than challenge the
orthodoxy which is responsible for the intellectual possibility of an
exploitative globalizing world. In order to move beyond the misrecog-
nition of globalization which current international relations theory
produces, MacLean argues that we must forge ahead with a new set of
philosophical categories, a new route to understanding, if we are to
introduce an emancipating and critical set of postulates capable of
understanding (and indeed refashioning) the contemporary world.

In Chapter 2 Randall Germain issues a caution to those who would
assume that the meaning of globalization is homogeneous both
through time and across the hierarchies of social life. He employs an
analytical framework adapted from the work of the French historian
Fernand Braudel to argue that what we call globalization today -
namely a set of specific globalizing social practices — has in fact a long
history. Moreover, in the contemporary period the degree to which
globalization has led to a compression or a shrinking of time must be
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carefully delineated. Germain approaches globalization from a histori-
cal perspective which suggests that time and space continue to refuse
an unproblematized compression, and that history and the historical
record exhibit far more complexity (and ambiguity) than many global-
ization theorists allow.

Chapter 3 closes Part I, and here Nick Stevenson considers globaliz-
ation through the lens of cultural political economy. Stevenson argues
that globalization has a much more complex configuration in the cul-
tural realm than the usual binary distinctions between homogeneity
and difference suggest. He frames his analysis with reference to the
complexity and unevenness of the cultural practices of globalization,
and argues that we should position the debates over these practices
within the broader terrain of an ongoing struggle between modernity
and an as-yet-to-be-articulated post-modernity. This theoretical posi-
tion refuses to consider the cultural complexity of the contemporary
era in terms of a reductionist link between economy and culture.
Instead, Stevenson reaches for an approach informed by cultural polit-
ical economy in order to place the reflexivity and fluidity of cultural
relations into what he identifies as an open hermeneutic circle, where
culture is neither completely structured by the ‘hard’ dimensions of
modernity nor wholly undetermined by the ‘softer’ and more subtle
axes ushered in by the post-modern condition.

Part II explores globalization by looking closely at what are com-
monly believed to be its central political and economic practices. In
Chapter 4 Philip Cerny moves beyond his earlier work to explore the
impact of the ‘competition state’ on the bonds of solidarity and com-
munity which have characterized social relations within the state since
the middle years of the twentieth century. In the face of the growing
pressures of economic globalization, the ‘competition state’ is paradox-
ically driving political globalization to new heights, and in the process
is increasing the pace of economic, social and cultural change through-
out a range of institutional settings. Like other contributors to this
volume, Cerny sees no single set of consequences arising out of the
contradictory and complex practices of globalization; rather we are
entering into a fluid and open-ended era in which the state is both the
engine room and the steering mechanism of what is at heart an agent-
driven process.

In the following chapter Ronen Palan argues that political authority
is being recast today as differently situated agents contest the changing
parameters of governance. Globalization, he contends, is characterized
by a new principle of territorial rationalization which is distinct from
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the nineteenth-century principle of nationality. The new principle of
governance is competition, and it results in a form of state which
Philip Cerny has called the ‘competition state’. Although Palan broadly
follows Cerny in this characterization of state authority today, he
extends the argument to embrace other political dynamics such as
regionalism and what he calls the new political geography. Here ‘off-
shore’ tax havens are the archetypal embodiment of how political
authority is realized in an era of globalization. He concludes that a new
concept of governance is required to apprehend adequately the current
heterogeneity of state forms.

Jonathan Perraton shifts the focus of analysis in Chapter 6 towards
markets, and asks how we can assume markets are global without
considering them as social institutions for whose construction and
maintenance human agency is required. Perraton argues that the way
markets are constituted significantly affects the nature of economic
processes, thus problematizing global markets by considering them in
social terms. Here he builds upon and extends the insights of the trans-
action costs and new institutionalist literature in economics, which
sees markets as only one way of organizing trade, and one moreover
which is declining in importance as globalization alters the costs of
organizing trade hierarchically (i.e., through trade networks and strate-
gic alliances). According to Perraton, over the post-war period global
markets have been constructed increasingly by large firms establishing
export networks, thereby linking domestic markets through chains of
institutionalized relationships that stretch across borders. Rather than
being an exogenous creation, such markets are actively built and main-
tained by specific agents at significant cost to themselves.

Part I1I problematizes the practices of knowledge and technology as
two of the most critical but as yet underexplored foundations of glob-
alization. Timothy Sinclair uses Chapter 7 to unpack what he terms the
‘deficit discourse’, showing how this discourse is less an objective con-
sideration of an unpalatable fact than a powerful rhetorical tool in the
hands of specific social forces intent on pursuing a determined political
strategy. He argues that we should view the deficit discourse as a mech-
anism of social and political hegemony conducive to entrenching
certain modes of thought associated with globalizing elites. Drawing in
part on Stephen Gill’s notion of the ‘new constitutionalism’ and
Robert Cox’s emphasis on the diachronic rather than the synchronic,
Sinclair argues that the deficit discourse makes certain unwarranted
assumptions about the constitution and exercise of power in a neo-
liberal era. Although this discourse reinforces the global spread of
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American norms, it also provides an intellectual space for the articula-
tion of alternative mental frameworks precisely by situating a part of
the new constitutionalist debate on political terrain. These debates,
Sinclair reminds us, are always inherently political, and as such always
contestable.

In Chapter 8 Michael Talalay considers the way in which technology
and globalization shape one another. As an enabling factor, technol-
ogy facilitates the practices lying at the heart of globalization. The
more technology allows a fuller range of transportation and communi-
cation possibilities to flourish, the more it erodes the so-called tyranny
of distance, that bundle of ideational and material constraints that
have kept our social practices provincial in scope and scale for so long.
This is the fulcrum upon which technology pivots as one of the key
dimensions of globalization. It is one of the conditions which make for
a global world, yet at the same time Talalay acknowledges that it is not
a world in which all share equally. As he insists, a world which
depends upon technology will be at the same time a world where
rewards will increasingly go to those best able to exploit it.

In Chapter 9, Ngai-Ling Sum considers the changing shape of tech-
nological competitiveness in east Asia and its implications for the
region’s ‘geo-governance’. She challenges understandings of globaliza-
tion which seek to consider it either in ‘placeless’ terms which elide
national and regional differences or in ‘place-based’ terms which are
dependent upon traditional notions of sovereignty and territoriality for
their meaning. Instead she develops a perspective which can accom-
modate variable relations between time and space in terms of how they
interact with globalization to both reinforce and resist it. This perspec-
tive leads her to question the binary opposition of regionalization and
globalization which infuses so many popular debates. She deploys the
concept of ‘geo-governance’ as a suitable way of capturing the multi-
layered complexity of social re-ordering under way today. Sum
explores how new identities are being forged in east Asia, arguing that
these new ‘techno-identities’ are being driven by the changing constel-
lation of technological imperatives now unfolding in the region. It is
her contention that the complex interplay of these ‘techno-identities’,
interests and strategies is shaping the contemporary contours of global-
ization in east Asia.

In the concluding chapter, R. J. Barry Jones adopts an agent-centred
conception of globalization to explore the purposes and practices
that various agents have brought to the debate on globalization. He
concurs with Susan Strange (1986: ch. 2) in the importance of certain
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non-decisions as key causal determinants in the progressive liberaliz-
ation and privatization of the global financial system, and on the
impact which these developments have had for the increased practices
of globalization more generally. Jones relates the purposes lying behind
these non-decisions to the practices which emerged as a consequence,
in order to stress the uneven nature of globalization today. While
financial integration remains relatively high, many other indices are
much more ambiguous. For Jones, both the purposes and practices of
globalization remain contested, leading him to predict that debates
over globalization will continue to excite our interest far into the
future.

If this volume should leave one impression on readers, it is that the
material and ideational ‘reality’ of globalization is far from settled. It is
not simply, as many recent studies have argued, that globalization is
uneven and ambiguous in its grip on the world; rather, it is that the
entire ideational infrastructure of globalization is rent with motiva-
tional and ideological fissures which are replicated in the multiple
ways we apprehend the meaning and representation of globalization to
ourselves and others. Before we can identify the positive and negative
aspects of globalization, we must more clearly and forcefully acknowl-
edge the analytical and conceptual pitfalls that need to be overcome
before we can fashion adequate mental maps to guide our understand-
ing and awareness of globalization in the first place.

In various ways, and to varying extents, the chapters in this volume
speak to that problem, to what must be done before we can proceed to
evaluate honestly the place of globalization within our world. It is fun-
damentally a recognition that we know less about the social world
than we often claim, and that we must work on improving our concep-
tual clarity and analytical rigour before significant advances in our
understanding of globalization can be achieved. It is a call, in other
words, to be as critical of ourselves as we are of the subjects which we
investigate.



Part 1

Contextualizing Globalization:
Philosophy, History, Culture



1

Philosophical Roots of
Globalization and Philosophical
Routes to Globalization!

John MacLean

At first sight, the title of this chapter might imply, at least to those
familiar with such things, that what follows is a contribution to the
debate about ‘globalization’ situated firmly in the arena of
unbounded post-modern linguistic playfulness. This is not the case,
although I will aim to give due weight to the ways in which the
complex structure of language - including its potential forms - can
both reflect and hide the complexity of concrete substantive circum-
stances in the world, without at the same time reducing complex
social practices simply to their linguistic forms. What the title
does attempt at the outset is first, to capture a deep ambiguity in
the notion of the ‘philosophical roots’ of globalization, and second,
to assert an important (albeit densely problematic) space for philo-
sophy as already embedded within the concept and practices of
globalization.

With regard to the first of these, I will aim to interrogate that con-
ception wherein ‘philosophical roots’ is understood as the appropriate
intellectual tradition of the International Relations discipline,? estab-
lished and reproduced in particular through classical Western political
theory and in terms of which globalization is endowed with a long
history. Most often, this is constructed as an evolutionary history, part
of which - that is, up to Grotius — appears to predate the modern states
system, and part of which then reproduces and legitimates the states-
system up to the late-modern period in what is assumed to be a more-
or-less constant form. Although this view has not gone unchallenged,
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in my view it has not yet been displaced as a central aspect of the
dominant orthodoxy within the discipline.

This view of the dominant orthodoxy holds that the ‘philosophical
roots’ of the discipline, understood as a historically established tradi-
tion located primarily in a set of texts, can help us to understand or
explain contemporary phenomena in international relations, including
globalization. However, this is in the simple, derivative sense of some
or all of what are minimally claimed to have transhistorical status, and
maximally claimed to have ahistorical status, such as similar questions
to be asked, relevant concepts to the gleaned, timeless truths to be
reasserted and/or reconfirmed, or applicable analytical frameworks to
be borrowed. 3

The ambiguity I want to identify within this dominant conception
of ‘philosophical roots’ is quite stark. On the one hand, it is argued
that classical Western political theory presents itself as a treasure house
of experiences, ideas and concepts which are in general directly rel-
evant still to current (and by implication any future) issues, problems
or developments within international relations, and therefore directly
relevant in particular to the problematic of globalization. A recent text,
which is itself self-consciously a part of the apparent regeneration
(which I would prefer to call a reassertion) of classical political theory,
exemplifies this derivative view very clearly (Williams, Wright and
Evans, 1993). In the introduction to their book, International Relations
and Political Theory, the editors argue that one of the main reasons why
the publication of this reader is ‘particularly appropriate at the present
time’ is that the 1980s was a decade which ‘witnessed revolutionary
changes in the real world at both the national and international
levels’, which have rekindled some political questions which had, in
their view, remained unasked for almost 50 years. The central point
here is in the editors’ connected assertions, first that the most import-
ant of all these rediscovered questions ‘are questions to do with sover-
eignty and self-determination’ and second (more importantly so far as
my argument is concerned), that ‘such questions have always been at
the heart of political theory’ (Williams, Wright and Evans, 1993: 5-7).

On the other hand, this tradition of classical Western political theory
within International Relations theory, in order to be constructed as
continuously relevant across time, has had to declare itself as timeless
or ahistorical. This in turn implies that political theory, socially repro-
duced through its long tradition as a branch of philosophy, has come
to construct itself, like other branches of philosophy, as also separate
from, or other than, the rules, institutions and practices of govern-
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ment, politics and citizenship it seeks to specify, clarify, develop,
analyse or prescribe: that is, philosophy becomes seen, and sees itself,
as occupying a specific and unique meta-theoretical domain, as a privi-
leged department of inquiry governed by radically different principles
from those of and in social practice (Meszaros, 1986: 14; MacLean,
1988b). I will argue later that the ‘philosophical roots’ of International
Relations, taken for the moment as synonymous with the discipline’s
established intellectual tradition, and expressed either explicitly? or
implicitly,® rather than offering a secure basis for understanding and
explaining globalization, instead operates as a disciplining device
within the discipline — a hegemony within theory — which polices, gen-
erally in a quiet way, what might be said or thought about globaliza-
tion and leads to a severe misrecognition of it. However, this is not an
argument of despair, and neither is it only concerned with critique,
even though the range of literature referred to above might seem to
most to be surprisingly, or even unsustainably, comprehensive. Four
points are important to note here.

First, I am not claiming that there are no substantial differences
between the analyses referred to so far, but rather that together they
occupy a terrain of debate and engagement which transforms what is
really a deep ontological and epistemological orthodoxy into the form
of heterodoxy. Here it appears as though the different approaches, sub-
stantive foci and methodologies, as shown for example in the notor-
ious classical versus behaviourist debate (Bull, 1966; Kaplan, 1966) or
with the more general and influential posing of the three core para-
digms of the discipline by Michael Banks (1985), constitute a basis for
real alternative conceptualizations and practices in the sense of funda-
mental opposition about how we come to have knowledge of the
world, how we might best evaluate knowledge claims about the world,
what kind of things can be properly said to exist in the world, and
finally, what opportunities there might be for bringing about change
in the world.

Second, my assertion earlier that this body of work is likely to mis-
recognize globalization does not entail that it cannot generate any-
thing useful about the modern problem of globalization, and either
does it depend upon reference only to those analyses which take the
issue of globalization as their specific and explicit object of inquiry.
What it does claim is that approaches to international relations located
somewhere within the terrain of disciplinary orthodoxy, engendered
and sustained regularly through the International Relations tradition,
can only develop partial or inadequate conceptualizations of
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globalization, because they are able only to deal with the form or
appearance of globalization. The reasons for this rather large claim I
will set out in the next section of the chapter. There, [ will also extend
the argument to include a further proposition: although accounts
of globalization developed from within the orthodoxy of the
International Relations tradition can, and do, tell us something about
this complex problematic, at the same time they are a necessary part of
the social reproduction of globalization, where the latter is seen as the
realization of an historically specific set of social practices, or social
relations.

I am not saying here that this process of the social reproduction of
globalization through conceptualization on the part of International
Relations scholars is an intentional one, but rather that it is a necessary
consequence of the way International Relations scholars generally go
about their business. Neither am I supposing here that this constitutive
relation between International Relations theory and globalization is
the defining or sufficient element in the process of globalization. What
I am asserting is the existence of a mediated relationship of reciprocal
causality between the dominant orthodoxy of realism and neo-realism
in its various forms, including (as I will argue later) the so-called ‘new
normative approaches’ (Brown, 1992; S. Smith, 1992), and the condi-
tions, institutions, content and ‘causal powers’ (Sayer, 1992: 104-5) of
globalization as a relation, rather than a ‘thing’.

Notwithstanding these few disclaimers, my connected propositions
(about the misrecognition and simultaneous reproduction of globaliza-
tion) are contentious. They hinge upon a central general assumption,
namely that International Relations theory is not outside or external to
international practice, but is constitutive of it. This relation is very
rarely apparent; indeed it is regularly and consistently (but not con-
sciously) obscured. It is this quality of relative invisibility that in my
view makes this dimension of globalization of great, but not determin-
ing significance, and explains why the focus of this chapter is from the
start upon ‘the philosophical roots’, or intellectual tradition of the
discipline.

So far the argument may appear to be excessively or unnecessarily
abstract or philosophical, at least insofar as philosophical abstraction is
usually understood. However, such a view depends upon the security
of the claim that philosophical speculation, meta-theory and theory
about social relations is indeed categorically separate from, and other
than, social practice. I asserted earlier that this conception of philo-
sophy and meta-theory, although powerful in its consequences, is
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unsustainable. In order to substantiate this, it will be necessary for me
to show not only how it is that the traditional ‘philosophical roots’ of
the discipline both constrains analysis of globalization and enables
these very social practices to continue, but also how a reconstructed
conception of the philosophical and meta-theoretical elements of
globalization might help us to explain globalization better, and conse-
quently contribute to changing the large-scale inequalities of gender,
race, space, property and violence which in my view are systematically
realized within the practices of globalization in the late-modern world.
The first part of this task is therefore necessarily a critique, while the
second part is the articulation of a constructive alternative, and I will
aim to set these out in subsequent sections of the chapter.

Third, to claim as I have that most attempts to explain globalization
(in the discipline of International Relations and related disciplines
which have in part concerned themselves with the issue of globaliza-
tion, such as sociology, international business studies, economics and
political science), have fundamentally misrecognized it, does not entail
either that I have some privileged access to an already developed and
known to be correct view of what globalization is, or that there is a
single correct view on the matter. Such a criticism might seem plaus-
ible, and indeed it is worth noting that responses of this kind have
long operated to constrain and marginalize critical theory in the
discipline of International Relations, as elsewhere. A good example of
this policing is Chris Brown’s response to post-modernism, captured in
his claim that, in terms of evaluating its contribution, ‘one distinction
that is useful is between programmatic articles about what postmod-
ernist work might look like, or should look like, and actual attempts to
deliver the goods’ (Brown, 1994: 60). This echoes, although in different
terms, the earlier attempt by Keohane to discipline both critical
theorists and post-modernists to develop a research programme of their
own (Keohane, 1989). I have no desire to defend or extend post-
modernism here. However, my own analysis is based upon a meta-
methodology derived from the assumptions and project of what,
within the International Relations discipline, I would now have to
describe oddly as traditional critical theory.® Consequently, I have a
definite interest in all the motifs of the discipline’s internal disciplinary
techniques and devices of exclusion as well as those of reward and
inclusion.

The attack generally upon ‘critique’ is couched in plausible terms,
mostly because the discipline is already receptive to it. But is mistaken,
and quite dramatically so, for the following reason. It is quite
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consistent logically (although not always the case) to deny that some-
thing constitutes the correct explanation of an event, or phenomenon
- for example, that arms races cause wars, or liberal political economies
cause peace or, for that matter, that capitalism as a global political
economy causes inequality — without knowing in advance what does
cause wat, or peace, or international inequality. To go further, if this
was a requirement, it would necessitate that everything was already
explained, and this would remove the requirement for explanation in
the first place. This is clearly logically absurd. What this shows,
however, is that part of the process of disciplining within disciplines,
and the reproduction of tradition it embodies, although often articu-
lated through the discourse of formal, symbolic logic (i.e., a concern
with consistency, with deduction and induction, with entailment, with
contradiction and so on; more generally, a concern with the logical
relations between statements), is actually less about logic as such than
it is about hegemony and hierarchies within theory and methodology.

This concern gives us a clue that the grounds for inclusion and
exclusion within the International Relations discipline, as within
international relations practices, might be found to be more concerned
with maintaining the authority of the traditional orthodoxy than with
developing genuine and autonomous academic inquiry. Having said all
this, a much weaker sense of this criticism, which is the idea of advanc-
ing competing explanations of international activity, and offering
them for evaluation and critical assessment in a spirit of dialogic co-
operation, is possible, and I think must be conceded, for it would be
equally absurd (although not logically so) to ever only construct cri-
tiques. In defence briefly of the line of argument in this chapter, my
method is that of critical theory, and the starting point always for this
is to interrogate both the item in question - in this case globalization —
and existing conceptualizations of it together; that is to say, to
problematize it.

Fourth, the extensive scope of literature I referred to earlier, as either
explicitly or implicitly basing itself within ‘the philosophical roots’,
meaning the intellectual tradition of the discipline, might be taken to
imply a view that everything ever written about international rela-
tions, except this chapter, has succumbed to the discrete charms and
promises of the dominant orthodoxy. This is not the case. There has
been a continuous production of radical, critical work in International
Relations that has sought reflexively to comprehend its own relation-
ship, both with the discipline and with international relations prac-
tices, especially since about 1980,” and I will refer to some of this work
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more fully later in the chapter. For the moment, it can be said that
such attempts have constituted a very small minority of published
work, and consequently have not been widely available, especially to
students and younger scholars. Furthermore, when published, they
have most often been explicitly or tacitly marginalized, and sometimes
characterized as representing either an adolescent urge, or a trendy,
(and thus insubstantial) temporary fad within the discipline (see espe-
cially James, 1989; Jones, 1994). Some implications of this exclusion
will be considered later in the chapter.

With regard to the second implication of the chapter title, namely
‘philosophical routes’ to globalization, I will aim to show that the
ambiguity I have exposed within the notion of the ‘philosophical
roots’ of the discipline, when developed and substantiated further, can
be positively re-established as the basis for a critical alternative concep-
tualization of the social relations of globalization. Here, the central
plank of the argument is an assertion that in the process of exposing
the elements of misrecognition embedded in and reproduced by the
notion of ‘philosophical roots’, understood as a particular intellectual
tradition, the initial basis for a critical reconstruction of the real
content of globalization may be developed. Furthermore, although this
reconstruction of globalization will be an alternative one, it will not be
arbitrary in the philosophically idealistic sense. Rather, it will be
worked up out of the conditions which are inscribed already within
globalization, and its historical development.

To put all this more briefly now, the starting claim is that attempts
to account for globalization, in terms of its conceptualization and con-
crete historical analysis, by means of reference (explicitly or implicitly)
to its philosophical roots, understood as the intellectual tradition of
the discipline, necessarily leads to various related forms of misrecogni-
tion. However, by taking the deep ambiguity involved in the long
history of the International Relations tradition as a central part of what
initially needs to be taken into account, the possibility is opened up of
reconstituting ‘philosophical roots’ as more positive and alternative
‘philosophical routes’ to explaining globalization. In this process, it will
be argued that philosophy is not outside globalization, but a central
element within it.

This is not a reference simply to the variety of substantive forms of
philosophy that can be said to exist in the world, such as linguistic-
analytical philosophy, continental European philosophy, Indian
philosophy, American pragmatic philosophy and so on. It is more
concerned to demonstrate, first, that all attempts (actual or potential)
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to explain globalization have a necessary philosophical or for the
moment meta-theoretical content within them, usually embedded,
unacknowledged, unrecognized and taken for granted. Second, that
concrete, observable social practices have meta-theoretical content
embedded in them over and above the usual, often analysed sets of
values and beliefs that underpin purposive behaviour. And third, in
order to develop a coherent account of globalization as a set of social
relations rather than as a thing in itself, it is necessary to construct an
analytical framework which is, at least in part, explicitly philosophical.

In the next section, I will aim to show how it is that ‘the philosoph-
ical roots’ tradition in the discipline disables and constrains attempts
to conceptualize globalization, resulting in a general misrecognition of
it, while simultaneously contributing to - that is, reproducing - the
very practices of hegemony and inequality which, I will argue, global-
ization realises in complex new forms. On the basis of this critique, I
will develop in the second section of the chapter a coherent analytical
framework, or meta-methodology, for conceptualizing globalization.
Although not offered at all as the true, or correct, or only possible
account, it seeks to regenerate the historically powerful constitutive
relationship between philosophy and society: that is, the meta-theory/
theory-practice relationship.

Disrupting the ‘philosophical roots’ discourse

Before developing a critical analysis of the philosophical roots of the dis-
cipline in relation specifically to the issue of globalization, it is necessary
to set out four important contextual postulates about the idea of ‘philo-
sophical roots’ itself, in order to understand the deep structural power of
the intellectual tradition within the discipline of International Relations.
The reason for this is that there is an important intellectual and practical
problem involved in the causal weight I have placed upon the idea of
the ‘philosophical roots’ of the discipline. I have asserted two closely
connected claims, each of which is contentious: first, that the philosoph-
ical roots are a central aspect of the dominant orthodoxy within the
discipline, not yet displaced; and second, that the philosophical roots,
rather than offering a secure basis for explaining globalization, instead
operate as a disciplining device, policing what might be said or thought
about globalization, albeit generally in a quiet way.

It could be plausibly objected here that I have given a grossly
exaggerated significance to the philosophical roots, or the intellectual
tradition of the discipline on grounds such as the following. Although
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it may well be the case that in the early days of the discipline, say from
1919 to the early 1940s, explicit reference back to classical political
philosophy texts such as Thucydides, Aquinas, Grotius, and especially
Machiavelli, Hobbes and Clauswitz represented a prominent motif in
academic International Relations, especially that of the so-called
‘English School’ (Jackson, 1996: 211-13), this is simply no longer the
case. Furthermore, this objection might run, even though from time to
time since the 1940s, texts referring to (or explicitly located within) the
classical political theory discourse have emerged in International
Relations,® they are no longer at the centre of the International
Relations discourse. This is so, the objection might continue (still
plausibly) because since 1919, there have been three ‘Great Debates’ in
the discipline. The first debate concerned the idealist/realist schism of
the 1930s and 1940s, which effectively foreclosed the discipline of
International Relations as a largely normative project. The second
debate was the traditionalist/scientific debate of the 1960s, which
effectively foreclosed classical realism and established empiricist episte-
mology at the center of the discipline. The third and last so-called pos-
itivist/post-positivist debate began in the late 1980s and still continues.
Although this last debate is yet to be resolved, it is seen by many to
represent nothing more than a fashionable, albeit temporary, confu-
sion (e.g., James, 1989; Jones, 1994; Jackson, 1996).

Taken together, these debates show that the International Relations
discipline is characterized not so much by a tradition of orthodoxy, but
more a tradition of healthy heterodoxy, wherein the ‘philosophical
roots’ of the discipline, understood as classical political theory,
continues to play a useful role in its long history. Robert Jackson (1996:
208) puts it like this:

To sum up thus far it may be worth emphasising this last point: an
adequate theoretical understanding of international relations
cannot be achieved by any one tradition alone: it can only be
achieved by all traditions taken together, and thus by an analysis of
the debates they jointly provoke.

In response to this layered objection, I will take the Jackson view
first. In spite of the apparent openness of the above assertion, Jackson
himself disarmingly reveals how difficult it is to sustain such claims of
openness and debate convincingly. Towards the end of the same paper,
definite and explicit limits emerge and it is worth quoting Jackson
(1996: 215-16, emphasis added) in full here:
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Whether any of the new theories discussed in this book become
important additions to international theory - or turn out merely to
be temporary fashions — only time will tell. Here, I merely suggest
that the history of international political theory, like any other intellec-
tual history, is open to new ideas most of which will prove to have
little historical staying power but a few of which are perhaps destined
for a permanent place in the pantheon of classical international theories
alongside enduring theoretical voices of the past. In that way the classical
approach is continually renewed and enriched.’

However, this thesis should not be pressed too far. There are limits to the
accommodation of new international theories by the classical tradition. 1
suppose the basic limit is determined by the intelligibility of a
theory and its communication with other classical theories. When 1
try to read some of the most self-consciously scientific theories of
contemporary international relations I feel rather like a visitor to
another planet: as if I had entered a remote place whose inhabitants
speak an arcane language and seem preoccupied with theoretical
concerns entirely unconnected with those of history or ordinary
human experience. That same feeling also occurs when I try to make
sense of post-modern theories of an anti-foundational kind which
deny the possibility of universal human reason and an historical
conversation among human beings. In short, I cannot see how the
classical approach could possibly accommodate theories which explicitly
repudiate the classical tradition itself.

At this point, I propose to leave Jackson's claims to speak for them-
selves, although I will have more to say about them, and the classical
tradition in general, later in this section. So far as the other lines of my
imagined but plausible objection are concerned, I will briefly set out
why I think such an objection is internally coherent (and also true in
parts) but nevertheless unconvincing. This is because a number of core
assumptions upon which it rests are insecure. The first of these is the
assumption that the three ‘Great Debates’ really have been fundamen-
tal debates, representing real antagonisms and capable of leading to
distinct qualitative shifts in the tradition. I will show later that they
have not yet done so. The second assumption is that evidence for the
existence of debates is in and of itself sufficient to establish heterodoxy
and that heterodoxy stands in categorical opposition to orthodoxy. I
will also show later that neither of these assumptions hold. The third is
that an intellectual tradition resides only within the texts to which it
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claims allegiance, and that the concept of ‘philosophical roots’ is
meaningful only in a literal sense. I will argue later in this section that
such a view is too narrow, and obscures the persuasive and embedded
nature of the philosophical tradition. Furthermore, in the second
section, I will aim to show that not only do the philosophical roots in
International Relations extend far beyond explicit classic political
theory texts within the discipline, but also that observable everyday
practices in the late-modern world, structured and reproduced through
the ‘causal powers or liabilities’ (Sayer, 1992: 104-17) of globalization,
have a deep philosophical content to them as part of what they
actually are.

In the rest of this section, I will first set out my four contextual pos-
tulates. Then, I will show how it is that the philosophical roots/
intellectual tradition of the discipline establishes an obscured but
powerful orthodoxy which, following Bourdieu (1977: 159-71), I shall
characterize as a doxy-doxa relationship. Next, I will relocate the
orthodoxy in its representation as heterodoxy, and show how the main
structure in the discipline which mediates this relationship is that of
realism and neo-realism. However, I will aim to show here that neo-
realism has a deeper, wider and more extensive content than that
which it is generally assumed to encompass. Finally in this section, I
will set out more precisely what in my view are the major elements of
the philosophical roots of the discipline, which together explain the
comprehensive failure of the International Relations discipline so far to
develop a convincing concrete analysis of the concept of globalization.

Disciplinary references

My first postulate then, as implied in the distinction I made in the
introduction between explicit and implicit forms of the intellectual
tradition, is that the detailed content of this tradition — which I have
called its ‘philosophical roots’ — is neither confined to, nor restricted
in, its relevance, disciplining authority and importance only to, those
conceptualizations and writings which make direct reference to the
texts, concepts, arguments and substantive concerns of classical polit-
ical philosophy.!° Here, some reference back to the classical canon -
be it via Thucydides, or Aquinas, or Machiavelli, or Grotius, or
Hobbes, or more recently Kant - is taken as the core and necessary
signifier for what counts as the tradition and for being safely located
within it. I prefer to call such direct, explicit representations the
‘strong version’ of the intellectual tradition within international
theory, for reasons I will come to in a moment. In passing, it is also
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worth noting that the tradition, in both its strong and weak versions,
is just as much exclusive as it is inclusive. Indeed, in opposition to
Jackson’s claim, quoted earlier, that ‘the history of international polit-
ical theory, like any other intellectual history is open to new ideas’,
(1996: 215) my view is that this simultaneous inclusive/exclusive
quality is one of the defining characteristics of intellectual traditions
in general, the exposure of which allows us to establish them as con-
stituting orthodoxies when they appear to represent heterodoxies.
That is to say, they are disciplining devices - a form of hegemony
within theory (which I shall argue later is causally connected to hege-
mony within international practice) — which set boundaries for what
is to be properly included as relevant substantive content; what are
seen as the discipline’s central concepts and problematics; what count
as appropriate and inappropriate methodologies; what criteria must be
met to establish coherence and validity and, underpinning all this,
what is seen as worthy of dissemination in the discipline by means of
peer review and publication.

In the International Relations discipline notable exclusions from the
mainstream of debate include issues of racism, of migration and
refugees, of labour and employment, of health poverty and land
tenure, of gender subordination and of imperialism and neo-imperial-
ism. Putting this more generally now, issues connected to and indica-
tive of gross and systematic inequality in the world have not been, and
are not yet seen, as central problematiques within International
Relations: unless of course they are inequalities of military capability,
of sovereign territory, or of access to credit and finance. Consequently,
theories of racism as a global phenomenon, theories of social welfare,
theories of forms of migration, theories about the application of
science to society through technology, theories of property and land
use, feminist theories and Marxist theories, have at best managed only
to establish a tenuous and inhospitable space at the margins of the
discipline.

It is not enough to answer here, as Alan James (1989) has done, that
such issues as those referred to above, although clearly important, nev-
ertheless remain outside the domain of the International Relations
discipline, and need to be explained elsewhere. For, if the classic realist
distinction between high politics and low politics can no longer be sus-
tained either on substantive or conceptual grounds, and further, if
people’s security individually and collectively is increasingly threat-
ened by such social conditions, and, finally, there are prima facie
grounds for supposing that the causal mechanisms for such conditions
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reside (partly at least) within the structures and processes of the global
political economy, then the discipline of International Relations could
be said to have a clear responsibility to open up its substantive and
conceptual boundaries.

One final comment is called for. The intellectual tradition of
International Relations not only disciplines the conditions and possi-
bilities for new entrants to ‘the Pantheon of classical international
theories’ (Jackson, 1996) but also disciplines its own internal history.
What I mean by this, briefly, is that the intellectual tradition carries
with it the possibility of internal marginalization, or marginalization
and exclusion at the centre as well as at the boundaries. The reasons
for this assertion will become clear when I develop the content of the
third contextual postulate below, but I will exemplify it now. A fair
number of general texts on the history of political theory (e.g., Sabine,
1973; Wolin, 1960; Germino, 1974), and a small number of general
texts on political theory and its relevance to International Relations
(that is to say, writings representing the strong version of the intellec-
tual tradition, such as Parkinson 1977; Donelan, 1978; Williams,
1992; Williams, Wright and Evans, 1993; Williams, 1996), do cite, to
varying degrees, Hegel or Marx, or often both. Oddly, however, they
seem to be included in Jackson’s now famous ‘pantheon’, but not
quite of it. I will expand upon this later. What is not in doubt, within
the dominant Western tradition at least, is that Marx has been mar-
ginalized at the centre — consider, for example, this judgement from
Sabine (1973: 643, emphasis added) about Marx’s theory of dialectical
materialism:

And, since the ideological superstructure merely reflects the internal
growth of the underlying metaphysical substance, the problems that
appear upon the level of the consciousness will always be soluble
with the further unfolding and the progressive realization of the
substratum behind them. Quite obviously, this metaphysical conclusion
is not susceptible of any empirical proof.

Most often, Marx is included in order to demonstrate what consti-
tutes bad political theory. At the same time, later Marxists and neo-
Marxists, from Lenin through to Gramsci, and even Gill, Rosenberg
and others more recently within the International Relations discipline,
have been marginalized at the margins of the discipline as has been
noted more fully by Thorndike (1978), MacLean (1981a, 1981b, 1988b)
and H. Smith (1996).
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Strong and weak versions

My second contextual postulate, a corollary of the first and therefore
strongly implicated in what I have argued so far, is that a ‘weak
version’ of the philosophical roots/intellectual tradition also exists
within international theory wherein the relationship with classical
political theory is not at all as clear or explicit as it is in the ‘strong
version’. In the weak version the need for reference to the texts and
ideas of those writers generally included in the canon of Western polit-
ical theory is muted.!'! What is maintained across both strong and
weak versions, however, is a set of categorical separations: the political
from the economic but also from other important spheres of social
practice such as law, culture, ethics, language, sexual reproduction and
so on; the public from the private sphere; the state from society; the
international or the global from the national or the domestic and both
of these from the regional; the theoretical from the practical; agency
from structure, objectivity from subjectivity; and time from space. I
will say more about these categorical separations later. A further and
important shared view is that establishing and maintaining order in
the world is continuously precarious, not just for some, but for all.

Two ironic revelations now emerge from identifying strong and weak
versions of the intellectual tradition, the first of which has been
implied in what I said earlier about the so-called three ‘Great Debates’
in the discipline. This is the widespread tendency to construct the
‘philosophical roots’ as an essentially taxonomic concept, the central
purpose of which is to constitute the basis for a categorical distinction
between (i) traditional or classical approaches and (ii) scientific or
empirical approaches, within international theory. Candidates for cate-
gory (ii) are defined in terms of their relatively explicit normative aims
and content. In particular, they are defined in terms of their explicit
rejection of normative propositions, at least so far as methodology is
concerned, on the grounds that normative theory is necessarily partial
(which it is) and that such propositions contaminate, or at least inhibit,
their aim to develop objective - meaning value-free — social knowledge
(which they do not develop because scientific knowledge, as I will
demonstrate later, is itself necessarily value-laden).

Now, this taxonomic construction of the ‘philosophical roots’
concept is both confusing and mistaken. It is confusing because it
tends to obscure the extent to which the ‘philosophical roots’ in
International Relations extends considerably beyond analyses that
depend explicitly upon classical political theory texts. It is mistaken
because it presupposes that classical political theory was only (and
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distinctively) normative and therefore non-scientific, and consequently
had nothing to do with the long process of the objectification of
science as the assumed-to-be maximally reliable form of knowledge
construction. This point has acquired a renewed irony and replication
within the recent development characterized by Chris Brown and
others as ‘new normative approaches’. Right at the start of International
Relations Theory, in relation to the problem of seeing that ‘theory is a
term which is used in international relations with a bewildering
number of different meanings’, Brown asserts that ‘A primary distinc-
tion here might usefully be made between “empirical” and “normative”
theory - although, as will be suggested below, the term “normative” is
in many ways unsatisfactory’ (1992: 1). However, although the categor-
ical separation of traditional theory (as normative) from scientific
theory (as non-normative) is mistaken - except in the narrow and dis-
abling context of the symbolic logical distinction between descriptive
statements and evaluative statements, within which the distinction is
simply analytically true - its significance in respect of maintaining
power of the philosophical roots in International Relations has been,
and still is, enormous.

Sub-texts and contexts

The second ironic revelation disclosed through identifying strong and
weak versions of the philosophical roots introduces the third contex-
tual postulate. What constitutes the philosophical content of the philo-
sophical roots is not exhausted by reference to classical political theory
alone. This is not to deny that the latter more or less fully represents
the appearance of the content of the philosophical roots, but rather
that there is more going on philosophically within the philosophical
roots than might be assumed at first sight. This is so in at least two
respects. First, not all the texts and writers that would be properly
included in an encyclopaedic history of the intellectual tradition of
International Relations could be said to sit comfortably, if at all, within
the conventions of classical political philosophy. I have in mind here
writers such as Gentili, Grotius, Vattel or Puffendorf. The central
concern of these writers was international law, and although of rel-
evance to such central issues in classical political philosophy as the
form of the state and the conduct of war, they cannot be said without
substantial external argument to be part of Jackson’s pantheon of great
theoretical voices of classical political theory. It is interesting to note
that, whereas in the Forsyth et al. text (1970), extracts from Gentili,
Grotius and Vattel, together with commentary upon them, occupy a
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little over one-third of the whole book, in the Williams, Wright and
Evans reader (1993) only Grotius of these three makes any appearance
at all.

More importantly for my argument, there is a second, underlying
form of philosophy going on within, or being mediated by, the explicit
appearance of political philosophy, even though it is the latter alone
which is generally taken as defining or situating the philosophical
roots of the discipline. A rather simple first step towards explaining
what I mean by this is to assert that the texts which together constitute
the library of the philosophical roots of the discipline, like all extant
texts, have a sub-text and a context. That is to say, what a text is
cannot be said to reside only in the literal form of the text as an
observable artefact. This assertion does not herald a sudden turn
towards post-modern analysis; however, writers who analyse and inter-
pret classical texts from a position of sensitivity to the sub-textual and
contextual dimensions of their task do so usually in what is in my view
an enlightening but none the less narrow fashion which means that
sub-textual elements are normally restricted to items of allegory or
allusion to other observable items, or to omissions or inclusions, the
relevance of which to the argument in the text is insignificant, but
which might reveal aspects of political, religious, despotic or nepotistic
pressures upon the author.

Clearly, sub-textual elements such as these lead directly into (because
they depend upon) contextual knowledge: for example, about the
writer’s family, education, employment, political and economic
history; about the religious, cultural and social conditions at the time
of writing; or about motives and intellectual influences. Knowledge of
such conditions can be important in helping the reader to understand
why a particular author chose to write about what he/she did (it is
usually he, and it is interesting to note that to date no female voices
have been sufficiently endowed with historical staying power to
achieve a permanent place in Jackson’s pantheon of enduring theoret-
ical voices within the intellectual tradition of International Relations)
and the manner or form of analysis in which they did so. There are
many examples of such contextualizations of the classic political
theory texts. Indeed, it is difficult to find a modern reproduction of a
classic text which does not have a substantial introduction covering
such matters. More rare, especially in International Relations, are
studies of classic writers which utilize contextualization as the basis for
a continuous analytical framework which serves to structure the
interpretation throughout. One important exception to this general
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rarity is R. J. B. Walker’s study of political theory (1993). Outside the
International Relations community, however, there are many such
excellent texts, attention to which would in my view greatly enrich
and inform our reading of our own discipline’s intellectual history.
Here, 1 would include Macpherson’s (1962) study of Hobbes,
Harrington and Locke; Winch’s (1978; 1996) studies of Smith, Burke,
Malthus and other contemporary British political-economists; Hoffe’s
(1994) study of Kant; and Skinner’s (1996) new study of Hobbes.

However, what I want to develop here is a philosophical contextual-
ization of the philosophical roots of the discipline for, as I asserted
earlier, I want to be able to show that there is more going on in polit-
ical philosophy than simply ‘the political’. To do so, I have to relocate
the idea of context spatially and temporally, by proposing that there is
an internal as well as an external context to the texts of the tradition.
This binds them together as a long project, over and above the specific
concerns focused upon by individual authors. Furthermore, it is this
quality which allows for the realization of a doxic power within the
tradition, and for orthodoxy to represent itself as though it were its
opposite, namely heterodoxy.

This deep structure of philosophy within the philosophical roots can
be summarized, following Pocock (1962), as a constant tendency to
become philosophy of a particular kind. As my earlier example of
Sabine’s comment upon Marx reveals, embedded in the philosophical
roots — understood as political philosophy - is a transtextual philoso-
phy, which is a philosophy of knowledge itself: that is, an epistemo-
logy. And as Pocock demonstrates in respect of the history of political
theory, this transtextual embedded philosophy is one which predomi-
nantly involves a set of presuppositions which bias the philosophical
roots towards the rules of analytic, or linguistic philosophy (compare
MacLean 1981Db in regard to international theory). In other words, the
‘philosophical roots’ as a whole system is constructed on the basis of a
concern with precise definition, with the formulation of abstract or
hypothetical models, with the specification of general rules, with the
logical relations between concepts, and with Aristotelian principles of
logical consistency, identity, contradiction, universal conditions and
so on.

To return to Hobbes briefly, and notwithstanding Skinner’s (1996)
recent revisionist study, the general consensus is that Hobbes was a
central agent, in the long development and movement through the
work of Bacon, Locke and Hume, of the English empiricist tradition.
Indeed, in his influential study of Hobbes, Macpherson (1962: 11-15)
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shows that it was not at the time seen as improper or illogical for
Hobbes to seek to derive obligation, right and equality from fact, even
though the traditional view of his work is that in seeking to deduce
moral obligation from empirical postulates of fact, Hobbes committed
a grave logical error. Macpherson raises the question of whether or not
post-Hobbesian logical canons should be imposed upon Hobbes. He
argues that there is a prima facie case for turning to social and histori-
cal considerations when confronting the issue of Hobbes’s logical
consistency.

Additionally, in his articulation of the embedded view of possessive
market relations within Hobbes’s theory of the polity, Macpherson
(1962: 46-78) does not construct this as something which Hobbes so to
speak kept quiet about, but as the only model of the economy that is
consistent with Hobbes’s political theory. And Macpherson (1962: 78)
shows that in exposing this deeper philosophy within Leviathan, ‘a
fundamental connection between this political philosophy and his
scientific materialism becomes evident”. 1 have concentrated on
Hobbes in this part of the discussion mainly because of the large rel-
evance and continuing importance that his writing is presumed to
hold for theorizing international relations past and present. Furthermore,
when [ set out more fully shortly what I mean by the philosophical
roots of the discipline understood as a doxy-doxa relation, I will say
more about Hobbes, and why it is that Hobbes is of large significance
in the discipline, although I will do so on quite different grounds from
those usually offered.

This long development of empiricist epistemology as a hegemonic
form of knowledge, by means of the construction of a particular intel-
lectual tradition, has come to underpin the political philosophy surface
of the philosophical roots of the discipline. This tradition is not
reducible to any of the individual texts said to constitute it, and
neither can it be identified from an aggregation of all the texts
together. Consequently, we have to conclude that inclusion in, and
exclusion from the pantheon that makes up the observable form of the
philosophical roots cannot be explained simply or only by reference to
the texts in their literal form (MacLean, 1981b: 114-15). As Gunnell
(1979) has argued, the isolation of classical political theory as a tradi-
tion, and the specification of sub-themes such as reason, obligation,
equality, justice, power, freedom, property and so on, are really analyt-
ical exercises. The tradition can then be seen to be constructed as a his-
torically developed convention of scholarship in general, rather than a
convention discovered in and drawn out from the works themselves.
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In this way, the establishment of the idea of an intellectual tradition —
philosophical roots - in the connected history of political theory and
international theory leads to the reification of analytical categories,
such that scholarly conventions become a priori assumptions of that
history. At the same time, there was something else very important
going on in the construction of the philosophical roots of the
discipline, at both the surface level of classical political theory, and
within the deeper structural philosophy I have just described. This is the
long, difficult, complex and conflict-ridden historical development of
the dismantling of political economy from about the mid-seventeenth
century onwards, and its reconstruction into two apparently separated
domains of social relations, namely the polity and the economy. This
separation of politics from economics - in academic, theoretical, and
substantive terms — reveals to us (amongst other things) that the binary
construction of theory and practice as a categorical opposition cannot
be sustained; that linear notions of causality which assume cause must
precede effect in time and space (Nicholson, 1996) - although part of
the generic concept of causality — do not exhaust what causality means;
and that theory and practice are constitutive of each other. The impor-
tance of this aspect will become clearer when I analyse in more detail
some recent attempts to conceptualize globalization.

Exposing this complex deep structure of the philosophical roots now
gives us a clue (indeed it is a necessary condition) about why it is that
scholars like Donelan, Forsyth, Williams, Jackson and Buzan can con-
found ordinary notions of history and time by referring to timeless
truths, timeless concepts and timeless wisdom within the classical tra-
dition. In addition, and in my view of greater consequence for the
project of this chapter, it establishes in principle coherent grounds
upon which I can proceed to substantiate the two claims I made in the
introduction that are vital to the overall argument of this chapter. To
recapitulate, the first is my claim that the philosophical roots, or intel-
lectual tradition of the discipline, is an orthodoxy which not only dis-
ables the capacity of the pantheon of classical political philosophy, or
work based upon it, to generate convincing conceptualizations of glob-
alization; it also similarly disables that part of the recent and increasing
body of academic work in International Relations concerned with
analysing globalization which not only makes no direct reference
or linkage to the classical tradition but very often constructs itself
explicitly in opposition to it.

The second claim was that philosophy is not external to whatever
globalization means, but a central element within it. This is a strong
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implication of the first claim. But, I extended this claim further, to
assert that even though the established philosophical roots of the disci-
pline lead to a misrecognition of globalization and the social practices
to which it both realizes and defers, nevertheless the articulation of
this disciplinary system through the method of ideology critique might
allow the possibility of a reconstruction of the philosophical basis of
globalization. Consequently, the critique of the philosophical roots of
the discipline seen as an orthodoxy is not an attempt to remove phi-
losophy, but to show that philosophy can be relocated from its now
taken-for-granted specification as a unique and purely meta-theoretical
discourse - that is, as having no direct or indirect causal relation with
its object of inquiry - to a specification as a critical analytical concept
which is already embedded in everyday social practices. Both of these
claims are hugely general in scope, but they are potentially sustainable
because they do not depend for their coherence upon an equivalently
huge empirical referent. Neither of them is absolute - that is to say,
neither takes the form that if a then b — and neither claim contains or
depends upon an essentialist proposition in the sense of a certain (i.e.,
incorrigible) truth claim. However, nor can either claim be substanti-
ated wholly in the domain of meta-theory.

I will now turn to the matter of showing how the very abstract con-
ception of ‘philosophical roots’ seen as a doxy-doxa relationship might
be made concrete. This does not mean operationalizing the concept, or
testing it empirically, for this would be inconsistent with my argument
so far that it is the silent transtextual empiricist content of the philo-
sophical roots which is partly accountable for the misrecognition of
globalization. Instead, I will aim to approximate that view of concept
formation referred to by Cox (which is consistent with, but more
simply stated than, Marx’s method of political economy, as set out in
the Grundrisse) as establishing the content of a concept or theoretical
term ‘through contact with a particular situation it helps to explain — a
contact which also develops the meaning of the concept’ (Cox, 1983:
162-3).

Orthodox empiricism

The fourth contextual postulate is that Western (and therefore global)
social science has developed a contagious generic orthodoxy which
might be described as an unspoken epistemological alliance of empiri-
cism, and which manifests itself with varying degrees of rigour and use
of measurement. Its purest form is to be found in those disciplines
with the highest degrees of orthodoxy, and consequently relatively low
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levels of disagreement (if any) about what constitutes the boundaries
of the discipline; about what its central objects of inquiry are; and
about how best to develop explanations of them. Primary examples of
such disciplines are economics, social psychology, and business or
management studies. It is interesting to note that these are also the dis-
ciplines which most often utilize formal statistical and/or mathemat-
ical ordering frameworks, and they are also the disciplines that seem
most to reflect and consciously adopt a part of the methodology of
natural science as the relatively undisputed centre of their orthodoxies.
Although such formal examples are rarer in International Relations
(e.g., Nicholson, 1989, 1992; or Richardson, 1960), this is not to say
that the scientific method, or behaviouralism, has not been important
in International Relations. The so-called second Great Debate of the
1960s would be meaningless if this was so, as would claims about
the post-Second World War dominance of American academia in the
discipline.

Even more obviously than these events, the so-called Third Great
Debate, situated around a set of critiques of positivism and character-
ized by Lapid as a ‘discipline-defining debate’ (Lapid, 1989: 236),
which came to prominence in the late 1980s and which continues
unresolved into the present, simply could not have occurred if
scientific methodology in its form of empiricist/positivist epistemology
had not gained a central position within the International Relations
orthodoxy, and simultaneously within dominant social practices. I
agree fully with Steve Smith’s (1996: 13) evaluation of this post-
positivist debate as involving very high stakes first ‘because of the links
between theory and practice’ and second, ‘because its [positivist] epis-
temological assumptions have had enormous ontological conse-
quences’ (Smith, 1996: 37). I would add here that this is also the case
in International Relations.!?

What is at first sight puzzling is why the post-positivist - that is,
anti-positivist — debate did not emerge in the International Relations
discipline until it was fixed into critiques developed out of post-
structuralist and post-modernist positions. My quick, but not cursory,
answer to this, implicated in my earlier arguments about the compre-
hensive disciplinary reach of the philosophical roots of the discipline,
is that critiques of positivism do not necessarily entail a fundamental
disruption of the intellectual tradition. In other words, although a cri-
tique of positivism is a necessary condition for the development of
radical, emancipatory and non-arbitrary alternative knowledge, it is
not a sufficient condition.
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Furthermore, I would argue that post-modernist critiques do not
provide a secure basis for radical and emancipatory theorization, except
in the contradictory sense of therapeutic assistance to the notion of self.
Consequently, they remain part of the heterodoxy of International
Relations, and thus are capable of entering into debate within it. The
detailed basis of this assertion will be developed in the next section, but
what it implies is that some critiques of positivism threaten the very
deep philosophical basis of the orthodoxy, but some do not, even
though all may threaten positivism itself. A very important example of
the potential tolerance and generosity of positivism towards some of its
critics is to be found in the recent paper by John Vasquez (1995) which
seeks to reconstruct ‘Scientific Enquiry and International Relations
Theory After Enlightenment’s Fall’. However, not all critiques of posi-
tivism/empiricism in the discipline receive such consideration, as Hazel
Smith has recently shown. (H. Smith, 1996: 191-212).

Having said all this, the generic cross-disciplinary power of empiricist
epistemology is not that central to this chapter. What is central are
the forms of empiricism developed and reconstructed within the
International Relations orthodoxy. The deep paradox implied here,
namely the increasing separation of social theory in the twentieth
century into apparently discrete disciplines, but coterminous with an
increasing convergence of empiricist epistemology across them all, is
itself an important reason for the general misrecognition of globaliza-
tion. It also implies there is a need not so much for an interdisciplinary
account of globalization, but more for an anti-disciplinary and holistic
account. It is these and other elements of the philosophical roots that I
will deal with next.

The structure of orthodoxy

In this section, I will first explain what it means to construct the philo-
sophical roots of International Relations as an orthodoxy by analysing
the concept of orthodoxy in terms of its doxy-doxa structure. Then I
will show that the core of the orthodoxy is mediated and reproduced
as a structure, both in the discipline and in international practice,
through classical realism and neo-realism, the latter in a surprising
variety of transformations. These include some recent work in
International Relations and international political economy (IPE) not
normally seen as part of the neo-realist project. Finally, I will summa-
rize what I see as the major elements in the philosophical roots of the
discipline which together lead to the misrecognition of globalization. I
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will conclude here that detailed specification of this enclosure stands as
the ground for working up a new, critical analytical framework for con-
ceptualizing globalization. However, this will now be based on a recon-
struction of philosophical roots into philosophical routes, that is, the
transformation of philosophy about society into philosophy in society.
Articulation of this framework will be the subject matter of the final
section of the chapter.

In the introduction and in the analysis of the contextual postulates, I
asserted strongly that the philosophical roots of the discipline repre-
sent an orthodoxy. What is central to this orthodoxy in causal terms is
the deep generic epistemology of empiricism embedded in (and partly
itself developed through) the observable textual forms of classical polit-
ical philosophy. So far as positions within the discipline are concerned,
it seems as though only realism and neo-realism are part of this
orthodoxy. Other positions, such as the so-called ‘new normative’
approaches, post-structuralism and post-modernism, feminism, iden-
tity and reflexivity, strict behaviouralism, public choice theory or
international political economy, appear to be, and often explicitly see
themselves as being, opposed to this orthodoxy. This is so even in
recent work which explicitly locates itself within or alongside one of
the authors of the political theory tradition, as in Hutchings’s (1996:
11) chapter on critical international relations theory, the central thesis
of which is that ‘the logic of Kantian critique provides an excellent
clarification of the patterns of thinking in critical international
relations theory’.

I will advance the view that self-declaration of opposition to the
orthodoxy is neither necessary nor sufficient to confirm opposition;
that a post-positivist dimension is necessary but not sufficient for
opposition; and that critical theory in order to be critical, has both to
deconstruct and reconstruct the deep meta-theory of philosophy-
as-epistemology. This means in part showing the constitutive relation-
ship between the latter, different extant and historical positions in the
discipline, and different forms of everyday practices in international
relations. It also means showing that evidence of debate is not synony-
mous with heterodoxy, and that heterodoxy is not necessarily in oppo-
sition to orthodoxy. Insofar as my claims about misrecognition are
concerned, I do not mean by this misperception, or errors of truth, or
illusion, or false consciousness, since all these meanings presuppose
and reproduce the assumed categorical separation of theory (as a
mental or wholly subjective process) from practice (as an external,
objective, wholly material reality).
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Instead I will start with the concept of misrecognition developed by
Pierre Bourdieu. Here, misrecognition is a reference to the complex
ways in which social actors regularly and systematically reproduce
established social orders through habitualized practices, in a way that
conceals the reality of hierarchical divisions of power and distribution,
and access to decision-making within them. They do this by recon-
structing conditions which are actually arbitrary and intersubjectively
reproduced as though they are the natural, taken-for-granted condi-
tions of social choices and practices; that is to say, as though these
conditions constitute the natural limits of reality. Bourdieu (1977: 164)
puts it like this:

Every established order tends to produce (to very different degrees
and with very different means) the naturalization of its own arbi-
trariness ... in the extreme case, that is to say, when there is a quasi-
perfect correspondence between the objective order and the
subjective principles of organization (as in ancient societies) the
natural and social world appears as self-evident. This experience we
shall call doxa so as to distinguish it from an orthodox or heterodox
belief implying awareness and recognition of the possibility of
different or antagonistic beliefs.

A corollary of misrecognition in the sense outlined here is that estab-
lished orders (social and academic), because they are also subject to
change over time - for example, through imperialism and coloniza-
tion, through war or famine or immigration, through modernization
and technological development, through incorporation into the global
political economy, or through environmental degradation — have to
strive continuously to make that which is initially unintelligible intelli-
gible, and that which is apparently new or different recognizable. This
double moment in the academic discipline of International Relations —
that is, of inclusion and exclusion within which rendering social items
and events recognizable is internal to the complexity of misrecognition
- identifies it as a derivative discourse, as part of a larger but heavily
mediated totality, which may be described as ‘the ensemble of phe-
nomena in and through which the social production of meaning takes
place, an ensemble which constitutes society as such’ (Laclau, 1980).

This is not just a reference to the language of International Relations,
or to the languages within international relations, but also to the mater-
ial bases of language and the relations between them. Consequently,
the historical development of complicated international practices - for
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example, the construction of free trade as the pure and virtuous form
of international trade - or the problem of realizing sovereignty, or de-
regulation and privatization, and the explanation of them, depends
upon the disclosure of orthodoxies within those practices. Orthodoxies
are enabled through the articulation of and adherence to efficient nor-
mative structures wherein these orthodoxies are represented as ‘real’ or
‘natural’, and as constituting external limits to thought about them.
Here, the logical distinction between descriptive (or empirical) state-
ments, and evaluative (or normative) statements seems irrelevant, in
the sense that normative structures can be seen to be constitutive of, or
internally related to, apparently objective conditions in the world such
as trade, development, global warming, privatization or humanitarian
peace-enforcement. The strict separation of fact from value is mistaken
in that it is not itself capable of empirical testing, and therefore only
meaningful as an analytical truth, but it is not irrelevant. This is so
because this assumed separation, like those of theory from practice and
of subjectivity from objectivity, is causally necessary both to the
process of constructing social reality as the objective conditions of
social practice, and to sustaining relations of power and hegemony
within that practice (MacLean, 1988a). In other words, the philosophi-
cal roots/intellectual tradition of the discipline, and the possibilities for
agency within international relations practice, represent a structure
where each element is constitutive of the other.

At the same time, parts of this relationship cannot be directly
observed, even in principle, and therefore can only be identified in
terms of their consequences (e.g., Bhaskar, 1975, 1989; MacLean,
1981a, 1981b). What is clear is that this structure is one of simultane-
ous orthodoxy in both thought and practice. This does not imply, and
neither is it a requirement for the validity of such an assertion, that a
relation of strict identity needs to be established so that orthodoxy A
in theory matches or corresponds to orthodoxy A in practice. This
would be to represent exactly the orthodoxy of the separation of
theory from practice I argue against.

Rather, the relationship is necessarily indirect, or mediated, and this
is what makes it so difficult to deconstruct. This does not deny of
course that from time to time specific theoretical orthodoxies are con-
sciously developed and articulated in order to maintain and reproduce
specific practical or concrete social orthodoxies. They clearly are, as is
demonstrated by the development of ‘separate development’ in
Apartheid South Africa, or the idea of ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’
in the early days of the former USSR, or the idea of ‘stakeholder
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democracy’ in contemporary British politics. But it is not this class of
relation, where the connection between explicit theorization and social
practice is so explicit and intentional, that I am concerned to deal with
here. Large-scale structures generally operate and reproduce themselves
where purposive behaviour rather than intention is necessary to, but
not the exclusive basis of, social outcomes. Some social outcomes are a
strict consequence of purposive behaviour, but only when the purpo-
sive behaviour is congruent with a definite intention. For example, a
university teacher may well treat male and female students in a
seminar differently, and this necessarily involves purposive behaviour.
She or he may have no intention here of reproducing gender relations
of subordination, but certain possible forms of differential treatment
would lead to such subordination, and necessarily so.

In broad terms, these complex social processes can be generally
described as social reproduction. I asserted above, following Bourdieu,
that the arbitrary nature of established social orders is obscured
through a strategy of naturalization. They do not endure automat-
ically, but only so long as people individually or collectively reproduce
them. Equally, people do not reproduce them automatically, and rarely
do they do so with intention. Underdeveloped political economies, for
example, do not engage in world trade in order to reproduce the global
capitalist political economy and their subordinated position within it.
However, such conditions are partly a necessary if unintended conse-
quence of their activity, as they are simultaneously a necessary
condition of the manner of their engagement in world trade in the first
place.

These conditions reveal that international activity, like other
domains of social practice, are context-dependent, which is to say they
are located in sets of acceptable and non-acceptable behaviour, which
are invariably rule-governed. Some of these rules are formal and insti-
tutionalized, some are informal and a matter of habitualized social
practice. The critical element they simultaneously reproduce and
obscure is the extent to which a universalized normative structure —
which does not mean that the relevant practices (of economy, polity,
culture, language, gender, property and so on) are everywhere identi-
cal, but that there is an assumed ‘natural’ standard in terms of which
actual and potential forms of practice are evaluated - generally oper-
ates in the interests of particular agents, and against the real interests
of others. On this view, knowledge in and of international relations is
not simply a matter of their direct instruments and artefacts but also a
matter at the same time of what is not expressed, and not disputed,
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because they are taken as undeniably given, not just by subordinated
agents, but by dominant agents too. For Bourdieu (1977: 164), ‘The
instruments of knowledge of the social world are at the same time
political instruments, which contribute to the reproduction of the
social world by producing immediate or inevitable adherence to the
world, seen as self-evident and undisputed, of which they are actually
the product.”He goes on to say that: ‘The adherence expressed in the
doxic relation to the social world is the absolute form of the recogni-
tion of legitimacy through the misrecognition of arbitrariness, since it
is unaware of the very question of legitimacy’ (Bourdieu, 1977: 168).
These complex conditions of social knowledge and social practice are
represented figuratively by Bourdieu as shown in Figure 1.1.

Disputes within the doxy, for example between the idealists and the
realists, between the traditionalists and the scientists or, recently,
between all these and the post-positivists, present the orthodoxy as
though it is a domain of continuous debate, or heterodoxy. This tends
to conceal the necessary contribution these disputes make to the very
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- +

The universe of discourse
(or argument)

Source: Adapted from Bourdieu (1977: 168).
Figure 1.1 International relations as a totality
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confirmation of the boundaries of an issue as given. This is the point
when that which constitutes the content of thought and practice in
international relations at any given time is located against (and main-
tained by) that which has been removed from discussion, hidden from
history, seen as indisputable or simply not thought. And, no matter
how given the givens are, because they are partly located in and repro-
duced by everyday social practices, they are continuously precarious
and capable of disruption. This means that the boundary between doxy
and doxa is not fixed, or pre-determined, or inevitable, or ahistorical.
And although the relation between the doxy and the doxa is an inter-
nal (that is to say, a necessary) one, its particular form and movements
cannot be known in advance and are thus partly contingent.

It is this contingency which provides subordinated groups with an
interest ‘in pushing back the limits of the doxa and exposing the arbit-
rariness of the taken-for-granted’ (Bourdieu, 1977: 169). Dominant
groups, on the other hand, clearly have an interest ‘in defending the
integrity of doxa, or short of this, of establishing in its place the neces-
sarily imperfect substitute, orthodoxy’ (Bourdieu, 1977). Thus, to pin
down my first and second postulates, the orthodoxy of the philosoph-
ical roots of International Relations exists only in the objective rela-
tionship which opposes it to heterodoxy: that is, the range of choices,
ideas, policies and practices made possible by the existence of compet-
ing and plausible possibilities, but none of which constitute real alter-
natives in relation to the nature of the boundary between doxy and
doxa.

However, the maintenance of the orthodoxy in International
Relations is not as mechanical as this might sound. It does represent
on its surface, manifest censorship: an official way of speaking, think-
ing, analysing and practising international relations, with oppositions
rejected often as fanciful, fashionable or self-promoting (e.g., James,
1989; Jones, 1994; and Jackson, 1996), or in more serious vein, as ‘pro-
grammatic’ (Brown, 1994: 60) and as likely ‘to remain on the margins
of the field’ unless and until they develop testable research programmes
of their own (Keohane, 1989: 173). The argument in this section is that
this explicit opposition between ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ opinions or
methods or contents hides what theoretical orthodoxy reproduces,
namely the more fundamental, deep opposition between the universe
of things that can be thought, hence stated and debated, and the uni-
verse of that which is taken for granted, not thought, hence not stated
and not debated. If all I have said so far is coherent, worth discussion
and debate and not simply taken for granted, then reasonable grounds
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have been established for disclosing the philosophical roots of the dis-
cipline as a deeper and more extensive orthodoxy than it seemed at
first to be.

The claim that the philosophical roots or intellectual tradition in
either its classical realist form or its neo-realist form (both for the
moment as in the sense these positions are normally understood) mis-
recognize globalization is probably fairly uncontentious. Furthermore,
showing why this is so is a relatively straightforward matter. The irre-
ducible requirement for conceptualizing globalization, whether as
something requiring explanation or as itself an analytical concept, or
both - and in my view it is simultaneously both - is to be able to
demonstrate initially that globalization refers to a set of qualitatively
different practices in international relations than those hitherto; or
that globalization offers the possibility of qualitatively different and
fuller accounts of international processes than hitherto. If neither of
these can be convincingly demonstrated, then the widespread assump-
tion that globalization does refer to something concrete and is not
simply ‘a buzzword, a term as ambiguous as it is popular’ (Scholte,
1996: 45), cannot really be sustained.

To put this another way, attempts in the discipline to articulate glob-
alization which do not pose at the outset the question of what if any-
thing is global about globalization - that is, do not problematize the
concept itself - and then provide a distinctive answer to it, are bound
to misrecognize globalization for, if the concept only refers to practices
and conditions capable of being recognized by the notions of ‘interna-
tional’, ‘regional’ and ‘local’, then talk of ‘the global’ in any sense
other than an empirically observable, geographical spread of already
existing conditions and practices is redundant. Neither is it enough to
suppose that answering the core question posed above is satisfied by
utilizing taxonomic devices: that is to say, a mode of abstraction artic-
ulated through classification, categorization, metricity, separation and
difference. The overwhelming tendency in Western/global social
science is to enter into analysis by means of a taxonomy, which
usually means seeking to define the concept or phenomenon in ques-
tion in advance.

This pervasive academic practice is one in which items, events, out-
comes or agents — generally, that which is to be explained - are first
categorized and classified in terms of assumed-to-be discrete and
observable characteristics, and then constructed through the form of
ahistorical and abstract definition. This leads to classifications of the
form: the state is ...; the MNC is ...; international organization is ...;
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technology is ...; politics is ...; global society is ...; globalization is ...;
and so on. This procedure carries with it an internal, self-generated sec-
ondary taxonomy, which allows the procedure to be itself classified as
technically prior to (that is, pre-theoretical and wholly separate from)
the business of analysis and knowledge construction. In Cox’s term-
inology, this is problem-solving theory, and carries with it all the
requirements and implications of taking the world as it appears to us as
given and then imposing some order upon it (Cox, 1981: 128-29).
Such theorizing makes it possible to generate general statements about
regularities or classes of things, (e.g., the ‘competition state’), which
then appear to have general validity. However, the patterns are gener-
ated by the procedure, not by the items in question themselves,
because they already presuppose the ‘institutional and relational para-
meters assumed in the problem-solving approach’ (Cox, 1981: 129).

Structural-functional, interactive, rationalist, and adaptive theoriza-
tions ensue from this starting point. These are not strictly speaking
entailments of the taxonomic desire, but they are almost bound to
flow from it. Embedded in these technical procedures are many prob-
lematic, habitualized and taken-for-granted resolutions of fundamental
epistemological and methodological puzzles. Some of these I have
referred to already - for example, the theory-practice, subject-object,
agency-structure, polity-economy, domestic-international, and time-
space relationships - in a variety of internal and external contexts of
the discourse of philosophical roots. At the end of this section, I will
draw these assumed dichotomies together with each other and with
globalization-misunderstood.

For the moment, in relation to globalization and the taxonomic
malaise, I will assert the following: if it is the case that part of what
globalization means resides in its relations with other social items -
meta-theoretical, theoretical and practical; observable and non-
observable — and, simultaneously, part of what any other social item
means in the late-modern world resides partly its relations with global-
ization, then the widespread procedure of initial abstraction through tax-
onomic method engenders the misrecognition of globalization from the
start. The implication of this is that recognition of what globalization
means requires jettisoning taxonomy, refusing conceptualizations of
globalization as a thing in itself, and developing analyses of globalization
as a complex concept which refers to a set of specific relations with
causal powers and causal liabilities (Sayer, 1992). This is not and cannot
be a purely theoretical or abstract task, as my earlier reference to the
notion of concept formation employed by Cox (1983) implies. Neither is
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it arbitrary, because it proceeds initially from critique. Finally, such an
analysis is not pre-determined, first because it does not, and cannot,
define what globalization means ahistorically and in advance of detailed
historical analysis, and second, because it recognizes that although part
of what globalization means is constituted in and through relations of
necessity, equally, part is constituted in and through contingent rela-
tions, and the latter cannot be known in advance.

Consequently, the meaning of globalization is to be arrived at only
at the end of a detailed concrete analysis, rather than being assumed by
abstract definition at the start of the analysis. This does not mean that
globalization has a content that can be known with certainty, or estab-
lished in terms of an essential truth-value. To assume this would be to
return globalization to the constraints of positivism and to the
methodological landscape of thingness and discreteness, as though it had
a fixed internal meaning - a set of natural properties - waiting to be
discovered. What it does mean is that globalization can be assumed to
have certain characteristics, and certain causal powers and causal liabil-
ities at any particular historical moment, some of which may in princi-
ple be transhistorical. On this view, ‘certain’ is not a reference to
resolving competing claims by recourse to testing for truth or falsity,
but a reference to ‘certain’ meaning more or less the same as a ‘definite’
historically developed content, which is capable of being described.!?

The claim that showing how the philosophical roots of the discipline
in its classical realist or neo-realist manifestation misrecognizes global-
ization is a relatively straightforward matter and hinges necessarily
upon the extent to which my analysis of ‘the philosophical roots’ so
far is both coherent and acceptable. The focus in this section is mainly
upon classical realism and neo-realism not simply because they are the
most explicit representations of the philosophical roots of the disci-
pline understood as political theory (rather than as containing a deeper
structural philosophy, which I earlier argued was a generic philosophy,
with transtextual capacity) but also because of my earlier argument
that together, these related positions constitute the dominant ortho-
doxy in International Relations, and the overwhelming amount of aca-
demic production in the discipline is, to varying degrees, within their
discourse. I think it is relatively straightforward now because the
grounds for the demonstration are implicated in core elements of the
critique, or problematization, of the philosophical roots I have
developed already.

First, at the most general level, classical political realism and neo-
realism misrecognize globalization not so much because they construct
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it as part of the assumed-to-be external reality of international relations
(although they do), but more because there is no space for a reflexive
consideration of their own constitutive relationship with globalization
as a potential object of inquiry. To put this another way, classical
realism and neo-realism must from the start (although not necessarily
intentionally) strive to render globalization meaningful in terms of the
core concepts, timeless truths and salient issue areas of the philosoph-
ical roots of the discipline, of which classical realism and neo-realism
are the primary and explicit bearers. Consequently, to the extent that
these positions are prepared to conceptualize globalization at all, this
can be done only by bringing the latter into some relationship - ideally
of identity or correspondence, and at least of congruence — with the
domain of orthodoxy in international relations, rather than into the
problematic domain of the boundary between the doxy and the doxa.
And this is to assume that theory and practice are necessarily separate
domains.

Second, there is a set of particular constraints inscribed within classi-
cal realism and neo-realism (although in apparently different ways)
which, taken together or singly, lead to the misrecognition of global-
ization. As a set, these particulars are incapable of specifying what, if
anything, is ‘global’ about globalization, without transforming the
meaning of ‘global’ into already articulated and understood concepts.
The first of the more specific constraints is the categorical separation of
subjectivity from objectivity. This dichotomy is a necessary element in
establishing and reproducing the categorical distinction between
theory-practice itself. However, there is more than simply a meta-
theoretical or theoretical dimension to this dichotomy. In order to
maintain consistency with earlier parts of my argument, I need to
show that there is a practical or substantive dimension to the issue.
The subjectivity-objectivity separation is probably better known in
International Relations as the distinction between the ‘psychological
environment’ and the ‘operational environment’.!* Derived dualisms
such as beliefs—facts, thought-action, mental-material, insider-outsider
and so on have not only embedded themselves throughout the textual-
ity of political theory and international theory, but have become firm
chorus lines too in the language and debate of statespersons, soldiers,
diplomats, business people, journalists and travellers.

In both the discipline of International Relations and the practice of
international relations, therefore, the privileging of the objective over
the subjective is essential to the reproduction of the philosophical
roots of the discipline as the dominant orthodoxy within theory, and
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to the social reproduction of the ownership by dominant groups of
what can be called ‘objective’ and therefore ‘real’ in concrete interna-
tional practice: for example, claims about the relationship between
wage-labour rates and competition for inward foreign direct invest-
ment (FDI). So long as classical realism and neo-realism hold the view
that globalization (or for that matter the international) is located with
the external environment of actors and is thus a part of the objective
conditions of essentially subjective policy-making, then analysis from
these positions will misrecognize globalization by only recognizing
some of its observable symptoms. Furthermore, these positions can
only then conceptualize actors, in this case usually states, as reacting to
the perceived conditions of globalization. The possibility that state for-
mation, in a diverse variety of forms and transformations, may be part
of the concrete development of globalization cannot be contemplated.

In addition, and consistent with the theory-practice and subjectivity-
objectivity dichotomies, these versions of the philosophical roots of
the discipline hold strongly to a categorical separation between the
domestic sphere and the international sphere. In political terms, the
‘domestic’ is seen as the defining site of order, community, law, legiti-
mate government, citizenship and security, and it represents ‘territory
at rest’. The agent predominantly identified as maintaining and realiz-
ing coherence between these dimensions of social practice is the
modern state, while the capacity of the state presupposed in this
overall coherence is that of sovereignty (M. Williams, 1996: 109-22).
Against this, the ‘international’ is usually seen as the defining site of
disorder, lack of government, non-citizenship, insecurity, no overall
law, and other, foreign ‘territories at rest’. What norms there are that
transcend territorial boundaries, together with international public
laws, sets of peaceful transactions, regulated competition, free move-
ments of persons, goods and capital, and so on are seen as quintessen-
tially temporary and voluntary arrangements, consciously entered into
by the knowing agents of states. They do not arise from enforceable
commands of a supra-state authority, but from sets of interactive agree-
ments, and are therefore subject to continuous review and potential
rejection. On the basis of this assumption the domestic is in tension
with the international, and with the regional. The global cannot be
conceived except as other than the domestic, and as no more than an
increase in the geographical and observable spread of international
interactions. Globalization on this view adds nothing of qualitative or
analytical value to the interactive concept of internationalization, and
is then redundant.



36 Philosophical Roots and Philosophical Routes

The second particular constraint within the realist and neo-realist
orthodoxy is a complex compound effect of their shared mode of
abstraction. It arises out of the deeper generic philosophy of empiricist
epistemology, and it is this continuous transtextual potential which
will allow a later argument that neo-realism covers a wider part of the
doxy than it is usually considered to, and, that other positions not part
of the realist and neo-realist discourse are nevertheless still located
within the doxy. Consequently they are subject to the same or similar
limitations so far as conceptualizing globalization is concerned. The
mode of abstraction common to realism and neo-realism - and, as I
will argue later, to almost all other positions within the heterodoxy - is
a double form of reductionism. One part of this, which I will call ver-
tical reductionism, is the way in which realism, and neo-realism
(including within the latter the attempt by Waltz in 1979 to develop a
systemic or structural realism), have sought to resolve the relationship
between parts of a system and the system as a whole. This problematic
is now generally referred to, following Wendt, as the agent-structure
issue (Wendt, 1987; Hollis and Smith, 1991, 1994, 1996; Carlsnaes,
1992; Jabri and Chan, 1996). Briefly, this has been resolved in realism
and neo-realism by the adoption, either explicitly or implicitly, of
methodological individualism, which in general holds that facts about
social relations or social phenomena as a whole can only be explained
in terms of facts about individuals.

It is perhaps both ironic, and pertinent to the long historical scope
of classical political theory, that this position was first clearly articu-
lated by Hobbes, who asserted that ‘it is necessary that we know the
things that are to be compounded before we can know the whole com-
pound, because everything is best understood by its constitutive
causes’ (Hobbes, quoted in Lukes, 1973: 110). So far as conceptualizing
globalization is concerned, the possibility that it may represent a struc-
tural condition, related causally with but not reducible to the aims,
intentions, capabilities and interests of individual units in the world
(whatever they are) is methodologically disallowed from the start.
Furthermore, the concept of globalization on this view is meaningful if
and only if it is capable of being translated directly into observational
statements, which means that claims about globalization which
include consideration of non-observable elements are also rendered
unintelligible.

The second part of this double form of reductionism, which I will
call horizontal reductionism, is the characterization of relevant phe-
nomena in International Relations as political. This is overwhelmingly
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the case in the realist and neo-realist orthodoxy, and in International
Relations more generally, notwithstanding a great amount of recent
critique, which is to be found in its most sustained form in the field of
IPE. I will argue shortly that the dominant forms of conceptualization
in IPE do not resolve this form of reduction, but replace the strict sep-
aration of politics from economics with an interactive account of poli-
tics and economics, wherein these two analytically distinct spheres of
social relations are still related in terms of difference.

Such a privileging of politics underpins the predominant tendency
in realism and neo-realism to focus upon the state as both the major
actor in international relations and the core unit of analysis in
International Relations. Equally it was the privileging of questions
about individuals’ obligations to the state, power and order, citizen-
ship, the origins of the modern state and sovereignty, which enabled
the earlier establishment of a tradition of political theory which was
both separated and different from a tradition of economic theory.
Conceptualizing globalization as a largely or mainly political phenom-
enon entails an unnecessary narrowing of the complexity of the late-
modern world, and leaves other important contexts of contemporary
social practice such as trade and poverty, technology and science,
gender and ethnicity as no more and no less than marginalized prac-
tices to be brought under political control. More importantly in my
view, it means that insofar as globalization is contemplated at all, it is
problematized in terms of a necessary opposition and tension between,
for example, state sovereignty/autonomy and the alien forces of global-
ization (Ohmae, 1990, 1995), or between states and firms (Stopford
and Strange, 1991) or as more recently between states seen as the
source of competitive strategies in an environment of global economic
processes (Jessop, 1993; Palan and Abbott, 1996).

The third particular constraint generated by the orthodoxy of the
philosophical roots arises from the conception of time and space
inscribed within it. The first point here has strong links back to my
earlier discussion about the assumed distinction between normative
theory and empirical theory, which has become a generally accepted
motif of both the political philosophy and the generic philosophy that
together make up the philosophical roots of the discipline. It also has
strong links back to my earlier discussion about the state as a defined
territory — what I called earlier ‘territory at rest’ — and the ‘interna-
tional’ seen either as non-territory, or territory in dispute (e.g., the
earth’s near atmospheric space), or simply the globe as a geographical,
three-dimensional whole. I argued earlier that the distinction between
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normative and empirical theory rested on the security of the logical
and formal distinction between evaluative statements and descriptive
statements: more crudely, between claims about what ‘is’ and claims
about what ‘ought’ to be. I concluded that this distinction is strictly
meaningful only as an analytical truth, but is nevertheless of over-
whelming importance in respect of the connection between appropri-
ating the conditions of ‘reality’ on the one hand, and systems of power
and hegemony in the world on the other.

It is of course possible to translate the logical distinction between ‘is’
and ‘ought’ into its presupposed temporal and spatial characteristics.
‘Is’ here refers to what is the case now, that is the present, or by exten-
sion, to a set of repeated ‘nows’ or ‘past-presents’. There is also an
ontological assumption that what ‘is’ is observable, which is to say it
occupies some describable or measurable three-dimensional space.
Against the firmness of the ‘is’ of social practice, ‘ought’ is assumed to
be in opposition to ‘now’: that is, as a reference to what things are not
now, but should or might be in the future. Even in those cases where
the ‘ought’ is an injunction to continue some present practice or
behaviour - as in, ‘the UK ought to remain in the United Nations’ - the
reference is to projecting what is now the case into the future. On this
standard view, time is seen as capable of being split into pieces, or
slices: usually the past, the present and the future. Three implications
of this reveal constraints upon recognizing globalization.

First, time and space are assumed to be independent factors, in the
sense of being unaffected by what goes on within them. Consequently,
they are seen as fixed or absolute environments of activity, as natural.
Second, by distinguishing the ‘is’ of International Relations (as what is
in the present and therefore also what is ‘real’), from the ‘ought’ of
International Relations (as what is not yet the case, but some future
state of affairs and therefore also not yet ‘real’) the ‘is’ — or by exten-
sion the ‘was’ of International Relations - is privileged over the ‘ought’
of International Relations, because there is no possibility on this view
of holding that the ‘ought’ things (e.g., that there ought to be peace in
the world, or that there ought to be no starvation in the world) are
already contained within, already a part of, the ‘is’ or reality of
International Relations. There are already spaces in the world which are
more or less continuously peaceful, and there are already spaces in the
world where starvation is more or less continuously absent. If it is the
case that globalization refers not only to the global empirical spread of
ways of doing things, but also to the transfer of causality from local
space to non-territorial space while none the less reproducing the
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unequal distribution of peace in the world, and of starvation in the
world, within local space, then analyses which fail to theorize the
meta-theoretical elements of time and space, normally constructed so
as to legitimate the world as it appears to us, will also fail to recognize
globalization fully.

These two points together imply a third, namely that within the dis-
cipline orthodoxy, that which can be characterized as real, because it
‘is’, is thereby deemed to exist. Because of the pervasive conflation of
what is real with what is empirical, that which is deemed to exist is
deemed also, and necessarily, to occupy some space, which is defined
exclusively in the discipline as territory. Conversely, that which can be
characterized as not-real because it is deemed an ought-to-be project —
which would include all critical theory and most feminist theory — is
also seen as not yet capable of occupying space, territorial, three-
dimensional or otherwise. It is spaceless but not timeless, and can be
deemed therefore to be metaphysical or idealistic.

Two things are important here. First, the orthodoxy is not only able
to exclude oppositional views as they arise, it is also and ironically able
to police future possible views in advance of their articulation, because
the categorizations of ‘is/now’ and ‘ought/future’ are constructed para-
doxically, as ahistorical criteria. They apply to past, present and future
texts, and this is a significant power of exclusion. Second, because of
these deeply embedded assumptions of time and space within the
orthodoxy of the philosophical roots of the discipline, what is ‘global’
about globalization can only be constructed so long as it is congruent
with a territorial conception of space. This allows a certain coherence
in the orthodoxy for the opposition of domestic and international or
state and non-state actors, because ‘international’ can be constructed as
foreign territory, or interaction between discrete domestic territories,
while non-state actors can be coherently characterized as occupying
some territory — being in some place - but without the quality of legit-
imate sovereign control over a defined territory. Consequently, and
moving beyond the inherent circularity of this view, the ‘global’ is seen
either as the extension of what is meant by international, but of no
qualitative difference, or as some possible future condition such as a
simple, geographically global super-territorial state. Again, the possibil-
ity of the ‘global’ being real but none the less non-territorial, or more
precisely now, non-three-dimensional, is not allowed.

Within the orthodoxy at large, that is to say beyond its realist and
neo-realist manifestations, the site of observable behaviour, which is
necessarily territorial or three-dimensional, is conflated with the site of



40 Philosophical Roots and Philosophical Routes

causality, which is assumed also to be, but is not necessarily, territorial
or three-dimensional. Indeed, the possibility of causal items which are
non-three-dimensional is already ironically contained within the ortho-
dox account of time and space. In order for the orthodoxy to dismiss
emancipatory theory or opposition on the grounds that it is normative,
an ought-to-be thing, residing in the future and therefore spaceless, the
concept of ‘spaceless’ is already conceded, indeed it is essential
(although unspoken) to their critique. Furthermore, the deep philo-
sophical structure of the orthodoxy — what I have called the generic phi-
losophy of empiricism - although historically initiated in territorial
space (which is why it is meaningful to refer to Anglo-Saxon analytical
philosophy, or the Vienna school of logical-positivism, or the Chicago
school of economics) has now become global in the sense not only that
it has spread geographically to receiver locations, but in the more
important sense that it is no longer tied to any particular territory. This
proposition, it should be noted, in no way applies in the case of empiri-
cal examples drawn from other existing philosophies of epistemology,
such as islamic, confucian, scientific realist or marxist variants.

Thus we have one specific candidate for knowledge construction, in
this case empiricism, which has shifted from its territorial and histori-
cal location as an outcome of the long period of the Enlightenment, to
become the taken-for-granted ahistorical and universalizable criterion
for evaluating all attempts at knowledge construction. In this sense,
empiricism has become timeless, spaceless but in spite of this (or
because of this) it has enlarged and confirmed its causal content in
respect of the inclusive and exclusive powers of the orthodoxy, if not
in respect of its own explanatory power. In more accessible terms, it
can be briefly stated that the orthodoxy of the discipline has con-
structed time as chronological history, space as geographical and polit-
ical territory, and each as separate from the other. Moreover, it is
historical rather than spatial frameworks which have been privileged in
the discipline, at least until recently, as new conceptions of political
geography developed in geography, urban studies and sociology have
begun to spread beyond their initial disciplinary boundaries (Kofman
and Youngs, 1996). However, the impact of this work is as yet slight.
Time in the form of chronological history remains at the core of the
orthodoxy, and it remains separated from space.

Clearly then, the construction of time and space within the ortho-
doxy is atomistic, linked to observable conditions, biased towards
chronology and sequence, and towards territorial definition.
Consequently, globalization can only be recognized by rendering it
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consistent with this particular time-space framework. This means
either that the concept of globalization is brought within the domain
of the doxy, and rendered safe as a variant of internationalization, or
excluded as simply redundant. Alternative constructions of globaliza-
tion seen as a wholly meta-theoretical but none the less real structure
in the world, with causal powers and liabilities, and located in
n-dimensional space, are then evaluated at best as misconceived and
at worst as unintelligible.

It can now be seen that the philosophical roots of the discipline rep-
resents a consistent system. The appearance of debate is maintained.
Whether Hobbes, or Machiavelli, or Locke, or Kant, or Marx, best help
us to understand contemporary international relations is taken still to
be a relevant area of contestation. I have argued that the philosophical
roots of the discipline in its most accessible forms - that is as explicit
classical international political theory, or its transformation to neo-
realism - can only misrecognize globalization and will be likely to
dismiss claims about globalization as premature, mistaken, misplaced,
empirically unsustainable or at best, limited. However, the argument I
have made requires the exposure of what I call the deep philosophical
structure of the orthodoxy, which has developed historically through
the establishment of the tradition of political theory, but cannot be
said to be reducible to it. It is a powerful epistemology, partly because
it has been reciprocally related to the gradual dominance of science in
modernity, through the application of technology to society.

The orthodoxy is consequently more extensive than its appearance
in the discipline would at first sight imply. In its classical form, the
realist view reads international relations as mainly relations between
states; it sees the state as a rational unitary actor; constructs the domes-
tic as wholly different from and separate from the international, and it
sees the latter as anarchic and a site of continuous danger, within
which the security of citizens depends upon the security of the state,
and the security of the state depends in the end upon military capac-
ity, either singly or in alliance. On this view, globalization is more or
less incomprehensible. From out of its deeper philosophy, classical
realism steps into line not only with its transformation to neo-realism,
but also with other positions in the orthodoxy such as transnational-
ism, behaviouralism, IPE, ‘new normative’ theory, and post-modernism.
And it does so on the basis of a set of shared assumptions, which I have
analysed as likely to lead to the misrecognition of globalization. The
major elements of this I have identified as a consistent, highly con-
nected disciplinary device within the discipline, and I have also argued
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that this set is causally connected to real relations of power and hege-
mony in the world. The most significant dichotomies within this set
are the separations of theory from practice; of subjectivity from objec-
tivity; of agency from structure; of politics from economics; of the
domestic from the international; and of time from space.

I want to conclude this section with a brief two-part discussion of
where this critique might now lead. The first part can be characterized
as an ironic inversion. Although it must be clear by now that my view
is that the philosophical roots/intellectual tradition in International
Relations leads to the strong likelihood that globalization will be mis-
recognized, I have not argued that the recognition of globalization
must therefore come from outside the discipline. My central thesis has
been that in order to develop a convincing account of globalization,
analysis must start from a critical account of the discipline’s existing
relationship with the concept of globalization, on the grounds that
part of what globalization means resides in existing theorizations of it.
This is the movement within critical theory methodology to meta-
theory, namely that making a concept concrete is not a matter of
evaluating different theories about it, but evaluating at the start the
relationship between existing theories and the object of inquiry.

This is the task represented in orthodox research projects as a litera-
ture review. In critical theory method, the task of review appears
similar, in that it involves the identification and evaluation of relevant
existing academic work on the issue. However, it is fundamentally dif-
ferent from a literature review as normally understood in two respects.
First, a critical review involves analysis of the relationship between the
existing academic work and the object of inquiry as a causal relation,
not simply one of empirical validity and internal coherence. Second,
and following from this, a critical review is not a pre-theoretical, pre-
research task, but is an essential part of the real research from the start.
In this way what is problematic about globalization can then stand as
the basis for a new (but not arbitrary) conceptualization. This is why
my claim in the introduction that some very prominent views of glob-
alization fundamentally misrecognize globalization does not entail
either that I have a uniquely privileged and known to be correct view
of globalization in advance of such a critique, or that there is a single
correct view on the matter.

On the contrary, what I have tried to do is to show that there are two
dimensions of philosophy involved in the philosophical roots of the
discipline: one apparent and derived from classical political theory,
and one embedded and linked to the generic philosophy of empiricist
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epistemology. Consequently, we are able to reach a point at which we
can argue not only that analysis of international relations in general,
and globalization in particular, necessarily requires attention to the
philosophical content of the discipline, but that any critical conceptu-
alization of international relations necessarily depends upon a recon-
struction of that philosophical content. Philosophy here is not
removed, but relocated, from its orthodox position where it is assumed
to be outside, and inherently disinterested in, its object of inquiry, to
its real position which is that of the deep, obscured philosophical or
meta-theoretical content of everyday social practices. In the genuinely
critical method philosophy shifts from its causal role of constraint and
discipline in the reproduction of the dominance of doxy over doxa to
an emancipatory causal role as the first step to disrupting the taken-for-
granted naturalness and arbitrariness of the doxy-doxa boundary.
There is a further element to this inversion, although not so ironic.
Here, the analysis of how the orthodoxy in the discipline engenders
a misrecognition of globalization simultaneously confronts the
International Relations discipline. This is because by posing the central
elements of the orthodoxy against plausible possibilities of the
meaning of globalization, the extent to which the latter presents major
conceptual, theoretical and practical difficulties for the existing ortho-
doxy is also revealed. It would be unkind to leave the argument here,
as though the whole of the classical political theory tradition were
unyielding in the face of claims about globalization. A recent book
(H. Williams, 1996) contains a perceptive, at times striking (if also
gentle) critique of the classical political theory tradition. Although the
title of the book — International Relations and the Limits of Political Theory
- implies critique, it is only in the penultimate chapter that the
grounds for this emerge fully and clearly. I will not go into detail here,
for two sharp assertions by Williams will show the line of argument.
First, he argues (H. Williams, 1996: 143) that while political theory
maintains a ‘vague intimation that its insights were applicable both to
internal and international politics ... there is not a great deal in politi-
cal theory as it presently stands to back up this hunch’. Although he
acknowledges that political theory must change with the times:

The suggestion that political theory may need to undergo a radical
change seems to contradict the most recent flowering of political
theory which has taken place in the United States and Britain. After
its apparent demise in the 1950s, political theory has made a remark-
able leap to prominence through the work of individuals like John
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Rawls, Robert Nozic, Bruce Ackerman, Brian Barry, Charles Taylor
and, more polemically Roger Scruton and the revival of Hayekian
political thought ... The form of this recent writing has remained as
ever upon the relationship between the individual and the state.

(H. Williams, 1996)

Williams is not a critical theorist, and his criticisms are careful,
leading to a demand not so much for fundamental change in political
theory as for the kind of changes that would allow some explicit recon-
ciliation between the still individual and state-centred orthodoxy of
the classical tradition, and the demands of globalization. However,
there is no doubt at all that here is a notable contributor to the classi-
cal political theory tradition in International Relations acknowledging
that globalization, whatever it is, presents severe difficulties for mainte-
nance of the tradition in its present form.

The second part, or implication, of my critique so far is that a great
deal of recent work in International Relations which would not nor-
mally be located within classical realism or neo-realism, some of which
furthermore identifies itself as explicitly opposed to the philosophical
roots of the discipline, can now be shown nevertheless to be firmly
located within the orthodoxy of International Relations. This is not to
say they are not critical of the intellectual tradition, for they often are,
but only at its level of appearance, namely classical political realism
and neo-realism. Consequently, they do not advance a fundamental
opposition to the orthodoxy because they fail to confront the embed-
ded generic philosophy of empiricist epistemology. In my argument,
they do not and cannot represent critical theory proper. This is not to
assert they have nothing useful at all to say about globalization, for
they do. However, what they do say is truncated, because analysis
remains fixed at the level of the appearance, or observable conse-
quences of globalization, and this represents still a misrecognition.
This is so on my argument because by seeking to recognize and con-
ceptualize globalization through a process of reconciliation with the
existing and established domain of the discipline’s heterodoxy, what is
problematic about globalization is seen mainly as residing within glob-
alization. On my view, specifying what it is that is problematic about
globalization requires a simultaneous specification about what it is that
is problematic, in epistemological and meta-theoretical terms, about
the International Relations discipline itself.

Substantiating such a contentious claim as this is important if it is
not to be left purely as assertion. However, there is no need for this to
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be extensive and detailed because, first, I have referred to this element
of the discussion in various earlier sections of the chapter and second,
what I have to say here is already strongly implicated in the argument
so far. Consequently, the core elements of this substantiation can be
argued from a basis of correspondence with those items already
exposed as constituting the deeper, or generic philosophy of knowl-
edge embedded in, but also extending beyond, the classical political
theory component of the orthodoxy. If it can be shown that other
apparently critical positions in International Relations share assump-
tions which are in common with the classical realist and neo-realist
positions, and which are at the same time central to the reproduction
of the discipline’s orthodoxy as heterodoxy, albeit in a variety of
degrees of explicitness, extent and rigour, then a prima facie substanti-
ation is confirmed. In what follows, I will refer only to academic work
which explicitly addresses the issue of globalization, but would make
the point in passing that this argument of correspondence applies in
principle to much of the recent work in International Relations that
has other projects in hand.

Although Scholte (1996: 43 and 45) has recently asserted that ‘today
the vocabulary of globality occupies a notable place in the everyday
parlance of commerce, governance, academe and entertainment’, and
that ‘questions of globalization have become a concern across the aca-
demic spectrum in the 1990s’, there is not yet a great amount of pub-
lished academic work on globalization, even though such work is likely
to increase. Also, what exists is spread across a range of disciplines, in
particular sociology, international relations (including international
political economy), political science, international business studies and
political geography.!s In none of the disciplines where analysis of glob-
alization has emerged can this work be seen as central, or discipline-
shifting, in the fundamental sense I have specified, and this is
particularly so in International Relations. It is understandable that aca-
demics interested in globalization from any one of these disciplines
will tend to talk to, write with and against, meet, and generally engage
with similarly interested academics from other disciplines more
perhaps than with academics immune to the globalization bug within
their own discipline. Nevertheless, there is clearly a danger here of self-
enclosure: that is, the possibility of the development of an interdisci-
plinary academic ghetto of globalization. If, as globalization theorists
assert, globalization is of central importance in making sense of how
the late-modern world is organized in the ways it is rather than in
some other conceivable ways, then a ‘ghettoized’ academic location on
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the margins is likely to develop further. This is so in my view until and
unless globalization is theorized in such a form as to confront the
orthodoxy within each discipline, and that deep element of it which
constitutes what I referred to earlier as the silent but effective transdis-
ciplinary epistemological alliance of empiricisms. Support and
acknowledgement from other academics is an important part of acade-
mic existence but, if it is based upon the exile of like-minded people, it
is bound to reinforce marginalization and exclusion rather than
dismantling the grounds of that exclusion. It is in this sense that I
assert the need to move from an interdisciplinary account to an anti-
disciplinary account of globalization.

I have argued at length that the ‘philosophical roots’ of the
discipline, as a tradition, is the bearer of two connected philosophies:
classical political philosophy, and an embedded epistemology of
empiricism. This was not just an argument that classical political
theory, and its modern extensions, depend upon empiricist assump-
tions about how we come to have knowledge of the world, how we
might best evaluate knowledge claims about the world, what kinds of
things can be properly said to exist in the world, and what opportuni-
ties there might be for bringing about change in the world. It was also
an argument that the establishment of the intellectual tradition as a
particular tradition was (and still is) a causal element in the develop-
ment of empiricist epistemology, and its eventual achievement of
academic and social hegemony. I have shown how it is that the philo-
sophical roots of the discipline, mainly in its political philosophy form,
but with assistance from its deeper transtextual philosophy, has
severely constrained the potential for classical realism and neo-realism
to conceptualize globalization to the extent of misrecognition. In
broad terms, this misrecognition is close to being absolute, in that the
very possibility of the development of globalization, as a qualitatively
different and historically recent phenomenon, is either rejected or
translated as a limited enlargement of already existing practices
adequately dealt with through the concepts of ‘regional’ and
‘international’.

In interrogating other positions in the discipline, the form of mis-
recognition will be shown to be different, and more complex. This is so
because work which seeks to explain globalization already concedes
globalization as a problematic requiring attention, specification, expla-
nation and evaluation. This is a minimum level of agreement for par-
ticular analyses do vary in their conceptions of what globalization
means, what its main elements are, its extent and importance in
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International Relations, and whether globalization is a good thing or a
bad thing. Consequently, this contestation within and between writ-
ings on globalization is an important first part of explaining why it is
that even if such work claims explicitly to confront the classical tradi-
tion as part of its account of globalization (e.g., Shaw, 1994; Saurin,
1995; Spike Peterson, 1996), it nevertheless (and necessarily) repro-
duces one of the conditions of heterodoxy.

This reproduction of the heterodoxy, however, is not enough in
itself to substantiate a claim of misrecognition. In order to do this, the
argument I have developed has to be accepted as relevant, and in prin-
ciple sustainable. It then has to be moved from its present status as
‘abstract research’ to that of ‘concrete research’ (Sayer, 1992: 146-51).
This means returning the critical analysis, developed up to this point
by concentrating on the abstract or meta-theoretical possibilities of
conceptualizing globalization, back into the substantive world which
gives it meaning and space. This is not a procedure of empirical testing,
because the substantive context itself is given new meaning through
abstraction, while establishing the meaning of the concept at the same
time. Furthermore, on this view already existing analyses are part of
the substantive context of globalization, and not external to it. To
accomplish this movement, I will take the conditions of the deep
philosophical structure of the orthodoxy, outlined so far in general
terms, and examine whether or not they are inscribed within other
positions in the discipline.

The first important element in this evaluation of International
Relations literature on globalization is how, if at all, the relationship
between theory and practice is articulated. In the introduction to their
recent edited collection entitled Globalization: Theory and Practice,
Kofman and Youngs (1996: 1, emphasis added) refer to their volume as
representing ‘the second wave, as it were, of globalization studies.
These are characterized by a dissatisfaction with the current state of
global play, both theoretical and practical.’ Reference is then made to ‘the
range of critical issues which need to be addressed in relation to the
theory and practice of globalization’ (emphasis added).

There is here then a clear and explicit concern to deal with the
theory-practice relation. In a later chapter, for example, Youngs (1996:
58-9) asserts that ‘theory and practice are intrinsically and problemat-
ically related’ and declares ‘the importance or regarding theories of
international relations as dimensions of the practice of world politics’.
However, the resolution is achieved by declaring that theory is not sep-
arate from practice, but itself already a practice. This is ambiguous, and
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could be simplistic. This is so because it would be absurd to deny that
theory production is a part of total social practice. But if this is what
Youngs means, and such an interpretation is heavily implicated when
she declares ‘These kinds of questions indicate the extent to which the-
orizing is a practical human activity, distinct from but not totally separate
from other forms of activity’ (Kofman and Youngs, 1996: 63, emphasis
added), then what is at stake here is whether or not theory and practice
can be categorically differentiated and located alongside the categorical
differentiation of subjective and objective. Youngs’s formulation does
not help, for it is linear: theory is a practice, and not just some theory
but all theory. This does not allow us to differentiate which theoriza-
tions are part of dominant practices, or to explain why some theories
in the world are incompatible with some practices. The issue of
whether or not practice is also and equally a part of theory is left
unspoken.

Throughout the text, there are many more examples of analyses
based on the categorical separation of theory from practice than there
are attempts such as Youngs's to integrate the relation between theory
and practice as part of recognizing globalization. With reference to the
formation of trading blocs, the reader is asked to note that ‘such a
strategy represents a political response to economic globalization’. Here
we see the separation of theory from practice, the construction of glob-
alization in observational terms, the separation of economics from pol-
itics, and the separation of the domestic from the political. These
attempts are thus firmly located within the heterodoxy of the disci-
pline, sharing the assumptions and practices of neo-realism and
empiricism, and dealing only with the symptoms of globalization.

A different approach has been developed by Martin Shaw (1994) in
Global Society and International Relations. Although a sociologist strictly
speaking, this work arises from what Shaw (1994: iv) describes as ‘a
period of engagement with international relations’. Shaw’s aim (1994:
4) is to fundamentally challenge and reconceptualize the field of
International Relations ‘from the point of view of sociology in general,
and the sociology of globalization in particular’. He characterizes glob-
alization ‘as the way in which social relations become defined by
specifically global contexts’ but then seems to conflate ‘globalization’
with global society, within which some ‘genuinely global’ specific
systems have formed (Shaw, 1994: 18-19).

The question which should concern us here is what allows Shaw to
distinguish items which are ‘genuinely global’ from those which
remain ‘restricted to national or local contexts’? What is clear is the
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overwhelming taxonomic framework. Global is separated from interna-
tional, and both of these from the local and the national. The global
economic system is separated from the global political system; both of
these are separated from the global cultural system, and all of these are
separated from the global civil society (Shaw, 1994: 21-2). In the end,
globalization is conceptualized as a geographical, measurable item,
which still allows the idea of the state as a discrete entity in the form of
‘inter-state relations’ (1994: 5). The problem running through all of
this, which is why globalization is a radical issue for Shaw - as well as
for International Relations and sociology - is the heroic struggle to
render globalization distinct from other concepts, definable in itself,
and capable of being operationalized. The power of empiricism to
specify the terrain upon which this struggle is waged is revealed fully
when Shaw (1994: 17, emphasis added) asserts: ‘While global society in
this sense [no more or less than the entire complex of social relations
between human beings on a world scale] contains all social relations
not all relations are actually defined at a global level.’

It would be incredible in my view if any social relation was actually
defined at the global level, for all social behaviour in the sense of
observable practices is necessarily (and for all intents and purposes
always will be) located at the local level, precisely because social items,
agents, actors can only operate in three-dimensional space. The only
way in which Shaw’s statement can make sense is to assume ‘the
global’ is some non-national, non-territorial, yet still three-dimensional
place or site of social practice. The problem arises here because the
term ‘actually’ is seen as non-problematic and indicates too a confu-
sion and conflation of the site of observable events and behaviour with
possible sites of explanation.

From this particular sociological perspective, globalization is misrec-
ognized. The impulse to understand (perhaps we should say control) a
concept through definition remains strong in 1997. Baylis and Smith
(1997: 7), for example, feel compelled to define globalization in ahis-
torical and abstract terms at the outset of their edited volume: ‘By glob-
alization we simply mean the process of increasing interconnectedness
between societies, such that events in one part of the world more and
more have effects on peoples and societies far away.’ This is very close
to an earlier definition offered by McGrew (1992b: 13-14):

[globalization is] the multiplicity of linkages and interconnections
that transcend the nation-state (and by implication the societies)
which make up the modern world system. It defines a process
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through which events, decisions and activities in one part of the
world can come to have significant consequences for individuals
and communities in quite distant parts of the world.

In both cases, these definitions appear more or less identical with the
rash of definitions of international relations as a system, which
appeared first in the late 1950s and 1960s (Kaplan, 1957; Burton,
1972).

If globalization means nothing more or less than the interconnected-
ness of parts of the international system, albeit increased, then it adds
nothing to our understanding of globalization as a qualitatively differ-
ent phenomenon in the world. In addition, such conceptualizations
simply state the obvious, because ‘the interconnections of parts’ is
what it means to describe something as a system. The world here is
seen as a geographical whole, and globalization is then seen as the
increased geographical spread of ways of doing things. What is ‘global’
about these processes cannot be distinguished from what is interna-
tional, and places in the world are no different from space in the
world; that is to say, they are all by implication territorial.

In a similar vein, Scholte (1997: 14) refers to globalization as those
‘processes whereby social relations acquire relatively distanceless and
borderless qualities, so that human lives are increasingly played out in
the world as a single place’. Here again, the definition is ahistorical and
wholly abstract in form. What is ‘global’ about globalization is not
made clear. Instead, globalization is translated into its main manifesta-
tions: communications, organizations, ecology, production, military,
norms and everyday thinking (Scholte 1997: 15-16). The choice of
these, rather than say gender, or food, or labour, or consumption, or
culture, or race is never justified, and consequently remains arbitrary.
They may indeed be globalization’s main manifestations, but in the
first place, those chosen are not evaluated in relation to other possible
candidates; second, discussion of what the ‘main manifestations’ of
globalization are in empirical detail cannot account for what explains
‘distanceless’ and ‘borderless’, and conflates globalization as a thing to
be explained with globalization as a causal concept. Again, the bases
for misrecognition are clear.

Baylis and Smith pay significant attention in their introductory
chapter to a recent text by Hirst and Thompson (1996). This is not sur-
prising, given the rapid and extensive influence the book has had.
Such influence is, however, in my view, difficult to explain for Hirst
and Thompson’s argument is severely flawed in a number of important
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respects. First, they pose the globalization thesis in its extreme and ide-
alized form. They focus on extreme views because ‘these extreme views
[are] strong, relatively coherent and capable of being developed into a
clear ideal typical conception of a globalized economic system’ (Hirst
and Thompson, 1996: 3-4). This justification can stand if and only if
they can show that none, or few, of the not-extreme views on global-
ization are not strong, relatively coherent and capable of being devel-
oped into clear ideal type conceptions of a globalized economic
system. It is interesting in this regard that Hirst and Thompson do not
refer in their opening chapter to any extant texts on globalization.
Even a cursory examination of the literature in this area shows that
there are very few analysts of globalization that are extreme in the
Hirst and Thompson sense. I can think of only three such texts -
Ohmae (1990, 1995) and Phillips (1992) - and it is noteworthy that
their influence is felt most sharply in the discipline of international
business studies and disseminated through seminars for international
business people.

The Hirst and Thompson justification can be seen therefore to be a
rationalization. This does not mean necessarily that the rest of their
analysis is without merit. However, in my view, it is seriously flawed
throughout on the following grounds. First, it assumes that the ques-
tion of globalization (or not) is a question of measurement, and there-
fore can be settled empirically: that is, they declare (1996: 2) the
‘absence of a clear model to measure trends’ to be a significant object-
ion in itself, as is the lack of agreement as to ‘a commonly accepted
model of the new global political economy’. This is a sloppy argument,
for it presupposes that agreement fo model globalization and then
agreement about a model of globalization is necessary in order to con-
ceptualize it in the first place. Here, Hirst and Thompson’s view of
what is necessary to conceptualize globalization properly is offered as a
general view about what is necessary, which in my view is simply a
case of academic terrorism.

Other instances of poor argument inhabit the entire text. For
example, the whole question of globalization is begged from the start.
What I mean here is that Hirst and Thompson seek to measure the
extent of globalization, as against continuing national or territorially
based causes, on the basis of criteria of measurement which are
national or locally derived indices. Consequently, the conclusion that
globalization is not nearly as extensive as some argue is built into the
analytical framework from the start. Further theoretically impoverished
items abound: the reduction of globalization to economic globalization
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on the grounds of belief alone (1996: 3); the assumption that transna-
tional corporations are not major agents of change because the major-
ity of companies are nationally based (which is like arguing that the
advanced political economies in the world are not major agents of
change because the majority of political economies in the world are
not advanced). This is absurd because it equates the influence of X
with the number of Xs. They assume that regional trading blocs are
necessarily and unequivocally evidence against globalization, when
they could equally be evidence for it (see Chapter 9 in this volume).
This text is empiricist, reductionist in both vertical and horizontal
terms, its conclusions are embedded in its premises, its conception of
global is geographical and territorial, and it seeks to conceptualize
globalization in terms of correspondence with a model defined in
advance, rather than developing a concept of globalization out of the
practices and conditions of social life in the world.

If this critique is sustainable, then the question as to the influence of
this text seems central. I argued earlier, in respect of the classical tradi-
tion of political theory, that we cannot evaluate or comprehend a text
only as a literal thing in itself. All texts have contexts, today as then,
and a large element in this is the potential receptivity for a text. And it
is this in my view that best explains the significance attributed to the
Hirst and Thompson text. We cannot say that this significance comes
only because the text is elegant, endowed with a clarity of language
and argument, or compelling internal coherence, for it has few of these
qualities. It is replete, however, with the motifs of the dominant dis-
course of empiricism: it separates theory from practice and politics
from economics; it reduces the ‘global’ to the aims, intentions and
properties of individual agents; it reproduces the distinction between
national and international; and finally, privileges the status of econ-
omistic theorization over other forms. Consequently, Hirst and
Thompson, without intention, locate their text at the centre of the
deep transdisciplinary orthodoxy, from whence a deep resonance
secures its audience.

One final example of the extended disciplining power of the ortho-
doxy will complete this section. The recent text by Palan and Abbott
(1996) is perhaps the most interesting in terms of the hegemony of the
orthodoxy in International Relations and its continuous reproduction
through and by new texts. Of the texts examined so far, this is by far
the most eclectic, and it stands as an ironic analogue with the frame-
work developed in this chapter. One could argue that particular texts
(like states) are in competition with each other for a market share of
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the discipline’s orthodoxy: that is, a certain intelligible place within
the heterodoxy, or the universe of discourse, which is the space of
debate. International relations is not only concerned now with things
considered from a global point of view, it has itself become a global-
ized social science. It can thus be seen as a practical everyday environ-
ment for the activities of individual scholars, who (like states) must
react and adapt to what they see as the defining characteristics of the
academic environment. Academics (like states) respond by devising a
number of strategies of competition: realism was at one stage a success-
ful competitive strategy, and became part of the infrastructure of the
discipline’s orthodoxy (i.e., simultaneously a response to, and a part of,
that orthodoxy).

Changes in the environment signalled a demise of realism’s competi-
tive force, and a ‘new’ strategy — neo-realism — was devised, representing
‘new’ forms of adapting. It was never to be expected that all academics
would respond (adapt) in the same way, but it is clear that (as with
states) some possible strategies have turned out to be mistaken: that is
to say, they represent failed adaptive strategies. As several scholars have
shown,® Marxism as a competitive but emancipatory academic strategy
has little to offer the discipline, and has not ‘contributed to an entire
new infrastructure’ of the International Relations ‘environment’ (Palan
and Abbott, 1996: 6). The point, however, is that Palan and Abbott fail
to offer an account of why it is that some strategic responses of states
(like academics) are ‘effective in terms of improved competitiveness’ but
some are not. To do so, the environment (in this case ‘globalization’)
has to be explained, particularly in respect of how it came to be medi-
ated through a discourse of competition.

Although declaring an interest in exposing the relations between
‘competitiveness’ and ‘globalization’, it is competitiveness only which
is described. What it is that is ‘global’ about globalization is not
explored, except in the limited sense of its empirical manifestations. The
form of eclecticism is extreme, representing a position-of-no-position.
Marx and Braudel are the basis, it seems, of the analysis of institutions
and structures; Porter (1990) is the source of an operational definition
of globalization; while Cerny (1990, 1994b) and Strange (1988) are the
major voices from which ‘many of the basic assumptions upon which
the competition state is based’ are derived (Palan and Abbott, 1996:
15-26 and 36).

This text claims a radical eclectic position, but such a position is not
available. There is the demand for the discipline to be more relevant,
more critical, interdisciplinary and historically nuanced. But no
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coherent or distinctive concepts are presented for analysis. Instead,
attention is paid to ‘what governments are doing’ and ‘to the processes
by which such complex social entities as states respond to and adapt to
the changing global environment’ (Palan and Abbott 1996: 12, emphasis
added), and to the development of a ‘more nuanced approach [than
those in which the environment is deemed to be an external force that
determines behavioural patterns] in which the perception of the envi-
ronment is possibly the main cause for changing patterns of behaviour’
(Palan and Abbott 1996: 32). Although the general tendency in the
radical eclectic approach is to employ a Marxist terminology mixed
with concepts and methods drawn from orthodox social science, in the
Palan and Abbott text, Marx and Braudel effectively disappear after
page 19. This form of scholastic theory-hopping necessarily leads to
sophistry, not only because of the superficial view of concepts and
concept formation involved, but also - and importantly so far as my
argument is concerned - because such eclecticism is itself a strong rep-
resentation of the very nature of orthodoxy represented as heterodoxy.

Such conceptual wanderings are allowed because of the unwarranted
assumption that a position of ‘no preconceived position’, or of ‘disinter-
ested inquiry’ is possible, and that existing theories can be drawn upon
as seen fit by the researcher. The resulting mix, however, as shown in
this text, is necessarily haphazard with respect to theory. Rather than
presenting the possibility of a synthesis, it is properly understood as a
position of ideological intervention. Like classical political theory, it is
implicitly critical of theory that is constructed out of a political or
evaluative, or ‘interested’ position. Indeed Palan and Abbott (1996: 13)
are explicit about such positions being unsatisfactory:

It is the second position which is particularly worrying, because it
has bedevilled much of the globalization literature. As a result, the
globalization thesis is often employed as a prescriptive notion, prop-
agated by business gurus and company directors to push through
such ideas as ‘down-sizing or ‘re-engineering’ — all of which usually
lead to sacking people from their jobs, and doing so in the name of
a changing global environment which (and that is the beauty of the
concept) is unfortunately out of their control.

Quite apart from the problematic status of the core claim here about
the extent of appearance of this position in ‘the globalization litera-
ture’ — in my view, this can only be sustained in respect of the global-
ization literature specific to international business studies — Palan and
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Abbott are forced, because of their implicit denial of any autonomous
theoretical base, to enter confrontations and disputes only on the basis
of terms established by other ideological positions. The mere use of
words such as ‘capital’, ‘market’, ‘circuits of capital’ and ‘dialectic’ does
not ensure that they are used as analytical categories within a system-
atic and coherent theoretical framework which gives them their
content, and which poses its own questions about social reality. From
page 19 onwards, the book comes firmly ‘back to the past and back to
the future’ of empiricist epistemology. The economic remains sep-
arated from the political, except in interactive terms; the existence or
not of globalization depends upon empirical evidence; behaviour is
reduced to the ‘more nuanced’ site of perception, reproducing the deep
orthodoxy of the empiricist distinction between subject and object;
and taxonomy is the defining motif for revealing the multiplicity of
forms of adaptation through competition.

Furthermore, competition itself is never theorized, and the set of
states is deconstructed, as simultaneously an ideal-typical form - ‘The
competition state theory is therefore essentially an “ideal-type”
description of the activities of the state based upon four essential
assumptions’ (Palan and Abbott, 1996: 37-9) - and as discrete compet-
itive forms. In the end, as with Hirst and Thompson, Scholte and
Shaw, globalization is reduced to a set of manifestations, and the site of
behaviour or agency is conflated with the site of causation. What the
book does succeed in doing is describing how and in what ways differ-
ent kinds of states have reacted to globalization, in the sense of what
they are presently doing in terms of policy formulation. But, to under-
stand states, globalization and competitive strategies, we need to
analyse what possible strategies are not chosen, or even not thought of,
and explain why this is so.

The Palan and Abbott text is not a critical or radical text because ulti-
mately it fails to answer its core question: namely, what is global about
globalization. Rather, this question is transferred to the domain of
reactive agents, predominantly states, and thus prompts Palan and
Abbott to misrecognize globalization. Consequently, the text is suc-
cessful in a second sense: that is, as an adaptive academic competitive
strategy. Like the other texts interrogated here, rather than presenting
a basis for real opposition to the doxy-doxa boundary which sustains
the philosophical roots of the discipline beyond its political philoso-
phy surface, these contributions fall just as firmly (although not
perhaps so obviously as classical realism and neo-realism) into the
embrace of the orthodoxy seen as heterodoxy.



56 Philosophical Roots and Philosophical Routes

I have identified the core elements of this transtextual hegemony in
theory as a set of initially constructed dichotomies, or categorical sep-
arations: theory from practice, subject from object, politics from eco-
nomics, domestic from international; agency from structure, and time
from space. But, I have argued at the same time that it is only by
exposing the deep structure of the philosophical roots, or intellectual
tradition of the discipline and its disabling properties, that we can
move to a non-arbitrary, critical and emancipatory construction of
philosophy, namely new philosophical routes, as a necessary part of
articulating an analytical framework which may recognize globaliz-
ation better. This task I will attempt in the final section.

Philosophical routes to globalization

Although I have adopted the convention in this chapter of section
headings, I have done so only in order to emphasize the initial analyti-
cal distinction between philosophical roots of, and philosophical routes
to, globalization. The two sections do not represent sets of different
arguments, or a significant turn in the overall argument. Instead, they
represent simultaneous moments of one argument. In the introduc-
tion, I said there was an important space for philosophy because it is
already embedded within the concept and practices of globalization.
But I have also argued that what globalization means is not fixed: that
is to say, it could be otherwise than it is presently thought and
practised. This last proposition presupposes that conceptualizing
globalization is not simply a matter of describing how practitioners -
statespersons, business people, diplomats, soldiers, citizens and other
sites of agency in international relations - think and practise globaliza-
tion (although it includes this), but also a matter of conceptualizing
the mediated, complex relationship between academic theorizations
and those observable practices. In other words, explicit academic theo-
rization is constitutive of the object it seeks to comprehend, and this
both accounts for and follows from the central analytical weight I have
placed upon the theory-practice dichotomy within the orthodoxy of
International Relations.

The argument of this chapter, while so far concentrating on how it is
that the philosophical roots of the discipline necessarily engender a
misrecognition of globalization, is simultaneously an argument for a
reconstruction of orthodox philosophy to radical philosophy: that is,
an emancipatory form of philosophical routes towards recognizing
globalization. Consequently, this section requires no further substan-
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tial argumentation. In addition, I have argued, from the basis of critical
theory methodology, that the content or meaning of social concepts,
in this case globalization, cannot be generated by defining the concept
in question in abstract terms (i.e., torn out of its context which is part
of what it means) and ahistorical terms (i.e., without reference to time
or place) as a supposedly secure starting point of analysis. From a criti-
cal point of view, such meanings can only be arrived at as the conclu-
sion of a detailed concrete historical analysis. For both these reasons,
this section will be relatively brief, for it is already the bearer of extens-
ive argument. I have set out all the core elements which together make
up the doxy-doxa relationship within the philosophical roots of the
discipline, and I have done this in respect of constraints upon the
assumed content and scope of the discipline, and upon some particular
texts about globalization. All that remains now is to set out, first in
broad terms, what general misrecognitions of globalization are
inscribed in the literature. Then I will offer a new analytical framework
which represents a project for recognizing globalization on the basis of
philosophical routes which are not outside globalization, but an
obscured transformable content of the everyday taken-for-granted
practices of globalization.

The misrecognition of globalization, which emerges from the disci-
plining reach of the International Relations orthodoxy once it has
been interrogated, can be summarized as follows:

1. Globalization is generally assumed to be a ‘thing’, a process, or an
effect of other conditions, and therefore as something empirical to
be explained. Consequently, it is generally located in a linear causal
process, and assumed not to have causal powers or liabilities itself.

2. Globalization is generally assumed to be predominantly political, or
economic or cultural, and therefore not a complex discourse which
structurally determines and mediates the diverse possible relations
between these dimensions (and others) of social practice. It is import-
ant to note here that the concept of determination in this sense
does not mean either predetermined or inevitable. Instead it refers
to the Marxist sense of a set of conditions which set limits to what
kinds of policies, objectives, and projects can be conceived, and how
they can be realized. Thus there is no implication at all here that
determination entails evidence of the observable homogenization of
social practice. This may of course develop in certain areas at certain
times: trade liberalization, privatization and de-regulation, scientific
anatomical medicine and rational choice policy-making frame-
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works, for example, are prominent contemporary examples of this.
What it does mean though is that there is an increasing silent
homogeneity: that is to say, a homogeneity of what is not thought,
not disputed, not chosen, and not practised.

3. Following from points 1 and 2, globalization is usually conceived of
as an outcome of the observable interactions of discrete units,
mainly states and firms, but also international organizations, espe-
cially at the present time regional economic unions and treaty
arrangements. In methodological terms, globalization is usually
abstracted on the basis of methodological individualism, and this is
to privilege agent over structure from the start.

4. There is a dominant tendency to conflate globalization with
internationalization, or interdependence, or both.

5. Globalization is normally conceived of in geographical-territorial
terms: that is, if it exists at all, it must occupy some position in
time, and some three-dimensional space. This is of course consistent
with its characterization as something empirical or, if not, some-
thing metaphysical and therefore not real. Underpinning this mis-
recognition is an absolute conception of time and space: that is, the
assumption that time and space are both independent of each
other, and of objects. This implies further that space could in princi-
ple be empty, and that objects are located within it. But this is
incoherent, because ‘what is empty is nothing, and nothing cannot
be’ (Sayer, 1992: 147).

6. As a corollary of points 1, 3 and 5, globalization is invested usually
with limited ontological status, which is to say it is generally assumed
to be meaningful if and only if it can be translated directly into
observational statements. Consequently the possibility that global-
ization might be itself (and strictly) a non-observable item but none
the less real, and possessing causal power, is not allowed (MacLean,
1981a: 55-7).

7. Finally there are particular elements of misrecognition that are
embedded in the post-modernist view of globalization. Usually,
post-modernists see their conception of globalization as radical
resistance, because it is assumed to be a political project outside, and
therefore a real alternative to, the perceived disabling consequences
of globalization: that is, its anti-democratic and discriminatory
character. However, insofar as globalization is a condition of late-
modernity (Giddens, 1990; 1991) then it is conceivable that post-
modernism, in its artistic, architectural and literary forms, and as an
assumed analytical posture, is both a strict causal consequence of
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globalization, and a causal element in its social reproduction. On
this view, post-modernism can best be seen as one more example of
a fundamentalist reassertion of tradition against globalization, in
particular the reassertion of self, of identity, of choice, or more gen-
erally of bourgeois possessive individualism. To the extent that post-
modernism is influential (and it seems to be increasingly so) it
reinforces its own misrecognition of globalization by ironically
focusing on uni-dimensional aspects of globalization such as frag-
mentation (thus missing unification and integration), individual
identity (thus missing collective identity), agents (thus missing
structures), localities (thus missing the global), turbulence (thus
missing calm), micro-circuits of power (thus missing hegemony),
femininity (thus missing gender) and so on. Rather than developing
a generalizable resistance to globalization, post-modernism (and, to
a lesser extent, post-structuralism) contribute to its reproduction.

The potentially critical analytical framework I promised is already
implicated in (although it is not the premise of) the argumentation of
the first section, and the exposure of the main fixing points of the mis-
recognition of globalization in this section. Consequently, all that
remains in this chapter is to set this out in its bare form. This does not,
and cannot represent a detailed concrete analysis of globalization.
However, it does stand as a basis for the working up of such analysis,
and I will from time to time say what I think globalization, as ‘an
hypothesized entity’, but nevertheless a real entity, might mean (Harré,
1972; Bhaskar, 1975; Keat and Urry, 1975; MacLean, 1981a).

There are five analytically distinct abstract elements in my view
which together constitute the concrete condition of globalization.
These are as follows.

First, the hegemony of tradition within the International Relations disci-
pline. This postulates that at least part of what ‘globalization’ means,
besides its relations with other social items, is its already existing forms
of theorization. To put this in practical research terms, the initial ques-
tion is not so much what might explain ‘globalization’, abstracted
from its social theoretical context, but what are the meta-theoretical,
theoretical and subjective historical conditions necessary for ‘globaliza-
tion’ to emerge at the time, and in the specific form that it has. Here,
one deals with the theory-practice and subject-object relation.
Following Marx’s meta-methodology of political economy (cf.
MacLean 1988b: 300-7), the supposed constitution of ‘globalization’ in
other diverse elements — say the states, firms and societies — are
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abstracted first in thought, and then combined together to produce a
formal concrete specification of ‘globalization’, which will be different
from that assumed at the start. This further means that the classical
project of political economy needs to be recovered.

Second, ‘globalization’ is a historical phenomenon. This does not mean
that globalization has a chronological starting point in time, which
can be dated and constructed as part of a more general periodization
(Scholte, 1997: 16). This could only be established if time was absolute,
and if social views were capable of being fixed in a slice of it. Neither of
these requirements holds. Because they do not hold, there will always
be disputes about when globalization did or did not begin. To ask such
a question is like asking when precisely did life begin, or when pre-
cisely did capitalism begin, or when precisely did realism fail, or when
precisely did Hobbes enter the tradition. Such questions can never be
resolved. However, if ‘globalization’ is to be properly understood, it
needs to be historicized. This means asking what kinds of conditions,
necessary and contingent, were historically necessary for ‘globalization’
to occur. Globalization on this view does not have a chronological
history, but emerges as a structure when other possible forms of politi-
cal-economy organization (e.g., Socialism or Islam) no longer stand as
a basis for possible alternatives for organizing the global political
economy, although they may continue to maintain limited local histo-
ries. That is, ‘globalization’ is a form of political economy which estab-
lishes a structural history as well as a local history. It becomes a
framework in terms of which other possible forms of political economy
and integration are described and evaluated (see Chapter 2 in this
volume).

Third, globalization is constituted through a specific resolution of the
agent/structure problem within concrete social practices. This means that
the agent-structure issue is not resolvable at the level of abstracted
meta-theoretical discussion alone, as many have sought to do. Rather,
it is continuously and historically resolved through the concrete social
establishment of what are taken to be the limits of social reality, by
social agents and by academic practice, as the earlier discussion follow-
ing Bourdieu has set out. In concrete terms, for globalization to
develop in the form it has, certain initially subjective practices and
forms of knowledge have to be transformed into global normative
structures — and global here does not mean the same as universal, but
rather non-territorial causal powers — which present themselves to
agents as the ‘natural’ or objective conditions of social life. This means
not so much a requirement to address the ‘relationship between the
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“particular” and the “general”’ as one of the ‘theoretical questions
[about globalization that] have been largely ignored’, as Palan and
Abbott (1996: 12) assert, but rather to analyse what subjective interests
have become transformed into objective conditions, which means that
particulars are contained within universals, and necessarily so,
although obscured.

Such transformations relevant to making ‘globalization’ meaningful
include the social practices of the assumed superior efficiency of trade
liberalization; of non-socialized health; of war over peace; of private
property over collective property; of science over tradition; and so on.
It is this kind of simultaneous theoretical and practical transformation
which invests ‘globalization’ with hegemonic quality, and allows the
reconciliation of so-called American hegemony with hegemony in
general. For the USA is hegemonic not so much in terms of its
identifiable — that is, measurable local or unit-level capabilities, objec-
tives and personal history (although these count) - but more in terms
of the close correspondence between originally ‘subjective’ American
interests, and those which occupy the content of what presents itself as
the objective, natural, or taken-for-granted conditions of the global
political economy as a whole, for the USA and other dominant agents,
as well as for subordinated agents.

This means that the agent/structure issue is really a story of two con-
nected structures. Structure I is a reference to the observable institu-
tions, rules, norms and conventions in and through which social
practices — agency in general - are realized in any particular historical
period. Structure II is a reference to the simultaneous meta-theoretical
elements which are embedded in the practices of Structure I, but taken
for granted, and which are never themselves capable of direct or indi-
rect observation, only of specification in terms of observable conse-
quences. These include items such as gender, private property, time
(space) and rationality. As with concepts like gravity or magnetism or
time (space) in the natural world, these are purely meta-theoretical, but
without them explanation of the relations of observable items is not
possible, or at least, is severely limited.

Fourth, globalization is not located in a particular time or place. This
means that in order to recognize ‘globalization’ account must be taken
of its structural history (as in Structure II above) and its non-territorial-
ity: that is, globalization cannot be characterized as a ‘thing’ which
necessarily occupies three-dimensional space. Instead, it is n-dimen-
sional, and although engendering certain historical forms of agency, it
is therefore not reducible to its empirical or substantive manifestations
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alone. This means it is coherent to refer to ‘globalization’ as universal,
not in the sense of being identifiable everywhere in the world as a
single place, but as the dominant framework within which the possibil-
ities for agency are both articulated and evaluated.

Finally, globalization has constructed new non-territorial and non-
sovereign forms of governance, while simultaneously confirming the sovereign
state, transformed from its original historical form as the defining, territori-
ally located site of central and legitimate government, to a new form of local
and regional ‘subsidiary’ government. This implies that the development
of international organization, especially since 1945, has been misrecog-
nized and marginalized in the discipline as an inadequate ‘non-state’
actor. In order to recognize ‘globalization’, a generic conception of
public and private organization is more relevant, such that the ortho-
dox categorical separation of international organizations from states is
disrupted and the state itself brought back into the category of world
organization. The problematic then shifts from the issue of what the
role and significance of named international organizations is in the
late-modern world, to the question of how and why did the world
become organized in the way that it has, rather than in some other
conceivable way: for example, organized for realizing social need rather
than profitability, or organized for realizing unequal redistribution
rather than equal distribution.

It also implies that ‘globalization’ is a structure which has evacuated
the traditional content of Western (and therefore global) political
theory and political practice. At first sight, an economistic expert-
knowledge based form of rational-technical politics has developed,
which partly explains the re-emergence, or ‘recent flowering of polit-
ical theory that has taken place in the United States and Britain’ that
H. Williams (1996: 146) refers to. What is important here is that this
work (Rawls, Nozick, Ackerman and Barry, for example) represents the
heartland of ‘new’ rational public choice theory and neo-institutional-
ist conceptions. This is not an argument that politics is being replaced
by economics within globalization, but rather that it is being rein-
vented. There is not the space here to develop this point fully, but it
implies a contra-distinction with the long and carefully established
tradition of Western classical political theory, while still returning
analysis to the individual and to the problem of choice.

My assertion here is that a central dimension of ‘globalization’ is the
reconstruction of business and management practices, including
ethics, as a dominant normative structure (Structure II) which is
coming to be seen as appropriate not only for application to the
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domain of private ownership of economic goods and services, but
equally to the domain of public political, social, legal, and cultural
goods and services. To put it another way, globalization has appropri-
ated and recolonized the very centre of one part of the historical origin
of the separation of politics from economics, namely the normative,
and therefore potentially critical discourse and practices of government
and the nature of ethics within it. Today, liberal political and ethical
concepts are socially maintained, but with a new, reinvented historical
content, by means of which they re-present themselves socially as
technical-rational: that is to say, as scientific concepts. This means that
scientific-technical reason no longer stands only as the assumed maxi-
mally reliable basis for determining the optimum means for achieving
separated political or ethical ends, otherwise and normatively settled
upon, but comes to appropriate, through apparently informed and
rational consent, the very basis for establishing what can be objectively
articulated as constituting the ends of societies.

This is a stunning feat of and within globalization, and it represents
at the same time an increasing marginalization of normative prospects
in the world, at least in their classical form as potentially emancipatory
projects based on the possibility of enhancing equality of access to
goods and decision-making, or more simply basic human needs.
Politics has become transformed from participation in policy-making
to the consumption of policies; from the potential disruption of power
as inequality and systemic privilege, to the individualism of self-
empowerment.

To conclude, I have argued that globalization is generally misrecog-
nized, and that a necessary element in this is to be found in the disci-
plining authority of the International Relations discipline as an
orthodoxy. I have shown how this capacity resides partly within a
double meaning of the ‘philosophical roots’ of the discipline: first, a
particularistic philosophy, that of politics; and second, a universal (or
generic) philosophy, that of empiricist epistemology. I have also
shown that these ‘philosophical roots’ cannot achieve such hegemony
on their own, but depend upon the repeated agency of academics for
their reproduction and transformation.

However, I have also demonstrated that recognizing globalization
depends upon the development of an alternative, critical analysis, but
where this is not developed as though it is a complete and coherent
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alternative at the outset. Instead, I have shown how this must be devel-
oped out of the already existing conditions of globalization, theoretical
and practical, so that the philosophical roots of the discipline might be
relocated as new philosophical routes to globalization. The analytical
framework presented in the final section of the chapter has been devel-
oped out of critique, but it has not yet been rendered fully concrete.
However, I have given some indications of what I think are the core
abstract, constitutive elements of globalization, in the late-modern
world. On the basis of this, I am able to temporarily conclude that
globalization, whatever else it might be, is the most obscured but also
most systematic form of disciplining strategy yet developed in the
world. If this is the case, then the implication for International
Relations scholars is that recognition of globalization, meaning partly
the articulation of possible real alternatives, requires that the starting
point for analysis is not the concept of globalization itself, but a
reflexive appreciation by scholars of the possible forms of their own
existing relationships with globalization.

Notes

1. The author would like to thank participants at the ‘Globalization and its
Critics’ workshop for helpful comments on an earlier draft.

2. Throughout this chapter, I shall use ‘International Relations’ to refer to the
discipline, and ‘international relations’ to refer to the substantive activity,
events and practices which are supposed as the basis and rationale of the
former. This is adopted to enable greater precision of argument. It does not
imply at all a categorical separation/distinction between the two; if there is
one core proposition upon which this chapter is based, it is that the disci-
pline, and substantive international relations (as I would argue also to be
the case for all Social Science disciplines, although not in precisely the same
way), subsist in a complex relation of reciprocal causality. However, this
relation, as I shall demonstrate, is generally an indirect or mediated rela-
tion. A consequence of this core proposition, from my stand-point, is that
the main task for international theory is not so much to evaluate compet-
ing attempts to explain international relations activity, as to explain its
own relationship, at any particular point in time, with that activity.

3. 1 first developed this argument of derivation within the International
Relations tradition in MacLean (1981Db). I shall refer to this argument again
in the first section.

4. See, for example, Wight (1946), Wolfers (1956), Forsyth, Keens-Soper and
Savigear (1970), Bull (1966, 1977), Parkinson (1977), Donelan (1978, 1990),
Vincent (1981), Williams, Wright and Evans (1993), H. Williams (1996),
Rengger (1988, 1995), Navari (1991), Jackson (1990, 1996), Burrell
(1990), Thompson (1992), and Beitz (1979).

S. See, for example, Morgenthau (1948), Kaplan (1957), Waltz (1959, 1979),
Keohane and Nye (1972, 1977), Nicholson (1970, 1996), Gilpin (1987),
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Strange (1988), James (1989), Shaw (1994), Krasner (1983), Vasquez (1983,
1993, 1995), Buzan, Jones and Little (1993), De Porte (1986), and Mann
(1986, 1993).

. I describe the term ‘traditional critical theory’ here as odd, mainly because

this is not a direct reference back to the early work of the Frankfurt School
theorists such as Weil, Grossman, Pollock, Marinuse or Horkheimer, or to
the later work of Habermas. Rather, it is a recognition that even though
the explicit critical theory intervention in International Relations, which
did see itself as linked explicitly to the Frankfurt School project, only
occurred in the very early 1980s, it has since then been rapidly overtaken
by, and for most observers, conflated with, the post-positivist and post-
modernist interventions which appeared a short time after. Consequently,
it seems to me, most observers see critical theory in the discipline as syn-
onymous with post-positivism or post-modernism or both. I do not, but
recognize that the latter has almost completely appropriated what is seen
as critical radical conceptualization in the field. This itself is a very inter-
esting development, which requires explanation. I shall not attempt to
do much about this in this chapter, but will simply assert that in my
view, post-modernism in International Relations represents a powerful
deradicalization of the critical theory project and that this itself requires
explanation.

. This is not to say that radical methodologies were not available for the

analysis of international relations before 1980. Classical and contemporary
Marxist theories are a case in point, as Krippendorf (1982: ch. 2) has argued.
However, even though the International Relations discipline has never been
slow to adopt approaches, concepts or models developed initially within
other disciplines, it is equally clear that it has done so in an extremely selec-
tive manner. Approaches or conceptualizations that might have confronted
and displaced the steady development and deepening of the traditional
orthodoxy have not received much of a welcome. I have developed this
argument more fully in MacLean (1988b).

. See, for example, Wolfers (1962), Forsyth, Keens-Soper and Savigear (1970),

Parkinson (1977), Gallie (1978), Donelan (1978, 1990), Vincent (1981),
Walzer (1992), Brown (1992), H. Williams (1992, 1996) and Jackson (1996).

. There is an unwitting irony here contained in Jackson’s use of the noun

‘pantheon’. The origin of this term is the construction of the Pantheon, a
circular temple built in Rome in 278c by Agrippa, and dedicated to all the
gods. It was rebuilt by Hadrian between 120 and 1244D, and since 609D
has been used as a Christian Church, dedicated consequently to one God.
This shows that Pantheons have a clear capacity for fundamental transfor-
mation without changing their name.

See, for example, Forsyth, Keens-Soper and Saviglar (1970), Parkinson
(1977), Donelan (1978, 1990), Vincent (1981), Burrell (1990), and more
recently Brown (1992), H. Williams (1992, 1996) and Jackson (1996).
Examples of this ‘weak version’ include Morgenthau (1948), Aron (1962),
Wight (1979, 1991), Waltz (1979), Bull (1977), Keohane and Nye
(1972, 1977), Gilpin (1981), Strange (1988), Rosenau (1990), Doyle (1986,
1993), Buzan, Jones and Little (1993), Shaw (1994), Hirst and Thompson
(1996) and Palan and Abbott (1996).
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See, for example, Ashley (1981), Cox (1981), MacLean (1981b), Krippendorf
(1982) and Linklater (1986).

Here, it is important to note that I am not using the verb ‘to describe’ as it
is usually understood in social science, namely as a pre-theoretical first step
towards the construction of knowledge, in terms of which the analyst-as-
observer sets out the observable features, characteristics and properties of
the thing to be explained, and then develops relevant hypotheses to be
tested against an assumed external reality. Instead, I am using ‘to describe’
in the context of Marx’s meta-methodology of the totality, in terms of
which description refers to building up the complex set of relations and
history which together constitute the appearance of social items and social
practices. Hence, within this meta-methodology, description is not a
technical pre-theoretical device, but an essential element within the
processes of conceptualization and theorization; that is to say, it is a part of
theory construction itself.

See, for example, Sprout and Sprout (1957), Snyder et al. (1962: 51-5),
Burton (1972: 55-78), Reynolds (1980: 171-2), and Kegley and Wittkopf
(1993: 10-20).

See, for example, Walker (1988b), Dicken (1992), Ohmae (1990), Giddens
(1990), Featherstone (1990), Sklair (1991), Sassen (1991), Robertson (1992),
Shaw (1992, 1994), Taylor (1993, 1996), Dunning (1993a), Scholte (1993),
Cerny (1995), Kofman and Youngs (1996) and Baylis and Smith (1997).
See, for example, Krippendorf (1982), Thorndike (1978), Linklater (1986),
MacLean (1988b) and H. Smith (1996).
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Globalization in Historical
Perspective!

Randall D. Germain

History cannot be compared to a tunnel through which an express
races until it brings its freight of passengers out into sunlit plains.
E. P. Thompson (1978: 296)

Globalization is considered by many to be the key social, economic
and political development of the late twentieth century. Its
significance is often presented as a challenge to both modernity and
capitalism, the twin foundations of the contemporary era. Where
modernity is bound up with the triumph of the modern state, global-
ization works to dissolve the bonds of identity which lie at the heart of
the state’s claim to authority. And where capitalism is predicated upon
a particular relationship of market to society, globalization threatens to
undermine and recast these relations. Globalization, such claims run,
both relocates the efficacy of the state and recasts the constitution of
the market. In this sense modernity, capitalism, globalization and its
consequences are part of a train of developments which have taken us
from a modern into a post-modern age. Like an express train racing
through a tunnel, they have clear origins and transparent trajectories
whose meanings are easily acknowledged and well understood.

This chapter questions the ease and clarity of these meanings by
placing globalization into a ‘historical’ perspective. This perspective,
however, contains a double meaning. At one level it means that the
analytical framework to be used embraces what is here called the histor-
ical mode of thought. This type of reasoning takes its starting point to be
the historicity and transformability of all human practice, including
the way in which it is embedded in layers of patterned collective
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activity. Its concern with human practice in all of its dimensions
makes it perforce multidisciplinary in scope. At another level it means
stretching the analysis of globalization both longitudinally, back in
time, and latitudinally, across a range of social hierarchies which con-
stitute the ensemble of the contemporary period. By reaching for this
dual perspective, the historicity of globalization is confirmed even as
its received meanings are challenged in terms of the variegated struc-
tures of social life.

To ask these questions I will consider globalization from the vantage
point of the discipline of IPE. The first step in this analysis is to outline
the theoretical foundations of the historical mode of thought. These
foundations highlight three principles which are used to guide subse-
quent analysis. The second step is to explore the historicity of global-
ization. This involves examining the emergence of what can be
described as ‘globalizing’ social practices in the early modern period,
most importantly around the military dimension of the state and the
financial dimension of international commerce. Commerce and con-
quest are two of the most important touchstones of social life in which
globalized social practices have been pervasive throughout the modern
period.? Having established the historicity of globalization, the focus of
analysis then shifts to the contemporary period, where the extensive-
ness of globalized social practices across a number of social domains is
examined. Here Fernand Braudel’s controversial use of the triptych of
capitalism, the market economy and material life is deployed to distin-
guish between those domains of social life where globalization is a
driving organizational dynamic from those where it is less dominant.?
Finally, the chapter closes by reflecting upon the advantages offered by
the historical mode of thought for understanding the phenomena of
globalization.

International political economy and the historical mode of
thought

As a branch of knowledge, IPE is most commonly associated with
methods employed by either economists or political scientists to study
the interaction of markets and states as alternative ways of organizing
authority (Lindblom, 1977). Indeed, economics and politics can both
lay claim to IPE as their special intellectual progeny: many political sci-
entists claim to study the politics of international economic relations
(Spero and Hart, 1997), while economists often advance the claim that
the public choice approach to IPE can yield particularly rich dividends
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(Frey, 1984). Despite the different entry points to IPE for these schol-
ars, however, they share many traits: they embrace a positivist and
behavioural approach to the question of acquiring knowledge; they
agree on the overall constitution of the international economy as the
sum total of exchange between national economies; and they focus pri-
marily on public policy issues as perceived by state actors. Whether the
starting point is state or market, IPE is here largely conceived of as a
‘problem-solving’ enterprise, a means of understanding the precise
balance between state and market so as to delineate more clearly the
implications for public agents.

There are strands of scholarship, however, which view IPE in a less
overtly public policy and discipline-specific light. Some within IPE
accept the centrality of state and market as analytical categories, but
employ them without unduly privileging one over the other (Strange,
1988; Schwartz, 1994). For the purposes of this chapter, however, those
scholars who reach beyond the categories of state and market to
account for how the global political economy is organized will be high-
lighted. The work of three groups of scholars is particularly important
in this regard.

First, those scholars whose work is based explicitly on a historically-
sensitive set of methodological premises provide the ontological foun-
dations for the historical mode of thought.* These foundations are
built around the transformative possibilities of human activity in its
individual and collective manifestations, and suggest that the appro-
priate method of inquiry for the historical mode of thought comprises
a constant dialogue between conceptual apparatus and historical evi-
dence, in which concepts display extreme elasticity and allow for great
irregularity (Thompson, 1978: 46).

Second, those scholars whose work sets out and extends a Gramscian
analysis of the global political economy offer a set of tools which can
usefully integrate the material and ideational dimensions of social life
into a sustained inquiry of the institutional cohesion of world order.>
In Craig Murphy’s words, the Gramscian turn in International
Relations (IR) and IPE allows us to recognize ‘sites of regulation of the
world economy at levels other than those of the nation-state and the
state system’ (1994: 13). This is most important with respect to under-
standing the constitution of institutions within the global political
economy.

And third, those scholars whose work contests dominant representa-
tions of space and identity provide tools capable of recovering silenced
narratives about the past.® The social world is a historically constructed



70 Globalization in Historical Perspective

environment rather than a given one, and our representations of it
provide a powerful point of entry into considering how and where its
relationships might be challenged.

Taken together, these elements of the historical mode of thought
suggest three principles to guide our inquiry into globalization. First
and foremost it suggests that globalization should be considered as a
particular type of social practice bounded by identifiable social hierar-
chies. Most definitions of globalization echo to a greater or lesser
extent Waters’s recent formulation, namely that it is ‘a social process
in which the constraints of geography on social and cultural arrange-
ments recede and in which people become increasingly aware that
they are receding’ (1995: 3). While thinking about globalization as a
process certainly helps to categorize some of its systemic characteris-
tics, it also imbues our thinking about globalization with a homeostatic
quality. Because processes and systems are often seen as self-reproduc-
ing mechanisms, defining globalization as a process obscures both the
entrenched obstacles which globalization has been confronted with
historically and the possible instability of globalized social practices
today. It is akin to thinking about history as a train racing through a
tunnel towards an opening, with only one possible direction and no
impediments.

Considering globalization in terms of bounded social practices, on
the other hand, allows us to think about globalization as set within
multiple contexts, which are themselves collective patterns of activity
that structure individual practices and shape outcomes without
mechanistically determining them. Robert Cox (1981) invokes the
metaphor of a historical structure to capture the non-deterministic and
two-way relationship between individual and collectively patterned
practices at both the material and ideational level. This metaphor is
followed here in order to strengthen resistance to thinking about glob-
alization as an inevitable or inexorable process beyond human control,
without at the same time losing sight of the larger patterns of thought
and activity which constitute the historical structure of globalization.

Second, this approach suggests that the institutional dimension of
globalization warrants further attention. This attention can be focused
on different domains or levels of institutional activity. It can, for
example, be directed at the level of the state. How (meaning through
what kinds of practices) does the state uphold, extend or undermine
the practices of globalization, and what has been its role in their
spread? At the same time, assuming that the state is the only institu-
tional bulwark to globalization should be resisted. To adopt a
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Gramscian focus, the way in which institutionalized practices within
the economy and civil society uphold, extend or undermine globaliza-
tion should also be explored.

It would be inadequate, however, to distinguish only between polity,
economy and civil society in terms of institutional behaviour. In order
to strengthen the way in which individual and collective motivations
are incorporated into this schema, these distinctions can also be
layered with those used by the French historian Fernand Braudel, who
organized his historical inquiries around the domains of material life,
the market economy and capitalism (1973: xi—xv). He explored each of
these domains as the natural constituency for particular kinds of insti-
tutional activities and the motivations which encourage such behav-
iour. Such a method allows for a complex and nuanced consideration
of where and how the social practices constitutive of globalization are
most likely to be reproduced. It is also the case that Braudel places
these domains in relation with one another within the overall context
of a world economy, a bounded social totality exhibiting a strong sense
of organic coherence (1984: 22). Considering the institutional dimen-
sion of globalization from this point of view provides a suitable entry
point to mapping what we might call the terrain of globalization.

Finally, the historical mode of thought suggests that those represen-
tations which see globalization as accounting for every stitch of the
social fabric must be challenged. These representations, often imbued
with the logic of technological determinism, distort both the scope
and scale of globalization in today’s world. Without minimizing in any
way the profound impact of globalized social practices on the organiza-
tion of the world economy, the equation of modernity with globaliz-
ation must be severely qualified in the sense that social life is
multifaceted and defined by many different types of activity, not all of
which can be equated with capitalism per se. Here it is helpful to con-
sider Braudel’s rather controversial use of the term ‘capitalism’ to refer
to the domain in which the quest for massive accumulation largely
through speculation prevails. If globalization is equated with capital-
ism, it should be clear that capitalism itself is restricted to a select
number of institutions and the arenas in which they participate.
Adopting this perspective allows representations of globalization as a
totalizing process to be contested, and points to where and how it can
(and should) be resisted.

The historical mode of thought thus offers a useful avenue of inquiry
into the question of globalization. It builds upon a conception of glob-
alization as a particular type of bounded social practice to ask where,
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how and through which types of institution it is sustained. It also
inquires into the reverse: namely where, how and through which types
of institution is this kind of practice resisted. And finally, it is deeply
imbued with a conception of human beings and institutions as highly
transformative, allowing for change to be introduced into the struc-
tural parameters that are the logical outgrowth of persistent patterns of
individual and collective behaviour. The three distinctive pillars of this
approach - its transformative view of human beings, its insistence on
considering both the ideational and material basis of social practice,
and its focus on institutions as the most useful vehicle through which
these practices can be apprehended - thus suggest that acquiring a
historical perspective on globalization is a valuable and indeed even
necessary intellectual task.

The historicity of globalization

Globalization and time

There are many conceptual and theoretical issues at stake in the debate
over the origins of globalization, one of the most important being
whether globalization is a relational or a literal/absolute representation
of historical experience. Where globalization is conceived of as a single
uninterrupted process (the ‘train in the tunnel’ model) - albeit replete
with swings, dips and cycles - it is usually dated from about the
fifteenth century. In Robertson’s influential formulation, this was the
germinal phase of globalization (lasting in Europe until the mid-
eighteenth century), in which the seeds of globalization were sown in
terms of the emergence of national communities, the concept of the
individual and the idea of humanity (1992: 58-60). Subsequent phases
included the incipient phase (lasting until the 1870s), in which the
unitary state, citizenship, formal international relations, nationalism
and internationalism became crystallized; the take-off phase (lasting
into the 1920s), in which a number of globalization issues were for the
first time systematically thematized, global communication arose,
global competitions such as the Olympics and the Nobel Prize were ini-
tiated, and the First World War occurred; the struggle-for-hegemony
phase (lasting into the 1960s); and finally the phase of uncertainty
(reaching a crisis in the 1990s). In each of these phases the process of
globalization became further consolidated, bringing larger portions of
the world into contact with one another and raising awareness and
consciousness of the planetary environment in its social, physical and
ecological dimensions. It is precisely this unilinear account of global-
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ization that a historical perspective questions, especially where the
process of globalization is imbued with a teleological and almost
ahistorical inevitability.

An alternative reading of the time of globalization begins by recast-
ing this unilinear account of its progress. Globalization did not enter
the historical tunnel in the fifteenth century destined to exit in full
running order in the twentieth century; rather, it has had a significant
temporal presence in successive world economies from at least the thir-
teenth century. Janet Abu-Lughod, for example, reminds us that
contact between regions of the Old World flourished between 1250
and 1350, forming the basis of her claim that the interconnections
between these regions constituted a genuine world system (1989: 3).
Accepting such a view of globalization, however, means relaxing a
central assumption of globalization that equates it with the literal
world: that is, that global equals world-wide.

A more nuanced and historicized understanding begins from the
Braudelian proposition that a world economy is a bounded social total-
ity which may or may not be world-wide in scope. Here, globalization
refers to the reach of particular social practices throughout an extant
world economy. Global is in this sense a relational rather than a literal
term, one which expresses a relative and fluid social relationship rather
than an absolute and static one. And while the relational and absolute
representations might overlap under the condition of a world-wide
world economy, we should privilege the relational representation of
the term over an absolute one. A brief appraisal of the historic presence
of globalization within the key social practices of commerce and con-
quest will demonstrate the significance of a relational representation
even in eras not usually associated with extensive globalization.

Commerce

Commerce, or the exchange of goods, services and credit, has a long
and well-preserved global dimension. While much trade of course has
been strictly local or regional in scope, there have always been long-
distance traders who have provided scarce or desired products to those
with the resources or prestige to command them. It is the creation and
exchange of credit, however, which has most consistently provided
examples of intense and wide-ranging global commercial practices
throughout successive world economies. Two examples will be offered
here.

The first example of globalized social practices can be seen in the
constant creation and recreation of global credit networks since at least



74 Globalization in Historical Perspective

the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. These credit networks tended to
be coterminous with the dominant world economy, centred in one
particular city, often based on the activities of a handful of bankers or
banking houses, and required complex financial instruments and
accounting codes to flourish. In the twelfth century, sophisticated
financial instruments allowed overlapping regional circuits of ex-
change to develop into what Abu-Lughod (1989) has called a single
world system. In the thirteenth century, sets of bankers provided the
credit infrastructure for European international trade by congregating
during the great medieval fairs to conduct their business, thereby
helping to turn these events into cosmopolitan experiences (Braudel,
1982: 81-94). In the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, vast amounts
of Papal funds were recycled through the Europe-wide credit networks
established by the Italian banking houses of the Bardi, Peruzzi and
Medici. They financed, among other things, the growing expenditures
of princes and the movement of English wool to Rome (de Roover,
1963). In the sixteenth century much of Spain’s imperial effort was
financed by South German banking houses operating out of Antwerp
and dependent upon the intake of silver from the New World
(Ehrenberg, 1958). Within the context of the creation and recreation of
‘global’ credit networks, in other words, there is much to suggest that
globalization had an intensity and scope that was as profound in rela-
tion to past world economies as it is to the present one (Germain,
1997).

The second example of extensive globalization can be found in the
relationship between the major financial centres of the European
world economy in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. If global-
ization is consistent with the relaxation of geographical constraints on
economic arrangements, then the price sensitivity of shares and debt
traded on the London Stock Exchange and Amsterdam Bourse had vir-
tually no geographical constraints during this time. To all intents and
purposes, they moved as one, given the communication technology of
the time. Moreover, significant cross-border holdings existed for the
debt of major companies such as the Bank of England, the Dutch East
India Company and the South Sea Company: by one calculation,
nearly 20 per cent of outstanding English public debt was owned by
the Dutch in 1750 (Neal, 1990: 147). Such cross-border holdings were
facilitated and encouraged by the ease of dividend and capital bonus
payments between London and Amsterdam, a practice which clearly
contributed to the ‘globalized’ world of finance during this time.”
Through much of the seventeenth century, in fact, the core of this
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‘global’ capital market also reached out to include Paris, at least until
the onset of financial panics associated with the collapse of the
Mississippi and South Sea Bubbles in 1720 (Schubert, 1988). And
finally, financial centres in Hamburg, Brabant, Antwerp, Copenhagen,
Vienna and elsewhere were all closely tied to events and trends in
Amsterdam (and to a lesser extent London): the credit crises of the
late eighteenth century radiated outwards from Amsterdam towards
other European centres of finance (Braudel, 1984: 267-73). Within the
world of finance, then, neither the existence nor the extent of global-
ized social practices during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries
can be disputed. As a guiding practice of what Karl Polanyi later called
hauté finance (1944: 9), globalization was a reality long before the term
was invented.

Conquest

There are two axes along which the global dimension of conquest can
be charted. What is of concern here is not so much the act of conquest,
which has of course been associated with conquering far-away lands
for thousands of years; rather, attention is drawn to what makes con-
quest possible in the first place, namely how it is organized and the
practices through which it is prosecuted. The first axis along which the
global dimension of conquest can be charted, then, is the widespread
use of mercenaries and foreign military commanders within increas-
ingly nationalized armed forces throughout much of the modern
period. Vestiges of this historically globalized practice can still be
found in the institutionalized command structures of multinational
forces such as NATO and UN peacekeeping missions. The second axis
along which the global dimension of conquest is visible, today as in
the past, is the swift and widespread diffusion of military strategy and
organization. When viewed from this perspective, conquest has been
organized around a set of globalized social practices since at least the
advent of modernity.

The use of mercenary armies in western Europe arose during the
early modern period in line with the increased demands of war on
changing state structures. The small personal armies of kings and
princes, or the citizen-armies of independent cities, became insufficient
to bear the increased burden of war-making over the course of the sev-
enteenth century. But until states could either entice or enforce their
citizens to become soldiers, their only recourse was to purchase soldiers
on what Tilly has described as ‘the international market’ (1992: 81).8
Particularly important in this regard were the Swiss, but they were
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joined by many other princes and states who literally rented out
armies en masse (Tilly, 1992: 79-84; Howard, 1976: 27-9).° Ironically, it
was the non-national character of states during this period which
allowed such a form of globalized social practice to flourish. As state
structures became more efficient, increasingly nationalized, and larger,
the use of mercenaries correspondingly declined, although a strong
degree of internationalism prevailed among the professional officer
class.’® International mobility among this class was not completely
eliminated until well into the nineteenth century, when nationalism
finally assumed its imperial character.

Although the globalization attendant upon the use of mercenary
armies and commanders subsided over the course of the nineteenth
century, the globalized social practices associated with the diffusion of
military organization and strategy continued. History provides clear
examples of how quickly superior military organization and strategy
spread. Both King Gustavus Aldophus of Sweden and Maurice of
Nassau (Prince of Orange), for example, introduced significant reforms
into military affairs in Sweden and Holland during the seventeenth
century (McNeill, 1982: 118-39). Crucially, these reforms were imme-
diately picked up and refined by military leaders throughout Europe.
And although some were more (and others less) adept at the art of war,
all were aware of important recent developments. This state of affairs
resulted in the eventual convergence of military strategies among
adversaries. By the outbreak of the First World War, what Tuchman
calls the ‘doctrine of the offensive’ (1962: 31) had crystallized as the
dominant strategy upon which military planning proceeded in all of
the principal European states.

If globalization is considered as a relational rather than an absolute
representation, it is evident that globalized social practices have existed
within successive world economies since at least the fifteenth century.
Financial practices have always had a significant ‘global’ dimension,
not least because one of the key objectives of high finance includes
transmitting money and credit across political borders. Moreover, in
many ways these practices have been as sophisticated and global in the
past as they are currently. Few banks today have the international
operations boasted by the House of Fugger during the sixteenth
century, while the mental horizon of Polanyi’s hauté finance was no less
global in orientation than J. P. Morgan’s today. But commerce is not
the only touchstone of social life that has been marked historically
through and through by what is now called globalization. The organ-
ization and practices of conquest have been equally globalized for a
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long period of time. Not only does an ‘international market’ for mercen-
aries have a long and noble connection to modernity, but military
strategy and knowledge have spread with remarkable speed and inten-
sity for centuries. Both commerce and conquest are spheres of social
life that have been deeply imbued with the logic and ethos of exten-
sive globalization from before the fifteenth century.

Globalization and social hierarchies

If the time of globalization is open to challenge, so too is the represen-
tation of those social hierarchies around and through which globaliza-
tion is organized. To explore the extent of globalization within the
contemporary organization of social life, Fernand Braudel’s conceptual
distinction between the domains of material life, the market economy
and capitalism will be deployed. The case for using Braudel’s triptych
rests upon his view of the multilayered complexity of social life, and
the way his model is able to distinguish between the dynamics and
motivations that inform historical subjects active within and across dif-
ferent social milieux. This conceptual framework will be briefly outlined
and then used to consider some of the structural constraints faced by
globalization today.

Although Braudel developed what he referred to as his ‘grammar’
with respect to the period between the fifteenth and eighteenth cen-
turies, he was not adverse to considering how well such a model might
navigate periods for which it was not explicitly constructed, such as
the present. And in point of fact, whenever he reflected on the con-
temporary era, he was firmly convinced that his model was still
capable of generating important insights into the organization of social
life. As he put it at the end of the third and last volume of Civilization
and Capitalism:

So we should not be too quick to assume that capitalism embraces
the whole of western society, that it accounts for every stitch in the
social fabric ... It is still possible ... to use the three-tier model
whose relevance to the past has already been discussed. It can still
be applied to the present. (Braudel, 1984: 630)

From the perspective of considering globalization, one of the key
attributes of Braudel’s ‘grammar’ is its capacity to embed the motiva-
tional differences that distinguish one social domain from another into
a holistic conception of ‘global’ social order . Thus he argues that we
should consider the world economy as the primary unit of analysis
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because it has a central coherence which serves to connect its several
different social domains. With respect to the sixteenth-century world
economy, for example, Braudel (1984: 22) argues that ‘it bestrode the
political and cultural frontiers which each in its own way quartered
and differentiated the Mediterranean world'.

Yet, even while a world economy has an overarching coherence, its
different domains are for Braudel constructed around competing sets of
social practices. If we follow Braudel in conceptualizing a world
economy in a pyramidal form, the bottom and largest layer represents
the slowly changing modalities of everyday life. He calls this the
domain of material life, and argues that it is composed mostly of the
routines and rituals that both govern our daily relationships and
inform the way we characterize our environment. Many of these rituals
are free of the profit motive, and are directed towards satisfying those
aspects of people’s lives which are not easily subjected to cost-benefit
analyses rooted in the price mechanism. In the past these rituals have
been shaped powerfully by people’s immediate physical environment,
and in some of his work Braudel has placed great stress on these con-
straints in accounting for the construction of social order. This stress
has led one critic to argue that Braudel’s work is a form of ‘geohistor-
ical structuralism’ (Kinser, 1981).

In the modern period, however, these physical constraints on every-
day life have receded (for most of those in the industrialized world, at
any rate), allowing other constraints to become more prominent. One
of these constraints is what Braudel calls the mentalité, or the mental
horizons of historical subjects. In terms of everyday life, mental hori-
zons are generally linked to the past and dependent upon received
wisdom; hence people’s reliance on the security of rituals and routines
to guide behaviour from day to day. Mentalités change very slowly and
often only under great duress. They are mental maps useful precisely
because they fix the parameters of social order and the place of the
individual within it. To change them abruptly is to throw our place
within the world into question.

Another constraint which works to hold back the pace of change is
the role of personal relationships in the construction and reproduction
of local communities. The communal structure of everyday life is
shaped as much by the breadth, depth and limits of our relationships
among family and friends as by the mental horizons we share and the
technology at our fingertips. Braudel’s point about the durability of the
domain of material life is precisely its embeddedness within the slowly
woven fabric of these relationships. They are circumscribed by family
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histories, social roots and personal mobility, and for many change only
marginally over a lifetime. And even though some are bound less than
others by the general inertia of daily living, Braudel is correct to draw
attention to the considerable constraints imposed by routine and ritual
upon the organization of social life. To consider globalization as the
keystone of social organization is to neglect the power of these other
conflicting dynamics.

The second layer of Braudel’s social hierarchy is the domain of the
market economy. Braudel’s use of the term should be distinguished
here from its more widespread meaning as a realm in which the
uncontrolled pursuit of private profit occurs without consideration of
social consequences. This understanding of the market economy can
be found, for example, in the work of Karl Polanyi, who argued that
the nineteenth century witnessed a bold and ultimately unsuccessful
attempt to transform ‘society into a market economy’ (Polanyi, 1944:
101). Whereas for Polanyi, Marx and many others the market economy
is a homogeneous and indivisible set of social relations, Braudel takes
great pains to distinguish the market economy from the domains of
material life and what he calls ‘capitalism’. At one level, the market
economy is the realm of commercial exchange in which the profit
motive plays a central role. At the same time, however, the kind of
commercial exchange Braudel has in mind is associated primarily with
the straightforward application of supply and demand dynamics, in
which products are grown, manufactured or purchased for stable
markets and where investment returns can be easily calculated.!' They
are markets which are subject to change on a regular and cyclical basis,
in line with the slowly fluctuating needs and demands of producers
and consumers.

As a social realm, Braudel considers the market economy to be a
more privileged set of social relations than the domain of material life
because of its increased scope for movement and change. The social
relations at the heart of the market economy are less bound by family
and domicile (although not devoid of them), and less subject to the
encrusted grip of tradition. They are more open to encouraging per-
sonal mobility and forging new social relationships. At the same time,
most participants within the market economy share a mental horizon
dominated by stable expectations about the future. It is a mentalité
which accepts the cyclical nature of change and considers the profit
motive in line with personal and/or family security. In other words,
even though the profit motive is an integral element of activities
within the market economy, it is one which is largely bound by the
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needs and requirements of maintaining a livelihood or the competitive
pressures inspired by stable demand and supply expectations. Those
who follow the dictates of such a profit motive help to create a trans-
parent economic environment in which knowledge about the particu-
lar costs and benefits of engaging in trade is widely diffused.

The domain of activity which stands over the market economy is the
realm for which Braudel prefers to reserve the term capitalism. It is
starkly differentiated from the market economy in three ways. First,
where the market economy is characterized by transparent commercial
exchange, the domain of capitalism is dominated by non-transparent
exchange. By this Braudel means that few transactions at this level
become regularized or routinized. Markets both materialize suddenly
and disappear quickly, and their characteristics cannot be assumed
beyond the short time span. Assessment of the costs and benefits of
participation involves judgements about the kinds of developments
over which few people have adequate knowledge or control. In short, it
is an arena of action subject to extreme contingency and risk.

Such contingency and risk introduce the second way in which capi-
talism is distinguished from the market economy. Here Braudel high-
lights speculation as the lifeblood of capitalism, and argues that it is
largely absent from the way in which the profit motive works within
the market economy. For Braudel, it is misleading to compare as capi-
talists both the self-employed corner baker and the venture capitalist,
as each is driven by entirely different motivational dynamics. Although
they may be part of the same world economy, their own economic and
social worlds are marked by stark discontinuities. Finally, these discon-
tinuities are accentuated by the logic of capital accumulation. Within
the domain of capitalism, the profit motive takes the form of the quest
for massive accumulation, which seeks to reproduce capital in terms of
itself. Whereas the profit motive in the domain of the market economy
encourages savings and consumption linked to the reproduction
of livelihoods, for capitalists it is the reproduction and expansion of
capital itself which defines their domain. It is not so much a system of
production as a terrain of activity, and - for Braudel at least — a rather
narrow one at that.

As a terrain of activity, therefore, capitalism is distinguished by its
logic of accumulation, its speculative dimension and its lack of trans-
parency. It is the arena in which predators roam, using information
and capital to exploit opportunities in which the possibility of large-
scale profit is directly related to the degree of risk involved. Crucially,
this correlation between risk and reward, which is an integral element



Randall D. Germain 81

of the definition of capitalism, also serves to limit it. Capitalists,
Braudel contends, will ultimately choose only to be active where the
rewards are consonant with the possibility of massive accumulation.
While such choice is one of the chief privileges of capitalists (and the
realm of capitalism more generally), it also means that there are many
types of activity which fall outside the interests of capitalists. For
Braudel, it is the consequences of these kinds of structured choices
which differentiate the domains of material life, the market economy
and capitalism, notwithstanding the overarching coherence imparted
to their relations by the social parameters of the world economy.

Globalization, capitalism and the market economy

Considering globalization from a Braudelian-inspired historical per-
spective draws attention to two important points. First, as a social prac-
tice globalization is largely restricted to the domain of capitalism. This
is the arena of activity in which the drive for massive accumulation
predominates, and in which the kinds of information differentials nec-
essary for speculation exist . Where globalization is considered as an
economic phenomenon, it is most closely associated with large institu-
tions engaged in the search for massive accumulation via speculative
ventures. They are the institutions which have the resources, motiva-
tions and capabilities to roam the world searching for the kind of
opportunities which promise lucrative rewards. These opportunities are
usually found in markets characterized by few players, rapidly
changing norms of behaviour, and unknown horizons. Prominent con-
temporary examples would include those markets associated with
knowledge-intensive products such as telecommunications, bio-
technology, pharmaceuticals and computer programming, as well as
the more traditional preserves of speculation such as property develop-
ment, insurance, stock market trading and investment banking.
Certain large-scale illicit activities, such as narcotics and racketeering,
would also fall into this category. Defined broadly, this is the principal
terrain of capitalism today.

If the first point of importance draws attention to how the terrain of
globalization is constituted, the second point emphasizes the healthy
competitive dynamics of the market economy and the importance of
protecting it from the predatory incursions of capitalism. Protecting
the market economy is important because it is the arena in which most
of the products and services which people use on a daily basis are pro-
duced, exchanged and purchased. It is the domain of social life most
clearly connected to how people live their lives.!? What is particularly
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significant in this respect is the relative transparency which the pro-
duction and exchange of goods and services enjoys within the market
economy. Because of the widespread diffusion of information, the ease
of entry into its commercial practices, and the limitations placed on
the profit motive by its openly competitive framework, the market
economy is the realm in which most basic needs are expressed and
met, and around which the fabric of daily life is most tightly woven.
From this perspective, it is perhaps not too much to say that in the
contemporary period the market economy is the basic sub-stratum of
society.

However, protecting the market economy from capitalism can no
longer mean simply exalting the national over the global. One of the
broader implications of employing Braudel’s triptych concerns the way
in which the significance of geographical and political boundaries can
be recast. In the sixteenth century, for example, the constraints of
geography served as one of the principal determinants of the contours
of the Mediterranean world economy. By the eighteenth century, the
Amsterdam-centred world economy had overcome the constraints of
the Mediterranean, although the limits of technology at that time
meant that the vagaries of oceanic transport remained important.
Today, the geographic constraints on the world economy have been
largely eliminated: a single global world economy is now in existence.
This means, of course, that the contours of the market economy have
also changed over time. In the sixteenth century, the market economy
was largely a local domain, stretching at most to a few days’ travel
across self-contained trading basins. During the course of the eigh-
teenth and nineteenth centuries, however, the consolidation in Europe
of national economies associated with the formation of the modern
state allowed the market economy to become national in scope.
Political boundaries thus played a crucial role in determining the
extent of the market economy.

Capitalism, as it strengthened during this era, flourished in and
around the interstices of geography and politics: that is, beyond the
market economy. This is one reason for capitalism’s international char-
acter, which Braudel believes has been one of its biggest strengths from
its earliest days (Braudel, 1982: 554). He also insists that capitalism did
not begin to invade the market economy until capitalists began to see
in the means of production the possibility also of reproducing capital,
which did not take place until the full force of the Industrial
Revolution had been felt (Braudel, 1982: 372-3). It was only after this,
moreover, that the state became a full participant in the domain of
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capitalism. Until then it was content mostly to license capitalists where
the interests of capitalism and the state coincided. The state did not
whole-heartedly favour the terrain of capitalism until capitalism had
reconstituted itself in order to imbricate capitalists within the very
hierarchy of the state. It was at this point that capitalism and the state
became natural allies.

In the contemporary period, however, there is no longer a necessary
relationship between national boundaries and the market economy.
On one hand, the market economy has outgrown the national
economy. Routine trade of a wide variety of everyday consumer prod-
ucts now takes place across national borders. The two clearest examples
of this are the single market in Europe and the North American free
trade area. In both cases all manner of small-scale firms trade on a
regular and routine basis across markets defined on a continental scale:
the market economy today is broader than the national economy. On
the other hand, the market economy is also less than the national
economy due to its extensive penetration by capitalism. National
economies are amalgams of all three of Braudel’s principal social
domains, even if the balance between them is constantly shifting. This
balance was obscured, however, during the middle decades of this
century, when the national economy became broadly identified with
the market economy.

This temporary configuration of the national economy was part of
the reason for the regulatory success of post-1945 Keynesianism. A pro-
ducing and trading environment contained within national political
borders and marked by stable and transparent dynamics lent itself to
relatively successful macro-economic regulation. This was aided
immensely by the stunted nature of capitalist speculation during this
time; its international thrust had been deflected as a consequence of
the inter-war period. Capitalists did not regain their speculative and
international dynamism until the late 1960s, by which time the logic
of massive accumulation (within the largest industrialized economies
at least) in the guise of Fordism had penetrated deep into national
economies. The terrain of capitalism, in other words, had become
reconstituted after 1945 to span parts of the national economy and the
world market.

If it is appropriate to consider globalization as the social practice
which most clearly identifies the terrain of capitalism today, what con-
straints does it face? The Braudelian perspective adopted here suggests
that the structural organization of the world economy presents two
kinds of constraints to the further spread of globalization. These
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constraints are located within the competing dynamics of the domains
of material life and the market economy. Acknowledging the value of
these domains as bulwarks against globalization suggests strategies for
resistance to globalization which neither accept the logic of globaliz-
ation nor exalt the national over the global. These strategies instead
recognize that resistance to globalization will be most successful where
it builds upon the constraints presently faced by globalized social
practices, in order to secure more fully the space within which every-
day life can be freed from the disruptive incursions of capitalism (and
globalization).

One such strategy, targeted at the domain of material life, would
therefore be to empower the family as an institution, to endow it with
a capacity to overcome the sudden economic dislocations which are
often the consequences of speculative behaviour. Such empowerment
has traditionally taken the form of income support to insulate the pur-
chasing power of families from sudden swings in currency parities
or interest rates, which often translate directly into job losses.
Alternatively, and more innovatively, it could mean ensuring the pro-
vision of the kinds of health, leisure and community-related services
which serve as anchors for stable communities. Crucially, this would
require accountability for and control over these services to pass to
local communities, in order to empower them to arrange their lives
and the services which affect them according to local priorities. In
either case the goal would be to provide a safe and secure environment
in which family and community relations can develop without fear of
sudden disruptions to the social fabric.

Any strategy of resistance to globalization, nevertheless, must enlist
the power of the state to insulate the market economy from the specu-
lative logic of capitalism. This strategy, which must build on the
strengths of the market economy as it is currently constituted, requires
at least two prongs. The first prong must be a macro-economic one
which should seek to enlarge and entrench the market economy
beyond the confines of the national economy. Seen in this light, trends
towards regionalism within Europe and North America assume a
healthy perspective, for one of their cardinal achievements has been to
establish a transparent and competitive trading environment in which
firms of all sizes can participate on a level playing field. And while it is
clearly the case that large corporate firms are a main beneficiary of this
development, so too are many smaller firms which are not engaged in
the quest for massive accumulation, and who do not seek to realize
speculative windfall savings through the implementation of dramatic
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economies of scale. What the new enlarged regional markets provide is
a bigger and more transparent environment in which to do business,
thus securing a space for a market dynamic to flourish which is not
necessarily speculative in character and directed towards massive accu-
mulation. In macro-economic terms, therefore, trends towards region-
alism strengthen the market economy by politically securing its
extra-national foundations.

At the same time, these foundations will wither unless a micro-
economic prong is not included as part of the strategy of resistance.
Here some combination of taxation and fiscal policy designed to privi-
lege and/or encourage small businesses is required. Small family-owned
businesses comprise the bulk of participants within the market
economy, and subject to size and/or profit limits, they ought to be
encouraged to participate to their fullest extent within this domain.
Such encouragement could take two forms. At one level, taxation
policy could be formulated to privilege the ownership structure of
small businesses, making them advantageous from a tax point of view
provided they were undertaking certain kinds of activities. There is
little need, for example, to encourage or privilege a small business
structure in the hair salon and corner store market, as this largely exists
already. But preserving a role for small businesses in the retail service
markets associated with providing everyday essentials in the commu-
nity might be very advantageous from the perspective of ensuring the
preservation of strong and stable communities.

At another level, carefully targeted fiscal policies aimed at strength-
ening the link between finance, production and consumption within
the market economy could help to insulate it from the depredations of
capitalism. Focusing on the provision of financial resources to small
businesses, for example, could strengthen this sector of the market
economy by ensuring access to reasonably priced start-up and/or
expansion capital (once again, subject to a size or profit threshold).
Publicly owned development or community banks are one example of
such fiscal policy at work, as are insurance and export promotion
schemes aimed at small businesses. Taken together, the two prongs of
such a strategy might help to secure a suitable space within which the
institutional pillars of the market economy could evolve progressively.
Such a development would ensure that as far as possible the structural
constraints of the market economy would continue to circumscribe the
reach of globalization.

The main weakness of such a strategy, of course, is its reliance on the
state as the key empowering agency within the market economy. In
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many respects the state has become a capitalist enterprise, designed to
encourage and defend the terrain of capitalism. During the middle
years of the twentieth century, for example, the state largely directed
its efforts towards consolidating capitalism on the home ground of the
national economy, which in the industrialized world meant promoting
a welfare apparatus and encouraging forms of labour relations support-
ive of large-scale industry. But the attempt to weld capitalism to the
framework of the national economy has come unstuck, and the state is
now engaged in a renewed attempt to reconstitute and entrench capi-
talism on a global level. Government support for globalization has
indeed been one of the clearest indications so far that as an institution
the state must be considered a genuine and enthusiastic participant in
capitalism (Helleiner, 1994). Channelling resistance to globalization
through the state will be a problematic venture until this paradox is
confronted.

Nevertheless, it is within the realm of political accountability that
resistance to the malign affects of globalization must begin, as elec-
torates across the world push for more control over their local commu-
nities. Enlisting state support for these initiatives can and ought to be
pursued through the ballot box, especially where such efforts can be
allied to a rethinking of community within the context of global pres-
sures. In today’s world, recasting the relationship between capitalism
and the market economy requires nothing less than rethinking the role
of the state within the context of globalized social practices.

Globalization and the historical mode of thought

To some, the history of the past half-century has followed a narrow path
which has brought its precious cargo through the dark tunnel of the
Depression and the war years out on to the sunlit plains of a fully global-
ized world. This particular express train is most commonly known as
globalization, and despite the occasional challenge it is largely accepted
as an accurate portrayal of the leading dynamics of social organization
today.!3 This chapter has sought to unsettle that portrayal, and to inject
into our representation of globalization an awareness of both its historic-
ity and its uneven presence across the social structure of today’s world. It
now remains to reflect more broadly on the advantages of adopting the
historical mode of thought as one possible theoretical foundation for our
inquiry. Three advantages are emphasized.

The first advantage to be gained lies in bringing a concern with what
Braudel called social time into the analysis of globalization. This
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concern has been styled here in terms of the historicity of globaliza-
tion, in order to highlight the presence of extensively globalized social
practices throughout the entire modern period. Alternatively, the
social time of globalization could be understood in terms of the long,
medium and short term, and its significance assessed against different
temporal frameworks (Helleiner, 1997: 93-6). In either case a linear
conception of globalization’s development is denied, and a more fluid
set of possibilities marking the pathways open to these globalized
social practices put in its place. Such a concern with the time of global-
ization allows for analyses which not only see its consequences as dif-
ferentiated, but which also see the ‘home ground’ of globalization - its
natural constituency, so to speak - as a time-bound realm. To use the
historical mode of thought, in other words, is to refuse to accept the
prevailing orthodoxy that globalization represents above all a
‘space/time compression’ (Harvey, 1989: 284-308). Even in a post-
modern and globalized world, time refuses to be compressed: its
impact upon thought and action is multilayered, uneven and complex.

The second advantage to be gained by employing the historical
mode of thought as conveyed here is a heightened awareness of the
level of institutional differentiation within the modern global political
economy. Most proponents (and critics) of globalization consider every
institutional form to be subject to its central dynamic, without regard
to the market they participate in or the cultural context of their activi-
ties. This predilection is especially evident in analyses of finance,
which reduce all financial institutions and markets to those of ‘global
finance’. And while it is certainly true that global investment banks,
big bank holding companies with powerful investment banking arms,
some private banks and pension funds, large mutual or unit trust
funds, and some insurance companies do control the vast majority of
internationally mobile funds, it is also the case that many aspects of
finance are left to small, local or national financial institutions, with
little or no competition from ‘global finance’. Even full-service
financial conglomerates such as Citicorp or HSBC contain within
themselves multiple and often conflicting dynamics associated with
those parts of the institution that participate in differently organized
markets. A signal contribution of the historical mode of thought,
then, is an awareness of this institutional differentiation and its
consequences for how we understand the broader patterns of social
organization.

The third advantage considered here is the flipside of taking time
and institutional differentiation within the social world seriously,
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namely to acknowledge the transformative possibilities engendered by
collective agency. Because of its focus on particular social practices as
the defining hallmark of globalization, the historical mode of thought
refuses to endow globalization with a transhistorical or predetermined
character. What we understand as globalization today is nothing more
than a form of globalized social practice inherent to a particular terrain
of social activity, a terrain which, although it has expanded over the
past century, remains nevertheless bound by certain constraints.
Moreover, it is the mapping of this terrain and the recognition of these
constraints which empowers collective agency through institutional
channels in the first place. In terms then of informing resistance to
globalization (where this is warranted), the immediate task is to iden-
tify the boundaries of social organization over which globalization
does not hold sway, and to support those dynamics and institutions
which protect and promote the stable relationships of the market
economy. One part of this task might lie in enlisting the support of
civilizational viewpoints inimical to the modern Western consumer
ethos that drives globalization, while another part may lie in mobiliz-
ing counter-hegemonic social forces to challenge the thrust of global-
ization. In either case, employing the historical mode of thought
strengthens efforts to encourage transformations in collective social
practices so as to counter and contain the more predatory aspects of
globalization.!

Understood as a specific type of bounded social practice embedded
within a particular institutional form, globalization is clearly one of the
most significant constituent factors contributing to the contemporary
structure of the global political economy. Coming to terms with how it
shapes expectations and informs ways of thinking is critical to a full
comprehension of this important phenomena. Insofar as the historical
mode of thought encourages an appreciation of how globalizing
dynamics fit into the wider organization of social life, this way of
thinking can be an integral element of the general attempt to under-
stand globalization. Fernand Braudel was concerned to understand the
broad structure of social order, and argued that it was impossible to do
so unless one was prepared first to consider society in terms of a ‘set of
sets’: that is, an interlocking set of economic, cultural, political and
social practices subject to multiple and conflicting dynamics. To isolate
a single dynamic as the driving force behind the construction of social
order is for Braudel to present a misleading portrayal of how order is
achieved over time. That advice, first offered during the course of an
attempt to understand the mainsprings of social order between the
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fifteenth and eighteenth centuries, remains sound today, and we
would do well to follow it in our analyses of the complex subject of
globalization.

Notes
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For their comments and suggestions, the author would like to thank par-
ticipants at the ‘Globalization and its Critics’ workshop and the 1997
annual workshop of the International Political Economy Group of the
British International Studies Association.

. It should be noted that the trade in ideas and knowledge are other touch-

stones of social life that have an inherently global dimension, as is of
course the practice of theorizing itself (see Chapter 1 in this volume).

. For explications of Braudel’s triptych within the context of IPE, see Gill

(1991b), Germain (1996) and Helleiner (1997).

. Work in the political economy tradition which falls into this category

would include Barraclough (1967), Braudel (1984), Hobsbawm (1968),
Polanyi (1944), A. K. Smith (1991) and Thompson (1978). This work in turn
draws on historiographical and philosophical reflections broadly associated
with the current of historicism, such as in Carr (1961), Collingwood (1946)
and Vico (1968). Femia (1981) provides a succinct overview of key aspects
of historicism.
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such as Wendt (1994).

. The term ‘globalized’ is used here because a close examination of the

international financial interests of the Dutch capitalist class during the sev-
enteenth and eighteenth centuries reveals a wide-ranging and extensive set
of holdings throughout the known trading world (Barbour, 1963: 104-29).

. As Howard notes:

whatever the rationale of wars during this period, ... they were carried
out by a largely international class of contractors on a purely commercial
basis ... [These armies] were raised, maintained, and led into battle by a
class of entrepreneurs whose only bond of loyalty to their employer was
the assurance of cash payment, punctually and in full. (1976: 24-5)

. War materiel was also available on the international market. During the sev-

enteenth century in particular, Amsterdam’s reputation (and ability) as a
supplier of war materiel to all sides, including countries with which the
Dutch were at war, was unrivalled (Barbour, 1963: 35-42).

This internationalism, for example, is evident in the career of the French
artillery commander Jean Baptiste Vacquette de Gribeauval, principal archi-
tect of France’s artillery modernization efforts in the mid-eighteenth
century. He was sent in 1752 to Prussia for military training, and then after
1756 served with the Austrian armed forces during their conflict with
Prussia. He only returned to France in 1763 (McNeill, 1982: 174).

Braudel (1982: 457) notes as an example of trade within the market
economy that of oil and wine between the merchants of the Mediterranean
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and northern France. He uses the observation of an eighteenth-century
writer to make his point: ‘The real treasures of France among the fruits of
the earth, are wines and oils. The whole of the North needs them and the
North cannot produce them. So a trade becomes established, carves itself a
channel, ceases to be speculation, and becomes routine.’

Two hundred years ago, the domain of material life would have been the
most important arena of activity in this regard. One of the signal develop-
ments of the past two centuries has been the increasingly circumscribed
nature of this domain, which has been penetrated and overlaid by the rela-
tions of the market economy and capitalism.

Two analyses which do challenge the empirical claims of the leading propo-
nents of globalization are Kapstein (1994) and Hirst and Thompson (1996).
Two recent volumes which attempt to undertake this task are Mittelman
(1996) and Gill and Mittelman (1997). The journal New Political Economy
has also devoted a volume to the question of the politics of globalization
(Gill, 1997), while Cox (1996) has explored the role of civilizations in world
politics partly in terms of resistance to globalization.
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Globalization and Cultural
Political Economy

Nick Stevenson

The contemporary debate in respect of the changes taking place in
world cultures would have us make a choice between universalism and
difference, sameness and plurality and homogeneity and diversity.
Often identical examples can be called upon to make a case for either
argument. The development of ‘world music’ is a good example. On
the one hand, we might argue that the main beneficiaries of the global
traffic in music are the large conglomerates who market and sell com-
modities to customers. Walk into any large record store and you will be
able to choose selections of music from English folk to the latest dance
tracks by Madonna.

Some might argue, however, that this offers only the ‘illusion’ of diver-
sity, in that the music has been similarly packaged, presented and manu-
factured in order to be immediately reproducible on the consumer’s
audio technology. The capitalist economy converts all musical forms
into products to be bought and sold in the market place. The most
important aspect about contemporary culture is not its aesthetic value,
but the profits it is able to generate for a transnational business class.
Such arguments might also be linked to the notion that traditional
musical forms, such as Irish music, have become ‘colonized’ by the stan-
dardized and repetitive nature of much Western popular music: that is,
the Irish music that is made available is either incorporated into more
established musical genres or converted into an easily consumable form
through the establishment of ‘greatest hits’ packages. Hence in place of
‘world music’” we might read global commodification and reification.

On the other hand, this narrative could be read somewhat differently:
the arrival of ‘world music’ means that music is now more difficult to
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classify than ever before. A great deal of contemporary music exists as a
hybrid form promoting culturally cosmopolitan tastes amongst its
consumers through the intermixing of different genres, styles and types.
The arrival of post-modern culture has meant that previously held
distinctions between high and low culture have largely been displaced.
In listening to a single record we might be able to discern the influences
of Latin jazz, African drums, the Irish harp, a string quartet and even a
Yorkshire brass band. Music cultures in this reading are not so much
flattening out as providing new opportunities for artistic bricolage.

The problem with such debates is that they force us to simplify
complex and uneven cultural processes. As the above ‘local’ example
spells out, we can just as easily make a case for the fact that the world’s
cultural systems are growing in diversity as we can that they are
homogenizing. Many of the transformations sweeping through global
cultures incorporate elements of both homogeneity and difference:
that is, it is not enough to read cultural processes through the optic
suggested by either of these categories.

My account will remain distinct from the tendency of merely
describing global cultures through a form of uncritical pluralism.
Instead, I suggest that renewed emphasis is placed upon what I shall
call a framework of cultural political economy. By this I do not simply
mean that relations of cultural production and reproduction have to be
‘represented’ in discourse, but that cultural processes are simultane-
ously being reconstructed and deconstructed by a number of forces
and tendencies that can be associated with both modernity and post-
modernity. I shall focus my remarks on five themes:

1. The thesis of McDonaldization, where the emergence of an instrumen-
tal and technical rational culture is evident within the meanings
and practices fostered by global capital and bureaucratic systems.

2. The thesis of cultural imperialism, where the relationship between
world economic power and global culture stresses the predominant
position of the USA today.

3. The thesis of post-modernization, where the development of a
world-wide spatially disoriented culture has emerged within late
capitalism.

4. The thesis of democratization, where the institutions and practices of
liberal democracy have triumphed over its rivals.

5. The thesis of nationalism, where the arrival of modernity has been
accompanied by the conversion of the globe into a mosaic of
national cultures.
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All of these perspectives are attempting to articulate a broad concep-
tion of how global cultures are changing beyond the reach of the tem-
plate that has traditionally equated the nation with society. They each
offer a partial picture of global culture. Yet in seeking to do this all of
the perspectives have a number of blind spots. Taken together, it might
be possible to begin the complex task of tracing through the different
levels of mediation that any attempt to capture broadly defined cul-
tural processes must inevitably encounter. This strategy is particularly
important in that it attempts to distance itself from the excesses of
certain post-modern arguments that perceive the more stable elements
of modernity to have disappeared, as well as the modernist search for
the one paradigm that will reveal the true nature of existing cultural
relations. My argument therefore emphasizes both cultural complexity
and ambiguity along with a more traditional institutional analysis of
society.

Arguably, I could have chosen other aspects of cultural development
to illustrate my argument. For reasons that will become apparent,
however, the features I identify below seem to be the most sociologi-
cally significant. That there is ample evidence for all of these processes
will not deter me from offering some critical remarks in respect of the
evident limitations of such viewpoints. Notably, most of the features
described by these frameworks have their roots in modernity, rather
than a fully fledged post-modernity. However, as my discussion will
demonstrate, many of these features are the subject of contestation
and challenge within the modern era, and are often more culturally
complex than many of the authors allow.

The idea that we are simultaneously witnessing the continuation of
modernity as well as the development of more post-modern features
will guide my discussion. Here I shall seek to provide the beginnings of
an explanatory framework within which we might begin to map
uneven social and cultural developments. Finally, I shall use one theor-
ist to illustrate each perspective or thesis in question. This should not
of course be taken to indicate that many of these views are not often
combined with others, or that the particular theorist I have chosen to
highlight does not also endorse a number of the other perspectives
that will also be discussed.

McDonaldization

One of the most persistent fears that can be associated with the growth
of modern bureaucracies and rational calculative reason is that the
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world is being emptied of human difference, meaning and spontaneity.
From the classical sociology of Max Weber to the early Frankfurt
school and beyond, the growth of expert systems has been represented
as having a rationalizing and ordering effect upon modern life. The
pervasiveness of formal rationality, it is claimed, has constructed a
dehumanizing iron cage which holds modern subjects prisoner. This
view has been recently most persuasively stressed by George Ritzer’s
(1992) study of the American fast food giant, McDonald’s. Ritzer is
clear that the book is not only meant to be indicative of a particular
way of processing and delivering food, but a wider culture that is
slowly penetrating the globe.

The fast food industry can be identified with four basic components
of formal rationality: efficiency, quantification, predictability and the
displacement of human labour. These principles of bureaucratic organ-
ization have not only colonized food production and consumption,
but are evident in the university, hospital, supermarket and the cul-
tural industries in general. The McDonald’s culture offers efficiency in
that it seeks the quickest method possible to satisfy the consumer’s
demands for entertainment, nourishment, information and transport.
In an increasingly fast-paced world consumer needs have to be satisfied
quickly, and with the minimum amount of personal disturbance. In
terms of media cultures, the development of the Internet offers a fast
and streamlined way of receiving up to the minute news, without (it
seems) the inconvenience of having to search through cumbersome
newspapers for the reports that are of interest. The McDonald’s culture
also offers a service that can be quantified and numerically counted.
Culture in this climate is increasingly subject to the procedures of cal-
culation; rather than focusing upon the ‘experience’ a piece of music
opens out, we are persuaded to assess our purchase in terms of its value
for money, the length of the recording and even the number of easily
recognized songs it contains.

The prevailing McDonald’s culture takes predictability as its hall-
mark. Each time [ settle into my armchair to watch the latest American
situation comedy, I expect the experience to be exactly the same as the
previous hundred or so times. This homogeneous streamlined culture
encourages the desire for psychically comforting sameness, and pro-
motes the avoidance of other more troubling questions and experi-
ences. The daily flow of television news programmes, in this reading,
only superficially appear to be ‘different’; viewed more critically, they
rely upon well-tested formats, and easily consumable sound bites.
Finally, the rapidly spreading McDonald’s culture replaces human
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beings with technological forms of mediation and control. Human
labour that can never be made perfectly predictable is replaced by tech-
nology in the workplace, in areas of social control and other avenues
of social life.

The McDonaldized culture has sought to provide highly efficient
systems of service delivery, although this is often achieved by making
the customer do more of the work. For example, the old grocery store,
where the shopkeeper gathered the items of purchase, has been
replaced by the supermarket where the unpaid labour of the shopper
predominates. The growth of a self-service culture de-skills service
workers while imposing drudgery upon the consumer. The ultimate
consequence of this process is the elimination of human contact alto-
gether. Indeed this is precisely what is promised by home shopping
television channels. Viewers are able to travel around the virtual store
without ever leaving their own home or, more importantly, without
encountering the ‘presence’ of another human being. Technology
therefore is being used to create a culture of distance and indifference
by isolating the ‘consumer’ from the concerns of her neighbour.

New media technologies can also be utilized as surveillance mechan-
isms whether we are out shopping, attending a sporting event or even
sitting in our own home. Such mechanisms are more efficient than
their human equivalent in that they do not become bored, fall asleep
or avoid work. Taken together, the McDonaldized world is ushering in
a cultural environment based around consumer efficiency, calculabil-
ity, predictability and the replacement of human capacities with tech-
nological devices. Such practices offer a smooth seamless culture with
few shocks or surprises; they encourage a kind of stupefied mass con-
formity.

These processes undoubtedly point towards important features that
can be connected to the rationalization of modernity. However, many
have recently come to doubt the extent to which the world will ever
comply with this model. As I indicated, the fear of a completely
bureaucratized and rationalized life-world has been an important com-
ponent which has shaped many people’s understanding of the world.
However, while the cultural industries exhibit many of these features,
it is not currently evident that these projections are any closer to
fruition than they were at the turn of the century. The argument that
the modern world is increasingly becoming culturally unified as well as
rationally controlled is misleading. If we now inhabit, to use Beck’s
(1992) phrase, a risk society, given the potentially catastrophic
consequences of global warming and nuclear meltdown, then this is
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something other than a predictable universe. Indeed many of the
features which seem at first to be elements of an increasingly pre-
dictable and controlled social world inevitably contain less rationalized
elements.

For instance, the development of global news events could be read as
fostering a culture of sameness, whereby the diverse nature of political
currents is flattened out into the predictable rumblings of media sensa-
tion. However, such practices also inform different logics and cultural
sensibilities. According to Lewis Friedman (1992), the reporting of
Tienanmen Square by CNN had a greater cultural significance than a
concern with the rationalized manufacture of consumable news would
have us believe. The world media’s 24-hour coverage of Beijing not only
subjected the Chinese authorities to global scrutiny, but also, by making
the protesters visible, held back the manoeuvrings of the Chinese mili-
tary. Modernity, in this reading, is better represented through a dialectic
of rational control and disorder. The growth in television ownership
world-wide, for example, could be said to provide modern citizens with
a fast, efficient and cost-effective means of communication. However, it
is increasingly the case that the reporting of news stories and the con-
struction of global media events opens up local practices to a form of
global critical scrutiny provoking increasingly unpredictable conse-
quences. The McDonaldization of modern culture somewhat paradoxi-
cally both strengthens and undermines the penetration of bureaucratic
reason into the far reaches of modern society. As we will find with
the other cultural theses explored below, what is lacking is a more
enhanced dialectical appreciation of modern culture.

Cultural imperialism

The only culture that can properly be considered to be a global culture
is American culture. Whether we are thinking about films, television
programmes, popular sayings, comic books or music, it is American
culture that has the broadest reach globally. One way of accounting
for this has been through what Schiller and others have called the
cultural imperialist thesis. In Schiller’s (1996) most recent defence of
this argument, he focuses upon the capitalist-driven nature and
commodification of American popular culture before transferring this
model to the rest of the world. The globe, it seems, is being remade in
America’s own image. American capitalist culture, according to Schiller,
is one of the purest currently in existence, its internal development in
post-war society being fostered by the expansion of credit, rampant
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consumerism, advertising and the systematic displacement of
traditional forms of constraint.

Capitalism American style has largely arisen in a national context
that lacks any recognizable tradition of social democracy, and where
working-class labour organizations have only the weakest public pres-
ence. Such an environment has fostered the integration of information
and culture into the dominant structures of the finance economy.
Popular culture in America is driven by capitalist accumulation strate-
gies. Economic forces are the main structures behind technological
developments such as the super information highway and the Internet,
and they also help determine the superficiality of much of mainstream
mass culture. The dominance of the economic system over other social
spheres helps foster a culture of conformity rather than critique, sensa-
tion rather than substance, and technique rather than reflection.
Cultural concerns, other than for a small intellectual elite, are run,
managed and determined by the parameters of economics. For this
reason, American culture carries ideological messages of consumerism
and promotes acquisitive behaviour in the host and the world popula-
tion in general. Mass forms of entertainment, therefore, act as a form
of compensation for a disintegrating communal life, while encouraging
the displacement of critical questions connected to a divided society.
Schiller argues that the expansion in entertainment services not only
provides new markets for advertisers, but masks important social issues
such as the growing underclass, widening social divisions and a
spiralling prison population. Mass culture thereby helps to insulate
the well-off from the poor, and is utilized increasingly by private as
opposed to public interests.

Schiller maintains that while America has declined in terms of its
overall position within the world economy, it has maintained its hege-
mony over global culture. Since the 1980s, culture everywhere has
become increasingly Americanized and penetrated by economic
reason. The increasing integration of media products into the global
market and the rapid deregulation of public cultures have promoted
world-wide processes of Americanization. This has been achieved
through the direct promotion of American products, and the local
copying of American television styles and formats. Just as American
capitalism was able to marginalize oppositional structures at home, so
with the running down of public cultures abroad it has been able to
penetrate into new markets.

Commercially-driven media, the main carriers of American products,
are currently overrunning a passive world. Significantly, it is the global
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economy rather than the nation-state which is the new mechanism of
governance. In the face of networks of global capital, the nation is
struggling to maintain its cultural autonomy and preserve the distinc-
tiveness of internally constructed social identities. Indeed the develop-
ment of global communications has been driven less by individual
states than by the world’s rich and powerful seeking to cordon them-
selves off from the poor. In this reading, again mirroring developments
within American society, the globe’s wealthy consumers will become
the targets of accumulation strategies, thereby repressing questions
concerning deepening global inequalities which will inevitably be
avoided by overtly capitalist controlled media structures. A world dom-
inated less by the governance of the nation, and more by the commer-
cial imperatives of global capitalism, will foster a social environment
where a few prosper and many are marginalized.

The cultural imperialist thesis has many parallels with notions of
rationalization presented earlier. Both perspectives represent the
diverse cultures and practices of the globe as being overtaken by a
homogenizing hegemony which is being driven by a systemic logic.
Indeed, if notions of rationalization can be traced back to Weber, the
imperialistic expansion of the capitalist economy has its roots within
Marx. Again, however, the main problem with the analysis, which
undoubtedly cannot be dismissed out of hand, is that it fails to articu-
late the complexity of cultural processes that can be associated with
globalization. Another point worth noting is that while criticizing the
engulfment of culture by economics, Schiller’s own critique reproduces
a similar trope on a theoretical level: culture is here thought to mirror
economic practices.

Although they are clearly related, in Schiller’s account globalization
becomes confused with universalization. Cultural processes of univer-
salization thus suggest that the world is becoming progressively unified
through the spread of commodification. Indeed much of the evidence
points towards the argument that the global capitalist economy is not
so much expanding into previously unexploited world regions, but is
intensifying in a number of world economic centres. For instance,
Latin America’s and Africa’s current share of world trade is in decline
due to the deepening rather than widening of capitalist networks
(Castells, 1996; Hoogvelt, 1997). Globalization, however, is not purely
an economic phenomena, but must also be associated with the
strengthening of cultural interconnections between world regions.
Giddens (1991: 64) has offered a good rule of thumb definition:
‘Globalization can thus be defined as the intensification of world-wide
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social relations which link distant localities in such a way that local
happenings are shaped by events occurring many miles away and vice
versa.’

Schiller’s hermeneutic therefore both misrepresents global economic
trends and marginalizes other more cultural patterns. For example,
Robertson (1992) has pointed towards a growing political and cultural
realization that critical questions related to AIDS, nuclear disasters and
ecological degradation are truly global questions. The rich and power-
ful are of course in a much better position to be able to shield them-
selves from the negative impacts of such developments, but there
remains a sense in which they are everyone’s responsibility. These
dimensions arguably offer a more nuanced understanding of the new
identities being fostered by processes (such as the technological devel-
opment of the media) that cannot be captured by patterns of con-
sumerism alone. Indeed, we might go further and suggest that the
intensification of the capitalist economy has produced both cultural
homogeneity as well as cultural difference. In this instance, Harvey
(1989) argues that the increasing liquidity of capital means that a
stronger emphasis will be placed upon the distinctiveness of social
spaces that might attract capital. Such processes, which are undoubt-
edly evident within tourism, would seek to attract potential consumers
and flows of capital due, at least in part, to the distinctive features one
space was able to offer over others.

Why, then, is Schiller seemingly so blind to these developments?
Part of the answer to this question must be a consequence of his ten-
dency to assume that economic and cultural developments are both
moving in the same direction. This is also exaggerated, a point I shall
return to in the next section, due to Schiller’s tendency to universalize
the experience of his host national culture. It remains the case that
Schiller’s economistic Marxism fails to unravel the complexity of
rapidly globalizing cultures. Baudrillard (1975) argues that it is charac-
teristic of Marxist notions of political economy to suppose that econ-
omic dimensions directly determine cultural signs and meanings.
Marxist frames tend to reduce particular activities of, say, watching the
television, to the interests of capitalist commodification. While
Baudrillard can be accused of pushing this argument beyond the limits
of what is proposed here, the point remains one of significance
(Stevenson, 1995). The practice of gathering around the television
could equally be connected to certain family rituals, national days of
celebration, or even a way of becoming informed about significant
world events. These questions will be returned to in the final section



100 Globalization and Cultural Political Economy

when I seek to develop a model of cultural political economy that
seeks to recognize the increasing significance of the economy in cul-
tural production without reproducing the theoretical problems that
have rightly become associated with economic determinism.

Post-modernization

Post-modernism, according to Frederick Jameson (1991), is the cultural
expression - or logic - of a particular phase of capitalism. Jameson
takes the global collapse of culture into economic forms of production
as the starting point for his analysis. The effacing of high modernism
and mass commercial culture has been achieved by the colonization of
the cultural sphere by the operation of the market. The integration of
aesthetic production into commodity production has delivered a new
culturally dominant post-modernism. The aim of classical modernism
was to shock and deride the bourgeoisie through cultural production.
In the post-modern era, however, modernist formations have become
canonized in university departments and have thereby lost their sub-
versive temper. Meanwhile, contemporary art forms that seek to
subvert the system, such as punk rock, are quickly made safe through
their commodification and reification. Most artistic production has
now become tied to the market place and takes achievement to equal
commercial success. For Jameson, the deathless fluidity of much of
modern culture is the direct consequence of multinational capitalism.

What, then, are the distinctive features of post-modernism? One way
of illustrating this is to compare it with other modes of artistic produc-
tion. Jameson, in this regard, offers a comparison between Van Gogh'’s
well known painting of peasant shoes and Andy Warhol'’s print called
Diamond Dust shoes. Van Gogh'’s work invites a traditional interpre-
tive approach that refers to its context of production and possible
moment of transcendence. The vivid colours of the painting offer a
utopian gesture, while the content speaks of material deprivation. Such
an interpretation could not be offered of Warhol'’s effort; for one, the
shoes in the print are a random collection of objects that float free of
any larger context. Jameson muses that the shoes could have been left
behind after a dance hall fire or be the ghostly remains of a concentra-
tion camp. That we have no way of knowing is embodied by Warhol'’s
artistic disposition, which Jameson (1991: 10) describes as ‘gratuitous
frivolity’.

These concerns mirror those of contemporary theory that have
become suspicious of depth models of interpretation. The notions of
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signifier and signified, not to mention sign and referent, have been
replaced by concerns with discourses and codes. Warhol’s shoes, in dis-
tinction to Van Gogh’s, have no stable or obvious relation to the
domain of the real. Hence an interpretive approach could return the
peasant’s shoes to a notion of totality that is strikingly absent within
Warhol’s project. The freeing of regimes of signification from their
original material contexts is a crucial part of the global post-modern
culture.

The superficial culture of the market has also erased the notion of
individual style. Developments in modern theory around the death of
the subject have run parallel to the disappearance of the ‘inimitable’
styles of modernism. The commodification of the social world has led
to the proliferation and fragmentation of social codes. Since discursive
heterogeneity has become the norm, modern culture is best repre-
sented as ‘blank parody’ or pastiche. By pastiche, Jameson means that
social codes can no longer be the subject of parody in the traditional
sense. Parody implies, by definition, a critical reception of the social
codes and norms being utilized by the cultural producer. This is no
longer possible as the fragmentation of cultural styles has not only dis-
pensed with the idea of individual creative genius, but also with the
notion of linguistic normalcy. Pastiche is ‘without the satirical impulse,
without laughter, without that still latent feeling that there exists
something normal compared to which what is being imitated is rather
comic’ (Jameson, 1988: 16).

Much of popular post-modern culture can currently be read as a pas-
tiche of the 1970s. Codes are currently being utilized by a number of
popular cultural forms to signify a nostalgic rerun of the decade of the
1970s. The cultural artefacts which are generated by a means of repre-
sentation that detaches them from their original social location (the
splitting of signifier and signified) can thus be seen to herald a break-
down in temporality. Popular culture here becomes a schizophrenic
array of codes that are no longer able to represent a past as the other of
the present. The 1970s become a form of ‘pastness’ that is conveyed
through certain ‘imaginary and stereotypical idealities’ (Jameson, 1991:
19). The real 1970s have been symbolically erased through the inter-
textual play of codes that seek semiotically to simulate the decade.

Paradoxically, historicity is erased as this decade becomes rearticu-
lated through music, films, fashion and clothing and other cultural
artefacts. The ‘pastness’ of popular culture is seemingly contradicted by
the ‘nowness’ of the cultural codes. The1970s revival currently sweep-
ing the nation has collapsed definite stylistic distinctions that could be
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made on the basis of period. For instance, musically we are currently
experiencing the rebirth of 1970s soul, punk and Abba (including
bands that imitate them) all at the same time. The endless recycling
and mimicking of old styles has become a central feature of corporate
music culture. According to Jameson, the fracturing of signifiers and
signifieds evident within this process means we are now living in a per-
petual present.

Elsewhere, Jameson (1988) argues that the electronic media gener-
ally, through their rapid turn over of news and events, quickly rele-
gates recent experiences to a distant past. The suggestion is that the
ideological effect of the media comes through its form rather than its
content. The conversion of reality into autonomous regimes of
signification and the electronic speed of information circulation
deprives the subject of a sense of historical process. However, as a
dialectician, Jameson argues that the media and modern culture also
contain a more critical potential. He readily accepts that the new forms
of public visibility heralded by communication technologies have
restrained certain repressive regimes, while large-scale media events,
such as President Kennedy’s murder, retain a utopian impulse. The
new communication technologies both contribute to a pervasive his-
torical amnesia and occasionally to more collective forms of ‘commu-
nium’. For Jameson utopia is prefigured through the symbolic
representation of collectivity. Whether it is through televised spectator
sports, attending a rock concert or running in a fun marathon, these
events articulate a collective sensibility that is denied expression
within the reifying culture of commodity capitalism.

Such a sliding fragmented culture of film production, while articulat-
ing moments of transcendence, is unable to represent the global mode
of production. Just as a work of art is no longer able to conceptualize
the whole, so the phenomenological experience of the subject is unable
to position itself within the global co-ordinates of capitalism. The rela-
tion between the social structures of late capitalism and our social expe-
riences have become increasingly polarized. The growing complexity of
systemic levels of analysis has meant that the subject becomes ‘limited
to a tiny corner of the social world’ (Jameson, 1991: 411).

Spatially disorganized capitalism demands a new radical form of pol-
itics Jameson calls cognitive mapping. Such a venture would realize
that while the ‘real’ cannot be directly represented it could be mapped.
New cultural forms are required that are able to represent the spatial
dimensions of multinational capitalism helping to build a new class
consciousness. This is especially necessary in a spatially confused
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culture that has witnessed the suppression of critical distance. The
information barrage of modern communications has collapsed private
spaces of critical reflection into a reified commodity culture. It is then
only through Marxist science and potentially radical art, Jameson
argues, that this situation can be grasped. The interrelations between
locality, the nation and the globe can only be thought at this level,
while the subject remains fractured and isolated.

The globalization of consumer capital has thus fostered new relations
of social control and internationalized class domination, while also
providing new imaginary spaces that point towards its transcendence.
Unlike the other two theories reviewed so far, Jameson is able to bring
to his description of contemporary culture a dialectical sensibility.
While Ritzer and Schiller describe an increasingly one-dimensional
society, Jameson is at least alive to the possibility of the contradictions
evident within the present. But, despite the sophistication of Jameson’s
cultural theory, he remains a traditional Marxist in many respects.
Indeed, his argument that the dominance of the capitalist system
depends upon the psychic fragmentation of the proletariat can be
traced back to the early Lukacs. He insists that it is both cultural and
material forms of separation that ensure the dominance of multina-
tional capital. Just as important as cultural fragmentation, in this frame
of reference, is the radical separateness of the practices of consumption
and production (Jameson, 1991: 315). The reification of these social
domains ideologically erases the less fortunate from the image of dom-
inant social groups. In a culture that has lost its ability to express his-
toricity and totality, this materially prevents the development of
geo-political relations of solidarity.

Of course Jameson’s formulations encounter their own peculiar
difficulties. Here I will mention only a few. Reading Jameson’s prose I
am struck by its American origins. His emphasis upon the economic
dominance of the cultural sphere seemingly makes less sense in other
social contexts, which as I have indicated could also be said of
Schiller. Jameson'’s theory, in other words, says more about American
culture than it does about global culture. Said (1993) has argued that
it is a characteristic illusion of the pretensions of American intellectu-
als to assume their own nation to be the centre of the globe.
Jameson, despite being a Marxist, offers much of the confidence that
is usually associated with an imperial vision. While Jameson partially
protects himself from this objection by arguing that post-modernism
has not yet fully arrived, his theory lacks an appreciation of certain
cultural and institutional mediations that restrain the economic.
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Such a concern, viewed more globally, would want to look to the
maintenance of traditional artistic practices, the continuation of rela-
tively decommodified zones and public cultures that remain state-
protected. In seeking to represent the ‘globalness’ of post-modernism,
Jameson actually succeeds in reminding us that American culture is
the world’s dominant culture, and that Marxism retains a traditional
blindness to the continued power of the political sphere and national
cultures.

Democratization

In the 1960s social theorists debated the so-called end of ideology,
meaning that there no longer remained a realistic alternative to liberal
forms of democracy. The ‘end of ideology’ debate, however, had to be
revised as Marxism gained popularity amongst intellectuals during
the 1960s, and especially after the political protests of 1968. Since the
Eastern European revolutions of 1989, many of the themes of the
earlier discussion have been replayed through the ‘end of history’
debate. This discussion, inspired largely by the writings of Fukuyama
(1992), argues that since the collapse of actually existins socialism,
liberal forms of democracy are the most rational forms of political
organization on offer. The end of history is not the arrival of a perfect
system, but the elimination of any realistic alternatives to a liberal civil
society and a democratic state. Fukuyama’s book points towards the
global spread of liberal democratic culture with the collapse of Eastern
European socialism and the increasingly widespread acceptance of
democratic norms and procedures.

In this context, Fukuyama explains the relationship between capital-
ism and democracy in terms of an individualistic theory of human
motivation. That we are biological/material creatures means that
we will prefer the most efficient means of economic organization. The
regulatory desires of socialists to plan centrally and rationally control
modern economies have been an unqualified failure in this respect.
The complexity of modern globalized economies has meant that the
global market is more efficient than nationally controlled socialism.
This is because the information flows of modern capitalism are so vast
they cannot be co-ordinated by one central organ. For example, to
make an aeroplane requires thousands of parts from all over the world;
therefore, rather than the state seeking to set the price for and make
each part it is arguably more efficient to leave this to the operation of
an unco-ordinated market.
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Fukuyama argues that those economies since the Second World War
that have adopted liberalized markets (e.g., South Korea, Taiwan, Hong
Kong, Singapore, Malaysia and Thailand) have been the most success-
ful. Yet Fukuyama rejects the idea that there is a necessary functional
relationship between capitalism and democracy. For example, one such
argument is that capitalism produces democracy in that it allows for
the emergence of a middle class that demands political participation
and equal rights. However, such a view presupposes that democratic
publics will necessarily make rational economic policies. Here
Fukuyama recognizes that democracy puts restraints on market capital-
ism in that it allows ‘economic losers’ to influence state policy.

The other key element of human nature mentioned by Fukuyama is
the desire for recognition and respect satisfied by political democracy:
that is, we can say that history has come to an end when we are able to
satisfy completely the basic human longings for recognition from
others. This need for recognition cannot be met by economic prosper-
ity alone. Fukuyama argues that human beings have an essential need
to be able to make authentic moral choices and to have those recog-
nized by others. Racism, for example, is resisted not only because of
the economic forms of deprivation that are often associated with it,
but more importantly because it denies the equal recognition of a
fellow human being. Liberalism is to this extent universal (it grants
recognition to all) and homogeneous (it creates a classless society by
abolishing formal distinctions between masters and slaves).

Yet Fukuyama also realizes that this argument has a problem in that
some people wish to be recognized as superior to others. This drive is
more evident in aristocratic societies, since in liberal democracies it has
been mediated by the economization of life (the ability of citizens to
make rational career plans and market choices) and democratization
(the equal recognition of others). At the end of the twentieth century,
the real threat to liberal democracy comes not so much from the re-
emergence of socialism as from the possible rebirth of a dissatisfied
striving for dominance. In other words, the triumph of liberal democ-
racy may be short lived as it leaves unsatisfied the human need for
absolute values.

Paradoxically, then, the triumph of liberal democracy could lead to a
certain boredom and the revival of more exclusionary social move-
ments. If this pursuit is not to threaten liberal democracy’s commit-
ment to a peaceful world order, such an impulse must be contained
within the private sphere. Sporting events and entrepreneurial activity,
for instance, allow us to secure superiority without openly clashing
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with the values of liberal democracy. An emerging global liberal demo-
cratic culture can only thrive, in this reading, as long as the economic
sphere remains committed to the free market, and the polity to univer-
sal forms of equal recognition. A possible future world of liberal demo-
cratic nation-states would thus need to balance the needs we all have
for recognition and glory.

Although written from a different political perspective, Fukuyama’s
thesis on liberal democracy has much in common with Ritzer, Schiller
and Jameson. They all point towards the global triumph of American
life-styles, institutions and cultural patterns. Fukuyama’s arguments,
however, are slightly different in that they speak of an economic and a
corresponding political culture. The other critics mentioned so far seem
to assume that all culture is economically driven, and that the political
need to achieve basic civil, political and cultural rights has not been a
major cause for concern within excluded social groups. Fukuyama’s
writing could also be taken as a warning against many of the overt
nationalist movements that are seeking to ethnically cleanse public
space and thereby introduce illiberal shared cultural spaces. The rise of
fundamentalism and overt nationalism all threaten the historical
achievements that can be legitimately associated with liberal democ-
racy. The culture of liberalism remains important in this respect, as it
upholds the virtues of tolerance, freedom of thought, belief and expres-
sion. The political and cultural desire for equal forms of recognition
can on this reading be associated with a diversity of social movements
from disabled people’s rights to feminism.

Nevertheless, four critical observations can be made here, each one
pointing towards considerable difficulties with some of Fukuyama'’s
overblown projections. First, although Fukuyama points to the
achievements of liberal democracy, he displays a myopic neglect of its
more negative heritage. Western liberal democracy has presided over
a world where the gap between rich and poor is accelerating, and
new questions concerning ecological sustainability have yet to be
addressed. Indeed Fukuyama'’s distance from such questions is evident
in his advocation of ‘actually existing’ liberal democracy as a model for
‘Third World’ nations. Given some of the present forecasts on material
scarcity and ecological degradation, the global spread of ‘actually exist-
ing’ liberal democracy cannot but have long-term catastrophic conse-
quences. In ecological and social terms, the prosperity of North
America and Western Europe requires the misery of the rest of the
world. Liberal capitalism has structural problems which it has yet to
solve.
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The second observation is that Fukuyama ties the future of democ-
racy to the nation-state. Such an assertion seems to be blind to the fact
that large multinational companies, globalizing communication struc-
tures, ecological perspectives and AIDS all pose questions that cannot
be resolved by national forms of governance. Contrary to Fukuyama,
these developments would suggest that the possibilities implicit in the
struggle for a generalized democratic culture are far from complete.

Third, it is likely that if Fukuyama were to rewrite his book today,
only a few years after its conception, its conclusions could well be less
upbeat. Despite the problematic relations between democratic princi-
ples and free market economics which have been pointed to by a
number of radical critics, it is unclear that the current ‘new world dis-
order’ is witnessing a strengthening of liberal democratic principles. As
conflicts in Kosovo Bosnia, Northern Ireland, Rwanda, East Timor,
Sudan and Palestine have amply demonstrated, the world continues to
be infested with war, death and human misery. That democratic princi-
ples have only the slenderest of footholds in these and other contexts
is too easily passed over by an optimistic vision that takes its lead from
the collapse of the Berlin Wall.

Finally, the individualistic culture of liberal democracy has been crit-
icized by communitarians, feminists and post-colonial critics alike. The
overwhelming concern here has been that the notion of atomized indi-
viduals all pursuing their individual notions of the good disallows
wider, more community-oriented sets of identifications, builds upon
an overtly masculine logic, and takes the cultural particularity of
Western society as the norm. In other words, liberal democracy has
grown up with, and helps to promote, an overtly individualistic culture
that stresses individual rights rather than the obligations that are owed
to overlapping communities. If the culture of liberal democracy has
been hegemonic over the twentieth century, there are now signs - in
both the growth of social movements that stress obligations over rights
and in the critique of masculinity and Eurocentrism in general - that
we are not so much witnessing liberalism’s triumph as its radical
questioning.

Nationalism

The perspectives reviewed so far can all be associated with optics that
have a strong connection with American culture. This neatly leads us
on to the view that the ‘culture’ which has the deepest resonance glob-
ally remains national culture. That the globe can be divided up into
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different nations and states (not always the same thing) has more far-
reaching cultural consequences than the perspectives viewed so far
seem to be aware of. Indeed, A. D. Smith (1990, 1994, 1995) argues
that despite all the current talk in respect of global cultures, national
cultures are far more permanent and durable constructions than many
current theorists seem to realize. It is one thing, Smith maintains, to
point to the ways we are regularly exposed to a diverse cultural traffic
through the development of technologically diverse communications
systems and other mechanisms, but quite another to suggest that they
compare with the continued emotional resonance of the nation.
Conversely, national sentiment has deep historic roots that can be
traced back to the ancient world, where humanity was divided up into
fluid ethnic communities. These ethnic identities later came to be
refashioned into national identities, thereby presaging the emergence
of self-conscious nationalist movements which in the nineteenth
century sought to claim the title of ‘nation’.

Nations and nationalist movements have all sought to impose a
homogeneous identity by articulating a sense of continuity between
the generations, thereby preserving a collective store of memory and
inculcating a sense of collective destiny. When compared with the
ability of nations discursively to compose a terrain of collective myth
and memory, the possibility of a new global culture looks superficial by
comparison. The proliferation of new information networks may
inform us as to events both spatially and temporally distant from our
everyday lives, but what it cannot do is preserve a continuous sense of
who we currently are, what we have been in the past, and what we
might become in the future.

The national ideal is able to maintain its hold over modern subjects
precisely because it is able to configure a sense of cohesiveness in the
face of cultural fragmentation; offer subordinate peoples a sense of
pride and emotional gratification despite their lowly international
status; and mark out a set of inherent distinctions we hold as com-
pared to others. Where some commentators have argued that national
cultures are losing their grip over the modern subject, they have based
their arguments on the assumption that cultural identities mirror pat-
terns marked out by the transformation of economic structures.
Nevertheless, Smith maintains that while capitalism may be a globaliz-
ing phenomenon, identities are still for the most part made out of
more local national resources.

Smith’s comments are a useful resource in the present context in
that they perceive that overtly national forms of identification remain
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a crucial aspect of modernity that are not about to be replaced by less
spatially distinct social forces. Indeed, Smith makes the case that in the
face of post-modern fragmentation and the dominance of American
culture, it is likely that nationalists will take even further steps to
reaffirm their cultural distinctiveness. The national community
remains in this respect the main focus for our collective sense of
belonging, cultural identity and sense of obligation.

While in broad agreement with these points, I suspect that the
current situation is more ambivalent than Smith allows. For instance,
while Smith discounts the chances of a growing cultural cosmopoli-
tanism, other writers are more optimistic in this respect. For Bauman
(1992b) nationalism’s continued appeal can be discovered in the fact
that it provides a way of displacing ambivalence by promising an iden-
tity rooted in soil and blood. The continuation of ethnic categories is
not so much located in the past, as both the nationalists and Smith
claim, but by increasingly fragile borders and boundaries. In an age
where identity is becoming increasingly the product of widespread cul-
tural reflexivity, the strict division between friend and enemy offered
by national cultures seemingly staves off more complex questions.
Giddens (19995) similarly argues that the relative impermanence of
national boundaries offers new forms of cultural intermixing, convert-
ing the self into an uncertain and risky project. On the one hand, glob-
alization can be linked with increasing uncertainty and fragmentation,
while on the other, global interdependence ushers in the possibility of
the cosmopolitan acceptance of difference. Cosmopolitanism, then,
offers the possibility of a dialogic negotiation of different traditions
and world views which are opened out by new levels of global inter-
connection.

Arguably Smith, Bauman and Giddens are all overstating their
respective cases. First, Smith’s emphasis on the rooted nature of
national cultures blinds him to new levels of cultural complexity and
intermixing that are being ushered in by certain globalizing trends.
The traffic of bodies and symbols across national borders has surely
destabilized the ability of national cultures to impose homogeneity
upon previously captive populations. New cultural spaces are certainly
emerging where previously held traditional identities can be reflexively
interrogated and different lifestyles experimented with. The unasked
question, however, is who are the new cultural cosmopolitans? One
answer is provided by Hannerz (1992), who argues that it is intellectu-
als who most obviously occupy this space, exercising an interpretive
cultural openness to the outside world.
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In distinction to a genuinely critical cosmopolitanism we might
also highlight two different kinds of provincialism. The first is deter-
mined by the market and promotes a form of mindless mimicry of
the newest fashions coming from the world’s metropolitan centers.
The second is led by the state where new ideas are treated with a
mistrustfulness in preference for a safe and repetitive mediocrity.
However, even here, and given some of the earlier discussions, it
remains striking that many of the positions outlined on global cul-
tures continue to take the host national culture as the main intellec-
tual template. Despite new levels of cultural intermixing, therefore,
national cultures remain semi-permanent constructs in a way that is
not adequately appreciated by an overt concern with ambivalence or
cosmopolitanism.

Towards a cultural political economy

The five paradigms or theses outlined above can be connected to what
Bauman (1991) has described as the modern project. This is the imper-
ative to understand the world through the use of categories that lay
aside chaos and satisfy the desire to definitely define modern existence.
Order is the need to achieve precision and clarity when set against
more random social features. Conceptually this has been made possible
through a form of self-deception that has sought to conceal the
parochial nature of those elements that were once taken to be univer-
sal. That which could not be explained or categorized had to be hidden
and masked from view. To understand the trajectory of modern cul-
tures depends as much on our need to put our collective heads in the
sand as it does upon how to grasp the workings of symbolic cultures.
However, if we are not left with a choice between universalism and
difference, the same also applies to the distinction between modernity
and post-modernity. While undoubtedly the complexities of global
culture are far more uncertain and ambivalent than any of the five
frames would have us believe, neither can they be discounted from an
attempt to understand the way cultures continue to be shaped by mul-
tiple social processes. The problem with only concentrating upon the
contingent and the fleeting experience (as Bauman understands better
than most), is that it encourages the belief that modern society is free
of all determining social structures. The failure to give the world a
structure is as illusory as it is to claim that modern cultures can only be
explained through a series of random and disconnected cultural flows.
A critical understanding of ‘cultural’ political economy would therefore
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start from the view that contemporary globalization processes promote
a restructuration of contemporary cultural relations.

For example, the emergence of global media in the twentieth
century has witnessed the rapid development of a medium that was
originally locally based and oriented around print culture. For most of
this time the media has been specifically national, centralized and
defined by hierarchical forms of control. However, processes of tech-
nological development, globalization and deregulation have meant
that there has been a rapid increase in the total available amount of
information, a spatial compression of the ‘knowable’ world, and a
fragmentation of new consumptive communities. These developments
have helped foster ideas of a global civil society, the decline of the
national community and regulatory powers of the state, information
overload, and the destruction of a mass culture based upon conform-
ity. However, as we have already seen, processes of instrumental
reason, capitalist economics, world regional power and national cul-
tures remain major structuring forces. An understanding of cultural
political economy, therefore, would seek to unravel the new cultural
co-ordinates that are reshaping media landscapes in a way that heralds
the development of new identities along with the maintenance of cul-
tural traditions and more permanent institutional features. The glob-
alization of the media may be driven by modernity, but this does not
mean that many of the consequences will of necessity be derived from
these features.

This then raises the question of a political economy of culture that is
built upon complexity rather than simple, repetitive, homogeneous
patterns. A political economy of culture would seek to understand
newly emergent cultural patterns and more established relations that
could never be completely determined by the dual mechanisms of
money and power. The argument here makes a distinction between
those processes that seek to model the plasticity of culture, and
attempts to argue that cultures can be solely explained through their
instrumentalized, commodified, post-modernized, democratized or
nationalized features. A political economy of culture, in this reading,
would seek to understand the workings of cultural processes through
these elements without arguing, even in the final analysis, that the
hermeneutic circle did not remain open to more ambivalent and less
‘colonized’ features and interpretations. Culture, then, is neither com-
pletely structured by the hard dimensions of modernity, nor wholly
undetermined by the softer more subtle axes ushered in by post-
modernity. To understand the impact that different cultural paradigms
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have within different social contexts means that, while remaining
open to challenge and review, we must also remain sceptical of those
who insist that in order to understand modern culture we must opt
either for a homogenized or a hybridized social field.

How then might we begin to assemble a notion of cultural political
economy utilizing these dimensions? We could start with a view of
social totality that would look to the ways in which the globalization
of culture was instrumentalizing cultural processes, providing new
opportunities for the accumulation of capital, leading to new forms of
cultural fragmentation and spatial disorientation, democratizing rela-
tions of authority and disrupting or reaffirming national forms of
identification. Such a take on cultural political economy would have to
take as its starting point that the sources of cultural power and author-
ity remain centred within the economy and the state.

However, as Susan Strange (1995) makes plain, the political conse-
quences of economic globalization are that there has been a general
shift in power between states and markets in favour of the latter, and
that the asymmetrical relations between states are widening rather
than closing. This picture would support a view of the world whereby
‘culture’ is increasingly driven by economics and the need to secure
new markets. The flow of cultural symbols across the borders of nation-
states means that it is increasingly difficult for those states to regulate
and order internal cultural relations. This of course does not mean that
nations and associated cultures do not still have capacities to control
information, but that the main system of governance has become the
market rather than the state. At the same time, modernity has presided
over the increasing power of the USA to be able to refashion cultural
markets in order to promote symbolic goods which originate outside of
national societies. Whether we are discussing film, television, maga-
zines or, indeed, Internet cultures, it is the USA which dominates these
cultural markets. These new dimensions of governance might then be
counterpoised against a more normative understanding of cultural
democracy that was based upon more reciprocal and less asymmetrical
relations of cultural exchange.

Despite current debates on the subject of post-modernity, it would
seem that contemporary global cultures are mostly witnessing a radi-
calization of elements that can be associated with modernity. The
changing interrelations between the cultures of instrumental reason,
commodification, post-modernization, liberalism and nationalism are
all features that have their roots within modernity. Even arguments,
within this analysis, around psychic fragmentation and temporal dis-
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orientation, ultimately seem to be connected to the operation of the
economy and technology.

A different way of approaching these questions, however, could
argue that the globalization of culture also heralds new opportunities
to escape the ultimately disciplining impetus that became associated
with modernity. This view would argue for a genuinely cultural democ-
racy based upon the values of liberty and equality, as well as respect for
‘otherness’, difference and critical reflexivity. Such a view could point
to an emergent culture whereby new cultural spaces of intermixing
have undermined more traditional hierarchies and rationales. Whereas
modernity has delivered a culture of capitalist-driven instrumental
reason and nationally determined liberal democracy, there currently
exist new possibilities for the renegotiation of Eurocentrism and other
rigidly established ideologies. New global cultures seem to offer both
the prospect of a new civil society while simultaneously reaffirming
older structures of dominance. It is these new mosaics of possibility
that need to become informed by an ethically motivated culture. Such
a culture would hold out the prospect of the peaceful co-existence of
all the world’s peoples while respecting our mutual need for liberty,
equality and solidarity. That processes of globalization simultaneously
enable and disable this project is at the centre of my argument. The
recognition that such a project is unlikely to ever reach an end point is
reason enough to dismiss the claims that either ‘modernity’ or ‘history’
has yet to run its course.
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Exploring Globalization: Beyond
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Restructuring the Political Arena:
Globalization and the Paradoxes of
the Competition State!

Philip G. Cerny

The contemporary transformation of the nation-state into a ‘competi-
tion state’ is one of the most important consequences and indeed
causes of globalization. This relationship between the competition
state as a collective agent on the one hand, and wider structural
changes in the world economy on the other, raises key questions of
structure and agency in the globalization process. The transformation
of the advanced industrial state from a ‘national industrial and welfare
state’ into a ‘competition state’, like other structural changes, is the
result of individual and group actors attempting to adjust to changing
structural conditions, and thereby in turn shaping not only the
processes but also the outcomes of structural change. In attempting to
adapt to a range of complex changes in cultural, institutional and
market structures, both political and market actors are increasingly
seeking, directly or indirectly, wittingly or unwittingly, to reinvent
political structures and institutions in a wider global context.

This transformation is a complex process, not a linear one, and it is
therefore characterized by unintended and unanticipated conse-
quences. It involves three central paradoxes. The first is that the emer-
gence of the competition state does not lead to a simple decline of the
state but instead necessitates the expansion of de facto state interven-
tion and regulation in the name of competitiveness and marketization.
Furthermore, in a second paradox, state actors and institutions are
themselves promoting new forms of complex globalization in the
attempt to adapt state action to cope more effectively with apparent
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global ‘realities’. Although embedded state forms, contrasting modes of
state interventionism, and differing state/society arrangements persist,
such models are feasible in the medium term only where they are per-
ceived to be relatively efficient modes of adaptation. At the same time,
however, pressures for transnational and international homogeniza-
tion continue to erode these different models where they are perceived
to be economically inefficient in world markets.

This growing tension between economic globalization on the one
hand and embedded state/society practices increasingly constitutes the
principal terrain of political conflict within, among and across political
systems. Thus a third and final paradox appears: the development of
this new political terrain problematizes the capacity of state institu-
tions to embody communal solidarity or Gemeinschaft , threatening the
deeper legitimacy, institutionalized power and social embeddedness of
states and further undermining the capacity of the state to resist glob-
alization. The combination and dynamic interaction of these three
paradoxes means that the consolidation and expansion of the competi-
tion state is itself driving a process of political globalization, further
ratcheting up the pace of economic, social and cultural globalization in
turn.

Globalization and politics

None of the other social sciences is as rooted in the ‘modern’ world of
nation-state institutions and societies as political science and interna-
tional relations. Political science starts from the presupposition that
political actors, by finding and using institutional means to resolve
conflicts and pursue some notion of a public interest, are able con-
sciously to shape the very structures of the political world in which
they operate.? Globalization as a political phenomenon basically means
that this shaping of the playing field is determined less and less from
‘domestic’ processes operating within relatively autonomous and hier-
archically organized structures called states, and more and more from
transnational processes operating across states.® It increasingly derives
from a complex congeries of multilevel games played on multilayered
institutional playing fields, above and across, as well as within, state
boundaries. These games are played out by different sets of actors: state
actors as well as market actors and socio-cultural actors. Political glob-
alization derives first and foremost from a reshaping of political prac-
tices and institutional structures in order to adjust and adapt to the
growing deficiencies of nation-states as perceived and experienced by
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such actors. Central to this experience is a deeply felt contemporary
failure of both actors and practices to achieve the kind of communal
goals which have been the raison d’étre of the Western state since
collapse of feudalism and especially since the national democratic
and social revolutions of the eighteenth, nineteenth and twentieth
centuries (Polanyi, 1944).

In the modern era, democracy and authoritarianism, socialism and
capitalism, liberalism and conservatism, have all seen their goals
embodied in and pursued through the national project, and therefore
rooted in the perceived common good of distinct ‘peoples’ or citizen-
ries respectively sharing their own relatively insulated territorial spaces.
The modern world has seen only two truly internationalist political
projects, liberalism and Marxism. But dominant as they have been as
social, political and philosophical movements, both were also assimi-
lated into the confines and practices of the nation-state early in their
historical trajectories, the first through the French and American
Revolutions, the second through the Russian and Chinese Revolutions.
Only then did they attain institutionalized power, for it was at the
nation-state level that the most fundamental structures and institu-
tions of society and politics had become embedded. The apparent
history of the modern world thus was absorbed into a historiography
of nation-states.

The concept of globalization in general challenges that prevailing
framework in two ways. The first is through a rethinking of history (see
Chapter 2 of this volume). The emergence, consolidation and rise to
structural pre-eminence of the nation-state itself is increasingly under-
stood as having been a quasi-accident reflecting the global situation of
the late feudal period. The nation-state form can be seen in the longue
durée as a quite recent development - mainly confined to the more
established nation-states of the West — and one which may turn out to
be as historically fragile as the empires and feudal systems which long
preceded it.

The second challenge arises through a new social-scientific discourse
of globalization itself. This discourse challenges the significance of the
nation-state as a paradigm of scholarly research, suggesting that
nation-state-based ‘normal science’ in history and the social sciences
(sometimes referred to as ‘methodological nationalism’) has been so
undermined by new challenges and findings that its usefulness in
constituting a prima facie scholarly agenda is rapidly being lost.
The uneven transnationalization of market structures in a range of
economic sectors, the emergence of a complex global culture and the
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development of intricate three-level games cutting across national and
international politics, all point towards not only the need for a new
research agenda in social science but also a reshaping of political
philosophy and its reformulation in a global context (Cerny, 1996a;
cf. Chapters 1 and S in this volume).

In turn, the conceptions of common interest and community which
have legitimated the institutional authority of the nation-state over the
past several centuries — however predatory in practice its origins and
developmental trajectory - have given the politics of the state an essen-
tial quasi-moral character well beyond pragmatism and ‘interest’ (in
the narrow meaning of that term). They involve attributing to the state
a holistic character, a sense of organic solidarity which is more than
any simple social contract or set of pragmatic affiliations. If there is an
increasing paradigmatic crisis of the state today, it concerns the
erosion of this posited underlying bond, and the demotion of the state
to a mere pragmatic association for common ends: what TOnnies
(1887) called Gesellschaft and Michael Oakeshott called an enterprise
association (Oakeshott, 1976; Auspitz, 1976).

In this reading, so long as the shell of modern capitalism remained
the national capitalist model of the nation-state — where the welfare of
the people in a capitalist society was secured at least minimally by the
state and protected from the full commodification of the market by
politics — then the image of a national Gemeinschaft as the route to the
common good could persist, even strengthen and expand, over the
entire globe. The ‘capitalist state’ as we have known it has been firmly
rooted in the ideology and culture of modern nationalism. The latent
crisis of the nation-state today, and the paradigmatic challenge of the
globalization process, involve the erosion of that Gemeinschaft and the
fragmenting of the political community from both above and below.

The form which this political transformation takes is the emergence
of the ‘competition state’ (Cerny, 1990). The competition state is dis-
tinct from earlier state forms, much as its predecessor, the welfare state,
too was distinct. The state as an institutional structure per se is not
withering away; indeed, it is developing new and more complex struc-
tural forms and features in a more open, cross-cutting world.
Complexity means the presence of many intricate component parts. It
can mean a sophisticated and elegantly co-ordinated structure, but it
can also mean that the different parts mesh poorly, leading to friction
and even entropy. A globalizing world is intricately structured at many
levels, developing within an already complex social, economic and
political context, with many and varied dimensions of convergence
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and divergence. State actors confront different markets, firms and eco-
nomic sectors organized in distinct ways, whether because of the
imperatives of market and hierarchy (Williamson, 1975, 1985; Cerny,
1995, 1997) or as the result of different social-structural histories
(Granovetter, 1985, 1992; Hall and Taylor, 1996). Even more problem-
atic are the subnational, transnational and supra-national ethnic cleav-
ages, tribalism and other revived or invented identities and traditions —
from local groups to the European Union (EU) - which abound in the
wake of the uneven erosion of national identities, national economies
and national state policy capacity characteristic of the ‘global era’.
Beyond this complex contestation, furthermore, it is important to
understand that globalization does not lie merely in whether or not it
can be empirically verified according to particular measurable criteria
such as the convergence (or not) of corporate forms or social structures.
Perhaps its most crucial feature is that it constitutes a discourse — and
increasingly, a hegemonic discourse which cuts across and gives
meaning to the kind of categories suggested above (see Chapter 1 in this
volume). In this sense, the spread of the discourse itself alters the a priori
ideas and perceptions which people have of the empirical phenomena
which they encounter; in so doing, it engenders strategies and tactics
which in turn may restructure the game itself. With the erosion of old
axioms, ‘paradigmatic selection’ follows. And in this process, the concept
of globalization is coming increasingly to shape the terms of the debate.
Globalization is therefore not an inexorable, exogenous process, a
march to a higher - or indeed lower - form of civilization. It is a path-
dependent process, rooted in real historical decisions, non-decisions
and conjunctural turning points. In Granovetter’s terms, social, econ-
omic and political institutions emerge in an environment where there
is not one simple pathway or end point; there are in economic termi-
nology ‘multiple equilibrium points’ available. However, once social
relationships are established and power structures set in place in partic-
ular conjunctural settings, institutions tend to become ‘locked in’ and
to resist fundamental restructuring. Paradoxically, in a globalizing
world states play a crucial role as stabilizers and enforcers of the rules
and practices of global society; indeed, state actors are probably the
most important single category of agent in the globalization process.

From the industrial-welfare state to the competition state

State actors have acted and reacted in feedback loop fashion to the
more complex structure of constraints and opportunities characteristic
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of the new environment. This situation is not ‘hard-wired’; these con-
straints and opportunities do not create a rigid cage within which state
and market actors are forced to work. Given changing exogenous con-
ditions, however, this transformation increasingly entails a fundamen-
tal shift of organizational goals and institutional processes within state
structures themselves. International and transnational constraints limit
the things that even the best-run government can do, and this shift is
leading to a potential crisis of liberal democracy as we have known it.
Furthermore, a new and potentially undemocratic role is emerging for
the state as the enforcer of decisions and/or outcomes which emerge
from world markets, transnational ‘private interest governments’, and
international quango-like regimes.*

The essence of the post-war national industrial welfare state (IWS)
lay in the capacity which state actors and institutions had gained, espe-
cially since the Great Depression, to insulate certain key elements of
economic life from market forces while at the same time promoting
other aspects of the market. These mechanisms did not merely imply
protecting the poor and helpless from poverty and pursuing welfare
goals such as full employment or public health, but also regulating
business in the public interest, ‘fine tuning’ business cycles to promote
economic growth, nurturing ‘strategic industries’ and ‘national cham-
pions’, integrating labour movements into corporatist processes to
promote wage stability and labour discipline, reducing barriers to
international trade, imposing controls on ‘speculative’ international
movements of capital, and so on. But this compromise of domestic reg-
ulation and international opening — what Ruggie (1982) called ‘embed-
ded liberalism’ — was eroded by increasing domestic structural costs
(the ‘fiscal crisis of the state’: see O’Connor, 1973), the structural con-
sequences of growing external trade and, perhaps most importantly, of
international financial transactions (Strange, 1986; Cerny, 1993;
Andrews, 1994). The crisis of welfare states lay in their decreasing
capacity to insulate national economies from the global economy, and
in the combination of stagnation and inflation which resulted when
they tried.

The world since then has seen the emergence of a quite different
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