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1 Introduction

One of the most significant legacies of the Enlightenment for modern
social and political thought has been the belief that the universal
community of humankind is in all respects . .. the end or object

of the highest moral endeavour™ (Bull, 1977, p. 27}, Underlying this
vision is an assumption that at root the needs and interests of all
human beings are universally similar. Such a vision has shaped

the emancipatory aspirations of both liberalism and Marxism, which
have been committed to the eradication of those structures — the state
and capitalism respectively — deemed to suppress the realization of a
cosmopotitan world order based on liberty, justice, and equality for ali
of humanity. As the end of the twentieth century approaches, the
growing recognition, reinforced by satellite images from space,

that planet earth is a single “place” has reawakened inteilectual
interest in Enlightenment notions of a universal community of
humankind. Moreover, “surface” events, such as the end of the Cold
War, the collapse of communism and the Scviet Union, the
transition from industrialism to post-industrialism, the global
diffusion of democratic institutions and practices, together with the
intensification of patierns of world-wide economic, financial,
technological, and ecological interdependence, have signatied to
many observers the final clearing away of the old world order, with
all its menacing features, and the inauguration of a new world order
which contains the promise of an evolving world society, a single
giobal “community of fate.” Certainly, there can he little doubt that
the world is being remade around us, that radical changes are
underway which may be transforming the fundamental parameters of
modern human, social, and political existence. Rosenau proclaims
that the world has entered the era of post-international politics, a
“historical breakpoint” in which “. .. present premises and
understanding of history’s dynamics must be treated as conceptual
jails” (Rosenau, 1990, p. 5).

The notion of post-international politics suggests that, at the
century’s end, globalization ~ simply the intensification of global
interconnectedness — is transforming the existing world order most
conspicuously through its direct challenge to the primacy of the nation-
state in its prosent form. One of the principal issues examined in this
chapter is therefore the question of whether humanity is witnessing the
unfolding of a new historical epoch (one which is distinguished by a
progressive globalization of human relations and the emergence of the
first truly “global historical civilization™), or alternatively whether the
present “phase” of globalization simply conceals a renewed
strengthening of the existing structures of western modernity ~
capitalism, industrialism, and the nation-sfate system. Within this
discursive framework, the implications of the globalization of social
life, both for the viability of the modern nation-state (in its present
form) and for the "sociological imagination,” will be systematically and
critically explored.
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1.1 Themes and structure

Most traditional sociology textbaoks tend 1o open with the claim
the sociological enterprise is primarily concerned with the study
“modern society,” understond as a cohesive, bounded totality, s
inlegrated social systen. Sociely, in effect, therefore becomes:
indistinguishable from the nation-state. This conflation of the
concepts is hardly surprising since, as a discipline, “modern™ 58
reflects its ninmmmih~conmr_\f origins. during an age of virulent
nationalism and nation-stale formation. Despite the emphasis the
founding “fathors™ fave to comparative sociology, much contemy
theorizing stili remains focused on the “national society.” As
notes. although it sought 1o he a universal science of human affa
“...in practice sociology has hoen developed to explain and
undersland joeal or national destinies” (Turner, 1990, p- 343).
However, in g “shrinking” worid, where transnational relations,
hetworks, activities. and inlerconnections of ail kinds transcend
national boundaries, il is inereasingly difficult to “understand ]
national destinies,” withow! reference 1o global forces. The dvnam
the global financial systom: the tremendons expansion of tfransnatf
corporate activity; the existence of global communications and medis,
relwaorks: 1he global production and dissemination of knowledge
combinad with {among other lactors) the escalaling significance of
transnational religious and othnic ties: the enormous flows of peg,
across national boundaries: and the emerging authority of instituti
and communities above the nation-slate: all these factors provide 4
powerful case for reassessing the traditonai conceplion of society {
by association the nation-slate] as a bounded, ordered, and unified
social space — a coherant totality. . as many would argue, global
Is reconstiluting the world ag “one place,” then a re-focusing of thé
sociofogical project — away {rom “society™ and the “nation-state”
towards the emerging “world society” - would seem a logical
prerequisite for making sense of the contemporary human conditio:
Bauman puts the point clearly: “With the sovereignty of nation-statés
vividly displaving its limitations . | - the traditional model of socie
loses its credence as a roliable frame of reference . . . (Bauman, 1992;
P 57) :
Gilobalizalion strikos af many of the orthodoxies of social science
and mora particularly the socinlogica) project. At one level, the
prospeat of a “world society™ resurrects the highly contentious issue;
first posed and answoerad by the Enlightenment philosophes, as to thé
adidily of universalist accounts of social phenomena. If globalization
characterizad by universal socio-economic processes, does this not
suggest the need for universal accounts of social affairs, and by
definition the existence of somo universal truths? Globalization also
brings into question loundational concepts ~- “society” and the "nation:
slate” — which still retain a priviloged position in the discourse of
maders sociclogy and the social scionoes more widely. Finally,
glebalization poses an interesting set of normative questions concerning
the future of the nation-staie and the nature of the modern political
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Within the lilerature, two authors — Giddens and Harvey - have
made a significant contribution to the theorization of giobalization.
Ciddens considers globalization o be one of the most visible
consequences of modarnity, This is hecause globalization involves &
profound reordering of time and space in social life — what Giddens
refers to as “lime—space distanciation” {1990, p. 14). He stresses how
the development of global networks of communication and complex
global systems ol production and exchange diminishes the grip of local
circumstances over people’s lves. Thus, the jobs of Scollish miners
may be more dependent on the pricing decisions of Australian and
South African coal companies in the global markel than on the
immediate decisions of local management. In Giddens's view, this
“disembedding” of social relations ~ tifting them out “from tocal
contexis of interaction” and recombining them across lime and space -
h the forces of modernily. Hlowever,
globalization expands the scope of such disembedding processes, with
the consequence that " .. larger and larges mmbers of people live in
circumstances in which disembedded institutions. linking local
practices with globalized social relations, organize major aspects of day-
to-day life” (Giddens. 199¢, p. 79]. This certainly does not mean that
are no onger significant in structuring social life,
arience no longer coincides with the

is primarily associated wil

“place” or “incale”
Luat rather tial ... the truth ol exp
place in which it takes place” (Jameson, quoted in Harvey, 1988, p.
261}, The peint is that, in today's world, social relations and interaction
are not dependent on simultancous physical “presence” within a
specific logation, since the structures and instilulions of modem
socictics, Tacititated by instantaneous communication, foster intense

v relations botween ‘absent’ others, locationally distant from any
given situation of face-to-fnce interaction” {Giddens, 1990, p. 18).
Globalization articulales, in a mosl dramatic manner, this conflation of
“presence” and “absence” through its systemic interlocking of e
“Jocal” and the "global.” For Giddens, the concept of globalization
herelore embraces much more than a notion of simple
interconnectedness: . .. the concept of globalization is best understood
ag expressing funndamental aspects of time—space distanciation.
Globalization concerns the intersection ol presence and absence, the
interlacing ol social events and social relations 'at a distance’ with tocal
contextuatities™ (Giddens. 1991, p. 213,

In his exploration of the “post-modern condition,” Harvey, 100,
conceives ol globalizalion as an expression ol our changing experience
of time and space — what he labels “time-space compression” (Harvey,
1089, p. 240). By using this term, he highlights dramatically the sense
in which, under the pressures of technoingical and economic change,
space and time have been continuaily collapsed such that .. today
we have to jearn how to cope with an avarwhelming sense of
compression of our spatial and temporal warlds” (Harvey, 1989, p.
240). What is distinctive about Harvey’s analysis of globalization is the
emphasis placed on the “speeding up” or intensity of time-space
compression. ’

For Harvey, today's “global village” is not the product of some
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smooth linear or exponential process of time—space cormpression, but
rather results from a mere discontinuous historical process, a process
punclualed by discrete phases or bursts of intense time-space
compiression. These phases, lie argues. are associated with the periedic
crisas and restructuring of capitalism. which invelve a “speeding up” of
economic and social processes. We are all aware from our own
experiences of the way in which, particularly in the current era, the
quickening pace of change seems lo have become a “normal” feature of
social life. Virtually as they are launched, new fashions, new products,
even major hislorical events, seem lo become redundant “history.” One
of the consequences of this speeding up of socio-cconomic change is an
intensification of time—space compression, and with this comes an
acceleration in the pace of globalization.

According to Harvey, ™. . . we have been experiencing, these last two
decades, an intense phase of ime-space compression that has had a
disorienting and disruptive impact upon political-economic practices,
e balance ol class power, as well as upon cultural and social life”
{Harvey, 1989, p. 284}, This phase coincided with a deep crisis of
capitalist accumuiation, which was at its most intense in the late 1870s
and carly 1980s. and has been associated with a dramatic
intensification of globalization. This intensification of globalization has
been most pronounced in Lhe spheres of manufacturing production and
finance. in both these sectors, the speeding up of technological and
organizational change has fostered an increased global mebility of
capital, such hat a new international division of labor appears to be
cmerging. Central 1o this has been the creation of Lhe first truly global
financial system, willy twenly-four-hour-a-day trading: “The formation
of a global stock market, of global commodity (even debt) futures
markets, of currency and interest rate swaps, together with an
accelerated geographical mobility of funds, meant, [or the first time, the
formation of a single world market for money and credit supply”
{Harvey, 1989, p. 161}, Globalization, in Harvey's analysis, is therefore
intimately associated with the speeding up or inlensification of time-
space compression in social life.

These distinclive “meanings™ atlached to the concept of globalization

share much in common. even though lhe lheoretical approaches of
Giddens and Harvey are very dillerent, How can these “meanings” be
distilled into a general conceptualization of the lerm? An acceptable
solution is to conceive of globalization as having two interrelaled
dimensions: scope (or “stretching”) and intensity (or “deepening”}). On
the ene hand, the concept of globalization defines a universal process
or sel of processes which generate a multiplicity of linkages and
inferconnections between the states and socicties which make up the
modern world systen: the concept therefore has a spatial connotation.
Social, palitical, and economic activities are becoming “stretched”
across Lhe globe, such that events, decisions, and activities in one part
of the world can come to have immediate significance for individuals
and communities in quite distant parts of the global system. On the
other hand, globalization also implies an intensification in the levels of
interaclion, interconnectedness, or interdependence between the states
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and societies which constitute the modern world comnan
Accordingly, alongside this “siretching” goes a “deepenin;
that, even though “. .. evervone has a local life, phenome
the most part are truly global™ {Giddens, 1991, p. 187). Th
globalization involves a growing interpeneiration of the gl
condition will the particularities of place and individuaii
1990, 1991}

3 Mapping the Dimensions of
Globalization

Clarifying the meaning of glebalization invites furtber can
how it has been theorized within the Hierature. There is ©
debate concerning both the main driving forcels) behind g
and how exactly it is reconstiluting the world into a singkh
Section 3 will oulline the theoretical debates with respect
underlying causal logic{s) and dynamics of globalization. !
introduce the main protagonists in these debates and theh
theoretical posilions on these issues.

3.1 Logics

A review of the lilerature on globalization highlights one
axis of theorelical disagreement. As David Held noled in «
accounts of modernity divide into two camps: those whic
single causal logic. and those which emphasize a complex
logic. Similarly, in discussions of globalization. it is possi}
dislinguish between lhose accounts which give primacy Lo
causal dynamic, such as technology or the economy, and «
rely on a mulii-causal logic. Obviously. this is a somewha
typology of theoretical approaches, and ne single account
wilhin either category. Nevertheless, despite the oversimp
typology has considerable utility in strucluring this brief ¢
the primary theorizations of globalization.

Turning initially to those accounts which stress the pris
particular causal logic, the three key authors are Wallerste
and Gilpin. Wallerstein has introduced the concept of the
into the secial sciences and has stressed the contrality ol
Lhe process of globalization (both past and present]. Rosen
Gilpin, in comparison, are localed within the discipline of
relations and have exploited some ol its orthodoxies in ac:
globalization. Thus. Rosenau associales globalization with
“progress,” while Gilpin considers it lo be an expression ¢
mililary factors (power politics). Accordingly, cach of thes
authors locates the causal logic of globalization in a specil
institulional domain: the economic, the technological, and
rospectively.

In his pioneering studies of the emergence of "one worl
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Wallerstein focuses primarily on the dynamics of historical capitalism,
" that concrete. time-bounded, space-bounded integrated locale of
productive activities within which the endless accumulation of capital
has been the economic abjeclive or ‘law’ thal has governed or
prevailed” (Wallerstein, 1983, P 18). For Wallerstein, the logic of
historical capitalism is necessarily global in reach. From its origins in
sixleenth-contury Furope, capitalism has acquired a truly global reach
inasmuch as, nowadays. ... the entire globe is operating within the
framowork of 1his singular social division of labour we are cailing the
capitaiist world-economy” (Wallerstein, 1984, p, 18}, Wallerstein
cansiders this capitalist world-ccanomy 1o he histarically unique, in
that. while it has gradually created a universal cconomic space,
humanity remains fragmented into discrote nation-states, each with jts
own cenler of sovareign political rule. Moreover, the world-economy is
conceived of as having a distinctive, unequal structural arrangement
with core, semi-peripheral, and peripheral areas — each of which has a
specific functional role in sustaining the overall integrity of the systom,
The matorial fate of states, communities, and houscholds fiows from
their focation in this striclure; a structure which maintains enormous
inequalities in power and wealth. in addition. the periodic crises of
capitalism mean that the world-economy is subiect 10 discrete phases of
global cconomic restructysi ng which reinforce these inequalities of -
power and weaith. But this restructuring alse heightens the interna)
confradictions of the world-ceonemy. Wallarstein argues that the
universalization and deepening of canitalism provoke resistance on a
global scale in the form of anti-systemic movements fe.g.
environmental, socialist. and tationalisl movements), The
stitulionalization of the world capitalist cconemy therefore embraces
bath processes of global integration and fragmentation, and this
produces instabililies and tontradictions which Wallerstein belioves
will eventually lead 1o its collapse (Wallerstein, 1991}, Embedded in
this analysis is an unambiguous thesis; namely, that the d
al globalizalion is 10 be located
cconomy, )
if Wallerstein gives primacy

riving force
in the logic of the capitalist world-

to capitalism as a globalizing
imperative, Rosenan privileges technology and its transformative
sapacitios. An international relalions scholar, Rosenau has written
extensively on the growth and significance of global “interdependence”
{Rosenau, 1930, 1989, 1996). In his atfempl to make sense of the

intensification of global interconmectedness he allaches enornous
significance (o technelaogy:

Itis lechnology . . that has so greatly diminished
social distances through the jet-powered airliner, ¢
the orbiting satellite, and the many other innov
mave people, ideas nnd goods more ¢ 3
space and time than ever hefore. 1t is technology that has
profoundiy altered the scale on which human affairs take
place ... It is technology, in short, that has fostered the
interdependence of local, n

geographic and
he computer,
alions that now
apidly and surely across

ational and international communities
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that is far greater than any previcusly experienced.
{Rosenau, 1940, p. 17)

i i an i strial to a
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i sar 2 existence of a
My position is that a hegemon is necessary to the exmtcn(eest;
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Historically, globalization has be.cn assemaled,';}g{tglt(,:jliinile); 1;1{ the era
of the European empires, }nrgely.wnh the expa}nsm (‘ig S m;w passed.
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be seen as inftuenced by several sels ol primary processes associated
wilh the nation-state system, coordinated through global networks of
tlist cconomy and the world

information exchange. the world capi
military order” (Giddens, 1987, p. 288).

While Robertson disagrees with important aspects of Giddens’s
analysis, he toois highly critical of the fact that ... in the present
climate of ‘globalily’ there is a strong temptation for some 10 insist that
the single world of our day can be aecounted for in terms of one
particular process of factor .. .” (Rohertson, 1980, p. 22). Stressing lhat
“ _in the contemporary petiod a major task for sociological theory is
to account for the trajectories ol globalization in a multidimensional
fashion” (Rohertson and Lechner, 1985, p. 113), Robertson acdvocates a
theorelical approach which goes ™. . beyond simple models of ‘world
polily” or a world economy’ by [pointing} to the independent dynamics
of giobal culture.. . to eullural aspects of giobalization” {Robertson and
Lechner, 1985, p. 103). This requires & theary of globalization which
invalves “. . . the anatylical separation of the factors which have
facilitated the shift towards a single world — e.g. the spread of
capitalism, western imperialism and the development of a global maedia
gystem ~ from the goneral and global agency-structure {and/or culiure)
theme” (Robertson, 1990, p. 22). Although he dogs not fully develop a
svstematic account of the interrelationships between the political,
ceonomic, and culturai dimensions of glol)aliznli(m, it is abundantly
evident from Robertson’s work that each is understood Lo have a
distinative logic (Robertson, 1990: 1997a: 1991h). Howover, his
approach is fendamentally different from that of Giddens, since he is
loss congerned with mapping the intersections belween these
dimensions. or their independent logics, than in understanding how
they foster the duality of aniversalization and particularization -
themes which will be explored in ghapter 18 in the conlext of culture
and the formation of identity in "one world” (Robartson, 1991ak.

This brief exegesis of the two Most jmportant “schools” of theorizing
about globalization raises many difficult guestions. Most obviously, it
clicits 1 desire 1o cstablish the wputh” or at least the validity of these
accounis: are they competing oF contradictory views, can they be
conilated, are there criteria by which we can judge their worlh as
“oxplanations™ As will become apparent in chapter 19, such questions
are driven by a particular view of knowledge which has come under
increasing attack from post-madernist challenges to the provailing
orthodoxies within the social sciences. Rather than engage with those
issues here, it is sulficient 1o acknowladge that 8 healthy dehate exists
helween two distinetive crpaditions” ol theorizing about globalization —
between those theorists such as Wallerstein, Roscnau, and Gilpin whao
privilege one causal “logic” in their accounts of globalization, and those
tlisorists such as Giddens and Rohertson who emphasize intersecling
causal “logics.” However, my own sympathies lie with the work of
Ciddens and others who stress the multi-causal logic shaping the
pature of conlemporary globalizmi()n (McGrow, 1992}, This atlachment
1o a multi-causat account of alobalization reflects the intellectual
position adapted in many of the chapters of this volume. For the
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example, labor becames increasingly divided along local, national, and
sectoral lines; and ethnic and racial divisions become more acute as the
“Others” become more proximate (Bull, 1977; Bozeman, 1984).

Centralization versus decentralization Although globalization
facilitates an increasing concentration of power, knowledge,
snformation, wealth, and decision-making authority (e.g. the European
Community, transnational companies), it also generates a powerful
decentralizing dynamic as nations, communities, and individuals
attempt to take greater control over the forces which influence their
“fate” (e.g. the activities of new social movements, such as the peace,
women’s, or environmental movements) (Rosenau, 1990; Wallerstein,

10991).

Juxtaposition versus syncretization By compressing time and space,
globatization forces the juxtaposition of different civilizations, ways of
life, and social practices. This both reinforces social and cultural
prejudices and boundaries while simultaneously creating “shared”
cultural and social spaces in which there is an evolving “hybridization”
of ideas, values, knowledge, and institutions {e.g. the mixing of
cuisines, New Age lifestyles, architecture, advertising irages, etc.)
(Perlmutter, 1991; Jameson, 1991).

These contradictory tendencies are inscribed in the very dynamics of
glabalization; a process which is by definition dialectical. For the
participants in “globe talk,” the contradictory nature of globalization
sesves to remind us of its essential contingency and complexity. This is
further reinforced by the unevenness with which glohalization has been
experienced across time and space.

In The Principles of World Politics, Modelski (1972} provides what
must be among the first — 3{ not the first — serious use and systematic
discussion of the concepi of globalization within the sociai sciences.
Central to his analysis is the notion of globalization as a historical
process; a process which has distinctive (if not discrete) phases during
which the pace of glebalization appears to “speed up” or be attenuated.
With respect to the present historical epoch, many writers, including
Rosenau, Harvey, and Jameson, point to an intensification of
globalization which marks a profound break with the past. Whether the
current epoch is defined as “post-international politics” (Rosenau, 1960,
p. 6), an emerging “postmodern global space” (Jameson, 1991, p. 363},
or a new world capitalist order (Harvey, 1989, ch. 9), what is common
to these authors is a sense of globalization as a discontinuous historical
process.

This unevenness across time is also reflected in the differential reach
of globalization. Nat only is it considered to “speed up” at various
historical conjunctures, but similarly its consequences are not
uniformly experienced across the giobe. Some regions of the globe are
more deeply implicated in global processes than others, and some are
more deeply integrated into the global order than others. Within nation-
states, some communities {e.g. financial ones) are tightly enmeshed in
global networks, while others {e.g. the urban homeless) are totally
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scommunity of fate.” As Modelski observes, today's exlensive patterns
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4 A Global Society?

Both libarali . .
un:tcl;::?lzll:x‘i}ir:lcl ?/Ia;xxsm have their roots in an “enlightened”
cosmmamalin wm}(]] q(;(z‘ed lforward to the eventual emergence of a

S mypolitan we uni.v 1et]}lf, a global community in which transnational
e s and ur lefrsa y held notions of peace, justice, equality
tont om woule ]grc-(z);gliztlgi‘::an-d1§1.ons ?f human existence. To so,me
: . f o ssent-cay thinking about globalization is
imprisoned within these nineteenth-cent iti R
Jprisonec ; 3 ntury traditions. Thus, a
“lj;;i(ut;s].;,;;l”1:)1[tlli1§e;;’z;{lz.\f10us (fllaplﬂl', Fukuyama considers the rc-ac::.nt

of ‘et me[@:S(IF 1{:1 oss the world as the beginning of a new era
o (;Qmempom;; (:1‘ ukuyama, 1989], while Wallerstein represents
o e PO “)rili E :.1?[ as t.ho triumph of capitalism but as an epoch
(Wallostein, 1993). Bt Horalise el Mosbon oo et
sl 1 . allst and Marxism are increasingly

nad iggt;{g};}fs:qtgfth; {:0{}1919)( giobal social architecture asigciated
i oo pamn(];‘t.\ % cha 1za110n..For glebalization is transforming
queslgonlas ;:) hé‘irfvc()‘ modern social life, In doing so, it provokes the
o s 1o how E]i students [as' well as subjects) of glohalization
souid Ti]jt; - 1 present and tlmorfze the contemporary global
condition. Tt ;;1- ;tm }mvolves tracking the potential trajectories of
socia’ ¢ ansg‘;emoglrg{)lt :0}—\?'11; gy g]obalizati(l}n. In what follows, four
e leadin.g lm.n}?amtl‘{r‘e to the question of where globalization

4.1 A giobal civilization
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of global interaction and global

awareness, combined with the

al values (e.g. environmentalism, human rights,

deepening of univers
{1972, p. 227). The

survival, etc.), point to “the reality of world society”
comyplex web of transnational tics, which connects communities,
households, and individuals across national boundaries, undermines
the image of humanity as imprisoned within bounded national
societics, and instead suppaoris a rather different image in which
humanity is pictured as being organized horizontally into multiple,
overlapping, and permeable communities or systems of social
interaction. This inmage of a world society suggests that the “. ..
boundaries of states would he bidden from view"” {Burton, 1972, p. 43},

Perlmutter writes:
By the first global civilization we mean & world order, with shared
values, processes, and structures: {1) whereby nations and cultures
become more open to influence by each other, (2) wherehy there is
recognition of the identities and diversities of peoples in various
groups, and ethnic and religious pluralism, (3) where peoples of
different ideologies and values both cooperate and compete but no
idealogy prevails over all the others, {4} where the global
civilization becomes unigue in a holistic sense while stitl being
pluralist, and heterogencous in its character, and (5) where
increasingly these values are perceived as shared despite varying
interpretations, e.g. such as we currently see for the values of
openness, human rights, frecdom, and democracy. . ..

For the first time in human history and with the help of major
nolitical and technological changes, we have the possibility of a
real time, simulianeously-experienced global civilization witl
almost daily global events, where global cooperation is in a more
horizontal than vertical mode, This is why we now see the
possibility of the emergence of one single world civilization with
greal diversity in its constituent cultures and interdependence
ameng poles. In fact, it would be a civilization whose
distinctiveness comes from the attitudes toward and acceptance of
diversity along with some shared values which act as a glue for
the civilization. . ..

So for us, the first global civilizalion is a vision seen at the
dawn of universal history, as Raymond Aron (1961) has put it, not
the end of history as Fukuyama (1989) has recently proclaimed.
From this historical perspective, there is bul one human
civilization which is seamless and global in its character but with
a magnificent variety of indigenous variations on the life
experience. This is the meaning Teilhard de Chardin (1965) gave
to the planetization of humankind.

(Perlmutter, 1991, pp. 898, 902-6)

Interestingly, Perlmutter does not equate globalization with
woslernization. Rather, he considers globalization to be a complex
nts, later in the article, to the transformation within

process, for he poi
in medicine, cuisine, lifestyles, ethnic divisions, etc.)

western socicties (
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4.2 A capitalist world society
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transnational integration and national disintegration, as some

communities are incorporated into the system and others organized out,
So, within the same slaie, community, and street, there will be those
whose lves are deeply implicated in and tied to this new
“transnational capitalism,” and many others who are either its victims
or exist on its margins.
Perhaps the most visible “agent” of this new form of global capitalist
order is the transnational corporation {TNC). Production, trade, and
finance are now increasingly organized on & transnational basis to reap
maximum economic advantage in a highly competitive world. Leslie
Sklair points to the transnational organization of production and
exchange as producing distinctively capitalist global social
arrangements and practices. This world capitalist society is ene in
which the primary capitalist dynamic is located at the transnational as
opposed to the national level, and in which the social relfations of
production are no longer imprisoned within national territorial
boundaries.
Tlhus, to think in terms of a territorially bounded “British"”
economy of an “American” economy is to overlook the complex
rransnational networks of production, ownership, finance, and
economic activity which make national territoria)l boundaries almost
meaningiess: as King notes, “Germany’s largest industrial city is
Sao Paulo in Brazil” (King, 1990, p. 69). Alongside these networks is
also an expanding array of elite interactions. Indeed, a number of
writers have suggested that these % .. are coming together to produce

a transnational capitalist class or class fraction with its own
particular form of “strategic class” consciousness” {Gill and Law, 1989,

p. 484).
This shift to a more complex and spatially differentiated

global capitalist order has also contributed to the internationalization
of the state. The "tersitorial non-coincidence of capital,” as Murray
concelves of it, has forced states to cooperale MoTe intensively at
the global level (Murray, 1971). Ap epormous range of functional
international regimes, global and regional institutions (e.g. the
International Monetary Fund (IMF), the Buropean Community {EC),
etc.) is required, both to manage the problems associated with this
capitalist order, and to ensure its continued reproduction. The Group
of Seven leading capitalist states (the G7), for instance, operates as a
powerful forum for global econemic coordination {Lewis, 1991). Thus,
world capitalist society is subject to extensive processes of
“governance’ OF regulation, even though no formal worid government
exists. These global regulatory structures are far from democratic, but
rather sustain a geometry of power relations which is conducive to the
needs of global capital. Because labor is primarily organized at the
national jevel, it is therefore incredibly weak in the face of
transnational capital. This is also the case for other anti-systemic
movements and for poorer st
greater international collaboration and coalition
marginalized by this new order. Yet these are the very
political and economic resources are minimal.

ates. As a result, there is an imperative for
“puilding among thase
groups whoso
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4.3 A bifurcated world
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lobbying the US government, the EC, the British government, and the
World Bank to make jending policies to the Third World sensitive to
environmental concerns. Conversely, governments and inter-
governmental agencies legislate the global or regianal rules (e.g.
technical standards for pharmaceuticals, or for high-delinition
television), within which transnational corporations and other agencies
operate. However, hecause each of these worlds has its own norms,
structures, and principles, they co-exist in an unstable and
indeterminate relationship. As a consequence, global order appears (o
be breaking down as the world, given the dynamics of post-
industrialism, undergoes a profound de-centering of power and action.
Turbulence, rather than stability, is the defining characteristic of the
present epoch. Accordingly, Rosenau argues, this is now the era of the

nifurcated world — the age of post-international politics.

4.4 A global society of states

One of the criticisms of Rosenau’s “world-view" is that by
concentrating on the visible turbulence and “disorder” in the
global system he completely misreads the significance of the
continuities in global iife. To some observers, the continued
existence (if not strengthening) of the nation-state, combined with
the reassertion of nationalism across the globe, and (following the
collapse of communism) the formation of a host of new states,
suggests that globalization has far from transformed the global
situation. In other words, there is 5o “post-international politics,” ot
capitalist world socieiy, or even an smerging plobal civilization.
Rather, the primary trajectory of global development is to be tracked
in the tightening hold of the nation-states system over human
affairs. The nation-state and the inter-stale system, it is argued,
are and will continue to remain the dominant “reality” of modemn
social life.

A further criticism of R
positions elaborated in this se
extrapolates the experience of

osenau's thesis (and of the other three
ction) concerns its ethnocentricity. It
socio-economic transformation within
jate capitalist societies on to the global leves. Yet, as Jehn Allen
indicates in chapter 16, there is enormous controversy concerning both
the nature of that transformation (post-industrial. post-Fordist, post-
capitalist) and how far it is appropriate even 1o think in terms of socio-
economic transformations.
These criticisms provide a launching pad for the claims of Robert
Gilpin. For it is Gilpin's contention {which, by the way, has a great deal
of support within the transnational community of international
relations scholars) that globalization has not fundamentaily altered the
structure of the global system, nor does it require a reorientalion of our
thinking or theorizing with respect to the future trajectory of global

socio-politicat development.

Gitpin's argument is a very po
context of accelerated globalization. Whi

werful restatement of “realism’” in the
le he does not dispute that the
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world may be increasingly interconnected, he is adamant that this by
ho means prefigures the arrival of a “world society.” On the contrary,
his position is that, in a global systemn in which there is no authority
above the soversign natjon-state, there exists the constant danger

of conflict and even war. This danger is compounded by the absence
of any institution to enforce the peace. The result is a condition of
anarchy and insecurity which puskes the political leaders of all

states to maximize national power capabilities. Realists, such as
Giipin, therefore view the global states system as a system of power
politics in which conflict ang insecurity are the norm. In this context,
the state acquires a critical rale in securing and defending the interests
and safety of its peoples in a dangerous world. Despite the enormous
expansion in transnational and global activity, for realists it is stil] the
Case, a8 it was in Greek times, that only state power can secure the
peaceful milieu within which such activity is able to flourish. In
contrast with Rosenau’s thesis of “two worlds,” Gilpin argues
unambiguously for the primacy of the nation-state system.

Moreaver, realists would take issue with their “idealist” colleagues
who conceive of globalization either as a permanent fixture of the
modern age or as necessarily leading to a more interdependent world.
Instead, Gilpin, as noted earlier (see section 3.1), argues vehemently
that the more historically recent phases of globalization have depended

on a specific configuration of global power. It is worth quoting him in
full:

As T have argued, a liberal {interdependent] international
economy rests on three political foundations {Gilpin, 1981, p.
129). The first is a dominant liberal hegemonic power, or, I
would also stress, liberal powers able and willing to manage
and enforce the rules of a liberal commercial {capitalist] crder.
The second is a set of common economic, political, and
security interests that help bind liberal {capitalist] states
together. And the third is a shared ideological commitment ta
liberal values . .. Thus, since the end of the Second World War,
American global hegemony, the anti-Soviet alliance, and a
Keynesian welfare state ideology . . . cemented together economic
relations among the three principal centres of industrial power
outside the Soviet block — the United States, Japan and Western
Eurape.
It was on the basis of this conceptualization of the relationship
between international economics and politics that I and a number
of other “neo-realists” were highly sceptical of the argument of the
more extreme exponents of interdependence theory. Their
projections into the indefinite future of an increasingly .
interdependent world, in which nation-states and tribal loyalties
{read nationalism) would cease to exist, seemed to us to he a
misreading of history . . . Such theorizing assumed the
preeminence and autonomy of economic and technological forces
over all others in effecting political and social change. Thus, it
neglected the pelitical base an which this interdependent world
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economy rests and, more importantly, the political forces that
were eroding these political foundations.
(Gilpin, 1986, pp. 311-12)

Te summarize: for Gilpin, globalization has been contingern;f obal
histori‘cally upon strategic and political ffflctorf;,lthe gc;ot?'met(ii)emmgam
power relations and the ideological pred}spo:;}]ltloml;qtt)iv;gec}ine e
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45 Trajectories of change

. . . I ith
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i ; iebate on these great matters '
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o " it i lear what the implications of “. .,
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5 Globalization and the iti
Communits Future Political

Writing in 19§7, John Hertz predicted the “demise” of the territorial
statg-as‘ the primary political unit in world affairs (Hertz, 1957) 0;“11;
F;L(;)c:gigﬁ; cflngil:tea(ieir?;ndtélfiség&mgnt that nuclear weapons made it
; s itizens against attack, O
could no longer fulfill this essentieezlr c(ﬁlt th ; g}; Snggosted
obsolete. Slightly in excess of three decfdeselzateicafm’ o omggester,
e y i t , Jameson, com i
on %he E prodigious expansion of capitalism in i]ts third (or menting
rz;;l tm{ttlonal} stage” (1991, p. 319}, observed that *. . . not mereiy the
?lmiiigﬁglb’::de;en th}c nlation«state itself has ceased to play a central
tional 2 ormal role in a process tha in |
of.capltai prodigiously expandeg beyond t}tlfi:;.s ;filjxﬁgglg?rinﬁte%m iieap
ruu(iied and archa'ic remains of earlier stages in the development :Jl?th?ss
?sglif;ofblirolducnon“ {1991,‘;). 412). However, to talk the now-
t;}. : nable language of the “end of the nation-state” may be to invite
& twin dangers of completely misreading its contemporar
predicament while simultaneously neglecting the real unée};l i
ch.aii.enges to the nature of the “modern potitical commun'£ Y s
within the processes of globalization. - inseribed

5.1 Dissolving the nation-state

Sj:l;:[}:ta;;or; hats. been, and continues to be, associated with a “crisis of
: territorial nation-state.” Daniel Bell, writi i
! a , ng about the US positi
; : . ion
CI;:]];;;T;;G tgiﬁbal or‘der, captured this sentiment memorab]ylzn his
G at the nation-state was “, .. too small f i
: ; L or the big problems
i}f\,{iil'lfe’t?nd too big for the small problems of life” (Bell, 19§?pp 14)
forr;ls e unevenness of globalization and the diversity of modern étate
m”‘me‘an that any generalization on this issue demands careful
2’1 i : llc_atlon, neverthe%ess, with respect to the late (or advanced)
i(}:l; Z;..ISE .stau.zs, tlhere is a powerful argument which indicates that
i) C;fe;ztaté?:b;slld]sts.;olx'}ng tl(lie essential structures of modern statehood
act, alization is understood to be com isi iti '
: 1 promising four critica
zslgects of the mod(?rn nation-state: its competence; jts fé,rm' its o
E ulonomly; and, ultimately, its authority or legitimacy. ,
andnt&(gleo?lzl economic systelln in which productive ‘capital finance
z w across national boundaries, the tradit istinction
| : 2 , the traditional distinction
}Jettween the internal and external domains no longer holds. Such
Cr}inerc;)nlx)ectednfzss creates a situation in which decisions in one state
Ac mE ocluce.major cm}sequences for the citizens of many other states
pr c'essmtr} in the United States, for instance, takes its toll in the -
facec):e;s 0 'Europe, Japan, Latin America, and Asia. States therefore
e 1,x er;swe pressures from their citizens and domestic groups to
m%;lmastte twgcl.traln?natllonal activities which directly impinge on their
3sts and livelihoods. Such pressures, as i i
5 ar . n the environmental
econ A0 igni ’ Tor 4
e nozmc 19.;;‘14}9 areas, generate a significant political momentam for the
Xpansion o international regimes and international regulatory
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frameworks at the regional or global levels. Accordingly, as Morse
argues, in conditions of systemic “interdependence,” the inability of
governments to fulfill the demands of their citizens without
international cooperation is evidence of the declining competence of
states (Morse, 1976), While this may be particularly acute in the
economic domain, a dwindling number of policy problems can now be
resolved through purely domestic actions or decisions {e.g. drugs,
environment, national security, immigration, etc.). Moreover, the
corollary is also the case, since the resolution of international probiems
increasingly demands domestic action. Throughout the 1980s, for
example, western governments, in response to the greater mobility of
capital, were forced inio extensive international coordination of ...
monetary and fiscal policies — policies that had traditionaily been
considered ‘internal’ " {Wehb, 1691, p. 311). Morse argues that
“interdependence” has eroded the traditiona} boundaries between the
internal and external domains, so encouraging an expansion in the
functions and responsibilities of the state while simultaneously denying
it effective national control over policy formulation and policy
outcomes (Morse, 1976). This condition has been referred to as the
“widening and weakening” of the state, or, as Rosenau prefers 1o label
it, “the widening and withering” of the state’s competence.

Strongly associated with this declining competence is an erosion of
the capacity of the state to enforce its demands on others as the
traditional instruments of policy are undermined by accelerating
globalization. Whereas military force has been fundamental to state
power, it is now of limited utility in achieving all but the most
restricted of national goals (Jervis, 1991}. Military force remains a last
resert, and is largely irrelevant to the resolution of some of the key
problems confronting modern states, such as economic welfare,
environmental problems, trade matters, etc. According to Rosecrance,
economic power and economic diplomacy are central fo state security
in the contemporary age because economic capabilities are extremely
“fungible” (i.e. transferable into direct influence or power) (Resecrance,
1986}, In effect, the suggestion is that the currency of power in the
global system has been transformed from military to economic
capabilities (Nye, 1989). In the post-Cold War era of rapid

demilitarization, this shift in the primary currency of power has doubly
compounded the problems for states in trying to protect and secure
their jnterests in a highly complex and dynamically interconnected
waorld order {(Shaw, 1991). The result is a significant shift towards
multilateral diplomacy and collective action, which in the process
further erodes the competence of states to control their own destiny.
It is not only the competence of states which is diminished by
globalizing pressures; the form of the state is also subtly altered. With
the increased emphasis upon international coordination and
cooperation has come a staggering expansion in the numbers of inter-
governmental organizations and international regimes. Thus, in
whatever sector of state policy one cares to name, there exisls a
corresponding set of international regulatory institutions or agencies.
For instance, there exists an international monetary regime which
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embraces inter-gover izati
o ocfej‘;;;lrtg;tgi;gziinnlental organizations (e.g. the IMF) together with
ke Ao g lnorms, rules‘, principles, regulations, and decision
o a0 aran ﬁ;]aml;jp emgntgd by informal policy coordination network
ol oo the fin Ceetmllmstrles of the major western states (the G7), as
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s otors jurjdg;;alf r ‘Z Internationalization” of the state (Cox, 1987).
dooply enmmoshed | }ua ove the state, most western governments are so
e naﬁonﬂl‘m,d in these regulatolry and decision-making structures
inmsapa ]\(f[{)r mrtematmn:fl policy formulations have become
el ﬂcquir,ed Leo\. er, some international organizations and regimes
52 orimary ex(;;tsi-st{pranatlona.l powers. The European Community
oty oo 1 lecliqﬁ,yl?nihzt dc;emsmns (in some domains) taken by a
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N s . o
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Coordmati(;n gf erlx}ance in which collective policy making and
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i]:eveI(, Récec:lrz,qltt{ngffe(l:tf; are also experienced at a deeper structural
obelient rmld i]es 1;5;;9 I?egun to explore the relationship between
S Soci;- he e .ectlven.ess of state strategies for managing the
stadies is an awixi?e?loe:;lzfd}?;nﬁgeg:ﬁ imerges ey of these
states imposes intense pressures for a C;I;‘?TCOHHGCtlﬁdHESS posting
: ; . . g ergence in state ic-
Cg;):];);ziltci:vitra;:fles. Gourevnch.argues that the global econf)(;r(l:ilt(:} and
com Spendjlfg asélriest on states in the 1980s forced them “. . . te curtail
ontonbonding and nterventions. Whatever the differences in partisan
[Gourevitc';h 1%85 nn;esnts have been pressed in the same direction”
St Of,fu]] e;np.l ) Asa reswlult, most governments have discarded
ogies of ployment a-nd interventionism because they might
competitive edge in global markets. In a highly campe%itive
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but interconnected global economy, state sirategies and the domestic
socio-political coalitions which underpin them are increasingly
sensitive to world economic conditions. According to Garrett and
Lange, “The new international economic environment has undercut the
effectiveness of the partisan strategies of the left and right based
respectively on broadly ‘Keynesian’ and ‘monetarist’ fiscal and
monetary policies” (Garrett and Lange, 1991, p. 541).

The discussion so far points to a third aspect of the consequences of
globalization: the diminution of state autonomy. Clearly, states have
always operated under constraints of all kinds; none has ever been free
to act completely independently from external pressures. However, i is
frequently argued that globalization has imposed tighter limits on the
exorcise of state autonomy across a range of policy domains (McGrew,
1992). State autonomy can be defined in terms of a state’s capacity to
act independently, within circumscribed parametess, in the articulation
and pursuit of domestic and international policy objectives. State
autonomy can be further differentiated with respect to both its “scope”
and the “domains” within which it can be exercised. By “scope” is
meant the level or intensity of constraints on state action, while
“domains” refers to the policy spaces or issue-areas within which such
constraints operate (McGrew, 1992). This conceptual definition allows
an important distinction to be made between sovereignty — the de jure
use of power through supreme legal authority or competence within a

defined territory — and autonomy. It also suggests that the notion of a

loss of state autonomy bas to.be specified and qualified quite carefully.

As implied already, one of the structural consequences of

ation is to deny the relevance or practicality of autarky -
5, states operate within a set of prefigured
strategic and policy options which immediately restrict the menu of
policies from which state managers can choose. This is particularly
evident in the economic and financial policy domains. The scale of
financial transactions is such that no single state by itself can
effectively control the system in which it is enmeshed. Frieden
observes that, “In Apri} 1989, foreign exchange trading in the world’s
financial centres averaged about $650 billion a day, equivalent to nearly
$500 million a minute and to forty times the amount of world trade a
Frieden, 1991, p. 428}. This, as Webb indicates, was twice the
amount of the total foreign reserve holdings of the US, Japanese, and
UK central banks combined for the entire month (Webb, 1991, p. 320).
A very convincing argument can thus be made that the “. ..
implications of interdependence ... are clear: governments no longer
possess the autonomy to pursue independent macroeconomic strategies
effectively, even if they were to seek to do so” (Garrett and Lange,
1991, p. 543). This is simply because it is exceedingly difficult to
“huck” the global markets, for “. .. differences in the macroeconemic
policies pursued by various countries immediately trigger large flows of
capital” (Webb, 1991, p. 318). However, while shifts in state socio-
economic strategies are severely constrained, this does not mean that

governments are completely immobilized.
While state autonomy appears most compromised in the economic

globaliz
strategies of self-reliance. Thu

day” [
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and financial domains, similar intense constraints operate in othi

too. Global warming compromises state autonomy, as does the'

parcelling out and regulation of the world airwaves, without whi
affective global communications would be impossible (Starke,“ig

Vogler, 1992). While acknowledging the constraints on state auto

it is nevertheless important to recognize that effective diminution

state autonomy varies considerably between different kinds of na
state, as well as across time and in different policy sectors. Thu
advanced capitalist states may have greater autonomy in the glob
system than peripheral states, while the US has greater autonomy
some domains (e.g. military) than in others (e.g. financial). Proposit
suggesting the general erosion of state autonomy in the face of
increasing globalization therefore demand considerable qualificatio
Finally, the combined consequences of eroding competence,
converging forms, and diminishing autonomy have contributed to
erosion of state authority and legitimacy. Influenced by “crisis of ;
governability” theories of the 1970s, a number of writers have argied;
that globalization is contributing to a crisis of compliance and authd
within the nation-state (Rosenau, 1990; Burton, 1972}. This view i
driver by a conception of authority and legitimacy located in a
discourse of performance and effectivenass. Very succinctly, the the
is that, because globalization undermines the competence and
autonomy of the nation-state, it reduces the effectiveness of governm
which, in turn, undermines the legitimacy and authority of the state
(Rosenau, 1990). Moreover, in a world of global communications,
where citizens can readily observe the global context of “domestic” :
problems and the parochial nature of domestic political debate, furthe
strains are placed on compliance and authority relationships,
Governments too contribute enormously to the sense of immobilization
and despair which this situation generates by constantly stressing th
international constraints on state action. In consequence, the dwindlip,
efficacy of the state and its bases of authority is underlined,

In addition, the existence of global regimes and international
organizations poses a further challenge to the actual authority of the
state. Global and regional institutions, such as the IMF and the EC, ma
directly challenge the sovereignty and authority of member states when
they impose decisions and policies upon them. National authorities, in -
some circumstances, may appear as little more than the “local”
machinery for implementing regional or international policies. In a
system in which international regimes and forms of international
regulatory activity are expanding rapidly, the “threat from above” to the -
authority of the nation-state is arguably a real ane,

But globalization also enhances the “threats from below.” What
Rosenau refers to as the proliferation of “sub-groupism,” and others the
fragmentation of civil society, is fuelled by globalizing imperatives
{Rosenau, 1950, P. 40}, As section 3.2 discussed, transnational
integration and national disintegration of communities, the rise of
sthnicity, the resurgence of nationalism, and the surfacing of new
loyalties (e.g. environmentalism) are all associated with the dynamics
of aceelerating globalization. Globalization stimulates a search for new
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political and socia! organization of humankind. As Hanreider notes:
“Nationalism ... is alive and well. Far from being secondary or
obsolete, the nation-state, rationalism, and the idea of the national
Interest are central slements in contemporary world politics”
(Hanreider, 1978, p. 1277},

While pursuing their national interest through cooperation and
collaboration, states also empower themselves, As Keohane and Gilpin
argue, the creation of international regimes and institutions of
cocperation does not in any sense weaken the nation-state (Keohane,
1984; Gilpin, 1987a). On the contrary, in many cases, international
cooperation, as opposed to unilateral action, allows states
simultaneously to pursue their national interests and to achieve more
effective control over their national destiny. Within the context of a
global economy, international coordination of exchange rates (for
instance, the European Exchange Rate Mechanism) can enhance state
autonomy rather. than diminish it because it affords, through collective
action, greater security and benefits than any corresponding attempts at
unilateral action. To suggest that globalization necessarily undermines
state autonomy is therefore to ignore the ways in which states empower
themselves against the vagaries of global forces through collective
action. According to Gordon:

... the role of the state has grown substantially since the early
1870s; state policies have become increasingly decisive on the
international front, not more futile . . . And small consolation
though it may be. .. everyone including transnational
corperations has become increasingly dependent upen
coordinated state intervention for restructuring and resolution of
the underlying dynamics of the {economic] crisis.

(Gordon, 1988, p. 63)

Finally, a number of writers question whether glebalization is really
creating a more “interdependent” world or convergence among state
policies, Care must be taken here to distinguish between the concepts
of interconnectedness and interdependence; interdependence should
not be elided with notions of interconnectedness (or globalization).
Interdependence implies a condition of mutual vulnerability to external
events, whereas dependence implies a condition of asymmetrical
vulnerability. While processes of globalization may generate
interdependencies batween national comimunities, equally they can
generate relationships of dependence and reinforcs existing inequalities
in the world system. Moreover, globalization often involves little more
than interconnectedness, which implies a sensitivify, as opposed to a
vulnerability, to external events or actions. Accordingly, globalization
embraces both interconnectedness and interdependence, but these are
radically different outcomes of the same process. Definitions aside,
what is significant is the emphasis given in the “declinist” argument to
the evidence of an Increasingly interdependent world in which state
strategies and policies are converging. Yet both Krasner and Gordon,
coming from radically opposing analytical positions, conciude that,
although it may be more interconnected, the world is less
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5.3 Rethinking sovereignty and political community
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mediaeval form of universal political order might be said to have

emerged.
{Bull, 1877, pp. 254-5)

This “new medievalism” suggests a reconstitution of political
community, such that it is no longer identified solely with the
territorial nation-state but is conceived in more pluralistic terms.
Thus, as in medieval times, we are forced to think in terms of
overlapping global, regional, transnational, national, and local
political communities. It is in this sense that globalization can be
said to be dissclving, rather than contributing to. the

transcendence of the sovereign nation-state and the bounded
national political community. Sovereignty, and with it the nature
of the “political community,” is being reconstituted by the forces of

globalization.

6 Globalization and a Universal Sociology

If globalization invites us to rethink our notions of the sovereign
nation-state and political community, then it certainly demands a
reconsideration of the foundational concept in modern sociological
thought: the concept of “society.” Bawman defines the problem in

transparent terms:

It seems that most sociologists of the era of modern orthodoxy
believed that — all being said — the nation state is close enough to
its own postulate of sovereigaty to validate the use of its
theoretical expression — the “sociely” concept — as an adequate
framework for sociological analysis . .. In the postmodern world,
this belief carries less conviction than ever before. .
{Baumnan, 1982, p. 57)

There is littie need to rehearse again the arguments which make
Bauman's proposition so convincing, since they have been discussed in
previous sections. Instead, the objective here is to think through the
implications of the “globalist turn” for the contemporary sociological
enterprise. For it should be evident that, if the “society” - the ordered,
bounded totality - of modern sociology turns out to be a porous,
fragmented, and permeable social space, then a new “subject,” or
primary unit of analysis, is required. In scme respects the recent
writings of Mann, Giddens, Robertson, and Bauman can be seen as
attempts to refocus the discipline around a conception of the social
which acknowledges the significance of the “globalist turn” and thereby
distances itself from the orthodox approach in which “society” is the
central focus (Mann, 1986; Giddens, 1990, 1991; Robertson, 1990;
Robertson and Lechner, 1985; Bauman, 1992). Mann, for instance,
states: “I would abolish the concept of ‘society” altogether” (Mann,
1986, p. 2). Instead, he conceives of societies not as unitary social
systems or hounded totalities but as constituted by “. .. multiple
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overlapping and intersecting sociospatial networks of power” (p. 1),
Giddens too stresses that “The undue reliance which sociclogists have
placed upon the idea of ‘society’, where this means 2 bounded system,
should be replaced by a starting point that concentrates upon analysing
how social life is ordered across time and space - the problem of fime—
space distanciation” (Giddens, 1990, p. 64). Globalization thus
dislodges “society” from its focal position in the discourse of modermn
sociology. But what is 1o replace it?

Post-modernists might appear initially to have the answer, because of
their attachment to diversity, difference, and the plurality of
commurities and identities which define the post-modern condition.
Proponents of post-modernism on the whole argue that the notion of
“society” is a totalizing concept which is completely redundant in the
contemporary era. This is because post-modernism is associated with
“...a view of the human world as irreducibly and irrevocably
pluralistic, split into a multitude of sovereign units and sites of
authority, with no horizontal or vertical order, either in actuality or
potency” (Bauman, 1992, p, 35). Understanding this world, for many
post-modernist theorists, requires aceepting its essentially incoherent
character and avoiding the temptation to impose order on it through
totalizing and universal theoretical discourses. As Jameson notes, post.
modernism prosecutes a “war on totality” (Jameson, 1991, p. 400} It
denies the possibility of universal reasoning and accounts of the social
life which claim universal validity. Paradoxically, for post-modernists,
the existence of a “postmodern global space” (Jameson, 1991, p. 363) is
not considered problematic, despite the implication that it assumes the
operation of universal processes which are actively unifying
humankind. Thus, Robertson refers to "the universalization of
particularism” and the “particularization of universalism” (Robhertson,
1991a). Yet this seems a logical contradiction. It might therefore be
argued that post-modernism too, alongside the orthodox conception of

society, is a victim of globalization. Indeed, in significant respects post- .

modernism, like much conventional sociclogical thinking, fails to
confront the profound implications for its own conceptual categories
and theoretical discourse which flow from globalization. Rather than
iooking to post-modernism to redress our uncertainty about the primary
focus of the contemporary sociological enterprise, Archer suggests the
solution is to be found elsewhere in 4 “sociclogy for one world” - a re-
visioning of the Exlightenment project (Archer, 1991),

The Enlightenment project was based on a belief in the universality
of reason and the universal character of scientific explanation. A
science of society was thus by definition a universal enterprise.
However, as chapter 10 will indicate, few social scientists today would
accept that it is possible to construet wholly objective or universal
accounts of social phenomena. Within modern sociology (whose
intelloctual foundations are rooted in the Enlightenment project’s
commitment to rational inquiry and human emancipation), post-
modernism and the critique of a positive science of social affairs have
prosecuted a “war on universalism,” Yot the intensity of globalization
in the current epoch produces a startling ireny: just as the world is
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