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INTRODUCING GLOBALIZATION






CHAPTER 1



What Is
Globalization?


WHEN PEOPLE TALK about globalization, they are often talking about different things even though they use the same word. Globalization and the processes of globalization are widely discussed—and widely misunderstood. Sometimes people consider only the economic changes and processes. They forget that economics does not exist in a vacuum. Culture includes essential goods—music, movies, books, fashion, and art—that you enjoy daily and that would not exist without culture. Political changes facilitate the movement of goods and services across borders. Global capitalism—the internationalization of economies and corporations—is not the same as globalization. Like globalization, global capitalism is global in scale, but the processes of global capitalism are primarily economic. For instance, with global capitalism corporations now exist in many different countries and they also sell products in many different countries. Manufacture of products occurs in one country, with low tariffs, low taxation, and minimal regulations to protect workers or the environment. This manufacture can move to other places that offer better profits, because the company does not own the facilities but instead contracts work to factory owners.


Products may be altered so that the same product can be sold globally. The Walkman, a portable audio device that played cassette tapes or (later) compact discs, was reengineered to use a universal power source. This meant that Sony could manufacture a single product, making production more cost-effective. Advertising can also be universal, again saving costs and increasing profits. While traveling in China, I found iPod advertisements in Beijing that were  exactly the same as the ones I saw in Boston. You probably remember the dancing silhouettes with the white cord? The only difference in China was the addition of “cn” at the end of the URL, in the place of “com.” Global capitalism saves costs and allows corporations to maximize profits.


While some people say “globalization” and mean “global capitalism,” others say “globalization” and mean “Americanization.” Americanization is the spread of American culture, economic systems, and political systems around the globe. When we travel abroad and see American movies in theaters or on TV, this is an example of Americanization. While staying in Qufu, Confucius’s hometown, I watched the movie Proof (2005) on TV one night. It featured Chinese subtitles but was otherwise unchanged. The problems faced by Catherine, the main character, must have seemed particularly foreign to Chinese viewers. Trying to manage her father’s welfare as his health declined, in China Catherine could not have hired help or even found a nursing home for her father. Chinese seniors still rely heavily on their children to provide care—and other options are not available to complicate this choice. Chinese society and culture is changing rapidly, but respect for elders and strong family values remain important. Young people still want to care for their aging family members and they do not have the choice to do something different.


Global capitalism and Americanization are both one-way processes. A single powerful body acts to change weaker entities in a process of assimilation. Globalization is a two-way process (Robertson 1997). Local, or particular, practices influence universal, or global, practices. And universal practices impact particular practices. This can apply to cultures, economies, and politics. A McDonald’s menu is a great example. When you travel to India, you will find that the McDonald’s menu includes many meatless options for Hindu customers who are vegetarians. When you travel to France, where the metric system is used to measure weight, the Quarter Pounder is called a Royal Cheese. You can even find customized menus within the United States. A McDonald’s in Hawaii, where Japanese Americans make up about one-third of the population, includes miso soup on the menu. But all McDonald’s restaurants include the yellow M, the assembly-line style preparation of foods, the same tables and chairs. In many ways McDonald’s is the same wherever you go—Mathura or Manhattan. But the food choices are influenced by local religion, practices, and tastes.


Focusing on the process of globalization is the key to Robertson’s definition. He highlights the two-way, dynamic nature of globalization. Globalization is a conversation and it is expressed in different ways around the world. In a BBC radio address, Anthony Giddens (Chapter 3 in this volume) explores globalization and the way it is changing lives around the world. He describes globalization as a set of processes—pulling, pushing, and squeezing. Like a magnet, globalization is pulling—culture, power, and resources—away from local bodies. Political power, for instance, now exists within the local community, the state (meaning the political structure of a country), regional bodies, and international bodies. In 2003 France sought to institute a ban on girls wearing headscarves in school. This was a part of a broader concern about separating church and state. In response to the proposed ban, serious questions emerged, not only within France but throughout the international community. Did France have the power to create and enforce this law? Would this ban violate the European Convention on Fundamental Human Rights or the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child? Emerging lawsuits will allow us to determine to what extent power has been pulled from France and is now held by other organizations.


Just as a tire pump forces air into a tire to increase the pressure, globalization presses downward and increases pressure on local communities. People want more freedoms, want to live as they please and take part in local governance. They don’t want to be limited by the conditions established by the tire (an oppressive government, say) nor do they wish to adopt wholesale the global culture being pumped in. Instead, they wish to be free and practice their own culture, create an economy that suits their needs, and distribute political power as they see fit. These desires and pressures might be partially responsible for the Arab Spring of 2011. Many news reports cited the importance of greater freedom, food security, and jobs. Protests are still under way and it will take a while to understand the true root of these revolts, but for now it seems possible that the unfolding changes are in part responses to the pressures of globalization.


If you have ever been on a crowded subway or bus, you might have experienced the strength and assertiveness required to squeeze sideways. This is happening around the globe. Where there may seem to be no space at all, new economic, cultural, and political zones are being created within existing cultures, economies, and political structures. Squeezing can lead to three changes: power is pulled away from local and state bodies, pressures for local independence are emerging, and new cultural, economic, and political spaces are forming. A classic example of a new economic space is the special economic zone, where trade tariff rules are relaxed to promote manufacture and export. Special economic zones exist within countries, but they are not subject to the same laws regarding cross-border trade. The best known are in Guangdong province, China, such as Shenzhen. Regional governing bodies, such as the European Union, squeeze into the political sphere and exert power on both local and international governance. Social media has created space for the emergence of a new online culture, with its own values, language, norms, and practices. Second Life may be the most literal example, but Facebook is another new cultural zone. Processes of globalization are creating new spaces to occupy and engage in cultural, economic, or political life.


One final point to remember is that globalization is not spreading evenly. In Robertson’s two-way process, we find less egalitarian exchanges occurring between the local and the global. In Giddens’s pulling, pushing, and squeezing, we find that these forces are benefiting parties disproportionately, or at the expense of others. There are even communities—voluntarily isolated groups—that do not experience globalization. Thus far globalization is not creating a world of equals. The extent of inequality—in all three key areas—is contested. Consider power as you read through this book and think about the ways that advantage and disadvantage may impact different members, individuals or communities, of the global community.


Does Globalization Exist?


Scholars of globalization ask whether this thing we call globalization is real. Or have we given a new name to something in order to create a new object of study and generate some excitement? There are some different answers to this question.


Cochrane and Pain (2004) identify three different ways of responding to this question. Globalists argue that globalization does exist—it is inevitable. As a result of shifting social relations, everything is global and nothing is local. Among globalists, there are scholars who see these changes as benefiting individuals and society while others argue that the changes have harmful results, making society culturally uniform and producing economic and political systems that promote the interests of elites rather than the majority. Internationalists argue that globalization does not exist. Rather than being global in scope, economic, social, and political activities are still regional; exchanges are still between communities rather than within a global community. Transformationalists argue that globalization is not inevitable, but changes are occurring. Global institutions and societies are emerging, but these structures have not erased local, state, and regional bodies.


Giddens presents two views about globalization: the skeptical view and the radical view. Skeptics note that in most countries only a small amount of income is gained from foreign trade and they argue that in effect the world is much the same as it ever was. The radicals say that the global marketplace is indeed rapidly expanding and crossing borders freely; in their view the era of the state is over. Giddens agrees with the radicals in this debate, citing the large difference in finance and capital flows and the electronic transfers of funds: money flows in ways it never has before. He also views globalization as a distinct phenomenon because it occurs not just in the economic sphere, but in the cultural and political spheres as well. Like many other authors in this book, Giddens sees both qualitative changes (e.g., in the nature of communication; how we talk to each other today using texting rather than telephones) and quantitative changes, countable increases or decreases in the amount of exchange. And he thinks globalization has caused these changes.


The different perspectives overlap somewhat, and you may agree with parts of each of these views: globalists, internationalists, transformationalists, skeptics, or radicals.


Why Study Globalization?


Jürgen Osterhammel and Niels P. Petersson (Chapter 2 in this volume) note that globalization is a broad general term that must be used with care. It is important to remember the complex array of social actors, processes, and institutions that are a part of globalization. Otherwise we risk reification—taking the humans out of our study of society as we make this abstract thing, globalization, real by simply talking about it. Offering a brief history of contemporary globalization, Osterhammel and Petersson note several important developments: the collapse of the Soviet bloc and the bipolar system, the crisis of the welfare state, liberalization of trade, technological advances in communication and data processing, the spread of the idea that we live in an interconnected world, and an increase in illegal trade of many forms (e.g., drugs, money laundering, and modern slavery). As a result of these changes, Osterhammel and Petersson identify possible outcomes: global social structures, the end of the state, globalization as Americanization, and a transformation of space and time. These outcomes may be positive or negative.


Whichever of Osterhammel and Petersson’s outcomes may come to pass, it is undeniable that the processes of globalization are bringing changes. Some of these changes may seem contradictory, but that does not mean that they cannot occur simultaneously. International interdependence is increasing. What would you eat or wear if international trade suddenly stopped? The international system of states is developing further. We see examples of this when we hear about actions by the African Union to protect human rights in Libya, UN attempts to remedy famine in Somalia, or NATO providing high-speed Internet to communities in Afghanistan. The state’s international role is growing. International relations are increasingly important, and states must play an active part in international negotiations and governance to ensure that they protect the interests of their citizenry. The state’s local role is minimizing or growing; it is growing to the extent that we now have laws that tell us how to behave while driving (e.g., no texting or no cell phone use). Yet the state can no longer act as effectively to insulate itself and its citizens from economic shocks, such as the global slowdown that occurred after the March 11, 2011, earthquake in Japan. States may not have the authority to legislate freely, as the example of the ban on headscarves in France will demonstrate if the authority of the European Convention on Fundamental Human Rights or the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child is found to take precedence over the French legislation.


The economy is international. Money moves around the world as beams of light and products are tracked using satellite technology. “Just in time” production maximizes profit by producing items in response to demand, minimizing or eliminating costs of holding inventory. A proliferation of technology is easing our communications abilities. Wikileaks spreads the text of American diplomatic cables worldwide in minutes. Protesters in the Occupy Wall Street movement and its many sister movements network globally for the cause of “the other 99 percent.” SMS language makes communicating easier—words are no longer necessary when initials convey meaning. Events are witnessed worldwide—immediately. This may not seem so novel to a generation that watched Operation Desert Storm in their diapers, but the communications technology that allows a global community to witness events simultaneously is an important innovation. Media and migration are changing imaginations. Because we now see things around the world and know people from many different localities, we think about the world and ourselves differently. We are able to conceive of new and different realities, interactions, and exchanges. Some scholars go so far as to argue that a global cosmopolitan society is emerging.


Finally, a global institutional structure, both formal and informal, establishes rules that determine how global networks operate. Examples of formalized global institutions include the United Nations, the International Criminal Court, the World Trade Organization, and the International Monetary Fund. Informal institutional structures are harder to identify but include farmers in South Africa using cell phones to sell their crops at competitive prices. Cell phones give farmers access to market information and allow them to request prices and make trades. Facebook and Twitter have also created space for informal institutional structures to emerge, allowing protesters to plan and connect in Egypt and receive support globally. In turn Egyptian protesters supported Wisconsin workers’ attempts to protect their rights to collective bargaining!


Reading this Book


In these pages you will find many different views of globalization processes. This volume is designed to introduce to you the ways that cultures, economies, and politics are changing because of globalization. Most contributors to this book see both a qualitative and quantitative difference in society due to globalization.


In Part I, “Culture,” you will find readings that explore ways globalization is creating conflict, uniformity, and diversity in local and global societies. In Part II, “Economy,” you will find readings that examine the ways globalization changes economic institutions and actors, and its impact on the lives of workers. Finally, the chapters in Part III, “Politics,” consider how global politics can be guided by human rights, motivations for political decision making in a globalized world, and ways to engage in political debates both locally and globally.


As you read, you may sometimes find yourself feeling confused. If so, look through the part introductions. Here you will find basic information about globalization of cultures, economies, and politics. You will also find a short description of each reading, which identifies the author’s key points. I sometimes give examples or illustrations that have been helpful to students in my classrooms. You may also want to refer to the “Questions for Understanding” at the end of each reading. These questions are designed to underscore the main themes in the reading. If you can answer these questions, you probably have a good understanding of the material.
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CHAPTER 2



A New Millennium


Jürgen Osterhammel and Niels P. Petersson
Translated by Dona Geyer


SINCE THE END of the 1960s, postwar structures have been changing. This development marks the beginning of the most recent phase of globalization, which is widely believed to be the first real globalization and receives the most attention from the social sciences. From the perspective of (contemporary) history, six aspects need to be considered.


First, the most important developments in international politics since the 1970s were the erosion and eventual collapse of the USSR and the Soviet bloc. When they fell apart, so did the global power structure established by the cold war, namely, the bipolar international system. It is not yet exactly clear what new structures will evolve in a world order marked by American claims to leadership. The military interventions into Afghanistan and Iraq in 2002 and 2003 have not clarified the outlines of this new order. Indisputably, the United States is the only superpower in the world. But the inescapable leadership role it assumes in world politics and the global economy also brings with it special responsibilities and challenges. At the same time, the means of classic power politics are of little use in dealing with many of the policy issues and actors who are currently playing a greater role in world politics than they had previously. Examples range from regulating global capital markets to fighting transnational terrorism. By the end of the twentieth century, the entire world was affected by “postinternational” multilateralism, which arose in the west and had worldwide consequences following the first Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (1973–1975), where human rights, culture, and the environment were discussed in close connection with international security. Such interdependency issues—human rights, the global climate, free world trade, and so on—became increasingly important and were addressed within the framework of international organizations and regimes. The number of international agreements on these topics continues to grow, as does the number of nongovernmental actors involved in international politics. Such actors include not only respectable organizations like Greenpeace and Amnesty International but also their illegal and immoral counterparts, namely, the networks of organized crime and political terrorism. What these new actors on the stage of world politics and the nations of the world have in common is that they think in global terms when it comes to addressing problems and their solutions.


Second, the 1970s also witnessed the onset of the crisis facing the welfare state and its interventionist economic policies designed to secure full employment and stable growth. This crisis is often thought to be a consequence of globalization, but it is also an important cause of the new thrust in the globalization process. The policies of liberalization, privatization, and tax cuts, as first introduced in Britain after 1979, created the conditions necessary for spontaneous economic globalization—for the emergence of global spheres of interaction in which government regulation was minimal. Once state socialism collapsed in the eastern half of Eurasia and after the People’s Republic of China abandoned its policy of state-supported subsistence as guaranteed by the “iron rice bowl,” the quasi-autarkic system of bureaucratic planning and provisioning for all aspects of daily life disappeared.


Third, the liberalization of international exchange was followed by a period of rapid expansion and intensification in international trade and finance. In 1986, after the “big bang” of deregulation in the City of London, one of the world’s financial capitals, financial markets began to develop extraordinarily quickly. This was compounded by two qualitative changes. The first of these was the transformation of centrally managed and globally dispersed multinational corporations into transnational firms, whose national affiliation became even more difficult to ascertain. These firms represent a form of global economic organization that is hierarchical in structure rather than set up as a network and governed by markets. The other qualitative change was the growth in the emerging economies, particularly the East Asian “tigers.” These countries developed into industrial economies at an intermediate level of technology often by integrating themselves into the production chains of transnational corporations. Thus, not only did the communist second world fall apart, but so did the third world of developing countries. Of these, several rose to the same level of prosperity as the west and Japan, whereas for many others there can be no talk of any sort of development.


Fourth, the advances in communications and data processing technology were decisive factors enabling financial markets to boom worldwide, transnational corporations to set up their global organizations, and the Asian tigers to emerge as major producers in the computer and computer chip industries. Since the mid-1990s the Internet has become generally accessible on a strictly private, noncentered basis. Yet it is more of a metaphor than a cause for the integration that has taken place as a result of data processing and electronic media.1


At the same time, not all parts of the world have been integrated into the electronic network; in fact, a digital gap has developed between those with access to computer network capabilities and those without.


Fifth, the electronic media has been a particularly powerful catalyst in popularizing the interconnectedness of our world and encouraging reflection on it. Everywhere, material and cultural goods from other continents are being marketed aggressively and made available for either creative adaptation or unreflected consumption. It remains to be seen just how much cultural Americanization, aided by the global predominance of the English language, will be balanced out by other sources and different paths of cultural transfer. Even if the west today is less culturally influenced by Japan, for example, than it was around 1880 at the height of Japanism in the visual arts, quite a few trends in fashion, design, and theory that enjoy worldwide popularity are created in Italy or France. Throughout the world, transnational corporations are faced with the challenge of taking local peculiarities of the market into consideration. In the second half of the twentieth century, more and more people began to think in a global context. Still, this context provides a primary identification for only a few free-floating groups, found primarily among internationally oriented elites and, on the low end of the economic scale, among economic refugees who have been forced to migrate. Midway between these two extremes, other groups are gradually emerging, such as religious diaspora communities that are establishing contact with one another worldwide.2


Sixth, as integration intensifies around the world, it enables and facilitates not only legal transfers but also illegal ones in the drug trade, money laundering, the smuggling of refugees, and new forms of the slave trade. Often, illegal transfers are linked at important junctures to the legal global economy: the financial capitals of the west are populated by highly paid specialists with international backgrounds, as well as by illegal migrants who provide services, such as cheap child care, on which the economic output of many well-qualified employees, including the highly globalized elites, depends. As a rule, it is merely a person’s political and ideological standpoint that determines which of these illegal networks are seen as nothing more than the result of unjustifiably strict legislation and which are abhorred as social evils to be combated at all costs.3


On the Road to a Global Age?


All this adds up to a new thrust in globalization. The widely held opinion that we are living in the age of globalization is well founded. However, is this truly a new age? Does it differ from all its historical predecessors by exhibiting a quantitatively and qualitatively new type of globality? If there is indeed a turning point at which globalization becomes a central feature of history and of many human experiences, then it occurred in the early modern period of discovery, slave trade, and “ecological imperialism,” not in the late twentieth century. Another thrust in globalization took place in the wake of the industrialization of transportation and communication starting in the mid-nineteenth century. Globalization influenced the lives of the majority of humankind already at the end of the nineteenth century and became part of the personal experience of a much broader section of the population following World War II. In the twentieth century human experience was influenced particularly by the experience of (economic) world crises, world wars, and the possibility of immediate or gradual world annihilation. The degree of economic exchange that existed in 1913 was not achieved again until the 1970s, and in some areas, the year 1913 has not yet been surpassed.4 One of the most compelling descriptions of global capitalism is still that found in The Communist Manifesto, written in 1848 by Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels.5 When globalization again accelerated in the 1980s and 1990s, globality no longer was anything particularly special.


Throughout history supranational networks and permeable borders were the norm. The European nation-state of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, which has tacitly served as the starting point in most analyses of globalization, is a comparatively recent exception. Rarely in history have entire economies deliberately isolated themselves from the outside world. Precursors of the fashionable and successful “network companies” with internalized markets existed in the trading empires of the early modern period. Our point is not that it is possible to compare our times directly with those of the seventeenth or eighteenth centuries, but that the patterns argued to be so characteristic for the current age of globality were actually present in earlier times.


It is difficult to find any empirical evidence to support the more extravagant analyses of present-day globalization offered by some theorists. In many cases, these analyses are more accurately described as predictions or depictions of utopias, positive as well as negative ones. The following examples may illustrate this point.


1. Global social structures


The earth we inhabit is one large enclosed arena. Its vastness has offered humankind generations of opportunities, while its finiteness has placed limits on what we can do. This world is not yet filled with social structures that could be considered global; it still contains a variety of overlapping networks of interaction, whose actual working is often more obscured than illuminated by subordinating them under the broad heading of “globalization.” The North Atlantic region and Japan constitute—as they did a century ago—a zone of particularly dense interaction, while the Pacific region, hindered by the major economic crisis to hit Asia in 1997, is on its way to becoming such a zone. Enclaves of globalization exist outside of the west. One example is the export economy that has developed in the Pearl River delta in southern China. The Chinese companies located here are far more closely involved with the numerous transnational corporations that produce goods in this region than they are with one another or with the Chinese economy as such.6 In other parts of the world, people and countries find themselves dependent on worldwide networks but often not in a position to participate to their own advantage. This is particularly true for Africa, which constitutes no more than a blank space on the map of globalization when legal trade relations only are considered.7 This is due in good part to the dysfunctional structures that are kept alive through international arms trade, transfers of resources, and foreign aid.



2. Does globalization mean the end of the nation-state?



So far, no western country has succeeded in drastically reducing the portion of the national income administered and distributed by the state. In fact, those countries most intensively involved in global interaction are also the ones with the highest ratio of government expenditure to GNP. Furthermore, tariff and trade wars are certainly not things of the past, and governments worldwide are very active in controlling and restricting international migration. Even the dismantling of government regulations should not be regarded as evidence of the impending “end of the nation-state.” On the contrary, to take government out of the economy was, at least for Margaret Thatcher, a necessary step in order to strengthen Britain as a nation-state.8


3. Globalization as Americanization


Globalization is one chapter in the history of the rise of the west. From the onset, networks have not been peaceful, voluntary interdependencies. At the same time, simply equating globalization with steamrollering westernization or Americanization would be incorrect. Over and over again, we find evidence revealing the phenomenon of creative adaptation, in which “foreign” solutions are often selected (and modified in the transition) on the basis of rational considerations and because they represent preformulated answers to questions and problems that have already been solved elsewhere. Most innovations imported from America serve as means employed for local purposes or as molds to be filled with local content. Transformation inspired and encouraged by Americans or by the west does not automatically imply Americanization or westernization, chiefly because all processes of cultural or institutional transfer, diffusion, and cross-fertilization require a substantial amount of local cooperation and adaptation, which results in the transformation en route of what is being transferred.


4. The transformation of space and time


Today travel requires less time and money than ever before. Borders are easier to cross, and “exiting” one country for another is an option available to more and more individuals and firms.9 Still, it is not unimportant where a person is. Locality remains a matter of fate. There is a world of difference between people who are voluntarily mobile and people who have been forced on the move. The claim that geographical space has been replaced by “space of flows” may border on cynicism. Still, spaces are created more through networking than vice versa. Even in earlier eras of simpler means of transportation, natural barriers—oceans, mountains, deserts—rarely proved to be insurmountable obstacles when there was a will to expand, explore, and establish contact with distant lands.


Questions for Understanding


1.What are the six important developments since the 1970s that opened the door to a global age?


2.Why are these developments connected to globalization?


3.Much is being said about globalization—both positive and negative. What four predictions or depictions of utopia summarize the key ideas?


Questions for Analysis


1.How are Osterhammel and Petersson’s six developments having a global impact today?


2.What developments that are occurring today will lead to new forms of globalization in the future?


3.Think about the lives of your family and friends. Which of the utopias do they experience and how does it change their lives every day?


4.Which utopia do you think is closest to our current reality? Explain why you chose this utopia over the other three.
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CHAPTER 3



Globalization


Anthony Giddens


A FRIEND OF MINE studies village life in central Africa. A few years ago, she paid her first visit to a remote area where she was to carry out her fieldwork. The day she arrived, she was invited to a local home for an evening’s entertainment. She expected to find out about the traditional pastimes of this isolated community. Instead, the occasion turned out to be a viewing of Basic Instinct on video. The film at that point hadn’t even reached the cinemas in London.


Such vignettes reveal something about our world. And what they reveal isn’t trivial. It isn’t just a matter of people adding modern paraphernalia—videos, television sets, personal computers, and so forth—to their existing ways of life. We live in a world of transformations, affecting almost every aspect of what we do. For better or worse, we are being propelled into a global order that no one fully understands, but which is making its effects felt on all of us.


“Globalization” may not be a particularly attractive or elegant word. But absolutely no one who wants to understand our prospects at century’s end can ignore it. I travel a lot to speak abroad. I haven’t been to a single country recently where globalization isn’t being intensively discussed. In France, the word is mondialisation. In Spain and Latin America, it is globalización. The Germans say Globalisierung.


The global spread of the term itself is evidence of the very developments to which it refers. Every business guru talks about it. No political speech is complete without reference to it. Yet even in the late 1980s the term was hardly used, either in the academic literature or in everyday language. It has come from nowhere to be almost everywhere.


Given its sudden popularity, we shouldn’t be surprised that the meaning of the notion isn’t always clear, or that an intellectual reaction has set in against it. Globalization has something to do with the thesis that now we all live in one world—but in what ways exactly, and is the idea really valid? Different thinkers have taken almost completely opposite views about globalization in debates that have sprung up over the past few years. Some dispute the whole thing. I’ll call them the skeptics.


According to the skeptics, all the talk about globalization is just that—talk. Whatever its benefits, its trials and tribulations, the global economy isn’t especially different from that which existed at previous periods. The world carries on much the same as it has done for many years.


Most countries, the skeptics argue, gain only a small amount of their income from external trade. Moreover, a good deal of economic exchange is between regions, rather than being truly worldwide. The countries of the European Union, for example, mostly trade among themselves. The same is true of the other main trading blocs, such as those of Asia-Pacific or North America.


Others take a very different position. I’ll label them the radicals. The radicals argue that not only is globalization very real, but that its consequences can be felt everywhere. The global marketplace, they say, is much more developed than even in the 1960s and 1970s and is indifferent to national borders. Nations have lost most of the sovereignty they once had, and politicians have lost most of their capability to influence events. It isn’t surprising that no one respects political leaders anymore or has much interest in what they have to say. The era of the nation-state is over. Nations, as the Japanese business writer Kenichi Ohmae puts it, have become mere “fictions.” Authors such as Ohmae see the economic difficulties of the 1998 Asian crisis as demonstrating the reality of globalization, albeit seen from its disruptive side.


The skeptics tend to be on the political left, especially the old left. For if all of this is essentially a myth, governments can still control economic life and the welfare state remains intact. The notion of globalization, according to the skeptics, is an ideology put about by free marketeers who wish to dismantle welfare systems and cut back on state expenditures. What has happened is at most a reversion to how the world was a century ago. In the late nineteenth century there was already an open global economy, with a great deal of trade, including trade in currencies.


Who is right in this debate? I think it is the radicals. The level of world trade today is much higher than it ever was before, and involves a much wider range of goods and services. But the biggest difference is in the level of finance and capital flows. Geared as it is to electronic money—money that exists only as digits in computers—the current world economy has no parallels in earlier times.


In the new global electronic economy, fund managers, banks, corporations, as well as millions of individual investors, can transfer vast amounts of capital from one side of the world to another at the click of a mouse. As they do so, they can destabilize seemingly rock-solid economies—as happened in Asia.


The volume of world financial transactions is usually measured in US dollars. A million dollars is a lot of money for most people. Measured as a stack of hundred-dollar notes, it would be eight inches high. A billion dollars—a thousand million—would stand higher than St. Paul’s Cathedral. A trillion dollars—a million million—would be over 120 miles high, twenty times higher than Mount Everest.


Yet far more than a trillion dollars is now turned over each day on global currency markets. This is a massive increase from the late 1980s, let alone the more distant past. The value of whatever money we may have in our pockets, or our bank accounts, shifts from moment to moment according to fluctuations in such markets.


I would have no hesitation, therefore, in saying that globalization, as we are experiencing it, is in many respects not only new but also revolutionary. Yet I don’t believe that either the skeptics or the radicals have properly understood what it is or what it implies for us. Both groups see the phenomenon almost solely in economic terms. This is a mistake. Globalization is political, technological, and cultural, as well as economic. It has been influenced above all by developments in systems of communication, dating back to the late 1960s.


In the mid-nineteenth century, a Massachusetts portrait painter, Samuel Morse, transmitted the first message, “What hath God wrought?” by electric telegraph. In so doing, he initiated a new phase in world history. Never before could a message be sent without someone carrying it somewhere. Yet the advent of satellite communications marks every bit as dramatic a break with the past. The first commercial satellite was launched only in 1969. Now there are more than two hundred such satellites above the earth, each carrying a vast range of information. For the first time ever, instantaneous communication is possible from one side of the world to the other. Other types of electronic communication, more and more integrated with satellite transmission, have also accelerated over the past few years. No dedicated transatlantic or transpacific cables existed at all until the late 1950s. The first held fewer than one hundred voice paths. Those of today carry more than a million.


On February 1, 1999, about 150 years after Morse invented his system of dots and dashes, Morse Code finally disappeared from the world stage. It was discontinued as a means of communication for the sea. In its place has come a system using satellite technology, whereby any ship in distress can be pinpointed immediately. Most countries prepared for the transition some while before. The French, for example, stopped using Morse Code in their local waters in 1997, signing off with a Gallic flourish: “Calling all. This is our last cry before our eternal silence.”


Instantaneous electronic communication isn’t just a way in which news or information is conveyed more quickly. Its existence alters the very texture of our lives, rich and poor alike. When the image of Nelson Mandela is more familiar to us than the face of our next-door neighbor, something has changed in the nature of our everyday experience.


Nelson Mandela is a global celebrity, and celebrity itself is largely a product of new communications technology. The reach of media technologies is growing with each wave of innovation. It took forty years for radio in the United States to gain an audience of 50 million. The same number was using personal computers only fifteen years after the personal computer was introduced. It needed a mere four years, after it was made available, for 50 million Americans to be regularly using the Internet.


It is wrong to think of globalization as just concerning the big systems, like the world financial order. Globalization isn’t only about what is out there—remote and far away from the individual. It is an “in here” phenomenon too, influencing intimate and personal aspects of our lives. The debate about family values, for example, that is going on in many countries might seem far removed from globalizing influences. It isn’t. Traditional family systems are becoming transformed, or are under strain, in many parts of the world, particularly as women stake claim to greater equality. There has never before been a society, so far as we know from the historical record, in which women have been even approximately equal to men. This is a truly global revolution in everyday life, whose consequences are being felt around the world in spheres from work to politics.


Globalization thus is a complex set of processes that operate in a contradictory or oppositional fashion. Most people think of globalization simply as transferring power or influence from local communities and nations to the global arena. And indeed this is one of its consequences. Nations do lose some of the economic power they once had. Yet it also has an opposite effect. Globalization not only pulls upward but also pushes downward, creating new pressures for local autonomy. The American sociologist Daniel Bell describes this very well when he says that the nation becomes not only too small to solve the big problems, but also too large to solve the small ones.


Globalization is the reason for the revival of local cultural identities in different parts of the world. If one asks, for example, why the Scots want more independence in the UK, or why there is a strong separatist movement in Quebec, the answer is not to be found only in cultural history. Local nationalisms spring up as a response to globalizing tendencies, as the hold of older nation-states weakens.


Globalization also squeezes sideways. It creates new economic and cultural zones within and across nations. Examples are the Hong Kong region, northern Italy, and Silicon Valley in California. Or consider the Barcelona region. The area around Barcelona in northern Spain extends into France. Catalonia, where Barcelona is located, is closely integrated into the European Union. It is part of Spain, yet also looks outward.


These changes are being propelled by a range of factors, some structural, others more specific and historical. Economic influences are certainly among the driving forces—especially the global financial system. Yet they aren’t like forces of nature. They have been shaped by technology and cultural diffusion, as well as by the decisions of governments to liberalize and deregulate their national economies.


The collapse of Soviet communism has added further weight to such developments, since no significant group of countries any longer stands outside. That collapse didn’t just happen to occur. Globalization explains both why and how Soviet communism met its end. The former Soviet Union and the East European countries were comparable to the west in terms of growth rates until somewhere around the early 1970s. After that point, they fell rapidly behind. Soviet communism, with its emphasis on state-run enterprise and heavy industry, could not compete in the global electronic economy. The ideological and cultural control on which communist political authority was based similarly could not survive in an era of global media.


The Soviet and the East European regimes were unable to prevent the reception of western radio and television broadcasts. Television played a direct role in the 1980 revolution, which has rightly been called the first television revolution. Street protests taking place in one country were watched by television audiences in others, large numbers of whom then took to the streets themselves.


Globalization, of course, isn’t developing in an evenhanded way, and is by no means wholly benign in its consequences. To many living outside Europe and North America, it looks uncomfortably like westernization—or, perhaps Americanization, since the US is now the sole superpower, with a dominant economic, cultural, and military position in the global order. Many of the most visible cultural expressions of globalization are American—Coca-Cola, McDonald’s, CNN.


Most of the giant multinational companies are based in the US too. Those that aren’t all come from the rich countries, not the poorer areas of the world. A pessimistic view of globalization would consider it largely an affair of the industrial north, in which the developing societies of the south play little or no active part. It would see it as destroying local cultures, widening world inequalities, and worsening the lot of the impoverished. Globalization, some argue, creates a world of winners and losers, a few on the fast track to prosperity, the majority condemned to a life of misery and despair.


Indeed, the statistics are daunting. The share of the poorest fifth of the world’s population in global income has dropped, from 2.3 percent to 1.4 percent between 1989 and 1998. The proportion taken by the richest fifth, on the other hand, has risen. In sub-Saharan Africa, twenty countries have lower incomes per head in real terms than they had in the late 1970s. In many less developed countries, safety and environmental regulations are low or virtually nonexistent. Some transnational companies sell goods there that are controlled or banned in the industrial countries—poor-quality medical drugs, destructive pesticides, or high tar and nicotine content cigarettes. Rather than a global village, one might say, this is more like global pillage.


Along with ecological risk, to which it is related, expanding inequality is the most serious problem facing world society. It will not do, however, merely to blame it on the wealthy. It is fundamental to my argument that globalization today is only partly westernization. Of course the western nations, and more generally the industrial countries, have far more influence over world affairs than do the poorer states. But globalization is becoming increasingly decentered—not under the control of any group of nations, still less of the large corporations. Its effects are felt as much in western countries as elsewhere.


This is true of the global financial system, and of changes affecting the nature of government itself. What one could call “reverse colonization” is becoming more and more common. Reverse colonization means that nonwestern countries influence developments in the west. Examples abound—such as the  Latinizing of Los Angeles, the emergence of a globally oriented high-tech sector in India, or the selling of Brazilian television programs to Portugal.


Is globalisátion a force promoting the general good? The question can’t be answered in a simple way, given the complexity of the phenomenon. People who ask it, and who blame globalization for deepening world inequalities, usually have in mind economic globalization and, within that, free trade. Obviously free trade is not an unalloyed benefit. This is especially so as concerns the less developed countries. Opening up a country, or regions within it, to free trade can undermine a local subsistence economy. An area that becomes dependent on a few products sold on world markets will find itself vulnerable to shifting prices as well as to technological change.


Trade always needs a framework of institutions, as do other forms of economic development. Markets cannot be created by purely economic means, and how far a given economy should be exposed to the world marketplace must depend on a range of criteria. Yet opposing economic globalization and opting for economic protectionism would be a misplaced tactic for rich and poor nations alike. Protectionism may be a necessary strategy at some times and in some countries. In my view, for example, Malaysia was correct to introduce controls in 1998, to stem the flood of capital from the country. But more permanent forms of protectionism will not help the development of the poor countries, and among the rich would lead to warring trade blocs.


The debates about globalization I mentioned at the beginning have concentrated mainly on its implications for the nation-state. Are nation-states, and hence national political leaders, still powerful, or are they becoming largely irrelevant to the forces shaping the world? Nation-states are indeed still powerful and political leaders have a large role to play in the world. Yet at the same time the nation-state is being reshaped before our eyes. National economic policy can’t be as effective as it once was. More importantly, nations have to rethink their identities now that the older forms of geopolitics are becoming obsolete. Although this is a contentious point, I would say that, following the end of the cold war, most nations no longer have enemies. Who are the enemies of Britain, or France, or Brazil? The war in Kosovo didn’t pit nation against nation. It was a conflict between old-style territorial nationalism and a new, ethically driven interventionalism.


Nations today face risks and dangers rather than enemies, a massive shift in their very nature. And institutions that appear the same as they used to be from the outside and carry the same names have become quite different inside. We continue to talk of the nation, the family, work, tradition, nature, as if they were all the same as in the past. They are not. The outer shell remains, but inside they have changed—and this is happening not only in the US, Britain, and France, but almost everywhere. I call them shell institutions, and they have become inadequate to the tasks they are called on to perform.


As the changes I have described in this chapter gather weight, they are creating something that has never existed before, a global cosmopolitan society. We are the first generation to live in this society, whose contours we can as yet only dimly see. It is shaking up our existing ways of life, no matter where we happen to be. This is not—at least at the moment—a global order driven by collective human will. Instead, it is emerging in an anarchic, haphazard fashion, carried along by a variety of influences.


It is not settled or secure, but fraught with anxieties, as well as scarred by deep divisions. Many of us feel in the grip of forces over which we have no power. Can we reimpose our will on them? I believe we can. The powerlessness we experience is not a sign of personal failing but reflects the incapacities of our institutions. We need to reconstruct those we have, or create new ones. For globalization is not incidental to our lives today. It is a shift in our very life circumstances. It is the way we now live.


Questions for Understanding


1.What do the skeptics and radicals say about globalization?


2.What are the principal processes behind globalization?


3.What are the benefits and costs of globalization?


Questions for Analysis


1.What is your view of globalization? Do you agree with the skeptics, the radicals, or Giddens?


2.Explain the globalization of a song, movie, or book using Giddens’s ideas about globalization.


3.Why is globalization thought to be so significant in the contemporary world?


4.How does this reading exemplify (or reject) Robertson’s definition of globalization?





CULTURE






CHAPTER 4



Globalizing Cultures


REMEMBER THAT GLOBALIZATION is a set of processes—not a single one. These processes spread around the world unevenly as they impact local and regional cultures. Whether a global culture actually exists or not is unclear. But if one is emerging, the processes of globalization will impact it. There are many different ideas about how globalization is impacting culture, and they can be categorized by theme: hybridization, homogenization, or differentialism.


Let’s begin with hybridization. Cultural hybridization is something like music remixing. It takes elements from separate cultures and mixes them to create a new culture, producing a third entity that is not the same as its antecedents. This differs from assimilation (homogenization) in that the elements of the original cultures remain distinct and there is space for choice in determining how the new whole will be shaped. Hybridization can be subversive, as it gives people a way to redefine their identity without altering all of the fundamentals. Whereas some may interpret culture as unchanging and static, defining it according to traditional practices, hybridization allows change to occur while tradition is maintained. It often occurs along cultural margins, spaces at the boundaries of cultural practices, as different ways of life cross over and mix.


Barbecue is popular throughout the southern United States, but the sauce varies from place to place. In eastern North Carolina and eastern South Carolina, sauce has a vinegar base, but farther west it has a tomato base. You can find the southern vinegar-based sauce in East Texas, but otherwise most sauces are tomato based, or tomato with molasses (Kansas City and Memphis). In this example Texas appears to be a border in barbecue, with both southern styles and western styles mixing to create a unique diversity of barbecue offerings.  There are different reactions to this mixing of styles from the two cores of barbecue “purity” in the south and the west. Both regions prefer the distinct traits of the local sauces, but the mixing on the borders empowers people outside of the core to create their own definition of barbecue. While barbecue may not seem important in relation to cultures and globalization, it illustrates a cultural border, along with the hybrid mixture that occurs away from the core. The distance from the core can be measured by geography or by cultural difference.


The second explanation, homogenization, says that globalization is causing all cultures to become the same. Theorists arguing for homogenization say that this cultural mixing is giving rise to one single culture. Homogenization is a centripetal force. It pulls inward, like the force that keeps your car from flying outward when you enter a highway on a cloverleaf interchange. Did you ever play with Play-Doh modeling compound as a child? If so, did you ever mix the colors together? Do you remember the kind of brownish color the mixture assumed? Cultural convergence tells us that this is what is happening to culture. Local cultures, represented by the red, yellow, blue, and green Play-Doh, are intermixing and swirling together. The brown, in contrast to the bright primary colors, may seem bland and undesirable. According to Miguel d’Escoto Brockmann of Nicaragua, past president of the United Nations General Assembly, “Homogenization is good for milk, it is not good for human cultures” (UN General Assembly 2008: 18). Many theorists agree with d’Escoto Brockmann. They are critical of this possible outcome of globalization and concerned about the impact of cultural homogenization.


According to cultural differentialism, also called cultural divergence, globalization causes interregional and international conflict. It is also called a clash of civilizations, generally the West versus the rest. Under cultural differentialism, when cultural conflict occurs, the local community responds by asserting itself. It seeks to remain distinct from the foreign culture. Globalization is a divisive force, cultural differentialism theorists argue. Bombarded with outside cultures, perhaps seeking assimilation, cultures respond by reasserting their localized identities and rejecting outside influence.


Cultural differentialism may arise from a fear of homogenization, or may be a version of cultural fundamentalism. Those who practice cultural fundamentalism believe a culture should stay the same. Otherwise it risks violating tradition or cultural texts that proscribe certain practices and actions. Cultural differentialism can be compatible with cultural fundamentalism, as it will allow local cultures to remain untouched by foreign cultures, although change may still occur within local cultures. Don’t confuse differentialism with fundamentalism; in one case a culture remains distinct and in the other case a culture remains unchanging. The chapters that follow will examine the three responses to cultural globalization.


Jan Nederveen Pieterse (Chapter 5 in this volume) explores the sociology of hybrid identities in a globalizing society. He has written extensively on the theoretical and empirical study of cultures and globalization. Pieterse’s perspective is essential for understanding change due to globalization, and also the power struggles that occur in response to cultural change. Pieterse likens culture to computer software. Different people can use a culture simply by knowing a practice, similar to knowing a computer password. If culture is human software, then it is not tied to a geographical space, since it can travel with people wherever they go. They can also update the software or download new software.


According to Pieterse, we are all migrants. Human societies have been mixing since the very beginning as people travel. They take their way of life with them, but they also learn about new ways. Human interaction results in mixed forms: syncretism, creolization, mestizaje, and orientalization. Pieterse refers to this mixing as hybridity, and it has two key components: (1) Hybridity mixes phenomena thought to be different and separate and (2) expresses a power relationship between the center and the margin. It happens across borders—this is how we can determine that the cultures are separate—and it happens within borders as a way to destabilize the power of the majority or the core. Many boundaries continue to exist in our globalized world. Hybridity calls attention to the boundaries even as it blurs them.


Beyond identifying ways to measure hybrid identities, Pieterse also examines the power relationships that are called forth by the emergence of hybrid identities. Cross-boundary diversity brings change that may be freeing. A strong core or cultural majority can oppress individuals or groups on the borders, but when cultures spill across borders this can empower the marginalized. Hybridity challenges localized absolutes by creating bridges to alternative lifeways. By identifying difference and creating connections across diverse traditions, hybridity also questions homogenization. It demonstrates the value in difference as it challenges the status quo. As a process of globalization, hybridity is more democratic than others, since it requires diversity and challenges both the core and periphery.


Pieterse focuses on the emergence of hybridity as a result of population mixing and power struggles among the groups. Roland Robertson (Chapter 6 in this volume) is another sociologist who examines hybridity. His approach is rooted in a theoretical perspective known as world-systems theory that has been studying the distribution of power in the world—looking at the world as one entity—for the past forty years. World-systems theory allows Robertson to see hybridity as one part of globalization and as occurring within a changing context (socially, economically, and politically). He considers hybridity’s emergence in a world in which cultures are increasingly interacting and possibly universalizing.


As globalization compresses the world, cultural universalization may be one outcome. Rather than seeing this universalization as a tidal wave of culture that rolls over an existing society, tearing down the old structure and replacing it with something different, Robertson focuses on the interactions between universalization and the local culture. As local cultures confront a global or regional culture, the two-way interactions between the universal and the local result in new forms of the universal culture that are distinctively localized. Browsing the Internet, I recently saw a graffiti painting of the Facebook logo. This symbol, copied very carefully, was painted on a wall in Egypt. In its context this act was a sign of resistance and revolt against a dominant political power. After tornadoes destroyed many homes in Monson, Massachusetts, volunteers turned to Facebook to coordinate the process of documenting the needs of citizens and distributing resources as donations arrived in the community. Here too Facebook functioned as an organizing tool, allowing a community to rebuild after a natural disaster. With over 750 million users (almost 15 percent of the world’s population) and seventy translations, Facebook is not yet universally known but has global reach. What does Facebook mean in your community? How has it become localized?


From Robertson’s perspective, cultures can be increasingly universal while maintaining limitless diversity. The processes of particularism would not be possible without the processes of globalization. If cultures were not all the same in some ways, would it be possible for them to be different in some ways? Robertson says no. Localized identities rely on a globalized identity as a way to distinguish their way of life. For example, some Egyptians use Facebook to coordinate protests and evade police in riot gear, in contrast to other users who use it to look for high school classmates.


Similar to Pieterse, Robertson recognizes that universal and particular cultural forms can exist within borders, across borders, and across the globe. Robertson identifies four points of reference: national societies, individuals, the world of societies, and humankind. National societies share religion, history, language, and memory. The individual is a point of reference used to focus on single members of any community (global or national). The world of societies refers to the diverse global community, and across that community we find humankind, the people of the world who recognize their shared humanness, regardless of their national or social affiliations. Within each of these points of reference, different kinds of interaction can take place to produce localized and globalized cultures. The points of reference can help us to understand how people experience globalization and allow us to discuss the process of globalization more precisely.


Is globalization producing cultural homogenization? Theorist George Ritzer (Chapter 7 in this volume) has coined many terms now commonly used to describe the process and outcome of cultural homogenization. He examines the ways that society has become more predictable and more uniform around the world by the globalization of a generic culture. Ritzer uses the terms nothing and something to describe two different cultural patterns. Nothing is a social form without distinctive content that is centrally conceived and controlled. Ritzer uses the example of the credit card application process to illustrate the idea of nothing. Another example is the iPod. You probably own one of these items, or something similar. An iPod is nothing because it is created and run using a centrally conceived operating system (iTunes or Zune). Apple or Microsoft controls the operating system and content sold by affiliated websites. These corporations can update or change it remotely on virtually all devices with access to an Internet connection. The operating system is largely the same on every device, minus some minor preferences that users can set. Prior to being loaded with the user’s content, the iPod is devoid of distinctive content. Thus it is nothing, according to Ritzer.


Something is a social form with distinctive content that is locally conceived and controlled. Ritzer discusses something using the line of credit example. The iPod again offers an example of something. While your iPod, straight out of the box, is nothing, it becomes something when you customize the content, add accessories, and develop a style of using the device. A student learning Mandarin might download an app with Mandarin flashcards, add some favorite music, decorate the iPod with stickers made by a friend, and protect the iPod with a crochet case purchased on Etsy. The generic, centrally conceived and controlled device has now become less generic due to the addition of distinct, locally conceived content—language flashcards, music, stickers, and crochet case.


It is important to note that everything is both nothing and something— Ritzer uses the shape of the continuum to show this. Nothing spreads through “grobalization,” Ritzer’s term for the need of nations, corporations, and organizations to impose themselves on ever expanding geographic areas. Something spreads through “glocalization,” Ritzer’s term for hybridization, which offers unique interpretations of global and local societies.


Like Ritzer, Benjamin Barber links his analysis of culture (Chapter 8 in this volume) to economic changes brought by globalization. Unlike the other contributors to this book, Barber recognizes two forms of change—cultural homogenization and cultural differentialism. His study underscores the complexity of the processes of globalization. Barber’s term for economic globalization, McWorld, refers to the creation of a commercially homogeneous globe. McWorld involves the market imperative, the resource imperative, the information technology imperative, and the ecological imperative. These imperatives identify the needs for the creation and perpetuation of McWorld: the expansion of economies beyond state borders, state interdependence for resources and goods, scientific collaboration with open and easy communication, and greater awareness of the ecological impact due to economic expansion. The result of McWorld is one world, one culture, one market.


Even as the economy is universalizing, however, Barber notes a contrasting force pushing cultures to become increasingly diverse. Nationalism, one form of particular identity, was initially important for the development of a sense of community among people. Nationalism was linked to emerging conceptions of humanity and integrated religious ideals. Nationalism joined people to each other and gave communities a sense of oneness. This nationalism was rooted in connections by birth and supported by legal conceptions of citizenship and personhood. National communities coexisted beside each other as the political form of the state was emerging.


But Barber’s terminology for the forces of cultural identities, Jihad, alludes to a shift. While pulling people together on the basis of what they share, Barber sees cultural identities in our times as being simultaneously divisive. Religion, race, ethnicity, and nationality—rather than ways to create a community of shared identity—are now ways to divide communities, sometimes becoming battle lines. While in earlier times identity formation focused on inclusion for the creation of community, today identity can be about exclusion and forming identities in a reactionary way. It allows communities to cement their identities by affirming undesirable traits and qualities rather than seeking to find commonalities across minor differences. Nationalism and other forms of identity are about both group identity and exclusion, as well as integration and inclusion. In the globalizing world, Barber sees Jihad as a powerful force that is driving communities to use identity solely as a form of exclusion and a point of conflict.


Thomas Hylland Eriksen (Chapter 9 in this volume) is interested in understanding localized reactions—particularly movements seeking to strengthen local uniqueness—to the processes of globalization. Eriksen’s work stands out in the literature on globalization for its perspective on how local communities are not changed, perhaps because of globalization. Countries, faith systems, cultures, and interest groups may respond to globalization by creating bounded entities or securing existing boundaries. As people begin to live their lives more similarly, a desire to distinguish becomes an opposing reaction. You may have experienced this when you came to college. A college campus brings many different people together, but it also seeks to create a community of people who share traits and values. While initially you may want to fit in with this society, at some point you probably also want to be different from others. This is what makes you interesting.


As a student and a member of the campus community, you have a need to fit in but also to remain a unique individual. Countries, faith systems, cultures, and interest groups similarly need to feel part of the global community and maintain their identity. As the processes of globalization spread, some groups may struggle to continue to be distinct amid the sameness. Indigenous peoples are engaged in the struggle to remain culturally, economically, and politically distinct, and they are using global institutions to do so. For example, the Sami people of northern Europe (Norway, Sweden, Finland, and Russia) have been hunting seals since time immemorial and this activity is a key component of their economy. The EU, however, banned the sale of seal pelts. The Sami fought this law and are now able to continue their trade (only the importation of pelts is banned). In native Hawaiian communities, farmers work without mechanized tools to produce mashed taro root, known as paiai, and poi, fermented taro, both of which are an important part of their diet. The traditional tools, however, cannot be sterilized and so Hawaii’s department of health fined anyone who attempted to sell fresh paiai. Taro is nearly sacred to native Hawaiians, and these dishes, along with their traditional manufacture, are thus important to the indigenous culture. A coalition of local groups, backed by the Office of Hawaiian Affairs, successfully lobbied the state senate and in 2011 a law was passed allowing the sale of homemade poi and paiai with proper labeling. These are just two examples of indigenous groups that maintain a localized identity as globalization spreads around them. Other groups that we once thought of as being localized are now reborn as diasporized communities. New technologies enable individuals who are not geographically concentrated to maintain a sense of identity, despite physical distance. Individual members of society, then, may elect to be both local and global.


People live in local communities, whether globalization is happening or not. Arjun Appadurai (Chapter 10 in this volume) is an anthropologist who has done extensive research on culture, looking at slums in India to see how the residents are able to form a collective identity amid poverty and urbanization. He is particularly interested in understanding how people construct culture and community in a globalizing world. Identity is created in individual social interactions, but it is also created at the community level. What is unique about identity creation within communities? It is at least in part in reaction to something else—another community. Communities may engage the same mechanisms to produce localities, but they each construct distinct identities. For example, violence—against nature and other peoples—is used to transform physical space. Neighborhoods may be fragile, as we see following tornadoes, earthquakes, war, or redlining (limiting eligibility for bank loans). Yet neighborhood production can be a process of exercising power in the local context, be it natural or social. Neighborhoods engage in this action to produce their own contexts, and they must work constantly to recreate their localities. This work gives individual members of neighborhoods power in their own lives too, because without the work of individuals the neighborhood would not continue.


The process of localization can be used to homogenize populations within the community, again seeking to protect and recreate the locality. This can happen within neighborhoods, and it may happen on broader scales as well. Smaller localities may be limited by the political bodies that they exist within, thus only being able to produce, for example, French citizens or Brazilian citizens, rather than being able to produce Basque peoples and culture or Yanomami peoples and culture. These communities may be changed by states, but processes of globalization are now also acting on both the smaller scale identity formation at the neighborhood level (e.g., German Village in Columbus, Ohio) and also on the larger scale identify formation at the state level (e.g., France). Power relationships that once existed in localities now exist across localities. Basque communities in France trying to promote their language and cultural practices are not only contending with the French government for the right to recreate their identity. They are also contending with media, literature, music, films, and other cultural expressions that are now globalized. The efforts required to homogenize a community against the translocal other will require new methods of recreation.


Thinking about cultures can be challenging. Although we rely on culture norms and do things every day to perpetuate the norms of our culture, it is not something to easily see or depict. Cultures can be so embedded in our daily lives that tearing apart our daily social lives to see the roots of culture—local or global—can be tricky. I sometimes think of the globalization of cultures as being a bit like the big bang theory in physics that describes the creation of our universe. According to the big bang theory, gravity pulled together all of the matter in the universe. Gathering this great mass of stuff together concentrated a great deal of energy. Think of all of that stuff as literally vibrating with energy. The concentrated energy produced an explosion that pushed all of the mass apart from the center. Similar to the pull of gravity, cultures are being pulled together in a globalizing world. This can produce an unstable mass of cultures that share many traits but are different in other ways. Whether the mass will take shape, stabilize, and become somewhat uniform, or produce an explosive outcome, is yet unknown. In the chapters that follow you will learn more about what sociologists think is most likely to occur.
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CHAPTER 5



Globalization as Hybridization


Jan Nederveen Pieterse


Global Mélange


HOW DO WE COME to terms with phenomena such as Thai boxing by Moroccan girls in Amsterdam, Asian rap in London, Irish bagels, Chinese tacos, and Mardi Gras Indians in the United States, or “Mexican schoolgirls dressed in Greek togas dancing in the style of Isadora Duncan” (Rowe and Schelling 1991: 161)? How do we interpret Peter Brook directing the Mahabharata, or Ariane Mnouchkine staging a Shakespeare play in Japanese Kabuki style for a Paris audience in the Théâtre Soleil? Cultural experiences, past or present, have not been simply moving in the direction of cultural uniformity and standardization. This is not to say that the notion of global cultural synchronization (Schiller 1989) is irrelevant, but it is fundamentally incomplete. It overlooks the countercurrents—the impact nonwestern cultures have been making on the West. It downplays the ambivalence of the globalizing momentum and ignores the role of local reception of western culture—for example, the indigenization of western elements. It fails to see the influence nonwestern cultures have been exercising on one another. It has no room for crossover culture, as in the development of “third cultures” such as world music. It overrates the homogeneity of western culture and overlooks the fact that many of the standards exported by the West and its cultural industries turn out to be of culturally mixed character if we examine their cultural lineages. Centuries of South-North cultural osmosis have resulted in intercontinental crossover culture. European and western culture are part of this global mélange. This is an obvious case if we reckon that Europe until the fourteenth century was invariably the recipient of cultural influences from the “Orient.”1 The hegemony of the West dates only from 1800 and, arguably, from industrialization.


One of the terms offered to describe this interplay is the creolization of global culture (Hannerz 1987). This approach is derived from Creole languages and linguistics. Creolization is itself an odd, hybrid term. In the Caribbean and North America it stands for the mixture of African and European (the Creole cuisine of New Orleans, etc.), while in Latin America criollo originally denotes those of European descent born on the continent.2 “Creolization” means a Caribbean window on the world. Part of its appeal is that it goes against the grain of nineteenth-century racism and the accompanying abhorrence of métissage as miscegenation, as in the view that race mixture leads to decadence and decay for in every mixture the lower element is bound to predominate. The doctrine of racial purity involves the fear of and dédain for the half-caste. By stressing and foregrounding the mestizo factor, the mixed and in-between, creolization highlights what has been hidden and valorizes boundary crossing. It also implies an argument with westernization: the West itself may be viewed as a mixture and western culture as a Creole culture.
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