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                            Course Instructor: Dr. Sanjeeda warsi 

Topic: Globalisation: Different perspective.   

 The lecture focuses on the concept of globalisation ant its different definitions. 

 It also discusses the view point of both the antagonists and protagonist of 

globalisation. 

 The lecture also discusses the third perspective between those who support 

and oppose globalisation.   

 

 

Introduction: 

Globalisation is defined as a process of increasing interconnectedness between 

societies such that events in one part of the world increasingly have effects on 

peoples and societies far away. A globalised world is one in which political, 

economic, cultural, and social events become more and more interconnected, and 

also one in which they have more impact.  In other words, societies are affected more 

and more extensively and more and more deeply by events of other societies. These 

events can conveniently be divided into three types: social, economic, and political. 

In each case, the world seems to be shrinking, and people are increasingly aware of 

this. The internet is but the most graphic example of this since it allow you to it at 

home and have instant communication with websites around the world. Electronic 

mail has also transformed communications in a drastic way. But these are only the 

most obvious examples. Others would include: worldwide television 

communications, global newspapers, international social movements such as 

Amnesty international or Greenpeace, global franchises such as McDonald’s, Coca-



Cola, and Mac, the global economy, and global risks such as pollution, climate 

change, and HIV/AIDS. It is these developments that seem to have changed the 

nature of world politics from what it was just a few years ago. The important point 

to stress is that it is not just that the world has changed but that the changes are 

qualitative and not merely quantitative; a strong case can be made that a new world 

political system has emerged as a result of these processes. However, what many 

people refer to as ‘globalisation’ is not some entirely new phenomenon in world 

history. Indeed, many argue that it is merely a new name for a long-term feature. In 

other words, the processes many refer to as encompassing globalisation bear a 

marked similarity to at least nine features of world politics discussed by writers 

before the contemporary period. First, globalisation has many features in common 

with the theory of modernisation. According to these writers, industrialisation brings 

into existence a whole new set of contacts between societies, and changes the 

political, economic, and social processes that characterised the pre-modernised of 

the state, both widening its responsibilities and weakening its control over outcomes. 

The result is that the old power-politics model of international relations becomes 

outmoded. Force becomes less usable, states have to negotiate with other actors to 

achieve their goals, and the very identity of the state as an actor is called into 

question. In many respects it seems that modernisation is part of the globalisation 

process, differing only in that it applies more to the developed world and involves 

nothing likes as extensive a set of transactions. Second, there are clear similarities 

with the arguments of influential writers such as Walt Rostow (1960), who argued 

that economic growth followed a pattern in all economies as they went through 

industrialization. Their economies developed in the shadow of more developed 

economies until they reached the stage where they were capable of self-sustained 

economic growth. What this has in common with globalisation is that Rostow saw a 

clear pattern to economies would follow as they adopted capitalist policies. In a 



similar vein, much globalisation theory has several points in common with the 

infamous argument of Francis Fukuyama (1992) that the power of the economic 

market is resulting in liberal democracy replacing all other types of government. 

Although he recognizes that there are other types of political regime to challenge 

liberal democracy, he does not think that any of the alternatives, such as 

communism, fascism, or Islam, will be able to deliver the economic goods in the 

way that liberal democracy can. In this sense there is a direction to history, and that 

direction is towards the expansion of the economic market throughout the world. 

Third, there was the important literature emerging out of the liberal paradigm. 

Specifically, there were very influential works on the nature of economic 

interdependence, the role of transnational actors, and the resulting cobweb model of 

world politics. Much of this literature anticipates the main theoretical themes of 

globalisation, although again it tends to be applied much more to the developed 

world than in case with globalisation. Fourth, there are notable similarities between 

the picture of the world painted by globalisation and that portrayed in Marshall 

McLuhan’s influential work on global village. According to McLuhan, advances in 

electronic communications resulted in a world where we could see in real time events 

that were occurring in distant parts of the world. For McLuhan, the main effects of 

this development were that time and space compressed to such an extent that 

everything loses its traditional identity. As a result, the old groupings of political, 

economic, and social organisation simply do not work anymore. Without doubt, 

McLuhan’s work significantly anticipates some of the main themes of globalisation. 

Fifth, there are significant overlaps between some of the main themes of 

globalisation and the work of writers such as John Burton and Hedley Bull. Hedly 

Bull pointed to the development over the centuries of a set of agreed norms and 

common understandings between state leaders, such that they effectively formed a 

society rather than merely an international system. However, although Bull was 



perturbed by the emergence of what he called the new ‘new medievalism’, in which 

a series of subnational and international organisations vied with the state for 

authority, he did not feel that the nation-state was about to be replaced by the 

development of a world society. Burton went further and spoke of the emergence of 

such society;   the old state system was becoming out-moded, as increasingly 

significant intractions took place between non-state actors. It was Burton who coined 

the term ‘cobweb model’ of world politics. The central message here was that the 

most important patterns in world politics were those created by trade, 

communications, language, ideology, etc., along with the more traditional focus on 

the political relations between states. Sixth, in the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s, there 

was the visionary work of those associated with the World Order Models Project 

(WOMP), an organisation set up in 1968 to promote the development of alterrnatives 

to the inter-state system which would resut in the elimination of war. What is most 

interesting about their many studies is that they focussed on the questions of global 

government that today are central to much work going on under the name of 

globalisation. For WOMPers, the unit of analysis is the individual, and the level of 

analysis is the global. Interestingly, by the mis-11990s WOMP had become much 

wider in its focus, concentrating on the world’s most vulnerable people and the 

environment. Finlly, there are very marked similarities between some of the political 

aspects of globalisation and longstanding ideas of liberal progress. These have most 

recently been expressed in the liberal peace theory of writers such as Bruce Russett 

and Michael Doyle, although they go back centuries to writers such as Immanuel 

Kant. The main idea is that liberal democracies do not fight one another, and 

although of course there can be dispute as to what is a liberal democracy, adherents 

to this view claim quite plausibly that there is no case where two domocracies have 

gone to war. The reason they claim this is that public accountablity is so  central in 

democratic systems that public will not allow leaders easily to engage in wars with 



other democratic nations. Again, the main link with globalisation is the assumption 

that there is progress to history, and that this is making it far more difficullt to start 

wars.   

 There are scholars who support the trend of globalisation and those who are 

oppose this trend which means there are antagonists and protogonists of the –

globalisation. Just as there are powerful reason for seeing globalisation as a new 

stage in world politics, often allied to the view that globalisation is progressive –that 

it improves the lives of people – there are also arguments that suggest the 

opposite.Thus, there are arguments for and against globalisation. 

Protagonists view Antagonists view 

1. The pace of economic 

transformation is so great that it 

has created a new world politics. 

States are no longer closed units 

and they cannot control their 

economies. The world economy 

is more interdependent than ever, 

with trade and finance ever 

expanding. 

One obvious objection to 

globalisation thesis is that it is 

merely a buzzword to denote the 

latest phase of capitalism. In a 

very powerful critique of 

globalisation theory, Hirst and 

Thompson argues that one of the 

effects of globalisation is that it 

makes it appear as if the national 

governments are powerless in the 

face of global trend but they 

concluded that the extreme 

version of globalisation are 

‘myths’. 

2. Communication have 

fundamentally revolutionised the 

Another obvious objection is that 

globalisation is very uneven in its 



way we deal with the rest of the 

world. We now live in a world 

where events in one location can 

be immediately observed on the 

other side of the world. Electronic 

communications alter our notions 

of the social groups we work with 

and live in. 

effects. At times it sounds very 

much like western theory 

applicable to only small part of 

humankind. To pretend that even 

a small minority of the world’s 

population can connect to the 

internet is clearly an exaggeration 

when in reality most people on 

the planet have probably never 

made a phone call in their lives. 

In other words, globalisation 

applies only to the developed 

world. In the rest of the world, 

there is nothing like this degree of 

globalisation. We are in danger of 

overestimating the extent and the 

depth of globalisation.  

3. There is now, more than ever 

before, a global culture, so that 

most urban areas resemble one 

another. Much of the urban world 

shares a common culture, much 

of it emanating from Hollywood. 

Globalisation may be simply the 

latest stage of western 

imperialism. It is the old 

modernisation theory in guise, 

the forces that are being 

globalised are conveniently those 

found in Western world. What is 

being celebrated in globalisation 

is the triumph of a Western world 



view at the cost of the worldview 

of other cultures. 

4. The world is becoming more 

homogeneous. Differences 

between peoples are diminishing. 

Critics have also noted there are 

very considerable losers as the 

world becomes more globalised. 

This is because globalisation 

represents the success of liberal 

capitalism in an economically 

divided world.  

5. Time and space seem to be 

collapsing. Our old ideas of 

geographical space and of 

chronological time are 

undermined by the speed of 

modern communications and 

media. 

Not all globalised forces are 

necessarily good ones. 

Globalisation makes it easier for 

drug cartels and terrorists to 

operate, and the internet’s 

anarchy raises crucial questions 

of censorship and preventing 

access to certain kinds of 

material. 

6. There is emerging a global polity, 

with transnational social and 

political movements and the 

beginnings of a transfer of 

allegiance from the state to sub-

state, transnational, and 

international bodies. 

Turning to the so-called global 

governance aspects of 

globalisation, the main worry 

here is about responsibility. The 

worry is that the emerging 

powerful actors in a globalised 

world precisely are not 

accountable. This argument also 



applies to seemingly good global 

actors such as Amnesty 

International and Greenpeace. 

Globalisation –simply the widening, deepening, and speeding up of worldwide 

interconnectedness –remains a contentious issue in the study of world politics. Some 

hyperglobalists argue that it is bringing about the demise of the sovereign nation-

state as global forces undermine the ability of governments to control or manage 

their own economies and societies. By contrast, sceptics reject the idea of 

globalisation as so much ‘globaloney’. They argue that states and geopolitics remain 

the principal agents and forces shaping world politics today. But there are scholars 

who take a rather a different approach –a transformationalist perspective –

concluding that both the hyperglobalists and sceptics alike exaggerate their 

arguments. This tranformationalist argument accepts that, although predictions of 

the demise of the sovereign state are exsaggerated, nevertheless globalisation is 

associated strongly with the emergence of a new global politics in which the 

traditional distinction between domestic and international affairs is no longer very 

meaningful. Under these conditions, ‘politics everywhere, it would seem, are related 

to politics everywhere else’, such that the orthodox approach to international 

relations –which are constructed upon this very distinction –provide at best only a 

partial insight into the forces shaping the contemporary world. According to John 

Gray, the cataclysmic attacks on the United States on 11 September 2002 heralded 

a new epoch in world affairs: ‘The era of globalisation is over’. In response to the 

perceived threat of globalised terrorism, governments sought to seal their borders. 

Moreover, in response to the global financial crisis many governments have become 

more interventionist, protecting key national industries from foreign and trade 

competition. As a consequence, the intensity of economic globalisation (whether 

measured in terms of trade, financial, or investment flows) has undoubtedly 



diminished by comparison with its peak at the turn of this century. This has been 

seized upon by those of a sceptical persuasion as confirmation of their argument. 

Sceptics argue that globalisation has been highly exaggerated and that it is a myth 

or ‘conceptual folly’ that distracts us from the reality of a worl which is much less 

interdependent than it was in the nineteenth century, and which remains dominated 

by states, geo-politics, and Western capitalism. By contrast, for many of a more 

globalist persuasion, the very events of 9/11 and the financial crisis are indicative of 

just how globalised the world has become in the twenty-first century. If patterns of 

contemporary globalisation are highly complex, they are also highly uneven. It is a 

common misconception that globalisation implies that all regions or countries must 

be uniformly enmeshed in worldwide processes. This is plainly not the case, for it 

very markedly involves differential patterns of enmeshment, giving it what Castells 

calls its ‘variable geometry’. The rich OECD countries are much more globalised 

than many of the poorest sub-Saharan African states. Globalisation is not uniformly 

experienced across all regions, countries, or even communities since it is inevitably 

a highly differentiated process. Among both OECD and sub-Saharan African states, 

elites are in the vanguard of globalisation while the poorest in these countries find 

themselves largely excluded. Globalisation exhibits a distinctive geography of 

inclusion and exclusion, resulting in clear winners and losers not just between 

countries but within and across them. For the most affluent it may very well entail a 

shrinking world –jet travel, global television, and the World Wide Web –but for the 

largest slice of humanity it tends to be associated with a profound sense of 

disempowerment. Inequality is deeply inscribed in the very processes of 

contemporary globalised such that it is more accurately described as uneven 

globalisation. By comparison with previous periods, contemporary globalisation 

combines a remarkable confluence of dense patterns of global interconnectedness, 

alongside unprecedented institutionalisation through new global and regional 



infrastructures of control and communication, from the World Trade Organisation 

(WTO) to transnational corporations. In nearly all domains contemporary patterns 

of globalisation have not only surpassed those of earlier epochs, but also displayed 

unparalleled qualitative differences –in terms of how globalisation is organised and 

managed. The existence of new real-time global communications infra-structures, in 

which the wordly literally is transformed into a single social space, distinguishes 

very clearly contemporary globalisation from that of the past. In these respects it is 

best described as a ‘thick’ form of globalisation of globalism. As such, thick 

globalisation delineates the setnof constraints and opportunities that confront 

governments, conditioning their freedom of action or autonomy, most especially in 

the economic realm. For instance, the unprecendented scale of global financial flows 

at over $4 trillion per day imposes a significant discipline on any government, event 

the most economically powerful, in the government, even the most economically 

powerful, in the conduct of national economic policy. The Euro crisis demonstrates 

how global financial markets condition not only the economic policies of heavily 

indebted countries, such as Greece and Spain, but also the policy responses of the 

European Union in defending the currency union. Thick globalisation embodies a 

powerful systemic logic which can impose limits to state power and autonomy. It 

therefore has significant consequences for how we understand world politics. 

 

The lecture is broadly based on:  
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