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Abstract 

Globalization is a concept that manages to attract both academic and mainstream attention 

and it became an important reference point of many contemporary conversations. 

However, there is a surprisingly little genealogical research on globalization. This thesis 

seeks to contribute in this area by analyzing part of the overall academic debate about this 

concept from the year 1990 to 2012 and by reconstructing the debates and arguments 

through which the concept was shaped. It breaks the chosen time frame in two periods 

(1990-2000 and 2001-2012) and conducts a quantitative and qualitative analysis of the 

debate in four leading academic journals, each of them grounded in different discipline. 

The thesis finds that key reference points of the debates about globalization in both periods 

of the time were the terms “market” and “state” and the relationship between them. 

Globalization as a phenomenon that was said to alter the nature of this relationship posed a 

particular challenge to social science paradigms that operated with state-centered 

frameworks. A dimension in which globalization was discussed the most was in both 

periods the economic one; however, we also saw a rise of social dimension in the second 

period indicating a shift in attention beyond the economics. Furthermore, this work finds 

that while globalization was normatively contested in the second analyzed period, the 

contestation was more subtle than the thesis expected; linked to specific issue areas and it 

did not use “megaterms” like antiglobalization.  

 

Abstrakt 

Globalizace je koncept, který na sebe váže velkou míru pozornosti nejenom v akademické 

komunitě a který se stal důležitým referenčním bodem mnoha současných debat. 

Překvapivě málo výzkumu bylo nicméně provedeno v oblasti genealogie tohoto konceptu. 

Tato práce si klade za cíl přispět v tomto kontextu analýzou akademické debaty o 

globalizaci, která byla vedena v letech 1990 až 2012, konkrétně pak rekonstrukcí 

jednotlivých debat a argumentů použitých ve čtyřech předních akademických časopisech. 

Každý z těchto časopisů reflektuje jiné disciplinární ukotvení. Zvolený časový rámec práce 

rozděluje do dvou období (let 1990-2000 a 2001-2012), ve  kterých provádí kvantitativní a 

kvalitativní analýzu. Práce dochází ke zjištění, že klíčovými pojmy, k nimž se jednotlivé 

debaty o globalizaci nejčastěji vztahovaly v obou zkoumaných obdobích, byly “stát” a 

“trh” a vztah mezi nimi. Globalizace byla vnímána jako fenomén zásadně proměňující 



 

 

podstatu tohoto vztahu, a jako takový se stala výzvou pro paradigmata společenských věd 

operující se státocentrickými strukturami. Klíčovou dimenzí, v níž byla globalizace 

diskutována, byla v obou sledovaných obdobích dimenze ekonomická, v druhém období 

pak dochází k nezanedbatelnému nárůstu sociálních témat, který naznačuje rozšiřování 

tematického záběru. Práce dále též dochází k závěru, že v rámci zkoumaného vzorku a 

časového období sice najdeme případy normativně vedeného vymezení se vůči globalizaci, 

nicméně neděje se tak za použití „megatermínů“ jako např. antiglobalizace, nýbrž 

jemnějšími způsoby a mnohdy skrze jednotlivá témata.  
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Introduction 

“Are economists responsible for Donald Trump’s shocking victory in the US 

presidential election?,” kicks off Harvard economist Dani Rodrik his 2017 book Straight 

Talk on Trade: Ideas for a Sane World Economy and follows: 

“Economists might only wish they have the kind of power it takes to determine 

elections. But even if they may not have caused (or stopped) Trump, one thing is certain: 

economists would have had a greater—and much more positive—impact on the public 

debate had they stuck closer to their discipline’s teaching, instead of siding with 

globalization’s cheerleaders.”1 

It is a refrain Rodrik has stuck to for the past two decades. He has been arguing that 

economists have not been upfront about the downsides of globalization and global trade in 

particular for fears that they would embolden “protectionist barbarians.”2 This reluctance 

cost economists credibility and more so – fed narratives of the “barbarians” themselves, he 

says.3 

Trump’s victory and his unapologetic bashing of free trade and other components 

traditionally associated with the economic globalization brought this topic to the forefront 

of academic but also mainstream debate. Coupled with other current issues such as the 

environmental sustainability of practices of an interconnected world or the security aspects 

of global supply chains, there is a growing understanding that many key areas constituting 

globalization are more open-ended than possibly previously thought.  

Yet, this thesis does not analyze the future but the past. There is a popular 

argument, one also the former president Barack Obama used4 that Trump is a “symptom” 

of America’s ills not their cause. To see what the debate about globalization truly looked 

like in the years preceding Trump’s entry to the politics but also motivated by my deep 

interest in the ways arguments and debates are structured and evolve, I decided to conduct 

a content analysis of a part of the debate academics had on globalization. Such state of the 

                                                
1 Dani Rodrik, Straight Talk on Trade: Ideas for a Sane World Economy (Princeton, New Jersey: 

Princeton University Press, 2018), [9]. 
2 Ibid., 138. 
3 Ibid., 11. 
4 Guardian News, “ˈDonald Trump is a symptom, not a causeˈ: Obama urges big turnout for 

midterms”, YouTube video, 0:52, September 7, 2018, 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EGqchOW1TEs. 
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art analysis could help us see through which debates the concept of globalization was 

forged; whether there was a normative contestation of globalization or its perceived 

downsides and if so, in which areas. Therefore, the aim of this thesis is to analyze 

individual debates and arguments as well as whether there were certain connotations the 

concept of globalization was taking on itself that would gradually come to be automatically 

seen as its characteristics. The thesis thus seeks to analyze some of the history of the idea 

of globalization. 

My analysis will deal with a fragment of the overall academic debate since it will 

study the topic only in four academic journals. As such the work could represent a case 

study of the academic debate. However, I will subject the coverage of the chosen journals 

to both qualitative and quantitative content analysis in order to comprehend the nature of 

their coverage of globalization as fully as possible. 

Obviously, globalization is not only about economics, and I had that in my mind 

while choosing the concrete journals. Thinking about Manfred Steger’s famous use of the 

Buddhist parable of blind scholars encountering single parts of elephant (i.e. globalization) 

and mistakenly believing they knew its nature,5 I attempted to capture the evolution of the 

globalization concept from a multi-disciplinary perspective. But admittedly, the main 

perspectives I will focus on are political, economic and sociological. The four journals I 

will work with are the Annual Review of Political Science, the Annual Review of 

Sociology, the Review of International Political Economy and Daedalus. Each of them is a 

leading academic journal from a different disciplinary background, and thus these choices 

reflect the attempted multi-disciplinary approach to the analysis. 

Through an analysis of the academic debate we can also come to a better 

understanding of how the concept of globalization itself has been constructed. As Jens 

Bartelson argued in his work on social construction of globality, the “sociopolitical world 

is accessible to knowledge and intervention only by means of concepts” and it is through 

the analysis of historical emergence of the concepts that we come to understanding how 

our world has been constituted.6 In line with this reasoning and in order to better 

                                                
5 Manfred B. Steger, Globalization: A Very Short Introduction, Very Short Introductions 86 

(Oxford, United Kingdom: Oxford University Press, 2013), 32. 
6 Jens Bartelson, “The Social Construction of Globality1: Social Construction of Globality,” 

International Political Sociology 4, no. 3 (September 6, 2010): 220, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-

5687.2010.00102.x. 
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understand how the concept of globalization was constructed, I will draw on genealogical 

perspectives as articulated by Michel Foucault and many others.   

Genealogy as a critical historical method provides us with tools for how to 

approach and think about a process of emergence of a concept and its construction. 

Adopting a denaturalizing perspective, it seeks to show historicity and temporality of the 

analyzed subject7 and to recover discoursive contexts in which and through which it was 

moulded.8 A genealogist “writes chronicles of [the] struggles”9 that accompany an 

emergence of concept, Thomas Biebriecher says, and that is what this thesis attempts to do 

– to chronicle the academic debates and discussions through which globalization concept 

took on its contemporary meaning(s).   

Zygmunt Bauman in his 1998 book Globalization: Human Consequences placed 

globalization alongside many vogue words sharing similar fate: “the more experiences they 

pretend to make transparent, the more they themselves become opaque.” In an attempt to 

elbow out and supplant “orthodox truths” they themselves turn into “no-questions-asked 

canons,” he said.10 Obviously, Bauman himself believed there is a lot to be unpacked,11 as 

he shows in the book; yet, he captured a sentiment associated with globalization. That 

sentiment is probably more lay than professional one but an important association 

nevertheless.  Based on the genealogical reasoning showed above, an orthodox truth would 

be a prime example of a notion that genealogy seeks to problematize. Bauman’s quote, 

therefore, signals that a genealogical study of globalization could significantly enhance our 

knowledge of the subject. 

Yet, there is a remarkable vacuum of genealogical research of globalization. Up 

until now, there has been only one coherent attempt to deploy a genealogical perspective 

on globalization and that is a Manfred Steger and Paul James’ book Globalization: The 

Career of a Concept from 2015. “Although ‘globalization’ mediates and frames how we 

                                                
7 Scott Hamilton, “A Genealogy of Metatheory in IR: How ‘Ontology’ Emerged from the Inter-
Paradigm Debate,” International Theory 9, no. 1 (March 2017): 138, 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1752971916000257. 
8 Srdjan Vucetic, “Genealogy as a Research Tool in International Relations,” Review of 

International Studies 37, no. 3 (2011): 1300. 
9 The original says “chronicles of these struggles,” see Thomas Biebricher, “Genealogy and 

Governmentality,” Journal of the Philosophy of History 2, no. 3 (2008): 366, 

https://doi.org/10.1163/187226308X336001. 
10 Zygmunt Bauman, Globalization: The Human Consequences (John Wiley & Sons, 2013), 1. 
11 Ibid. 
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understand our increasingly interconnected world, there exists no comprehensive 

genealogy and critical history of its meaning formation in the English language,”12 place 

Steger and James their book within the existing research. Yet even they do not conduct a 

genealogical inquiry in the contexts in which globalization emerged similarly like, for 

example, Bartelson does in his genealogy of society13 but instead they interview a dozen of 

scholars whose work was seminal in the globalization studies.  

Therefore, there is a huge untapped potential in the research that would deploy 

genealogical perspectives to analyze the contextual path that led to an emergence of 

globalization as an important concept of the contemporary world – and academia. While in 

this thesis I will not conduct a full-scale genealogy, both for the reasons of a scope and my 

capabilities, I seek to fill part of the research vacuum by a small-scale analysis of the 

various debates in which globalization as a concept was forged by the academic 

community.  

The scope of the analysis I will conduct in this thesis will be limited by the afore-

explained choice of the journals but also by the time frame in which the analysis will be 

taking place: between the years 1990 and 2012. The 1990s was a decade in which 

globalization as a concept truly took off in the academic community as well as in public 

discourse, as Steger and James show in their research.14 While globalization used to be 

discussed in waves also in the 1980s and episodically even in decades before, the 1990s 

were the first decade that saw globalization entering the academic debate on large scale. 

The year 2012 might seem arbitrary but it is reflective of practical difficulties I have in 

accessing some of the chosen journals. My goal is to analyze the debate prior Donald 

Trump’s victory and since I am unable to access all the journals up until the year 2016, I 

decided not to distort my results by incorporating only some journals and will stop my 

analysis in 2012.  

To analyze and recover various contexts in which globalization was discussed and 

which shaped the concept itself, I will conduct quantitative analysis using Atlas.ti, an 

automated content analysis program. I will analyze the number of occurrences of the term 

                                                
12 Paul James and Manfred B. Steger, “A Genealogy of ‘Globalization’: The Career of a Concept,” 

Globalizations 11, no. 4 (July 4, 2014): 418, https://doi.org/10.1080/14747731.2014.951186. 
13 Jens Bartelson, “Towards a Genealogy of ‘Society’ in International Relations,” Review of 

International Studies 41, no. 4 (October 2015): 675–92, 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0260210515000194. 
14 James and Steger, “A Genealogy of ‘Globalization,’” 419. 
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globalization paired with terms from a dictionary I will create that represent certain trends 

in the debate. This part will be followed by a qualitative analysis reflecting gathered 

statistical data that will offer a more detailed reconstruction of the debate. 

I will divide the chosen time frame in two periods, the first one covering the decade 

from 1990-2000 and the second one covering the following twelve years. While analyzing 

the evolution of the debate, this thesis will work with two hypotheses. The first hypothesis 

assumes that while in the 1990s the debate would focus on questions of nature of 

globalization and its key characteristics, in the second analyzed period of time it would 

broaden its scope and move to issues that stayed largely outside academic attention in the 

1990s. The second hypothesis then assumes that as the debate on the nature of 

globalization partially settles by the end of the 1990s, we would see a growth of normative 

contestation of globalization in the second period. 

The work will consist of five main parts. The first chapter will introduce genealogy 

as theoretical underpinning of this thesis. This part has two subchapters; the first one will 

draw on genealogical work of Michel Foucault and others who implemented this 

perspective into their research and it will present an overview of some of the basic tenets of 

the method that have a particular relevance for the topic of this thesis. The second 

subchapter will then present results of James and Steger’s research on genealogy of 

globalization. 

The second chapter will be composed of a literature review. It is an important part 

since it offers a broad overview of major works and arguments made about globalization 

many of which will be later reflected in the analyzed articles. I will organize this chapter in 

five parts that correspond with major issue-areas in the debate; those are economic 

globalization, spatio-temporal dimension of globalization, globalization and the nation-

state, globalization and the international system and antiglobalization. Besides the works 

and individual authors that shaped the debate within each category I will also draw on 

major handbooks of this topic, most importantly on Scholte’s Globalization: a critical 

introduction. 

The third chapter is a methodological section that will in a greater detail present the 

selected journals and methods and rules I will follow while conducting the quantitative and 

qualitative analysis. This chapter will also cover both of my hypotheses. 
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The fourth chapter presents results of my quantitative analysis and it will offer a 

brief discussion about the major trends in both analyzed periods of time. 

The fifth chapter will build on the previous one with a qualitative analysis and will 

be composed of three subchapters. The first and second subchapter will present results of 

my qualitative analysis for the two analyzed periods of time. Each subchapter will be 

divided into parts that reflect the structure of my quantitative analysis. Third subchapter 

will link my findings to the theoretical foundations of this work and will offer a brief 

discussion about possible further genealogical research. 
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1. Theoretical Foundations 

Is globalization “here to stay?” Is globalization an idea “whose time has come” as 

several authors in different times claimed? And is globalization “increasingly 

omnipresent?”15 These are just few questions that repeat themselves in the vast troves of 

research on globalization. The questions contain notions of urgency or omnipresence that 

are associated with the globalization concept and oftentimes thought to capture part of the 

core of its meaning. They are not the only ones – others are described more in detail in 

following chapters – and the importance scholars ascribe to them varies at different points 

of time. It is the case with all phenomena, not just globalization, that there is a set of 

notions and connotations (which can change over time) that are thought to constitute an 

essential characteristic maybe even an ultimate definition of the phenomenon. How do 

scholars end up taking these positions? Through what (thought) processes do these notions 

crystallize into a seemingly commonsensical knowledge? Applied specifically to the topic 

of this thesis, how has the knowledge on globalization been formed? What is the history of 

the idea of globalization? 

On the one hand, I do not argue that globalization presents a phenomenon that is 

conceptualized in a commonsensical fashion across the academic community. More of the 

opposite, even though there are some characteristics more agreed upon than others, as the 

next chapter shows, academics have been arguing vividly about even the basic tenets of 

globalization. Thus one of the conditions for a genealogy to be effective: “focus on a 

'problem' – a social phenomenon that appears (seems, feels) normal or true (commonplace, 

natural, intuitive) and then turns it into a question, that is, it asks how it came about,” as 

listed by Vucetic, is not fulfilled.16 

On the other hand, we can still use insights of genealogy as a critical perspective 

and a tool to gain a better understanding of how the concept itself has been constructed. 

One of the purposes of genealogy, according to Vucetic, is “to demonstrate the diversity 

                                                
15 See Joseph Stiglitz, “Globalization and Development,” in Taming Globalization: frontiers of 

governance, ed. David Held et. al. (Cambridge: Polity Press: 2003), 222, David Held and Anthony 
McGrew, Global Transformations: Politics, Economics and Culture (Stanford: Stanford University 

Press, 1999), 1 and George Ritzer, Globalization: The Essentials (Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell, 

2011), 2. 
16 Srdjan Vucetic, “Genealogy as a Research Tool in International Relations,” Review of 

International Studies 37, no. 3 (2011): 1301. 
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and specificity of battles between different interpretations of social items.”17 There are 

“temporal, spatial and cultural domains in which the regimes of truth are made,” he 

argues.18 Therefore, this thesis seeks to describe such domains in their relation to an 

emergence of globalization concept. By describing them, we can track the process of 

knowledge formation, its evolution and eventually the establishment of the “truth regimes” 

albeit probably fractured ones. The rest of the chapter proceeds first with a brief 

characterization of genealogy and then it moves on to an analysis of existing literature that 

either applied a genealogical approach to the globalization concept or at least examined its 

emergence.  

1.1 Genealogy 

Genealogy is a critical historical method. However, the word “critical” does not 

stand for any normative prescription encouraging resistance, as Biebricher points out,19 and 

history is evoked here in a specific understanding of the word (“history differently 

practiced” meaning distant from traditional historiography, as Saar says).20 First articulated 

by Nietzsche, it was Michel Foucault who ignited a wave of academic interest in this 

method. Given Foucault’s own inconsistent usage of the term, many scholars concede that 

it is difficult to precisely outline his concept of genealogy.21 I will, therefore, present an 

overview of basic tenets of the method with a greater focus on concepts that are 

particularly relevant to the topic of this work, such as path of emergence, discourse or 

history.  

Michael Saar defines genealogy as following: “Genealogies are stories told about 

the historical emergence and transformation of concepts, practice or institutions that relate 

to the making of selves by influencing their self-understanding and way of conduct.”22 

Drawing also on Nietzsche’s work, Saar highlights several important characteristics that 

overlap with features also underlined by other authors.  

                                                
17 Ibid.  
18 Ibid., 1299. 
19 Biebricher, “Genealogy and Governmentality,” 370. 
20 Martin Saar, “Understanding Genealogy: History, Power, and the Self,” Journal of the 

Philosophy of History 2, no. 3 (2008): 297, https://doi.org/10.1163/187226308X335976.. 
21 Biebricher, “Genealogy and Governmentality,” 365. 
22 Saar, “Understanding Genealogy,” 307. 
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Firstly, according to Biebricher’s working definition, genealogy views history as a 

process that is characterized above everything by contingency and discontinuity.23 It seeks 

to find history where it is not supposed to be, as Foucault says, in places “we feel are 

without history.”24 The main point of genealogy is to adopt a denaturalizing perspective 

and uncover existing histories behind the “foundations of our naturalized style of 

thinking;”25 to emphasize “historical contingency in the social construction of norms”26 

and to show that what we conceived as universal or obvious is temporal and historical.27 

Hamilton suggests that it is by the process of problematization how genealogy begins: by a 

selection of “commonsensical or naturalized truth” which is to be problematized.28 As 

explained earlier, this is one of the conditions for genealogy to be truly effective, as listed 

by Vucetic. Perceiving history of the globalization concept as everything but obvious or 

natural is a starting premise of this thesis that allows us to dive into the debate. 

To Foucault, it was important to stress out that genealogy is not about a search for 

origin; on the contrary, it opposes itself to it.29 Genealogy rejects a notion of a singular 

starting point of history30 and an assumption that it is possible to trace ideas back to their 

founding moment.31 Instead, it focuses on a concept of emergence, “moment of arising,” 

and details accompanying it.32 

Each concept has its own path of emergence, its genealogical history, which can be 

traced.33 Emergence is always produced through a set of forces, Foucault argues,34 and the 

emerging historical phenomena are results of various struggles, Biebricher explains. “The 

                                                
23 Biebricher, “Genealogy and Governmentality,” 366.  
24 Michel Foucault, “Nietzsche, Genealogy, History,” in Language, Counter-Memory, Practice: 

Selected Essays and Interviews, ed. D. F. Bouchard (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1977), 139. 
25 Hamilton, “A Genealogy of Metatheory in IR,” 138. 
26 Richard Price, “A Genealogy of the Chemical Weapons Taboo,” International Organization 49, 

no. 1 (1995): 87, https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818300001582. 
27 Hamilton, “A Genealogy of Metatheory,” 143. 
28 Ibid., 144. 
29 Foucault, “Nietzsche, Genealogy, History,” 140. 
30 Biebricher, “Genealogy and Governmentality,” 367. 
31 Larry Shiner, “Reading Foucault: Anti-Method and the Genealogy of Power-Knowledge,” 
History and Theory; Middletown, Conn. 21, no. 3 (January 1, 1982): 387, 

http://search.proquest.com/docview/1300330829?pq-origsite=summon. 
32 Biebricher, “Genealogy and Governmentality,” 367. 
33 Richard L.W. Clarke, “Michel Foucault, ʹNietzsche, Genealogy, Historyʹ (1971),” LITS3304 

Notes 11B: 2, downloaded from https://www.scribd.com/document/62278797/Foucault-Nietzsche-

Genealogy-History (accessed May 11th, 2020). 
34 Foucault, “Nietzsche, Genealogy, History,” 148. 

https://www.scribd.com/document/62278797/Foucault-Nietzsche-Genealogy-History
https://www.scribd.com/document/62278797/Foucault-Nietzsche-Genealogy-History
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genealogist writes the chronicles of these struggles,” he says.35 Just as genealogy opposes a 

“search for origin” and perception of knowledge as a form of “dis-covery or re-covery,” an 

emergence of concept should not be seen as a final stage of historical development but 

only as a current “episode in a series of subjugations,” says Foucalt.36 Thus, he draws our 

attention to the role power plays in genealogy. History should be understood as an endless 

process of “violent or surreptitious appropriation” of values, norms, meanings, systems of 

rule, etc., by force.37 Exercise of power is, therefore, a conflict over interpretative truths.38 

A focus on the path of emergence of globalization concept allows us to better comprehend 

episodic dominances of various means of its conceptualization.  

Crucial to understanding the importance of power struggles for Foucaultian 

genealogy is the establishment of a mutually constitutive relationship between knowledge 

and power: knowledge, truth and any other systems of signification are standing in a 

circular relation with power, says Biebricher.39 Foucalt rejects an idea that knowledge and 

power could be separated.40  Power to Foucault is diffused (it is not a sole possession of 

those in the positions on the top) and exists only in its exercise. Therefore, he proposes to 

focus on power relations as a form of governance that structures actions of others.41 It 

creates a web of relations affecting various aspects of our lives and a prominent position 

among the products that power creates belongs to knowledge. As the relationship between 

power and knowledge is mutually constitutive, Foucault merges these two terms in one. 

The term “power-knowledge” is reflective of a thesis that there can be no power relation 

without a related constitution of a field of knowledge. At the same time knowledge always 

presupposes and constitutes power relation.42 “Genealogy is the analysis of how one 

constellation of power-knowledge relations is displaced by another,” summarizes Larry 

Shiner, pointing out discontinuity that is characteristic for genealogy.43 

Besides power, another important analytical tool genealogy often employs is 

discourse. Understood as “theoretical statements that are connected to social practices,” 

                                                
35 Biebricher, “Genealogy and Governmentality,” 366. 
36 Clarke, “Michel Foucault,” 2. 
37 Ibid., 3. 
38 Price, “A Genealogy of Chemical Weapons Taboo,” 88. 
39 Biebricher, “Genealogy and Governmentality,” 369. 
40 Shiner, “Reading Foucault,” 390.  
41 Ibid., 390–391.  
42 Ibid., 392. 
43 Shiner, “Reading Foucault,” 387. 
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discourses serve as tools through which certain behaviors and conditions are produced, 

“normalized” and politicized – some more than others. It is through a production of 

discourse that a type of power Foucault calls “disciplinary” is exercised. The disciplinary 

power of discourse lies in its ability to define what is normal and natural and what is not.44 

Those notions are precisely what genealogy should problematize and, as Biebricher says, 

“writing history involves deciphering the links between changes in discourse…and 

dynamics of societal struggles lurking behind.”45 

Thus while studying the history of globalization concept I accept a Foucaultian idea 

that “history is the recovery of discourses and discursive contexts.”46 An analysis of the 

various interpretations and conceptualizations of globalization throughout past decades 

allows us to see not only through which processes the concept has taken its contemporary 

form(s) but also the power struggles behind its formation. Therefore, this thesis is using 

genealogy as a theoretical framework for its attempt to analyze how the concept of 

globalization was forged out of the different discoursive contexts while having in mind that 

our present understanding of globalization is far from being settled.   

1.2 Literature on Genealogy of Globalization 

There will probably never be a consensus on a chronology of globalization. The 

answer depends on the extent to which one is willing to stretch the causation line (here the 

debate also varies in relation to what is taken as a driver of globalization), as Steger 

suggests,47 and one can encounter both theories claiming that globalization has been here 

for centuries and ones locating its origin only few decades ago. The debate about 

chronology is inseparable from a question whether globalization presents a continuity of 

existing trends or a change, rupture with previous development, which is a discussion 

Scholte, for example, engages with in length.48 

However, despite the intense academic and mainstream attention given to 

globalization, there has been a remarkably little critical historical research on the formation 
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of the concept itself. There is a “genealogical vacuum,”49 say Manfred Steger and Paul 

James, authors of A Genealogy of Globalization: The Career of the Concept. Hirsch and 

Fiss arrive to a similar conclusion in their paper titled “The Discourse of Globalization: 

Framing and Sensemaking of an Emerging Concept.” While they do not approach 

globalization concept from a genealogical perspective, they too are interested in 

“discoursive struggles over the interpretation of globalization.” As they point out, there has 

been a substantive research on globalization as a “structural process” focusing on changes 

in international economy. Much less attention, however, has been given to globalization as 

a “symbolic discourse.”50 

Steger and James’ work, therefore, remains the only one more elaborate attempt to 

approach globalization from the genealogical perspective. In their book from 2014, Steger 

and James interview twelve leading scholars on this topic who have been dealing with 

globalization over the past decades with an intention to gain a better understanding of how 

the concept came to its contemporary meaning, how some meanings associated with 

globalization became more important than others, how globalization took off so quickly as 

a concept, who its principal codifiers were, etc.51, 52 

What is remarkable, Steger and James observe, is the speed with which the concept 

of globalization took off at the end of 20th century. The “discursive explosion” in the use of 

globalization in the 1990s was extraordinary because the concept remained relatively 

obscure for most of the century.53 In 1961, the term entered the first general dictionary, 

Merriam-Webster Third New International Dictionary, although the concept had been used 

already three decades previously, by a Scottish educator William Boyd, to describe a 

universal and holistic view of education.54 

While it took until the last decades of the 20th century for the concept of 

globalization to become widely used, already during the second half of the century there 

were other processes going on that led to deep changes in people’s sense of the social 

whole. Processes such as postmodernization, (de)nationalization or globalization itself 

                                                
49 James and Steger, “A Genealogy of ‘Globalization,’” 418. 
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52 I could not access the book; however, the authors provide a summary in their article. 
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(without being contextualized in its contemporary meaning and as a separate 

phenomenon)55 transformed ideational landscape across the world56 and eventually paved 

the way for the concept of globalization to take root. Notions and images of “global” were 

gaining in popularity since the early 20th century as popular symbols long before 

globalization became embedded in general vocabulary. A “global imaginary,” underpinned 

in a sense of global interdependence, was in many areas gradually overlaying previously 

dominant “national imaginary.”57 

Tracing the globalization concept genealogically requires a critical perspective of 

whether authors use it to denote its contemporary meaning. In the case of globalization, it 

is, according to Steger and James, authors of the A Genealogy of Globalization, “the 

expansion and intensification of social relations and consciousness across world-space and 

world-time.”58,59 Even though research they present in the book shows that around the 

middle of the 20th century globalization remained an idiosyncratic term that was rarely 

used, there were several occasions in which the term’s use was consistent with today’s 

meaning. An American sociologist Paul Meadows in his 1951 article defined globalization 

as a process where the following happens:  

“…With the advent of industrial technology, however, this tendency toward cultural 

localization has been counteracted by a stronger tendency towards cultural universalization. 

With industrialism, a new cultural system has evolved in one national society after another; 

its global spread is incipient and cuts across every local ethos…” 

Meadows was probably the first scholar who used globalization in its contemporary 

sense but his article has remained forgotten in the vast troves of literature on the topic of 

globalization.60 

How did the concept of globalization eventually become so present in our everyday 

vocabularies? How did globalization become – in the words of Freeden – a “core concept,” 

a “powerful signifier at the center of a political belief system”? Steger and James argue 

that there are four “layers of meaning formation”: ideas, ideologies, imaginaries and 
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ontologies, and the concept of globalization became embedded in all of them. 

Globalization penetrated existing ideological systems and became a way of articulating a 

“particular political understanding of the world” and related agendas and programs.61 

Since the 1980s, the concept started appearing in academia, journalism and other 

fields that were all mutually contributing to its increasing popularity.62 Hirsch and Fiss, 

who analyze the emergence of globalization discourse in the American media, place the 

emergence of the concept in the early 1980s with the first significant spike of popularity in 

its usage around 1989-1990.63 

As the scholars interviewed by Steger and James recall, most of them do not 

remember their first encounter with the concept; it was somehow “already there.” “I cannot 

remember the exact moment when it happened. All I know is that I found myself at some 

point using it,” says Saskia Sassen.64 Concepts gain a salience once they are able to 

comprehend human conditions in their deepest sense and globalization was able to capture 

the essence of ongoing shifts in space, time, and other dimensions of our lived realities that 

were seen as fundamentally changing the world.65 

The paradoxical lack of research that would shed some light on the epistemological 

and genealogical origins of globalization and the forces that brought the concept to the 

spotlight are reflective of both the nature of the globalizing world and the state of 

academia, Steger and James contend. First, exploring the process of formation of the 

concept had to give way to a more urgent need to explain the phenomenon. Second, the 

rise of popularity of the concept coincided with a trend in academia de-emphasizing utility 

of generalizing “grand theories.” Globalization began to be studied in a period where hopes 

for an all-encompassing general theory capable of explaining the phenomenon in its 

relation to “social whole” were effectively being abandoned.66 The following chapter puts 

Steger and James’s thesis about neglected epistemological and genealogical anchoring of 

the concept of globalization to the test by analyzing the key books that were written on the 

topic during the past three decades. 
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2. Literature Review 

The volume of research and books dealing with this phenomenon is vast. It is so 

vast that it somewhat funnily leads authors to outright indicate that they are aware of the 

rest of the field and suggest that they would offer a valuable new contribution, see for 

example Bhagwati’s “Does the world need yet another book on globalization?”67 or 

Scholte’s “Not another book on globalization!”68 At the same time, however, if there is one 

thing the majority of scholars studying globalization would probably agree on, it is a 

persistent vagueness and ambiguity of the concept. Despite the troves of literature on 

globalization written over the last three to four decades, a clear and concise understanding 

of what globalization as a concept stands for seems still beyond our reach. Globalization 

has become the “big idea of our times,”69 yet despite – or because of that – it is “in danger 

of becoming, if it has not already become, cliché of our times,”70 as Held and McGrew 

suggest. To borrow Scholte’s words, “ideas of globalization tend to remain as elusive as 

they are pervasive.”71 

A very narrow characteristic or feature of globalization, one the majority of 

scholars would agree on and that has been used across disciplines, represents a notion of 

“flows” which was popularized by sociologist Manuel Castells. Globalization can be 

understood as forms of connectivity and flows72 or “objects in motion,” as Appadurai 

says.73 The notion of flows implicitly indicates certain instability or continuous flux. This 

sense was strongly manifested in the work of the late Polish sociologist Zygmunt Buaman, 

who talked about “liquidity,” a concept that came to be frequently used in globalization 

studies. Liquidity, standing in opposition to solidity, presumes a process of melting of what 

used to be solid, thus making it hard to fix phenomena in space and time. Using both 

concepts of flows and liquidity, Ritzer theorized globalization as “set of processes 

involving increasing liquidity and growing of multi-directional flows of people, places, 
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objects, information as well as structures they encounter.”74 The concept of flows itself is 

at times criticized for its alleged sense of inevitability or for creating new dichotomies 

(such as liquid versus solid) while claiming to make all existing dichotomies redundant.75 

The aforementioned core assumptions are widely accepted by the majority of scholars; 

still, some see the heart of globalization lying elsewhere76 or emphasize an unevenness of 

various flows.77 

The idea of flows, however, oftentimes constitutes only an initial assumption for 

the various conceptualizations of globalization. The phenomenon has been, on the one 

hand, theorized to affect almost all areas of social reality. We have the so-called 

hyperglobalizers calling it the most important development in modern history only to find 

skeptics on the other side denying even its existence. Between those two groups there is a 

rich work of “transformationalists” who acknowledge that globalization is an important 

phenomenon of modern history but only one of many.78 

Given the aforementioned differences in characteristics of globalization including 

even its basic ontology, there are numerous ways one can organize the vast volumes of 

knowledge and literature written on this topic. A popular organizing principle is to 

structure the arguments based on their association with three schools of thought: realism, 

liberalism and structuralism. These schools are associated mostly but not exclusively with 

the field of international political economy. However, as, for example, Thomas Oatley 

pointed out, even though these schools have traditionally organized the debate, they are 

“largely self-contained” interpretative frameworks that tend to not only neglect certain 

important aspects from other schools but also have a greater evaluative than explanatory 

function.79 While an association of some the authors presented below with one of these 

schools clearly reveals itself in their arguments, I chose not to structure the following 

debate along these lines and opted for categories reflecting different topic areas instead.  
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I organized my literature review in five subchapters in which each of them 

discusses globalization in relation to a different issue area or concept, so I present as broad 

of a range of topics to which globalization relates as possible. Topics of the subchapters 

are: economic and spatio-temporal dimensions of globalization, globalization’s impact on 

the nature of nation-state and international system and finally an anti-globalization as a 

phenomenon normatively contesting globalization. I admit that it is still a highly selective 

slice that was further limited by my inability to access some books. Also, some could make 

very reasonable arguments in favor of adding other topic areas; however, I attempted to 

keep the areas I chose as broad as possible so various additional subtopics were covered 

within those categories (e.g. some social aspects of globalization or globalization’s impact 

on developing countries are briefly discussed in subchapter dealing with economic 

globalization etc.). 

 

2.1 Economic Globalization 

Starting with the notion of flows, economic globalization could be defined as an 

intensification and stretching of economic connections across the globe in the form of 

flows of goods, capital, extension of markets, etc.,80 says Steger. While he argues in favor 

of a broad definition of globalization going beyond its economic aspect, he concedes that 

focus on economy has been prevalent.81 Economists were among the first ones announcing 

a “new era.”82 Economic globalization is one of the areas where the chronology debate is 

important, as depending on what one sees as constituting the key characteristic of 

globalized (or globalizing) economy, one could argue that economic globalization has been 

going on for at least two centuries or even longer. Proponents of this “longue durée” view 

could be split into two groups, those understanding history of economic globalization as 

linear, i.e. continuum, and those opting for a cyclical perspective proposing several periods 

of globalization with ruptures in the meantime.  

However, there is an agreement that from the 1970s/1980s onwards, we have been 

witnessing a period of economic globalization marked by at least quantitative if not 
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qualitative changes. As Osterhammel suggests, this was a period of accelerating 

liberalization of trade followed by rapid expansion of international finance accompanied 

by “de-nationalization” of multinational companies, growth of some Asian economies and 

advances in technology and communication.83 Dani Rodrik, telling a similar story but with 

more institutional flavor, links a qualitative shift in economic globalization to the end of 

Bretton Woods regime and the replacement of GATT by WTO. He sees the economic 

globalization as a byproduct of shared economic growth that was propelled by equilibrium 

between state-directed economic opening and domestic needs of different societies.84 Such 

a system was famously dubbed by John Ruggie as “embedded liberalism.”85 

Based on this conceptualization, some authors see imperative qualities of economic 

globalization. Understanding globalization as “inexorable (emphasis added) integration of 

markets, nation-states and technologies to a degree never witnessed before,”86 Thomas 

Friedman compares globalization to Golden Straightjacket, which inevitably forces 

countries to adopt a set of economic policies he calls golden rules (such as privatization, 

deregulation, tariff elimination, etc.).87 Those, he says, will make “economy grow and 

politics shrink.”88 While Rodrik disputes the growth aspect,89 he willingly accepts 

constraining effects that globalization supposedly impose on the politics of states. His own 

version of inescapable tension globalization poses vis-à-vis national democracies is 

summed up in a concept of trilemma proposing that out of hyperglobalization, nation state 

and democratic politics, you can choose only two.90 

While Rodrik and Freidman would disagree in their normative assessments of 

deeper economic globalization, they agree that it is intrinsic to economic globalization to 

constrain the nation-state. The imperatives globalization is said to impose on the nation-
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state are numerous and they are explored in greater detail in the subchapter dealing with 

nation-state. Staying in the field of economics, there are numerous debates about the 

impact globalization has on factors such as poverty, inequality (within both developed and 

developing countries), and overall development. Probably the most renowned proponent of 

globalization’s positive effects on development has been Jagdish Bhagwati. For Bhagwati, 

globalization simply means opening up to international trade, which always contributes to 

economic growth; however, it is the job of a country’s politicians to ensure they enact 

“good policies” to make sure benefits of the opening are enjoyed across society.91  Joseph 

Stiglitz, on the other hand, takes more critical stance. “I saw firsthand the devastating 

effects globalization can have,” he said and emphasized the need to “manage” 

globalization properly if it is to be a “force for good.”92 

The Friedman-Rodrik-Bhagwati debate highlights at least two broad concepts with 

which globalization is oftentimes conflated: liberalization and internationalization. The 

former conceptualizes globalization as a process of removing artificially imposed 

constraints on movements of all kinds of resources with the aim to create an open and 

borderless world economy. The latter understands globalization as a dispersion of objects 

and experiences across the world which leads to homogenization (or “flatness of the 

world” if we are to use Friedman’s famous phrase).93 Linking globalization to already 

existing concepts means adopting a narrow understanding of the phenomenon, which 

simply presumes a greater speed, depth or intensification of other concepts (a case in point 

is Bhagwati’s argumentation with free trade). Such approaches could be criticized as 

“redundant knowledge,” and Scholte does so, since according to him they don’t offer any 

analytical added-value and fail to open new insights.94 These conceptualizations are 

criticized as failing to account for what globalization causes that is really new since 

tendencies towards greater liberalization and universalization have been going on for 

centuries. Critics also point out their political undertones since they seem to imply that the 
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only way to achieve a global world is through an adoption of one set of (economic) 

policies.95 

An understanding of globalization as being inseparable from a certain set of 

economic policies is clear when one discusses a relationship between neoliberal ideology 

and globalization. To say that the contemporary era is marked by a “bundling of 

neoliberalism and globalization” is, according to Mittelman, among the little common 

grounds we can find today.96 If one falls for the definition of globalization as economic 

liberalization, the debate about globalization is reduced to discussing contemporary 

neoliberal macroeconomic policies, says Scholte.97 

Indeed, if one takes a look at the list of policies Friedman gives as constituting his 

Golden Straightjacket,98 many fit the neoliberal prescriptions. Neoliberalism, understood as 

a policy framework leaning heavily on classical liberal arguments in favor of free-markets 

in relation to an economy that has become more global, has been normalized and morphed 

into a dominant ideology which prescriptions are “commonsensically” and widely 

accepted.99 It became a new orthodoxy, argues David Harvey.100 Bundling of neoliberalism 

and globalization “extols virtues of individuals, efficiency, competition and minimal state 

intervention in the economy,” says Mittelman,101 pointing to an idea of globalization as a 

force relying on instruments of deregulation, economic liberalization and privatization 

while attempting to achieve greater market integration.102 Those who accept separation of 

markets and nation-states (and argue for substitution of the latter by the former) then 

understand globalization as a constitutive force behind an emergence of governing 

political-economic structures that more than being a product of history marks its 

endpoint.103 Assessments of neoliberal globalization and linked policy prescriptions have 

varied significantly and become a subject of heated debate, part of which is addressed in 

the subchapter dealing with anti-globalization movements. 
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The debate about neoliberalism leads us to even broader discussion about the 

relationship between globalization and capitalism. Authors associated with neo-Marxism 

especially focus on interplay between globalization and capital accumulation. 

Globalization is inseparable from the contemporary working of capital on a global scale 

and basis, Appadurai argues,104 and for John Glenn it constitutes (together with 

technology) one of the underlying causes of globalization that actually made the 

phenomenon possible. Given that capitalism sees capital as a necessary condition to 

compete and there is a limit to capital accumulation in every country, the system inevitably 

pushes outwards and encourages a global expansion.105 Driven by a necessity to reduce 

costs and reach the economy of scale, capitalist mode of production has inevitably 

contributed to trends towards globalization.106 For the critics of capitalism, this has 

contributed to a transmission of ills of capitalism on a global scale.  

 

2.2 Spatio-temporal Dimension of Globalization 

There is a broad stream of research arguing that the phenomenon of globalization 

poses a methodological and theoretical challenge and cannot be addressed by traditional 

sociological concepts. Those authors propose an understanding of globalization that goes 

beyond the self-evident manifestations of what constitutes global (such as global 

institutions and formations) and includes processes that do not scale on the global level yet 

are part of it. Globalization challenges social scientists because it takes place within 

territories and institutions that used to be conceptualized in national terms.107 Thus 

traditional temporal and spatial conceptions may lose their ability to fully capture the 

nature of globalizing world. Among the concepts that are said to be compromised by 

globalization, the territorial nation-state occupies a prominent place. As Mittelman 

proposes, “Given myriad pressures on territorial state from above and below, globalization 

is about a quest for an appropriate temporal and spatial scale for social organization.”108 
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Saskia Sassen identifies two key assumptions of social science that become 

contested if we accept the notion that under globalization “the global partly inhabits the 

national.” Firstly, the assumption of nation-state as a container of social processes is 

compromised. Secondly, national territory no longer corresponds with the national, 

meaning that processes happening within the national territory (or institution) may not be 

in their character national.109 Globalization thus requires abandoning the practice of 

“methodological nationalism,” a habit of approaching problems with a framework of the 

nation-state. James Rosenau points to a process of fragmentation caused by globalization 

that stretches across the foreign-domestic boundaries.110 Foreign-domestic is only one of 

many traditional dualities (the others can include, for example, global-local or national-

global) that are increasingly irrelevant in the current globalized/globalizing world111 and 

that cannot be treated as mutually exclusive.112 Therefore Held’s conceptualizing of 

globalization as “a spatial phenomena, lying on a continuum with 'the local' at one end and 

'the global' at the other end”113 is telling of efforts scholars of globalization have 

undertaken to connect local and global dimensions of globalization. One of the key 

concepts in this context is the term “glocalization” coined by Roland Robertson who 

sought to emphasize an impact global trends have on local communities.114 Sassen’s study 

of global cities, “subnational places where global circuits intersect,”115 could serve as an 

example of a “glocalized” place that is embedded in both national and global dynamics and 

structures.116 

Global and local are not the only categories that are said to have been transformed 

by globalization. Perhaps even greater attention has been given to time and space whose 

alleged compression (leading to a situation where “events in one part of the world affect 

faraway locations”) constitutes, according to many authors, the defining characteristic of 

globalization.117 The phrase “space-time compression,” coined by geographer David 
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Harvey, took hold among many globalization scholars. Harvey drew on Marx’s notion of 

“annihilation of time and space” and argued that resulting from the development of new 

media, new ways of information transmission and transportation revolutions, the 

importance of time and space as obstacles to social interactions have diminished.118 

Through these channels, globalization contributed to a creation of a new sense of 

“immediacy and virtual togetherness” and a world of social relations where the “effective 

distance” is smaller than geographical one.119 

The notion of compression led many to picture a world that is shrinking and in 

which people are exposed to the same media coverage at the same time. An influential yet 

contested concept speaking to this sentiment is for example McLuhan’s “global village.” 

On the one hand, the concept draws attention to a world that people increasingly conceive 

as a single social space.120 To many, on the other hand, it is a misleading phrase because it 

conceals the unevenness of globalization effects and discrepancies between winners and 

losers.121 

An intensification of consciousness of the world as a whole is an important 

characteristic of globalization processes.122 However, as the abovementioned critique of 

the term “global village” shows, there has been a significant push against assumptions that 

the processes behind spatio-temporal compression should be equated with a 

universalization or homogenization of experience and practices.123 Robert Allen shows in 

his work how globalization combined with technological development unevenly impacted 

the American labor market and contributed to increasing segregation of the American 

population that is not only economic but increasingly geographic as well.124 In agreement, 

David Harvey argues that uneven geographical development is a norm within a capitalist 

mode of production and describes mechanisms reproducing the unevenness in economic 

and political fortunes on a global level.125 Geographers in particular pushed hard against 

the notion that new spatialities created by globalization should render space irrelevant or 

                                                
118 Harvey, The New Imperialism, 98. 
119 Osterhammel and Petersson, Globalization, 8. 
120 Scholte, Globalization, 73. 
121 Mittelman, Whither Globalization?, 7. 
122 Roland Robertson, Globalization: Social Theory and Global Culture, Theory, Culture & Society 

(London: Sage, 1992), 8. 
123 Scholte, Globalization, 57. 
124 Enrico Moretti, The New Geography of Jobs (New York: Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 2012), 78. 
125 Harvey, The New Imperialism, 71–77. 



 

26 

“flat.”126 Many echo work of Zygmunt Bauman, who emphasized the unevenness of 

globalization impacts. To him, globalization connects and divides at the same time. Place 

plays an important role in his understanding of globalization as he – drawing on Robertson 

– argues that process of glocalization is at heart of polarization of societies that are 

increasingly divided between globalized or exterritorialized elites and localized majorities. 

Under conditions of the spatial-temporal compression, distance becomes a socially 

constructed product that offers unprecedented levels of freedom to some but also traps 

many in their local places.127 Terence Turner broadens this argument to include categories 

of class and social consciousness that are, according to him, unjustifiably overlooked in the 

globalization literature. Linking globalization to neoliberal policies that supposedly 

weaken the sovereignty of nation-state, he describes a polarization of middle class between 

its elite, part associated with transnational capital, and the rest of the class, which remains 

anchored (“trapped” in Bauman’s words) within national economies.128 

Many globalization scholars decided to focus on its spatial-temporal dimension as 

they believe it is in this area where the phenomenon alters the social world the most. 

Globalization not only problematizes customary categories such as domestic and global but 

it also creates new forms of spatiality such as supraterritoriality or transplanetary 

connectivity.129 These new forms of spatiality and temporality are among the most 

important effects of globalization, Sassen argues.130 Place, therefore, remains an important 

arbitrator and one of channels through which the uneven and polarizing effects of 

globalization processes manifest themselves.131 The pushback against universalistic 

conceptions of globalization comes from the emphasis on uneven impacts of these 

processes.132 There is also an ideational difference between both concepts, where 

universalization implies a wish or intent to change the world into a better place but 
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globalization refers to unintended effects and processes happening “to” us, says 

Bauman.133 

 

2.3 Globalization and Nation-state 

The previous subchapter indicates few of the many challenges globalization has 

posed vis-à-vis the nation-state. Why the nation-state ceases its ability to function as a 

container of social processes, as Sassen claims, is described above. Implications of such 

reconceptualization span across various fields of study, and it is no surprise that the 

assumption that globalization in some way challenges the importance or viability of the 

nation-state is widely accepted among scholars.134 

There is a debate about whether globalization, and that of the economic kind in 

particular, has caused a decline of the nation-state. Proponents of this thesis mostly point 

out to a rapid growth of market power undercutting the ability of nation-states to set their 

own economic policies and, tax rates, and to maintain robust welfare state provisions.135 

Skeptics, on the other hand, argue that states are the ones who drive globalization and thus 

facilitate domestic economic interest.136 If one concedes that the role of the nation-state 

was either weakened or simply altered by globalization, it opens up a debate about various 

implications of such transformation. A lot of scholarship has been devoted to what the 

impacts of a possibly weakened commitment to welfare provision on the side of nation-

states mean for the relationship they have with its citizens. Osterhammel argues that it 

results in weakened legitimacy of the states,137 a thesis backed up by Turner who claims 

that as states responded to pressures of globalized markets by reorienting their policies 

from needs of their national communities they broke a link between them and their 

citizens.138 

It is not only through a weakened welfare state that globalization contributes, 

according to some authors, to a rethinking of what citizenship means in a globalized world. 

David Held claims that economic globalization presents a “threat” to democratic 
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citizenship as it renders the practice of self-governance virtually impossible since the 

processes affecting people’s lives are happening outside their reach.139 Just as Sassen 

claims that the nation-state can no longer comprehend today’s global formations, Held 

argues that the nation-state can no longer be understood as a “locus of political power.”140 

Because of the separation of many of the fundamental economic and political forces from a 

politics located inside nation-states, “the idea of self-determining national collectivity can 

no longer be located within borders of a single nation-state,” he argues.141 A Westphalian 

type of state built on a principle of sovereignty exercised over a territorial state is,  

therefore, no longer accurate.142 This debate inevitably connects to a broader discussion 

about how (or whether) globalization alters nature of governance and international system. 

The following subchapter addresses these issues.  

 

2.4 Globalization and International System 

Many afore-discusses themes, be they the growth of economic flows and 

cooperation, rescaling and an emergence of new spatialities or the transformation of the 

role of the nation-state, intersect at the debate about changing nature of the international 

system due to globalization.   

In their influential work Power and Interdependence from 1989, Keohane and Nye 

did not talk about globalization as such (beyond a brief reference to the notion of “global 

village”), yet their arguments about interdependence, and economic interdependence in 

particular, fundamentally altering the nature of the international system laid grounds for 

further academic debates. An increased interdependence, which according to Nye and 

Keohane involves costs and restricted autonomy,143 alters a behavior of states but it is at 

the same time shaped by their actions. States, they argued, create so called “international 

regimes,” “sets of governing arrangements that affect relationships of interdependence.”144 
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Nye and Keohane’s work sparked a wave of research into implications of this 

process of sovereignty sharing. The nation-state has been conceptualized as an entity lying 

at the intersection of multiple international regimes and organizations managing 

international cooperation.145 The altered position and role of the nation-state withinthe 

international system and accompanying explosion of all kinds of international 

organizations caused many observers to point out fragmentation of the international 

governance system and multiplication of its forms.146 Questions of who is in charge and 

actually governs globalization thus became common. Just as globalization problematized 

customary categories in social science, it poses a similar challenge to international 

relations theory as its key concepts reflect principle of territoriality. As Mittelman points 

out, a emergence of “nonterritorial region” challenges those categories and hence the 

assumptions about international system as well.147 

To many authors, the new type of global governance propelled by globalization 

processes is qualitatively distinct from previous arrangements. As suggested above, the key 

characteristic is the relocation of authority between various layers of governance.148 Given 

overlaps of various jurisdictions and ambiguities about where to place political sovereignty 

and responsibility, there are no easy answers to the question, “Who is in charge?”149 

Therefore, some resort to the phrase “governance without government.” To Stiglitz, an 

absence of a global government that would help manage deep transformations of the global 

economy (an equivalent to what national economies used to do) is troubling. Furthermore, 

institutions that are in place (such as International Monetary Fund and World Bank) have 

been dominated by the interests of West and failed to utilize a potential for good that 

globalization offers, he argues.150 The discrepancy between markets that want to globalize 

and institutions that remain local inhibits not only efficiency but also equity and 

legitimacy, warns Rodrik.151 
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Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri offer in their Empire a different way how to 

conceptualize new forms of sovereignty and how to potentially overcome lack of equity. 

They agree that globalization has caused a decline of the sovereignty of the nation-state; 

however, they claim that this in no case means an overall decline of sovereignty as such. 

Sovereignty, they argue, has taken a new form in a proposed concept of Empire. Hardt and 

Negri acknowledge that a globalized capitalist mode of production leads to 

deterritorialization;152 however, as they conceptualize Empire as “encompassing spatial 

totality”153 it does not have to rely on territorial boundaries.154 Empire to them is a form of 

political order that governs globalization – processes that cause various forms of 

destruction and oppression. However, Hardt and Negri suggest that only through 

globalization and by embracing its processes one can break through and reorganize the 

whole system for good.155 Thus forces of globalization are seen as both a source of current 

ills and also the only solution how to overcome them. Their proposed concept of multitude, 

which refers to autonomous global classes, brings us directly to a discussion about a role of 

global society and proposed alternatives to contemporary world order. The globalization 

processes have not only blurred a distinction between domestic and international but also 

opened a space for an emergence of a new “global public domain,”156 “global politics,”157  

and most importantly “global consciousness”158 as well. The last subchapter thus deals 

with this aspect of globalization and subsequently with movements opposing globalization, 

which perhaps paradoxically often build on a globally shared sentiment. 

 

2.5 Globalization and Anti-globalization 

Due to globalization, social relations have been undergoing deep changes. A 

compression of the world and a simultaneous formation of new spatialities have manifested 

themselves through a global consciousness, which Scholte defines as a situation where 

people conceive of a world as a single space and express their social relations through 
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transplanetary and supraterritorial terms.159 These types of connectivities are historically 

unprecedented, he argues, for they are no longer rooted in conceptions defined by 

territorialistic geography.160 With spatial frontiers of states losing their role of cultural 

markers and units of identity, social consciousness is undergoing a transformation.161 

Another characteristics differentiating the contemporary form of global consciousness 

from historical types of global connnectivities is its density, argues Scholte, pointing out 

various channels through which globality manifests itself such as modern means of 

communication, travel, environmental and economic links, transworld solidarities, etc.162 

Global consciousness, or in other words a tendency to “think globally,”163 is not a 

condition that would be cutting across societies to the same degree. There is a difference 

between those whose living experience and social realities are touched by globalization 

and those who actually engage in an outlook seeking to go beyond territorially or 

ethnocentrically rooted identities. Osterhammel calls the latter group “cosmopolitan 

minorities”164 by which he emphasizes not only their still relatively small numbers but also 

the cosmopolitan outlook they oftentimes adopt. Cosmopolitanism according to Friedman 

indicates an ability of a person to “distance oneself from one’s place of origin” and at the 

same time to build one’s self-identity through a consumption of culturally different 

products which is part of the lives of elites.165 Different parts of society experience 

globalization differently, he argues. Globalization, according to Friedman, creates both 

“felicitous cosmopolitan ecumenism and the nasty kind producing poverty and causing 

ethnic and other kinds of conflict.”166 Such vastly divergent experiences (which lead to 

parts of society to see globalization as an ideology of freedom while for those at the 

opposite side of power hierarchy it can represent outright oppression, Friedman says)167 

necessarily produce also a broad spectrum of attitudes to globalization as such. 

Globalization, therefore, became a hugely contested phenomenon and even though 

anti-globalization protesters have had only limited success in, for example, blocking 
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various trade agreements, they managed to alter the nature of debate about globalization.168 

Dissatisfaction or an outward resistance to globalization can have different motivations. 

Stiglitz identifies a disagreement with “market fundamentalism” which pushes economics 

(oftentimes in its neoliberal form) above anything else;169 others emphasize for example a 

sense of loss of control in the face of growing influence of market forces at the expense of 

the nation-state.170 Some authors take issue with the term “anti-globalization” since they 

understand a resistance to globalization more as an inherent part of the phenomenon than 

as a separate force.171  Drawing on Karl Polanyi’s concept of double movement, for 

example Mittelman sees resistance to globalization as a form of self-protective 

movement172 – the other side of the same coin. 
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3. Methodology and Hypotheses 

The goal of this thesis is to analyze the academic debate about globalization in four 

academic journals from the year 1990 to 2012. While investigating how the academic 

debate about globalization evolved in this time frame, this paper works with following two 

hypotheses. 

Hypothesis 1: Since the 1990s were a decade in which globalization was for the 

first time extensively debated and analyzed, questions concerning a nature of the 

phenomenon were dominant. In the second period, the debate largely abandoned those 

questions and moved on to cover areas that were in the 1990s seen either as unrelated to 

globalization or did not feature prominently in the overall academic debate. 

Hypothesis 2: A partial settlement of the debate about the nature of globalization in 

the first decade opened up a space for normative contestation of the phenomenon; 

therefore, the number of occurrences of the terms rejecting or contesting globalization rose 

in the second period. 

To prove or disprove the hypotheses, this thesis conducted both a quantitative and 

qualitative analysis of the coverage of this phenomenon in four leading academic journals. 

The body of analysis is composed of articles from the Review of International Political 

Economy (RIPE), the Annual Review of Sociology (ARS), the Annual Review of Political 

Science (ARPS) and Daedalus. These are journals with high impact and belong to first 

quartile in their subject categories: ARS, ARPS and RIPE in Sociology and Political 

Science, while RIPE also features in the first quartile for Economics and Econometrics and 

Political Science and International Relations. Daedalus in 2018 belonged to the first 

quartile in both Political Science and International Relations and Arts and Humanities 

(which also signals a different perspective its articles would take compared to the other 

social science journals).173 Each of the journals is grounded in different disciplinary 

backgrounds, which allows for a cross-disciplinary analysis. Nevertheless, it is a selective 

sample and results I will be presenting and working with may not apply to debate beyond 

these four journals – but they can certainly suggest broader trends at minimum. 

The main problem I encountered and that, I admit, reduces the quality of my 

analysis was an unevenness of publishing periods of the journals. I chose year 1990 to be 
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the starting point of my analysis since the previously presented research shows that the 

1990s was the first decade when the concept of globalization truly took hold in academia 

and became commonly used in various contexts. However, RIPE was founded in 1994 and 

ARPS started publishing only in 1998. I added articles from these journals to the sum of 

articles published in Daedalus and Annual Review of Sociology that were founded prior 

the year 1990. I end my analysis in the year 2012. Main reason for choosing this somewhat 

arbitrary year was my inability to access articles from some of the chosen journals past this 

year and I did not want to distort my analysis more by incorporating articles only from 

some journals. Given those limitations, I decided to analyze the debate in two periods: 

from the year 1990 – 2000 and from 2001 – 2012 and then compare the results. Therefore, 

I created two bodies of documents composed of articles from these four journals to 

analyze. 

I included into the sum of articles every article that contained the word 

“globalization” or “globalisation” either in its title, keywords, in the abstract or in the first 

paragraph (if an abstract was missing). Following these criteria, I ended up with 67 articles 

for the first period and 122 for the second period.  

I conducted the quantitative analysis by tracking occurrences of the word 

“globalization” or “globalisation” in combination with words from a dictionary I 

constructed based on my previous study of the articles. I created five broad categories 

(economic, cultural, social, geographical and legal globalization) and within those 

categories I defined several terms that I considered important or telling of certain trends of 

the debate. To track the word-combinations, I used Atlas.ti, an automated content analysis 

program.  

Since each of the two analyzed periods contains a different number of articles, it is 

the proportionate representation of the terms that has the greatest relevance for my 

research. Also similarly, as each of the five categories contains different number of terms I 

focus more on developments within those categories as they are shown by comparison 

between the two periods than on comparison between categories. Therefore, two most 

important aspects I focus on are the number of occurrences of individual terms and the 

developments within categories. I also identified several terms that carry elements of 

normative contestation of globalization, those being antiglobalization, alterglobalization 

and resistance. To prove or disprove the second hypothesis about rising contestation of 
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globalization, I did not conduct a tone or sentiment analysis but I tracked number of 

occurrences of these three terms.174 

Some words from my dictionary can be spelled differently (e.g. neoliberalism and 

neo-liberalism or labor and labour) and my analysis accounted for these variations. If some 

words contained the same core (e.g. capital/capitalism or 

financial/financialization/financial crisis), I deducted the number of occurrences of the 

longer word(s) from those of the shorter one. Similarly, in individual cases where I noticed 

that the terms I was searching for in combination with globalization could give me 

unintended matches, such as “United States” as a match for the term “state”, I coded the 

longer term separately and then again deducted the number of its occurrences from the 

total results for the searched term. There is one exception to this and that is the term 

“welfare state” which I coded twice under the terms “welfare” and “state” since it strongly 

relates to both of these terms. 
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4. Results of the Quantitative Analysis 

Table 1 presents the results of the quantitative analysis and it shows the number of 

occurrences of each term and its proportionate representation. More than anything else the 

results reveal a strong continuity both in terms of words that have the highest number of 

occurrences and also in terms of proportionate representation of the words that oftentimes 

remained very similar. In both analyzed periods, “state” remained the most often used term 

(11.8% in the first period and 8.8% in the second one), followed by “market” (9% and 

7.6%). “Labour”, “democra” or “develop” also exhibited high number of occurrences in 

both periods. In terms of developments within categories, the major trend is the rise of 

terms from the social globalization in the second period. The category grew by almost 6% 

(from 15.5% to 21.3%) with the biggest spike for the terms “inequal” and “welfare” which 

grew by 1.2 and 1.1%.  

The conducted quantitative analysis gives us a general overview of the basic trends; 

however, it is not sufficient by itself. Given the topic of this thesis, it is necessary to probe 

the possibility that the terms themselves have undergone inner transformation and changed 

their meanings. Quantitative analysis is also a method that is unable to capture a context in 

which these terms were discussed. Therefore, I use the data as indicators of broader trends 

and build on this part with a follow-up qualitative analysis, which allows me to better 

interpret the data and prove or disprove my hypotheses. I work mostly with the same 

volume of articles I used for the quantitative analysis; however, if some article was 

particularly relevant but did not fulfill the aforementioned criteria, I still use it in the 

qualitative analysis. 
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TABLE 1: RESULTS OF QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS 

1990 – 2000 

 

2001 – 2012 

Category/Term 

Number of 

occurrences 

Percentage 

results 
 

Category/Term 

Number of 

occurrences  

Percentage 

results 

Cultural 

globalization 291 8,3% 

 

Cultural 

globalization 388 7,2% 

anti-globalization 1 0,0% 

 

anti-globalization 7 0,1% 

alter-globalization 0 0,0% 

 

alter-globalization 2 0,0% 

cosmopolitan 8 0,2% 

 

Cosmopolitan 32 0,6% 

cultur 162 4,6% 

 

Cultur 207 3,8% 

identit 85 2,4% 

 

Identit 54 1,0% 

resist 35 1,0% 

 

Reset 86 1,6% 

Economic 

globalization 1386 39,7% 

 

Economic 

globalization 2139 39,8% 

capital 136 3,9% 

 

Capital 203 3,8% 

capitalis 209 6,0% 

 

Capitalis 165 3,1% 

compet 100 2,9% 

 

Compet 140 2,6% 

develop 184 5,3% 

 

Develop 208 3,9% 

financ 95 2,7% 

 

Financ 168 3,1% 

financial cris 13 0,4% 

 

financial cris 30 0,6% 

financiali 8 0,2% 

 

Financiali 4 0,1% 

growth 68 2,0% 

 

Growth 102 1,9% 

liberalization 29 0,8% 

 

Liberalization 106 2,0% 

market 313 9,0% 

 

Market 409 7,6% 

MNCs 3 0,1% 

 

MNCs 4 0,1% 

neoliberal 76 2,2% 

 

Neoliberál 150 2,8% 

protection 20 0,6% 

 

Protection 57 1,1% 

tax 21 0,6% 

 

Tax 56 1,0% 

TNCs 3 0,1% 

 

TNCs 2 0,0% 

trade 108 3,1% 

 

Trade 335 6,2% 
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1990 – 2000 

 

2001 – 2012 

Category/Term 

Number of 

occurrences 

Percentage 

results 

 

Category/Term 

Number of 

occurrences  

Percentage 

results 

Geographical 

globalization 335 9,6% 

 

Geographical 

globalization 380 7,1% 

communicat 23 0,7% 

 

Communicat 70 1,3% 

distance 18 0,5% 

 

Distance 19 0,4% 

information 44 1,3% 

 

Informatik 72 1,3% 

local 111 3,2% 

 

Local 122 2,3% 

localization 42 1,2% 

 

Localization 10 0,2% 

regional 72 2,1% 

 

Regional 55 1,0% 

regionalization 25 0,7% 

 

Regionalization 32 0,6% 

Legal 

globalization 933 26,8% 

 

Legal 

globalization 1323 24,6% 

autonom 29 0,8% 

 

Autonom 73 1,4% 

border 67 1,9% 

 

Border 112 2,1% 

citizen 30 0,9% 

 

Citizen 95 1,8% 

democra 124 3,6% 

 

Democra 223 4,1% 

governance 72 2,1% 

 

Governance 103 1,9% 

justice 4 0,1% 

 

Justice 23 0,4% 

multilateral 7 0,2% 

 

Multilateral 21 0,4% 

state 410 11,8% 

 

State 475 8,8% 

regionalism 11 0,3% 

 

Regionalism 23 0,4% 

regulat 131 3,8% 

 

Regulat 128 2,4% 

sovereign 48 1,4% 

 

Sovereign 47 0,9% 

Social 

globalization 542 15,5% 

 

Social 

globalization 1147 21,3% 

class 63 1,8% 

 

Class 90 1,7% 

environment 35 1,0% 

 

Environment 90 1,7% 

migrat 43 1,2% 

 

Migrant 63 1,2% 

inequal 24 0,7% 

 

Inequal 101 1,9% 
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1990 – 2000 

 

2001 – 2012 

Category/Term 

Number of 

occurrences 

Percentage 

results 

 

Category/Term 

Number of 

occurrences  

Percentage 

results 

labour 177 5,1% 

 

Labour 260 4,8% 

modern 75 2,2% 

 

Modern 125 2,3% 

norms 16 0,5% 

 

Norms 39 0,7% 

poverty 7 0,2% 

 

Poverty 46 0,9% 

rights 25 0,7% 

 

Rights 76 1,4% 

standardization 3 0,1% 

 

Standardization 6 0,1% 

standards 11 0,3% 

 

Standards 42 0,8% 

welfare 35 1,0% 

 

Welfare 112 2,1% 

worker 28 0,8% 

 

Worker 97 1,8% 

Total 3487 100,0% 

 

Total 5377 100,0% 
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5. Results of the Qualitative Analysis 

5.1 1990–2000: Beyond the Nation-state 

1990s were a decade that came to grapple with the phenomenon of globalization on 

all fronts and social science was forced to, oftentimes painfully, reevaluate its 

methodologies and practices that were coming to be seen as outdated and not meeting the 

moment. A preface to the first issue ever of the Review of International Political Economy 

from 1994 aptly summarized this sentiment as follows: 

“First, we recognize that we are living in an age of extraordinary social change in all 

realms of human activity. One crucial common denominator of this social turmoil has been 

the process of 'globalization'. Second, there has been a crisis of the social science disciplines 

in their treatment of this massive social change.”175 

It is for these reasons, the editorial claimed, that academia needed a new journal 

(“badly” as Susan Strange argued in the summer issue).176 Globalization played a unique 

role of a phenomenon that was reshaping social reality to such an extent that it led to a 

crisis of a discipline. “Established orthodoxies within the various disciplines were left 

wanting in the face of such massive change,” the editorial continued as it put forward a 

thesis about a “confrontation between orthodox social science theory and a changing global 

reality.”177 

Such assertions went not unchallenged as one might expect given their explicit 

ambition to induce a “paradigm shift.”178 In its first volume, the Review of International 

Political Economy presented one type of pushback against the argument that globalization 

represented a crucial alteration of social order by giving a space to a polemic between 

Susan Strange and Stephen Krasner. While Krasner was arguing that “globalization is not 

new” and that “the fundamental problems of international politics and international 

political economy are enduring, so are the theoretical perspectives that we use to 
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understand them,”179 Strange was pushing back in an article tellingly called “Wake Up, 

Krasner! The World Has changed” where she was blaming Krasner and others for 

“suffering with a degree of myopia” when it comes to the world around them and for their 

inability to critically reexamine old paradigms in the face of changing world.180 

An outright rejection of globalization as a novel phenomenon or even a 

phenomenon (a position taken by critics of the “globaloney talk”)181 was not the only type 

of pushback. Some authors who constructively engaged with the argument and further 

corroborated it were, nevertheless, hesitant as to whether the changes would have a lasting 

impact or whether they represented only a temporary “passing phenomenon.” These 

questions were sometimes extended into a discussion about the impact of the 1980s, a 

decade in which, according to many, globalization started accelerating both quantitatively 

and qualitatively. However, a consensus on whether the 1980s was “an aberration” or a 

longer trend signaling “the return to policies favoring markets over states” (and thus 

making the post-war order the aberration) was not settled.182 

It is this aspect of the debate, the relationship between markets and states that 

constituted a key point of reference in discussions about globalization in this decade. As 

my data show, “state” and “market” were by far the most often used terms (11.8% and 9%) 

and the qualitative analysis I conducted confirms that the crucial theme, a thread running 

through many of the debates, concerned the globalization’s impact on the nature of the 

relationship between states and market. And it is the change in the relationship that was 

seen as such a challenge to then-existing practices and methodologies of social science that 

it amounted to a growing sense of the “paradigm shift.”  

Globalization was seen as having a disrupting effect on social science disciplines 

and paradigms that had in their center nation-states as a framework of analysis. 

Globalization was problematizing the idea that institutions, politics, economy, culture etc. 

could be analyzed only within the boundaries of individual states. “The principal 

intellectual challenge is to link domestic processes with global ones,” wrote Kathleen 
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Schwartzman in 1998.183 Globalization thus forced social science to incorporate both a 

global and structural perspective and frameworks. “Contemporary scholarship,” 

Schwartzman argued, was compelled “to consider theoretical or methodological 

approaches that are comparative or even global” meaning transcending explanations based 

on country-specific perspectives.184 

Debates focusing on the changes in the relationship between markets and states 

induced by globalization were important, one could say even foundational, since once the 

relationship was established it served as a basis for the other debates. This does not mean 

that the relationship itself was not reconceptualized throughout the debates. However, the 

increasingly accepted idea that the relationship is at stake is where the globalization’s 

impact on the debate was the most profound. It, therefore, largely confirms those parts of 

my first hypothesis, which expected the debate to focus on questions of nature of 

globalization phenomenon. 

5.1.1 Economic Globalization 

Nowhere was the argument that state-centered social science practices were 

outdated made with a greater urgency than in the field of economics. Review of 

International Political Economy was founded on the premise that globalization was “in its 

historical specificity” a force that required “a new IPE” that would account for 

developments in economy with a proper framework. It was nothing else than “the creation 

of global economic order” that came to represent “a defining feature of our age,” the 

journal argued.185 

Economic dimension of globalization was the prevalent one in the 1990s debate as 

is clear from my data where terms under the category economic globalization accounted 

for 39.7% of the total count. As I state in the methodological section, since each category 

contains different number of terms a comparison between the categories is more indicative 

than definitive; however, economic globalization is also the only category with three terms 

whose usage crossed the 5% threshold (“market” with 9%, “capitalis” with 6% and 

“develop” with 5.3%), which further strengthens the claim about prevalence of this 

dimension in the debate. 

                                                
183 Schwartzman, “Globalization and Democracy,” 161. 
184 Ibid., 160. 
185 “Editorial,” 2. 



 

43 

The term “market” was the second most used overall and as already suggested 

above, together with the term “state” constituted a key reference point for the discussion 

about globalization. “We live in the age of markets,” claimed Annual Review of Sociology 

in 1997 and followed with a description of a society where markets dominated not only 

political but everyday discourse as well and thus marked the end of Cold War binary 

between communism and market capitalism by the victory of the latter.186 While 

globalization was sometimes seen as a process driven partially by the market expansion 

itself,187 other authors emphasized the impact globalization had on the relationship between 

expanding markets and states. The old paradigm that states and markets were separate 

entities had been disrupted already before by theories such as world-systems theory and 

new approaches to international political economy that were emerging in the 1990s moved 

even further away. Oftentimes echoing the work of Karl Polanyi, they put forward an 

argument that states and markets “were embedded in each other and constructed in 

interactions with each other.”188 Globalization was, however, seen as changing the 

equilibrium between global markets and states that used to be embodied by the system of 

embedded liberalism.189 It did so by taking away the breathing room states had in controls 

on global economic flows and by forcing them to simultaneously choose between 

responding to needs of local communities and global markets.190 Various implications 

these processes had on states are discussed later in other subchapters, however, from an 

economic point of view ideas that globalization produced a “single world market for 

goods, capital labor and services” and that world was “single in macroeconomic sense” 

were by the end of the decade widely accepted.191 

It is not an accident that the term with the second highest number of occurrences 

was capitalism and its derivatives (6%). A capitalist economy reliant on a market-based 

type of exchange was on numerous occasions proclaimed a winner of the Cold War. 

“Actually existing communism' lies in ruins; even socialism (including its democratic 
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kinds) is on the defensive,”192 said Stephen Rosow in 1994. The end of the Cold War was 

seen as a final removal of barriers to further globalization of capitalism.193 However, to 

those arguing in favor of “longue durée” understanding of globalization, the spread and 

deepening of capitalism was associated with globalization throughout its whole history.194 

Such perspective was conducive to arguments that processes linked to globalization 

like an increase in trade and capital flows but also for example financial crises were only 

“part of bigger pattern stretching back to birth of global capitalism in 1840s.”195 

Countering perspectives argued that in the 1990s, globalization and deepening of global 

capitalism was not only quantitatively but also qualitatively distinct and as such posed 

novel dilemmas.196 One of the key questions posed in this regard concerned the viability of 

various models of capitalism that were all facing seemingly same structural developments 

caused by globalization.197 National varieties of capitalism, e.g. institutional modes and 

ways “in which national economies organize their resource creation and deployment,”198 

became an intensely analyzed topic partially in response to an argument about 

“homogenizing” or “converging” effects of globalization. While the inclusion of 

institutional and historical context into a mainstream economic analysis was by itself a 

significant development, as Bruno Amable pointed out,199 the debate about viability of 

distinct modes of capitalism remained unresolved. There were authors arguing that “no 

generalized patterns of convergence can be expected,”200 others pointing to lessening of 

national differences,201 and a third group of opinion standing in the middle with findings 

supporting both convergence in certain areas and perseverance of differences in others.202 
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Finally, third term from this category that also scored very high in terms of its 

usage was “develop” (5.3%). Topics focusing on developing countries or overall economic 

development were naturally linked to previously discussed themes of markets or capitalism 

– and their potential promises for both the developed and developing world. “Over the past 

decade, the liberalization of trade, finance and investment across the world has opened vast 

new territories to dynamic economic actors. The rise of incomes in developing countries 

has created large new consumer markets,” said Berger in 2000 linking developing 

countries to the process of market globalization.203 Also with the case of development, we 

can see how the argument about the changing relationship between states and markets 

impacted the debate with Ó Riain claiming that “paths to economic development are 

determined by the variety of ways in which these tensions (between state, market and 

society) are reconciled.”204 

5.1.2 Legal Globalization 

Lagging behind economic globalization by almost 13%, legal globalization was the 

second most often discussed category with 26.8% of all terms belonging there. Term with 

the highest number of occurrences in this category and also across the whole dictionary 

was “state” with 11.7% followed by “regulat” (3.8%) and “democra” (3.6%).  

As it was already stated above, questions about globalization’s impact on the state 

crucially formed the whole debate on globalization in the 1990s. After all, it was precisely 

the changing role of state that was said to force entire disciplines to reexamine their 

practices and methodologies. In 1995, Daedalus devoted an entire issue titled “What future 

for the state?” to this question including essays such as “The Defective State,” “The 

Diminished Nation-State: A Study in The Loss of Economic Power” or “The Rise of 

Business and the Decline of the Nation-State” that just by their title suggest a nature of the 

argument they’d be making. As Matthew Watson put it in 1999, “to get to the heart of 

understanding the globalization phenomenon revolves not so much around asking 

questions about what globalization is, but about what it is perceived to be,” he argued 
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provocatively and offered his own observations that “it perhaps matters most that 

globalizing tendencies are thought to limit contemporary state actions.”205 

The discussion about impacts of globalization on states was a logical extension of 

the debate about contested relationship between markets and states because economic 

globalization was treated as the primary cause of the changes states were undergoing. 

Economic globalization was said to have varied implications for the states’ functions and 

powers for while the locus of economic activity moved away from national economies to 

internationally organized markets, states remained organized on national, territorial 

basis.206 This disjunction resulted in changes in nature of competition between states in 

international system and in type of powers they were able to exercise towards their 

populations.207 As with the debate about globalization and capitalism, some authors 

pointed out that fears of globalization undermining powers of nation-states had been 

articulated already during a period of internationalization before the First World War.208 

While the argument that states were undergoing some type of transformation was in 

general not disputed at all, the real division in literature, as also Suzanne Berger noted, lied 

between those who argued that states, albeit transformed actors, remained in charge of the 

process of globalization209 and those seeing their powers diminished (of whom some even 

professed “the death of the nation-state” or at least a “graceful retirement”).210 

The term “regulat” (3.8%) whose derivatives refer to various types of regulations or 

regulatory powers highlights how the category of state intertwines with many others. Alan 

Hudson links the afore-mentioned debate about impacts of the process of disembedding 

economic activity from national territories to the question of regulatory powers as follows: 

“The globalization of economic activity and the following mismatch with the states’ basis 

of political authority makes the provision of territorial regulations by individual states 
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problematic.”211 Globalization of financial markets in particular was seen as crippling 

states’ abilities to regulate since it ensured that investors can get the same returns 

everywhere and “national regulators were obliged to cede controls to global regulators,” 

argued Vincent Cable in 1995.212 What was at stake, according to these voices, was 

nothing less than state’s sovereignty (a term, which accounted for 1.4% of the total count).  

These grim assessments of declining regulatory powers of states translated into 

arguments about states’ reduced ability to provide welfare213 or onset of neoliberalism, 

which was particularly often equated with the process of deregulation. Neoliberalism (a 

term from the economic globalization category, which made up 2.2% of the total) played 

an important role for those who wanted to draw attention to what they saw as a political 

dimension of a globalization phenomenon.214 For some authors neoliberalism was also a 

way to bring back the state since they argued that quite contrary to the image of states 

helplessly succumbing to the waves of globalization they were crucial in enacting and 

supporting polices that allowed globalization to take on the speed it did, an argument that 

Eric Helleiner, for example, makes in his text about financial globalization.215 Thus these 

few examples of contexts in which the term regulation appeared underscore some possible 

implications of globalization inducing change of the stat-markets relationship. 

Besides the regulatory powers of states, another important topic rising from the 

intersection of globalization and states concerned democracy, as indicated by my 

quantitative analyses where in the legal globalization category the term “democra” was the 

third most used one (3.6%). Worldwide democratization that was happening during the 

1990s, the “notion of wave,” was among the reasons behind the disciplinary push to shift 

framework of analysis away from the national-level.216 Globalization could have helped to 

promote democratic convergence across the world thanks to structural changes such as 
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spread of technology and communication or growth of global working class, some authors 

argued.217 However, the abovementioned argument of loss of sovereignty of states was 

oftentimes directly extended into an argument about erosion of democracy. The disjunction 

between global markets and powers of nation-states was said to cause an “unbundling” of 

sovereignty away from citizens of democracies and as such could have sparked “popular 

resistance and democratic opposition” against what was perceived as manifestation of 

globalization.218 Such developments were also theorized to result in an overall crisis of 

legitimacy of nation-state, an argument expressed for example by Habermas who spoke 

about a “double crisis.” The first one was the crisis of “rationality” where the state cannot 

protect its citizens in ways they used to expect followed by a crisis of “legitimation” where 

the state cannot any longer rely on the loyalty of its citizens.219 Some authors, therefore, 

proposed that given the imbalance between the locus of economic and political power, “a 

meaningful democracy” can only be sustained on an international level: “The only 

plausible way that citizens can defend themselves and their nation against the forces of 

globalization is to link their own interests cooperatively with the interests of other peoples 

in other nations of its citizens,” said Rupert in 1995. 

5.1.3 Social Globalization 

Only one term from this category climbed above the 5% threshold and it was the 

term “labour” and its derivatives, which accounted for 5.1% of all terms. The category of 

social globalization overall made up for 15.5%. Most of the terms did not cross 1.5% 

threshold (with the exceptions of “modern” with 2.2% and “class” with 1.8%) suggesting 

that – if ever – social aspects of globalization were mostly discussed as complementary 

topics than as key areas of focus. 

However, the term “labour” did play an important role in the overall debate and as 

in many other cases, its usage reflected the argument about the change in the states-

markets relations that was induced by globalization. “The outcome (of globalization) is to 

strengthen market forces, meaning those institutions and corporations that organize circuits 
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of labour, money and products,” argued Philip McMichael in 1997.220 Many feared the 

strengthening of markets was happening at the expense of labour since globalization was 

understood to be changing equilibrium of powers of states, capital and organized labour.221 

A traditional Marxist distinction between labour and capital was refashioned in a light of 

an observation that in the globalizing world, labour unlike capital remained largely 

immobile and thus disadvantaged.222 This further tilted the balance of power in the 

direction of capital since a threat (or just a possibility) of capital outflow made 

governments more receptive to the needs of capital.223 Strange argued that globalization’s 

impacts manifested themselves particularly visibly in the area of labour and class (the third 

most used term for social globalization category) relations since while a “transnational 

company can move its plant” a “worker cannot move to another country” which, according 

to her, “robbed labour unions in industrialized countries of their power.”224, 225 Going back 

to the afore-discussed topic of varieties of capitalism, the argument about weakening 

position of labour was also raised in relation to the questions whether more social-

democratic oriented models, which give a greater say to labour, can preserve themselves or 

whether they represent a “luxury that cannot be afforded.”226 

5.1.4 Geographical Globalization 

Admitting disciplinary bias of my journal sample, my quantitative analysis 

indicates that geographical dimension did not belong among the key ones in the 1990s. The 

most often used term, “local” and its derivatives, made up only 3.2% of the total and it was 

followed by the “regional” with 2.1%.  The relatively low representation of terms from this 

category in the results is surprising given importance spatiality plays in the overall 

argument about globalization. As I state throughout this chapter, the major theme of the 

1990s debate concerned the relationship between states and markets and globalization’s 
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role behind its transformation. Globalization as a force disembedding markets from their 

national and territorial constraints, affecting fates of labor across countries or possibly 

leading to a rise or fall of different types of political arrangements is, therefore, a 

phenomenon that fundamentally restructures space in societies. And as some 

commentators pointed out, the process of restructuring of social space goes hand in hand 

with restructuring of power relations and societal hierarchies.227 However, it seems that 

this argument was only more implicitly built in the broader narrative or not taken into 

account at all – possibly also because there is no single “catch-all” term that would cover 

this dimension like the terms state or market do in other categories.  

When geographical globalization was discussed, it was mostly in relation to its 

local dimension. If we combine terms local and localization, we get a category with a more 

than 4% usage, which indicates quite a substantial attention in this direction. Since the 

binary divisions between national and international or domestic and foreign were 

increasingly seen as irrelevant given the decreasing ability of states to serve as a buffer 

between those dimensions, some called for a more interactive approaches that would 

equally link local, national and global dimensions and processes that were happening 

within them.228 One of the novel approaches that gained some popularity in the 1990s was 

the concept of “glocalization” as a way how to reconcile the global and local dynamics. 

This concept was often used in booming studies of global cities, which became to be seen 

as sites of novel respatialization driven by processes of globalization of capital and 

regionalization or localization of state territorial organization, Neil Brenner argued.229 

Some, however, criticized glocalization as constrained by old paradigms and not capturing 

“qualitatively new forms of governance.”230 Besides debates like these that were trying to 

reconceptualize links between various spatialities, we can also see that geographical 

dimension of globalization had more subtle yet important impact on other categories that 

were embracing some of these new spatialities as their framework of analysis. As an 

example, we can take a look at the question of development on regional and local levels 
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and growing disparities between them where globalization started providing an important 

point of reference.231 

5.1.5 Cultural Globalization 

Even though cultural globalization was a category with proportionately the lowest 

number of occurrences, the term “cultur” was a sixth most used term (4.6%) across all 

categories. Several terms from this category indicate normative contestation of 

globalization, e.g. anti-globalization, alter-globalization or resistance; however, as the data 

show their usage was either very small or the terms were even not used all, such was the 

case for alterglobalization. Even though we could draw seemingly straightforward 

conclusions that themes of outright rejection or contestation of globalization were present 

only on very small number of occasions, my qualitative analysis suggests that such 

conclusion would be partially misleading. At times, globalization was contested in this 

period but in a more nuanced way through the usage of some other terms. An example 

could be the term neoliberalism that was by some authors said to represent an ideological 

foundation behind some of globalization’s processes (“neoliberalism masquerading as 

global momentum”)232 and its usage in many contexts contained a veiled criticism of its 

implications. Therefore, I would argue that while it is certainly the case that themes of anti- 

or alterglobalization did not shape the debate in the 1990s almost at all, there were places 

where one could find criticism of globalization – but in more nuanced or implicit forms. 

Despite relatively high usage of the term “cultur”, Roger Keil pointedly noted that 

“cultural aspects are sometimes mentioned, but mainly considered secondary to the hard 

facts of economic expansion.”233 Culture was rarely the key theme of articles I analyzed 

and as Kell said, it served more as a complementary argument, a dimension added to the 

more important ones. If we are to pick one theme that was particularly present in more 

substantial discussions about culture and globalization it was the potential homogenization 

or universalization of it. “By effectively removing territorial separations between people, 

globalization has indeed facilitated certain tendencies towards cultural convergence,” 
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Scholte said in 1996.234 “Worldwide hybrid culture” was only one of many terms used in 

attempt to encompass implications process of globalization had on culture.235 

 

5.2 2001–2012: Embracing the Social Dimension 

“Globalization is one of the most contested topics in social science,” claimed 

Marco Guill’en in 2001 issue of the Annual Review of Sociology.236 Intense debates and 

scrutiny of the previous decade when globalization “became a term on everyone’s lips,”237 

seemed to mean very little at the beginning of the new century when it came to clarifying 

the concept. As Scholte pointed out in 2002, there was still remarkably little agreement on 

what globalization actually was and academics worked with “particular rather than agreed 

definitions.”238 However, as Nancy Brune and Geoffrey Garrett claim, “it would be wrong 

to suggest that we have not made any progress toward better understanding globalization 

and its impact.”239 Some debates that divided academics in the 1990s were settled by the 

beginning of the 21st. century; others were not and new points of contestation emerged.  

When Guill’en titled his 2001 article “Is globalization civilizing, destructive or 

feeble?” he hinted on one of the crucial debates about globalization concerning the nature 

and extent to which it was impacting structures of the modern world. Five key debates in 

the globalization literature at the turn of the century were, according to him, the following: 

“Is it (globalization) really happening? Does it produce convergence? Does it undermine 

the authority of nation-states? Is globality different from modernity?” and “Is a global 
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culture in the making?”240 By the end the decade, at least some of these questions lost part 

of their acuteness, for example, there was a widespread agreement that globalization was 

actually happening and scientists moved more to study its consequences.241 Nevertheless, 

as already suggested above, globalization remained a contested topic. Attempts to shed 

some light on the concept were so numerous that in 2005, more than a decade after it had 

become a commonplace term in academia, studies of globalization were still “a growth 

industry.”242 As Brady, Beckfield and Zhao concluded in 2007: “Because there is no 

shortage of controversy in need of further conceptual and empirical scrutiny, globalization 

seems poised to remain on the sociological agenda.”243 I would not hesitate to extend this 

statement onto other social science disciplines as well. 

Just like a decade earlier, globalization kept challenging social science practices 

and paradigms albeit in different areas. For the field of international political economy, 

globalization remained a central phenomenon the discipline coalesced around. “Many of 

the claims about the distinctiveness of IPE as a field of enquiry are bound up with what are 

commonly understood to be the key processes and effects of globalization,” argued Ben 

Rosmond in 2003 issue of the Review of International Political Economy,244 a journal that 

was founded on the premise of centrality of globalization to the field.245 

However, economics was by no means the only discipline that was coming to terms 

with the fact that globalization was increasingly understood as a force reshaping structural 

environment and boundaries social science used to take as given. Not just economic 

relations but “the embeddedness of social relations in particular communities and places” 

was thought to be destabilized by globalization.246 There was an overall trend in the studies 

of globalization to direct “analytical attention away from a sole focus on demographic 

structures, organizational forms, and symbolic politics in a single geopolitical unit and 
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toward larger political processes.”247 The assumption of “disembedded social,” meaning a 

process of delinking spatial and social, posed a challenge to many fields including, for 

example, ethnography (or anthropology), a discipline claiming “to understand social 

relations by being there.”248 Globalization as a “new empirical phenomenon” that was 

destabilizing established hierarchies led some to concluding that even the concept of 

“social” needed to be redefined,249 an implication going far beyond just the field of 

ethnography.  

Increased attention given to social dimension of globalization was the most 

important trend in this period my quantitative analysis showed and my qualitative analysis 

confirmed. Social globalization was the only category that grew, and it did so by 5.8%. 

Even though terms “state” and “market” remained by far the most used ones, in both cases 

their usage declined. I would argue that these two trends need to be interpreted together. 

As my data show, social globalization grew as a category without one term being 

particularly dominant, which indicates that the changing relationship between states and 

markets remained the most important one in the debate about globalization; however, 

unlike in the previous period the debate focused more on its impact on social issues. This, 

therefore, largely confirms my first hypothesis that expected the debate in the second 

period to move away from questions concerning the nature of globalization towards 

discussing its implications beyond the narrow frame of states and economy (but using it as 

a main point of reference). 

My second hypothesis assumed that in the second analyzed period, usage of the 

terms rejecting or contesting globalization would increase. This indeed happened but only 

on a small scale. Term “resist” grew by 0.6% but it still did not cross even the 2% 

threshold and terms anti- or alterglobalization remained almost not used at all. Later on, I 

discuss an increase in usage of neoliberalism by 0.6%, which, I argue, could be considered 

as a term containing a veiled criticism of globalization; however, it does not make up for 

the low usage of those other terms. I believe there are three possible explanations for these 

results. First, that the hypothesis was wrong and globalization was barely contested in this 

period. Second, that globalization was contested but it was done by different terms than the 
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ones I have I my dictionary. And third, that normative contestation of globalization was 

more present in the debate than in the previous decade but it remained fractured and was 

associated with individual subtopics (like some from the social dimension) and as such was 

hard to capture by few specific terms. Based on the qualitative analysis I conducted, I 

would argue that the third explanation has the greatest relevance as I attempt to 

demonstrate in the following subchapters.  

5.2.1 Economic Globalization 

Economic globalization was again the most often used category with a miniscule 

growth by 0.1% to 39.8%. Usage of the dominant term from this category, “market”, 

dropped from 9% to 7.6% but it was still high enough to confirm the centrality of markets 

within the category and economy as the most important dimension of globalization. 

Debates focusing on the process of construction of global markets explored until then 

overlooked or simply previously nonexistent areas. Articles from journals I worked with 

show for example that a quite novel area scholars focused on concerned the process of 

globalization of law and the legal construction of global markets,250 which was becoming 

to be understood as inseparable from the economic dimension251 (however, since I have not 

worked with law-oriented journals this observation may not be transferable).  

Despite disagreements about the degree and evenness of the global markets impact, 

it was widely accepted that markets were likely to be “the most widespread of all 

historically made connections.”252 As Kenneth Galbraith noticed in 2003, “most of the 

world's political leaders have embraced economic globalization on two grounds: that open 

markets and transnational production networks are unstoppable; and that the benefits will 

surely flow out to all the world's people, rich and poor.”253 Doctrine of globalization, he 

observed, contained “the curious assumption that the global market is itself beyond 

reproach.”254 Yet as he was quick to notice, not everyone shared that sentiment and 
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markets in particular were oftentimes discussed in relation to terms and processes signaling 

downsides of globalization.  

Terms such as neoliberalism (whose usage increased by 0.6%) or liberalization 

(with an increase by 1.2%) were oftentimes firmly paired or even equated with markets. 

Liberalization, a reduction or a complete removal of man-made barriers between individual 

states and markets, was seen as a “key vehicle” for the spread of a market-based system.255 

Impacts of the deepening economic liberalization were discussed in numerous areas 

including the ongoing debate about the nature of the relationship between democracy 

(whose usage increased by 0.5% to 4.1%) and economic globalization. For example Milner 

and Mukherjee concluded their 2009 study stating that “evidence for the claim that 

democracy fosters trade and capital account liberalization is robust but that empirical 

support for the predicted positive effect of economic openness on democracy among 

developing countries is weak.”256 

Linking globalization solely to a process of economic liberalization also opened the 

doors to a growing critique of neoliberalism or in the words of Galbraith: “a magic of the 

marketplace preached to the poor.”257 Of all the ideologies globalization has been 

associated with, neoliberalism has been the most prominent one.258 Globalization was 

“intellectually facilitated” by neoliberalism, Yan Kong argued.259 For some authors, 

neoliberalism was such a constitutive feature of the time that they did not shy away from 

phrases such as “neoliberal era.”260 An analysis of social protests against what was dubbed 

“technocratic consensus around neoliberal policies” and overall critique of neoliberal 
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ideology thus formed an important part of the debate about impacts of globalization261 and 

served as an example of a context where usage of neoliberalism implied a contestation of 

globalization. 

Two most noticeable trends within this category are the rise of “trade” and fall of 

“capitalis.” While I discuss trade more below in its connection to social globalization, the 

decline in usage of capitalism and its derivatives by 3% is an important development. A 

decline in usage is harder to explain than an increase and the answer I offer is partly 

speculative; however, I believe that the lower usage of capitalism could be indicative of a 

broader trend of shifting attention away from the post-Cold War themes of the 1990s. The 

binary between communism/socialism and capitalism as opposing forms of economic 

systems had possibly given way to a focus on capitalism’s inner processes. Theme of 

varieties of capitalism remained strongly present also in this decade, as I show more below. 

It is also possible that the term capitalism was partially replaced by others in discussion 

about globalization – two examples could be trade or neoliberalism, both saw increase in 

their usage. 

As I said, varieties of capitalism were discussed also in this period and we can see 

attempts to bring more nuances into the debate about particular national responses to what 

was in 1990s oftentimes seen as a rolling Anglo-Saxon/neoliberal form of globalizing 

capitalism. Daedalus in an attempt to go beyond the national scale devoted its 2001 issue 

solely to Italian industrial districts that used to be seen as “alternatives to large-scale modes 

of production and as more humanly satisfying forms of social order.”262 “Different patterns 

of response to globalization are not mere way stations along a common route, but may 

represent deep and enduring forms of social and economic organization,” Berger and 

Locke argued.263 

Confirming my point about rising salience of social dimension and its pairing to 

terms and topics from other categories, a significant part of the debate on varieties of 

capitalism focused on how globalization through different models of capitalism impacted 

welfare provision (the term “welfare” grew by 1.1% in this period). Korpi offered a 

detailed counterargument to previously made conclusions that models with robust state-
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provided welfare provisions were automatically weakened by globalization. He argued that 

one needed to differentiate between direct social transfers or service expenditures and 

government policies supporting full employment264 and that only the latter case 

represented an aspect of welfare state where the role of globalization in causing the 

retrenchment had been significant.265 Other authors pointed out that possibly the greatest 

impact globalization had on the weakening welfare state was a political discourse 

surrounding it where globalization served as a device “that legitimates calls for efficiency 

and undermines calls for egalitarianism.”266 

5.2.2 Legal globalization 

State remained the most used term across all categories also in the second period of 

time, however, its usage declined by almost 3% from 11.8% to 8.8%. I identify three 

broader trends in this category, which might at least partially explain this decline. The first 

one confirms the broader trend of a penetration of terms from social globalization into 

other categories. I already highlighted this above with the case of welfare in the context of 

varieties of capitalism; however, this term has a particularly strong connection also to the 

term state because of the concept of the welfare state. Since the concept contains words 

“state” and “welfare” it was coded twice under those two terms. I used Atlas.ti to find out 

how many times the matches for combination of globalization and “welfare” contained the 

whole term “welfare state” and out of 112 matches it was 79 times, i.e. 70%. Therefore, we 

see that when globalization and welfare were discussed, the link ran mostly through state. 

The qualitative analysis I conducted thus shows that the question of the role of the state in 

the globalizing world did not lose salience even though the usage of the term declined; 

however, it was more firmly paired to the debates about various socio-economic 

implications of globalization. 

The second trend I identify concerns the decline of term “sovereign” (by 0.5%) and 

simultaneous growth of the term “autonom” (by 0.5%). I would draw here on Hendryk 

Spruyt who distinguishes between autonomy of states – which, according to him, had been 
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drawn into question by globalization and underwent transformation267 – and principle of 

territorial sovereignty, which remains a “constitutive principle of international 

relations.”268 “Although interdependence and globalization have diminished the capacity of 

governments to act autonomously, the principle that states have governments that are 

supreme within their borders ... remains the key feature of the state and international 

relations today,”269 he said. Were it the case that Spruyt’s argument captured a broader 

consensus among academics, it offers a plausible explanation of why the academic 

attention shifted away from sovereignty – seen as unchanged by globalization – to areas 

where globalization’s impact was thought to be more profound, such as an issue of states’ 

and governments’ autonomy. However, from an overall perspective these two terms did 

not play a major role in neither of the two analyzed periods and they are more indicative of 

subtle developments within the category.  

The third trend in the discussion about legal globalization concerns a debate about 

transformation of states in relation to the international system and a debate about the role 

of states within it. Both implicitly and explicitly connected to these debates was a critique 

of inadequate capacity of the existing system to effectively deal with problems of the 21st. 

century world. Given a depth of the global economic integration, the “global public goods 

and externalities have taken on increasing importance” and a need for “more collective 

action” grew, so went the argument. “But political globalization,” found Stiglitz, “has not 

kept pace with economic globalization.”270 

Some authors went a step further and argued that global governance was 

insufficient not only because of the depth of economic globalization but also in the face of 

emerging “global civil society” that was seen as a new domain in an ever-more complex 

world system.271 Intimately linked to an idea of global civil society was the concept of 

transnational citizenship. The term “citizen” grew by 0.9% in this period confirming a 

rising interest in this topic. Linking the argument back to manifestations of glocalizing 

processes, Fox citing Bauböck argued that  “the new challenge for political theory is to go 
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beyond a narrow state-centered approach by considering political communities and 

systems of rights that emerge at levels of governance above or below those of independent 

states or that cut across international borders.”272 

To further strengthen the argument that there was an increase in attention given to 

states’ standing in the international system or themes of global society, I would link the 

debate here to cultural globalization, especially to the term “cosmopolitan,” which grew by 

0.4% in this period. Cosmopolitan outlooks embedded in visions of “global totality,” 

which were signaling a direct connection between individual and the world273 transcending 

ties to one country,274 crystallized into theories of “cosmopolitan democracy.” The most 

prominent proponent of this theory was David Held who argued that globalization was 

forcing societies to rethink the type of political community in which they wanted to realize 

ideals of democracy.275 However, some pushed back against the theory for its alleged 

tendency to skew eurocentric276 and many others expressed a sentiment of uncertainty277 or 

even overt skepticism about the probability of the world moving towards a durable 

fulfillment of some of these ideas. 

5.2.3 Social Globalization 

The rise of social globalization was the most important trend in this period. The 

category grew by 5.8% and accounted for 21.3%. What is interesting is that since term 

“labour” slightly declined compared to the first period, no term from this category crossed 

5% threshold. This, I believe, indicates that the debate about social impacts of 

globalization gained in importance not because of a single issue but as a dimension on the 

whole. Some authors criticized this scholarship precisely for not putting forward concepts 
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that would offer “distinctive or original contribution” on social impacts of globalization 

and revolved around concepts of poverty or inequality instead.278 

These findings also confirm first hypothesis of my paper expecting the debate to 

move beyond questions of nature of the globalization phenomenon and embrace more 

questions of its implications in areas that stood outside the main debate in the 1990s. As I 

already discussed in previous subchapters, states and markets remained the key points of 

reference in discussion about globalization. Growing numbers of occurrences of terms 

referring to social globalization were, therefore, oftentimes paired to these two concepts 

and served to highlight their social impacts including the frequent emphasis on the 

negative ones. “Markets do not lead to efficient outcomes, let alone outcomes that comport 

with social justice,”279 conceded Joseph Stiglitz in a 2004 essay arguing that globalization 

did not inevitably lead to progress and an enhancement of well-being. Economic 

globalization was in his opinion not the only evolutionary path. “Much of the political and 

social struggle going on today is an attempt to change that path,”280 he said.  

The term with the greatest increase in its usage was “inequal,” which grew from 

0.7% in the previous period to 1.9% in this one. The debate about potentially negative 

impacts of globalization on inequality, which used to focus more on developing countries, 

was extended also onto the affluent and developed ones.281 Aseem Prakash in writing about 

the U.S. found that growing inequality in the country “reinforces the perception that 

globalization is benefitting only a small section of society.”282 Some authors focused in 

their explanations of patterns of inequality on trade (as my data show, usage of trade in the 

context of globalization increased significantly by more than 3%) and process of 

deindustrialization of the “global North.”283 Others, however, emphasized more, for 
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example, technological change.284 Nevertheless, as Guill’en noted, the precise nature of 

relationship between globalization and inequality within and across countries remained one 

of the most controversial aspects of the whole debate.285 

The term with the second greatest increase in number of occurrences was welfare. 

Since it strongly relates to and intertwines with other categories, I already discussed it 

throughout previous subchapters. Therefore, I will highlight here only few contributions 

that show how the debate was changing compared to the 1990s. We can see an important 

change especially in rise of counterarguments to conclusions that globalization made 

redistribution of wealth more difficult286 and also a weakening of a majority consensus 

among economists that “openness to international economy constraints governments from 

intervening in the domestic economy.”287 It became increasingly accepted that the impact 

of globalization on national welfare systems was at least partially contingent on national 

institutions and political interventions.288 The overall pattern in the literature, Brady, 

Beckfield and Zhao found in 2007, “appears to be that globalization is probably not the 

dominant influence on welfare states and plausibly has less influence than established 

political forces.”289 

Another significant increase happened in the usage of “poverty” and “environment” 

(both grew by 0.7%). There is a strong pro-globalization argument in some discussions 

about poverty and globalization, which Kirby summarizes as follows: “Central to this 

argument is the claim that countries which have strongly increased their participation in 

global flows of trade and investment…have seen their incomes increase and poverty fall to 

the point where they are beginning to catch up with the world’s richer countries.”290 

Others, nevertheless, explored potential causalities between growing economic openness 

and poverty (or inequality).291 Even though the true causal relation between globalization 

and poverty remained contested, poverty became an issue many protestors against 
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globalization raised – which was also the case for environment.292 Environment can serve 

as a case example of a trend of bringing social issues into already established debates as 

Bechtel, Bernauer and Mayer show in their discussion about importance of environmental 

concerns in forming opinions on free trade and globalization. By treating the environment 

as an important variable they broadened the debate in this area, which until then focused 

mostly on the issue of expected income effects of trade policies.293 

We see also quite significant (in terms of developments within category) growth of 

the terms “rights” (by 0.7%) and “standards” (by 0.5%). As Guill’én observed, cross-

border advocacy for rights (human, environmental, women’s, etc.) constituted one of the 

multiple ideologies of globalization.294 In a similar vein, Fox in his discussion about 

transnational citizenship argued that rights-based citizenship was one of the two main ways 

to conceptualize it (the second one being the membership-centered definition).295 However, 

the issue of rights also occurred in contexts more similar to the 1990s debate like trade 

union or labour rights as Wills’ study on international agreements and labour rights 

show.296 Rights and standards were linked together in articles discussing, for example, 

labour and working conditions,297 however other authors focused more on novel takes on 

the issue of standards such as Allison Loconto and Lawrence Busch who focused on 

construction of “tripartite standards regime” as a network facilitating international trade.298 

Finally, despite the slight decrease in its usage, “labour” remained the term with the 

highest number of occurrences in this category (4.8%). It was used in a variety of contexts 

ranging again from debate about varieties of capitalism, where Tan Kong analyzed what 

                                                
292 Jane Wills, “Bargaining for the Space to Organize in the Global Economy: A Review of the 

Accor-IUF Trade Union Rights Agreement,” Review of International Political Economy 9, no. 4 
(2002): 676. 
293 Michael M. Bechtel, Thomas Bernauer, and Reto Meyer, “The Green Side of Protectionism: 

Environmental Concerns and Three Facets of Trade Policy Preferences,” Review of International 

Political Economy 19, no. 5 (December 1, 2012): 837, 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09692290.2011.611054. 
294 Guillén, “Is Globalization Civilizing, Destructive or Feeble?,” 236–37. 
295 Fox, “Unpacking ‘Transnational Citizenship,’” 171. 
296 Jane Wills, “Bargaining for the Space to Organize in the Global Economy: A Review of the 

Accor-IUF Trade Union Rights Agreement,” Review of International Political Economy 9, no. 4 
(2002): 675–700. 
297 Luc Fransen and Brian Burgoon, “A Market for Worker Rights: Explaining Business Support 

for International Private Labour Regulation,” Review of International Political Economy 19, no. 2 

(May 1, 2012): 237, https://doi.org/10.1080/09692290.2011.552788 
298 Allison Loconto and Lawrence Busch, “Standards, Techno-Economic Networks, and Playing 

Fields: Performing the Global Market Economy,” Review of International Political Economy 17, 

no. 3 (August 20, 2010): 507, https://doi.org/10.1080/09692290903319870. 



 

64 

type of countermeasures were needed to complement labour market reforms for a country 

to maintain key specifics of its model, to debates about international labour market 

protections299 or impact of China’s entry on global markets.300 

5.2.4 Geographical globalization 

We see a drop by 2.5% for this category in this period and the term “communicat” 

was the only one that increased its usage (by 0.6%). This data confirms that just like in the 

1990s, the geographical dimension of globalization was of peripheral importance (at least 

for the selected journals). Lowering costs of communication and other developments 

related to it were understood as important contributors behind the rise of free movement of 

goods and services301 and advances in communication were further seen as an important 

factor behind the rise of transnational social movements of which many challenged 

globalization.302 To link the debate here to the following category of cultural globalization, 

Heath, Fischer and Smith argued that “the greater ease and speed of communication 

between countries” was one of the developments behind the “emergence of global culture,” 

which is how they defined globalization.303 

5.2.5 Cultural Globalization 

Cultural globalization as a category declined in this period by 1.1% and also the 

“leading” term “cultur” dropped by 0.8% to 3.8%. Most of the time, just like in the 

previous decade, cultural themes were of secondary importance in the overall debate. 

However, on few occasions, globalization served as a framework for more cultural-

sociological topics that did not occur in the 1990s at all, such as, for example, its role in 

political economy of sexualities304 (again, as said above this might be due to disciplinary 

orientation of my selected journals). 
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As I already stated at the beginning of this chapter, interestingly, usage of terms 

referring to rejection or contestation of globalization increased only by small margins: 

alterglobalization” was used only twice, “antiglobalization” grew by 0.1% and the term 

“resist” by 0.6%. For example, Roberts argued that “social resistance has thus punctured 

the aura of inexorability that surrounded the trends toward economic liberalization and 

globalization in the waning decades of the twentieth century.”305 Aspects of globalization 

that provoked resistance across societies were numerous, to name a few: “capital account 

liberalization,”306 “mass media consumption,”307 or “globalization of production.”308 As I 

tried to show throughout the previous subchapters, the low incidence of terms contesting 

globalization does not mean the critique of it was not present in the debate; however, it was 

either more implicit or its authors used different ways to express it.   

 

5.3 Final Discussion 

As I went over the debate and dived into its developments, both big and small, it 

became clear that in the two analyzed decades, globalization was certainly an object of 

many questions and heated discussions.  Authors lamenting ambiguity of the phenomenon 

would probably find it hard to disagree with the charge of opaqueness Bauman made and I 

quoted at the beginning of this work. Yet, besides the shifts and trends, I described above, 

my results also revealed a great deal of continuity. Therefore, it seems that although  

globalization was continuously a contested phenomenon, to great extent it remained 

contested along the same lines. Such continuity (in disagreement) suggests that the 

phenomenon of globalization, just like others, obtained a set of basic characteristics or 

connotations. 

Concepts bear characteristics and “baggage” of the time when they arose, Bartelson 

suggested in his praised genealogy of society.309 My analysis started in the 1990s and even 

though this is not the first time concept of globalization appeared, it is the time when it 

became widely discussed across the academic community. The key connotation 

globalization acquired in this decade – and importantly, one that it retained in the 

                                                
305 Roberts, “The Mobilization of Opposition to Economic Liberalization,” 328. 
306 Milner and Mukherjee, “Democratization and Economic Globalization,” 177. 
307 Guillén, “Is Globalization Civilizing, Destructive or Feeble?,” 252. 
308 Gille and Riain, “Global Ethnography,” 280. 
309 Bartelson, “Towards a Genealogy of ‘Society’ in International Relations,” 984. 
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following decade as well – concerned its impact on the relationship between states and 

markets and the presumption that the nature of this relationship was being altered. It is; 

therefore, appropriate to raise a question of how this conceptualization was conditioned by 

the historical specificities of the decade in which globalization as a concept was gaining 

salience. I will certainly not offer definitive answers here but merely suggest a direction in 

which such discussions could go. 

The 1990s was a decade that was coming to terms with the fact that some of the 

most important ideational contours of the post-war order were no longer in place. Probably 

the most famous take on the zeitgeist of the decade provided Francis Fukuyma in his essay 

(followed by the whole book) on the end of the history, which he saw approaching. 

“What we may be witnessing is not just the end of the Cold War, or the passing of a 

particular period of postwar history, but the end of history as such: that is, the end point of 

mankind's ideological evolution and the universalization of Western liberal democracy as 

the final form of human government.”310 

If we were to take Fukuyama’s account as representative of a broader sentiment 

(which some could disagree with) the question would be how it shaped the process of the 

globalization concept formation as the sentiment was constituting its particular historical 

and discoursive context. The choice of states and markets as key sites where 

globalization’s impacts could be observed corresponds with Fukuyama’s emphasis on 

“economic and political liberalism” and its “unabashed victory” due to “exhaustion of 

alternatives” to it.311 Downstream from this, it is also telling that the discipline in which the 

topic of globalization resonated most was the international political economy. Therefore, I 

believe that further study of the historical context in which the concept of globalization 

was forged could provide some explanations of why it is that globalization’s connection to 

states and markets acquired such an importance that it became its key characteristic – at 

least in the decades and journals I studied.  

 

 

                                                
310 Francis Fukuyama, “The End of History?,” The National Interest (Summer 1989), 1. 
311 Ibid. 
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Conclusion 

This thesis aimed to analyze the academic debate about globalization and by doing 

that to examine in which contexts the concept itself was formed. As globalization is a 

concept experts have continued to argue about, I sought to chronicle these struggles and 

look at how the major discussions evolved. Furthermore, it was my aim to go beyond the 

individual debates and to see whether there were certain notions that came to be associated 

with globalization more or less automatically. Mindful of the genealogical perspectives 

emphasizing that concepts reflect the contexts in which they are forged, I analyzed a small 

fragment of the history of the globalization idea as captured by four journals whose 

coverage I chose to study. 

I conducted both qualitative and quantitative analysis in two selected periods of 

time, the first from the 1990-2000 and the second covering the following twelve years. My 

analysis looked at the evolution of the debate in the chosen academic journals and it tested 

two hypotheses. The first assumed that while in the first analyzed period of time questions 

concerning the nature of globalization would dominate, the debate would move away from 

them in the second period and we would see a broadening of the specter of topics 

globalization was discussed in relation to. The second hypothesis presumed the rise of 

terms contesting or rejecting the phenomenon from the year 2000 onwards. 

My findings showed a great deal of continuity in the debate but also some quite 

significant shifts. The 1990s were the first decade that came to seriously debate 

globalization as a phenomenon with potentially significant implications. Some social 

science disciplines, political economy in particular, were openly voicing opinions that 

globalization was a phenomenon of such an importance and also one which workings were 

so different from others that it caused a crisis of the disciplines. Practices and 

methodologies of social science were seen as unable to capture the type of the phenomenon 

globalization was understood to be, and therefore the momentum was ripe for a paradigm 

shift, according to some. Such calls obviously did not go unchallenged and I illustrated in 

my work on the case of specific debates that at least at the beginning of the decade there 

were still serious discussions about whether globalization truly represented anything new. 

Yet by the end of the decade it was clear that globalization was not going anywhere. While 

skeptics possibly provided an important corrective to those who tended to carry the 
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argument too far, eventually they lost. Globalization established itself as an important 

phenomenon with implications for practices of the social science.  

The main reason why globalization was thought to fundamentally challenge 

existing practices and methodologies of social science concerned its disruption of nation-

state-centered frameworks that many disciplines and paradigms used. Globalization was 

conceptualized as a phenomenon problematizing the idea that various dimensions of social 

reality, economy, institutions, society, etc., could be analyzed only within a national 

framework. This argument is supported by results of my quantitative analysis, which 

showed that the term state was the one that was paired with globalization the most often in 

the first decade (11.8% from the total results).  

The second most often used term was the market (which accounted for 9%) and if 

we put these two terms together we get the most important characteristic of globalization 

that was formed in this decade – and even more importantly, one that persisted in the 

following period of time as well. The relationship between states and markets was thought 

to be altered by globalization since due to its workings states were losing their abilities to 

act as buffers between global markets and national economies, many authors argued. 

Economic activity was disembedding itself from the territorial constraints of national 

economies and was increasingly organized on international level. This does not necessarily 

mean that states were becoming weaker actors vis-à-vis markets or that distribution of 

power between states and markets was a zero-sum game in which if one gains the other 

one necessarily loses – even though those arguments were definitively present as well. The 

crucial underlying argument, however, lies in recognition that the nature of the relationship 

between states and markets (domestic and global ones) – i.e., the depth of the mutual 

interconnectedness, the power equilibrium between states and markets or the locus of 

power – was where globalization’s impact was the most significant. Downstream from this, 

paradigms using state-centered frameworks were increasingly seen as no longer 

appropriate.  

Therefore, as my first hypothesis put forward, in the 1990s, the debate revolved 

mostly around issues of nature of the globalization phenomenon, its conceptualization and 

impacts that were at that time seen as the most fundamental ones. My hypothesis also 

presumed that in the second period, the debate would broaden its scope and start covering 

novel areas. As my qualitative analysis showed, there was indeed a growing recognition 
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that not only in the economics with the case of markets but in other disciplines too 

globalization was a force reshaping structures and boundaries social science used to take as 

given. Validity of the hypothesis was also confirmed by the gathered data, which revealed 

the growth of the social dimension of globalization as the most significant trend in the 

second analyzed period (the category grew by 5.8%). While the most often used terms 

remained the state and the market – which confirmed a centrality of this relationship in the 

debate – they were oftentimes paired with the terms referring to social dimension of 

globalization. We saw a significant spike in the usage of terms like inequality, welfare or 

poverty signalling a growing interest in social impacts of the reshaped states-markets 

relationship. 

The afore-mentioned increased attention given to social implications of 

globalization indirectly links to my second hypothesis, which presumed that number of 

occurrences of terms contesting or rejecting globalization would grow in the second 

period. That proved not to be true at least in the very narrow way my hypothesis put it. The 

data I gathered did not show significant growth of terms antiglobalization or 

alterglobalization; more of the opposite, their usage remained almost negligible. The term 

resistance and its derivatives grew by few tenths of percentage point, but it still did not 

shape the overall debate in any significant way. Nevertheless, I argued that there was a 

normative contestation of globalization but in more implicit manner. 

One way in which we could see contestation of globalization was, as already said 

above, through pairing it to negative social outcomes, such as inequality, welfare or 

environmental issues, to name only a few. Secondly, I also argued that there were some 

terms (the most important of which was neoliberalism) that contained implicit contestation 

of globalization and served as a bridge to discussions about social protests against 

globalization or to broader debates about downsides of globalization. Therefore, while 

measured only quantitatively, the degree of contestation of globalization would be 

minimal; however, a more detailed qualitative analysis showed that there was indeed an 

additional layer of contestation that was linked to specific issue areas. These findings 

suggest that criticism of globalization was present in the second period but in a more 

nuanced way and did not constitute a broad encompassing argument that would rely on 

over-reaching terms such as alter- or antiglobalization. 
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Finally, I suggested that historical explanations might be behind some of the 

developments we saw in the analyzed discussion of globalization. Besides important shifts 

in the debate, my analysis also showed a great deal of continuity and the greatest continuity 

of all was in the attention given to the relationship between states and markets. I argued 

that further genealogical research which would study the specific post-Cold War 

discoursive contexts of the 1990s in which the concept of globalization was forged could 

help explain why it was that states and markets were the key terms in the debates about 

globalization. Such research would be a valuable contribution to our understanding of the 

development and history of the concept. 

Findings of this thesis, while being limited in their scope and transferability, 

nevertheless tap into a line of argument some critics of contemporary globalization make. 

My analysis started in the 1990s, a decade in which, according to Rodrik, globalization (in 

his understanding, mostly economic integration) “took a wrong turn.” The mistake was in 

putting domestic economies in service of the global one and thus making globalization a 

question of ends and not means, he argued in 2019. “Economists and policymakers came to 

view every conceivable feature of domestic economies through the lens of global markets,” 

he said.312 An emphasis on the market and the dominance of the economic dimension of 

globalization shown in my analysis suggests that Rodrik may not have been mistaken in his 

argument that economics stole the spotlight in the globalization debate. These findings 

therefore raise a question of what was lost in the debates that focused so much on the states 

and the markets. In line with Rodrik’s criticism that states, while racing for more economic 

globalization, neglected other areas that were affected by this process, my small-scale 

analysis suggests that the academic debate partially copied this trend and dimensions other 

than economic one were slow to catch up – and when they did, it was oftentimes still 

related to the question of states and markets. As I emphasized throughout the thesis, 

concepts evolve and future research could analyze whether the trends from second period, 

such as growing attention given to social dimension or contestation of globalization, 

gained a more prominent place in the years past 2012. 

Interestingly, Rodrik argued that “at least half of the transition to 

hyperglobalization [the wrong turn] was the change in the frame of mind...a cognitive 

                                                
312 Dani Rodrik, “Globalization’s Wrong Turn,” Foreign Affairs (July 9, 2019), 

https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/united-states/2019-06-11/globalizations-wrong-turn. 
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transition...in what governments thought [they] should be doing.”313 The precise number is 

certainly debatable but largely irrelevant. What he aimed to emphasize was the importance, 

power and real impact of the ways we structure and narrate social reality and academic 

debate is an important space for these processes. As research from cognitive science 

convincingly showed, how we frame our debates matters as it directs our attention to 

selected issues and diverts it from others.314 A debate operating with markets and states as 

its most important point of reference – one of the key conclusions this thesis came to – is 

one that partially sidelines other dimensions (even as they were slowly finding their way 

into the debate). While Rodrik would probably not be surprised by these conclusions, they 

might be of use to further deliberations how to lead a debate about globalization that would 

more fully account for various aspects of this phenomenon including those spurring the 

current backlash against globalization. These aspects seem to ensure the debate is not 

going anywhere in the near future. 

 

                                                
313 Dani Rodrik, “Karl Polanyi and Globalization’s Wrong Turn,” Opening of the Vienna part of the 

International Karl Polanyi Conference 2019 “Karl Polanyi for the 21st Century,” (Vienna, May 3d, 

2019), transcript downloaded from http://www.karlpolanyisociety.com/2019/12/16/dani-rodrik-
karl-polanyi-and-globalizations-wrong-turn/.  
314 See, for example, David Kahneman and Amos Tversky, “Choices, Values and Frames,” 

American Psychologist 39, no. 4 (1984) or George Lakoff, Don’t Think of an Elephant! Know Your 

Values and Frame the Debate: The Essential Guide for Progressives (White River Junction, Vt: 

Chelsea Green Pub. Co, 2004). 

http://www.karlpolanyisociety.com/2019/12/16/dani-rodrik-karl-polanyi-and-globalizations-wrong-turn/
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Summary 

Globalization represents an important phenomenon of our current world. It is also one of 

those topics that resonate both with academic community and policymakers or broader 

public. And as recent developments – such as election of Donald Trump who took 

unapologetically critical stance towards many aspects traditionally constituting 

globalization – showed, it is also a phenomenon whose future now seems more open-ended 

than many thought few decades ago.  

Therefore a study of history of the concept could bring valuable insights to our current and 

future debates. This paper, guided by genealogical perspectives emphasizing the 

importance of historical contexts in which concepts emerge and take shape, opted for a 

study of academic debate. The goal of this thesis was to analyze the development of part of 

the overall debate as it was captured by coverage of globalization in four leading academic 

journals from the year 1990 to the year 2012 and to see through which arguments and 

debates the concept of globalization was taking form as well as whether there were certain 

connotations that would become gradually associated with globalization. It also sought to 

find out whether the phenomenon of globalization was normatively contested.  

The thesis divided the chosen time frame in two periods (1990-2000 and 2001-2012) and 

in those periods of time it conducted quantitative and qualitative analysis with an aim to 

describe and compare various developments and trends. It sought to prove or disprove two 

hypotheses. The first presumed that we would see a shift away from questions concerning 

the nature of globalization in the first period, towards a broader spectre of issues 

globalization would be discussed in relation to from the year 2000 onwards. The second 

hypothesis expected a rise of normative contestation of globalization in the second 

analyzed period of time. 

Both quantitative and qualitative analyses the work conducted show that the terms “state” 

and “market” were the most prevalent ones in discussions about globalization in both 

periods. Globalization was seen as a phenomenon altering the nature of the relationship 

between states and markets and while the precise nature of the changes was subject of 

discussions and controversies, many debates operated with a presumption that this 

represented an area where globalization’s impact was significant. In terms of the categories 

that dominated the debate, the analysis showed that economic dimension was the most 
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talked one in both periods of time. The most significant development in the second period 

represented the rise of social dimension. Even though it did not challenge the primacy of 

economics in the overall debate, it signaled a shift in attention. Therefore, it confirms the 

first hypothesis of this thesis expecting a broadening of the scope of topics. 

The thesis came to mixed conclusions in terms of validity of the second hypothesis. The 

analysis clearly did not confirm a significant usage of terms such as alter- or 

antiglobalization (i.e., terms explicitly signalling a contestation of globalization) in any of 

the two periods. However, especially in the second analyzed period we see that 

contestation of the phenomenon was present in the debate but in a more nuanced manner. It 

was linked either to specific social issues perceived as downsides of globalization or tied to 

few terms containing implicit contestation of globalization process such as neoliberalism, 

for example. 

Therefore, this thesis suggests that based on the small-scale analysis it conducted we could 

argue that the concept of globalization obtained in the 1990s a key characteristic – its 

impact on the relationship between states and markets – which was preserved also in the 

second analyzed period. There was a growing attention given to social impacts of 

globalization and also some degree a contestation; however, these dimensions were slow to 

catch up and oftentimes constituted an offshoot of the debates about states and markets. 

Finally, this thesis argues that further genealogical research on specific discoursive context 

of the 1990s could shed some light on why it is that states and markets became the key 

points of reference in the debates about globalization. 
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