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It must be accepted that with the present paper I would like to find some trends in the spatial discussion regarding ‘globalization’. My intention is, to recognise similarities and disagreements with that of Mexico in the context of the social science paradigms and theories. Why am I trying to understand conceptions in a so different reality like that in a country of the ‘south’ with the literature generated in the ‘north’? There are two reasons.

Firstly, much of the ideas concerning development, on ‘globalization’ have been imported to the ‘south’ from abroad, specifically from the ‘north and west’ without any specific discussion of what it means, and how it is used in the context of the developed countries where they were born. Massey’s argument about the origin of the concept, its links with the colonialist discourse and therefore with the “formation of the identity of the west” -in Latin America we should have to add the north- is certainly truth (Massey, 1999: 28). But, arriving to my second reason, concepts such as colonialism, post-colonialism, post-modernism, multiculturalism, post-fordism, and why not, ‘globalization’, they arrived to a different context without any reference regarding how useful the category might reflect our countries’ reality. In that sense, I should say that this concepts are not ours, but they are used in different places to define something that might have different and particular meanings in each place with some general trends in common. One of my aims is to find general, but at the same time particular, similarities. This gives of course context to the line of my discussion.

I would like to stress how the arguments linking the ‘globalization’ process with spatial categories depend on the knowledge of different social sciences and, at the same time, to analyse how critical the concepts and the methodology explaining the spatial meaning of ‘globalization’ is. My background as a geographer as well as my position coming from  ‘south’, Latin American, specifically Mexican, give the context of my arguments and interests throughout the paper.

Time restrictions and human possibilities limited my contributions to those I have found more relevant to the main issue in a wide and well-documented subject. Omissions have been a necessity to give direction and concentration to my aims.

I. ‘GLOBALIZATION’: DEFINING THE CONCEPT?

The ‘globalization’ issue, process or dilemma for some, question or myth for others, is a matter of social sciences in its broad sense. It is concerned with different approaches such as economy, sociology, psychology, geography, politics and culture, social environments and so on. Specifically, they are interested in analysing the apparent new trends in relation to trade, international relations, communications, culture, migrations, environment etc.

Within all these areas, ‘globalization’ has a direct concern to the importance of space on the above social phenomena. The Oxford dictionary defines ‘global’ as “world wide”, “all-embracing”. The conception could be paradigmatic in the sense that if ‘global’ refers to the ‘globe’ and it could be synonymous with ‘earth’ as the same dictionary refers. In different manners, the recognition of the spatial character of globalisation is well documented not only by its grammatical definition, but also because of the process itself. We should have to start with geographers as (Harvey, 1995); Smith, (1993); Massey, (1999); Thrift (1998); Ettlinger, (1999); Kelly, (1999) and others. Economist such as (Ohame, 1995), (Hirst & Thompson, 1999); sociologists like Giddens, (1990: 64; 1998: 31), Moran, (1998); anthropologists as Brah (1996 and 1999), and finally, by specialists who talk of the “spatio-temporal dimensions of globalisation” even in the political field such as McGrew (1992, 23) and Held (et al. 1999: 22-31).

In accepting the general agreement, one can say there should be no need to talk of a binomial relation between ‘globalization’/space, as the latter should have been implicit in its definition. As a starting point, we can accept that on the one hand there has been a need to go back to the space in social phenomena in the last period of social development. On the other hand, despite the fact it is implicit in its definition, not all the positions have been rooted ‘globalization’ process in space
. That depends considerably on the origins of the discipline and the theoretical stand of the researcher analysing the reality.

In general, three general positions in the discourse about ‘globalization’ were found: the modernists, in adopting Held & et al approach, the transformalists (1999: 3-10), and lastly the critics.

Firstly, the modernists think ‘globalization’ is not a different process, but only the new trend capitalism adopts in its contemporary development (Harvey, 1995: 2). For Wallerstein, it is the actual wave of the modern world system (Wallerstein, 1994: 16), or for others is the new face of contemporary modernisation ‘wave’ characterised by being global and international instead regional and imperial (Alexander, ibid: 95). Even if Harvey’s is not strictly modern, the definition he made of the process could be included in this position as he refers to a geographical connotation of the process of capital accumulation at the present time (Harvey, 1995: 2).  

“Global politics” could be consider as ‘globalization’ of the political activity, concerning “the multiplicity of linkages and interconnections between the states and societies which make up the modern world system” (McGrew & Lewis, 1992: 23). As in the previous definitions, it adopts a double character: context and period, that means a way to define time, as a main feature of moment, as it refers to a new periodization of the contemporary international history of the world, in other words, space.

As they have strong links with the modernism, internationalisation process, that means ‘globalization’, advocates to a linear tendency of evolution and developed. This category is used instead of crisis or capitalism, even by modern marxists which openly admit ‘process of globalization’ defining a way to understand the increase on economic internationalisation since the 70’s; Moran (1998: 56) and Pietersen’s articles are quite suggestive in this position (1997: 367-382). On the other hand, with the use of ‘globalization’ as a category of time, this approach avoids the use of the ‘post’s’, a very common form to refer to nowadays processes such as postmodernism, postregulation, postfordism, postcolonialism do.

Secondly, there is another group who think that ‘globalization’ is the new process facing the new millennium and could be used in order to alter radically the world order. The transformalists could be divided in two branches referring to political positions. On the one hand, we have what Held & et al (1999) have called the hyperglobalists (Ohmae, 1995) following a hollowing-out thesis (Ettlinger, 1999: 339) of over emphasis on the transformation possibilities of the process. A new epoch in human history is recognise by this approach who “celebrates the emergence of a single global market and the principle of global competition as the harbingers of human progress”. It has two main positions: the neo-liberal orientation and the “laizzer faire” policies they support, and the “denationalisation” of economics with the disappearance of the national state as the natural consequence of the process through networks of production, trade and finance (Held et al. 1999: 3).

On the other, the tranformationalist standpoint (Ibid: 7; Borja & Castells, 1997, Sassen 1996) includes the policy maker’s approach (Giddens, 1990; 1998). They recognise ‘globalization’ as a new challenge to act as a force behind the economic changes that are shaping societies in order to transform them (Held & et al, 1999:7). Arguments supporting local government’s modernisation to change the routes of neo-liberalism by a new articulations global/local (Borja & Castells, 1997, 44) or the “Third Way” position in the context of ‘globalization processes’ (Giddens, 1998) are two examples of the conceptions they adopt. 

Both assume the emergence of strong non-territorial forms of economic and political organisation of the global domain, stressing the emphasis of multinational corporations, international institutions, and transnational social movements (ibid. 9). They act as regulatory agencies of the new spatial organisation leading social’ transformations through technological advances generating relations of flows and nets without rooting them in relation to social space.

Thirdly, and perhaps the more controversial and difficult to classify is what we will call the critic approach; here we recognised three possible different orientations depending on their theoretical background. The first group, with strong support in the economic perspective, Hirst and Thompson (1999) define ‘globalization’ as a myth, by opposing neo-liberals and policy makers. They argue internationalisation is not a new process opening the interactions between national countries as they have existed since the economy was based on modern industrial technology (Ibid. 2). As the transnationals have a national base, they add, there is a difference between inter-national and ‘globalized’ economies in the sense that the former generate interconnections between the still existing national state (Ibid.8) rather than a homogeneous world articulated by the flows of the latter.

The second orientation tends to oppose the view that ‘globalization’ is a consequence of modernity as they suggest a general homogenisation of institutions and basic experiences in a temporal and historical process. But at the same time, they recognise an intrinsic and transcendent heterogeneity with reference to processes, as implied tendencies, as a way to solve contradictions between the ‘global’ and the ‘local’ (Robertson, 1995, 27). To resolve the above and using the neologism found in the Oxford dictionary, he refer to “glocalization”, joining the global and the local while differentiating between them (Ibid. 28-29) thus making it possible to speak of a divergent modernisation. Other like-minded authors advocate more specific ways of resolving this contradiction, this debate being summarised by Featherstone, Lash and Robertson’s book (1995).  

Strongly influenced by the marxist postmodernist debate, such as the previous group, the Graham-Gibson argument supports the possibility of “rescripting globalization” if the workers organised in the local level can challenge the multinationals in the global space. In that sense, and sharing the conception with that of Escobar they argue ‘globalization’ could be seen as a liberating instrument with a variety of different economic development paths (Kelly pp 386-387).

Lastly, more concerned with the sociological standpoint and with cultural approaches, there is a third orientation of critical thinkers who see ‘globalization’ as a question “inextricably linked with the movements of capital, commodities, people and cultural imaginations and practices” (Brah, A, et. al. 1999: 3). An attempt to avoid the economic over-determination of the previous stages of marxist thought they emphasis economic and cultural relations, where migration, movement of people, is one of the key dimensions in ‘globalization’ (Ibid. 5). Sharing a modernist approach with other marxist’s, they conceived ‘globalization’ as part of the context facing the controversial momentum of actual capitalism (Ibid. 4). 

We can include Massey´s conception within this perspective. Arguing about the existence of two different discourses on ‘globalization’: one non-spatialized and the other spatialized. The former is an imagination of unbounded free and open spaces related to powerful rhetoric of neo-liberalism around ‘free trade’ (Massey, 1999: 35). On the contrary, globalization/spatialized perspective refers to the possibility of generating places
 of the future, through the co-existence of differences in its grounds. Two main features appear in this conception: the spatialization depends on how differences can be included and grounded in space. We will be back to this point in section III of this paper.

As we can see, there is not one homogeneous or clear side of the process in any of the previous groups regarding ‘globalization’, allowing the organisation according to lines of thought or theoretical backgrounds. We can find marxists in the modern group or in the critical one, and recognise postmodernists in the modern group (Harvey, 1989); the transformalists are moderns as well as the previous. Two reasons were found to propose this organisation of the author’s thought: 

1) Differences in the aim using the concept allows to support the classification, and

2) Further relation with the Mexican perspective supporting ‘globalization’.

II. THE ‘SOUTH’ COULD BE ‘NORTH’? DEBATE IN LATIN AMERICAN COUNTRIES.

But why is this debate so important to countries of the ‘south’, and specifically to Mexico as part of Latin America?

Firstly, in the academic field, debates and theoretical positions have not been very wide spread over the underdeveloped countries. On the contrary, they have arrived from the ‘north’ and they as such act as a sort of dependency strategy linking developed and underdeveloped countries in the international division of intellectual thought. New trends in the theoretical perspective arrived in our countries with such an amount of delay depending on the area of working and the links our intellectuals have with the ‘core of the knowledge’. That on ‘globalization’ is no the exception.

As with other fashions in the academic field, some categories have been used as if the same processes developed in the ‘north’ as were issued in the ‘south’ without any mediation
 to our own realities. They are fragmented out of their context. That is why in most of the countries of Latin America we can not speak of colonialism or postcolonialism, postmodernism or multiculturalism as part of our context of discussion. Then, in which context has ‘globalization’ arrived to our countries and for what?  

It arrived through the political initiative of our policy makers as a way to get out of the long crisis affecting our countries in the 80’s and 90’s, in a very particular way. The social-democrat positions of the governments linked with the neo-liberal right policies of developed countries gave a dramatic change from a model where inside development was the issue to the outsider who opened the frontiers, changed the priorities and inserted our countries in different ways of production and consumption.  

In fact for us, it adopted a new promise of development; now it was going to be achieved through the entrance of all our territories into processes intrinsic to the  ‘global’ era, that means, those who are on the international scale. If internal models of development, such as imports substitution, do not generate the expected growth, governments just move to the opposite: exports and trade. That means open to others in order to be linked to them. We face again the ghost of the ‘development’: the promises to be just like the first world, than mean being as developed as the ‘north’.

At the same time, free, trade and liberalisation of the economy came as an economic ideal to solve the crisis affecting our countries, as a new promise into the path of modernisation and development. In that sense, it was the strategy of the policy makers who were leading the country in the last 15 years. However, intellectuals used the category as a way to give context to the new model of development, model of regulation in regulationist terms, and as a way to make fashionable the work that they produced. ‘Globalization’ was used to mean everything in any place and in any circumstance. Some meetings in academic field were the example in this matter (Chiccolella, et al. 1997).   

Therefore, ‘globalization’ to our countries meant a promise to change our position in the geography of the world, as we were going to be part of the ‘north’, then we were going to be developed. The neutralisation of the concept played an important role: we were equals and we were going to play as equals, and were going to be like them in short time; the process could be implemented in any place with the same result. Being neutral then the de-territorialisation of the politics (Held et al: 32) and a non-spatialized concept of ‘globalization’ (Massey, 1999) were the result of that conception.

Then what arrived as ‘globalization’, particularly in Mexico, was the apparent neutral political discourse of the neo-liberal right, through the actions of the social democrats. In fact, its inside nature is that of a neo-liberal process of individualisation and foreign exchange just like it is in developed countries. The critical positions to these policies go through the analysis of NAFTA
 and changes development strategies more than questions on ‘globalization’ itself. 

However, there were agents opposing the model. In Mexico, two different groups decided not to join the ‘new promise’ leaded under the banner of ‘globalization’: the Zapatista movement raised opposition the day NAFTA’s agreement were going to start changing our position to that of ‘developed country’. The end up of the land distribution as an historical hope of most of Mexican peasants’ and the economic consequences of the economic alliances of free trade with the United States were good excuses to oppose the model.

In addition to the peasants of Chiapas more recently, the students at the National University of Mexico (UNAM) challenged as well the privatisation’s project of the education lead by the World Bank to underdeveloped countries. This was previous to the initiative for privatisation of the electricity and oil industries in the country, now detailed until the conditions allow to be approved. Information about the student strike has been held with a lot of care and secrecy, as few people in Europe know about it, although it has been on since April 1999 till now. Workers, academics and some other groups are also concerned with that opposition as well.

Having said so, the point I would like to stress is that even if we find particularities in the discourse between countries of the ‘north’ and the ‘south’, at the same time we can find similarities in the logic of the structure in which ‘globalization’ arguments are supported. Relying on the assumption that ‘globalization’ concept helps to neutralise the real process, I will analyse how is it the project being constructed, who is the subject within the process and finally the discussions about how could ‘globalization’ be spatialized.  

III. IN CONSTRUCTING THE FUTURE: THE HOPE AND THE MANTRA.

‘Globalization’ seems a viable alternative in the reactivation of the world economy for the neo-liberals and for the policy makers in the ‘north’ and in the ‘south’, at a moment in which the elongated waves of capital reproduction are still at one of their lowest ebbs (Wallerstein, 1996, p. 22). But at the same time, it appears for critics and intellectuals, moderns and postmoderns as the conceptual framework to analyse and explain contemporary processes.  It does so in a moment in which ‘development’ has ceased to be feasible through the internal impulse of industrialisation. 

On the contrary, in general, national growth is only visualised in the context of economic integration at the level of international commerce, and trade at a time in which scientific advances in biotechnology, electronics, robotics, and communications have made possible the close linkage of national economies in the international sphere.

Implicit or explicitly, an internal need to understand, to analyse and/or to transform the present world lies behind all the approaches: modernists because ‘globalization’ is only a new wave or phase of international development, even if they do or do not openly work on it. This allows the possibility it could or might be different in the future. But of course it is not the same general future behind each position. Wallerstein’s neo-marxism is not the same that Alexander’s; the world system of the former is not that of McGrew and Lewis 1992, or Held, et al. 1999.  

The future for the neo-liberals, where the market defines change through the opportunities that all, societies and spaces, have in order to achieve ‘progress
 and access to ‘welfare’, is not the same that the policy makers’, despite the homogeneity conception behind the discourse. ‘We all are the same and we have all, the ‘north’ and the ‘south’ inclusive, the same opportunities to get access to jobs, market, etc’. On the other hand, the policy makers’ approach emphasises, again, the possibility of a new welfare state, as a middle position in between the classical social democracy, left, and neo-liberals, right, as a new path in the way to a more inclusive progress (Giddens, 1998). In doing so, class opposition characterising marxists’ approaches might be over with a new alternative to face: ‘globalization’ as the unification of projects.

Moreover, this end of the opposition allows neo-liberals and policy makers in Mexico to present a modernist discourse as well. In that sense they perform at the same time three different positions with the use of the term of ‘globalization’. 

Secondly, there is a widespread belief that the world is becoming progressively more interdependent but at the same time there is a need to recognise some differences and heterogeneities behind it. The point is that, modernist and hyperglobalists conceptions do not construct at least a general framework to understand those differences. Moreover, the latter position is supported in a dual framework between those who ‘have’ and others who ‘have not’, and those created at the critical level are divers as we shall see later. They appear as if including differences, that mean the others who don’t have, were not transcendental.

Lastly, the use of cultural differences and particularities to find an inclusive alternative to change ‘globalization’ is one of the main characteristics concerning critical approaches. It is constructed from the bottom of the communities in different manners: as a specific tool to create a community (Harvey, 1993). Other positions challenge  ‘globalization’ proposing an alternative development, (Escobar, Gibson-Graham); but there are some proposing to return to the sense of the category: spatialized globalization (Massey, 1993, 1999), or to understand the diasporas (Brah, 1996), to overthrow the non-spatialized discourse on global flows and trends.
More important is the fact that the concept has emerged at the very moment when the promise of a final resolution of economic, social, and territorial inequalities is being undermined by the crisis that contemporary capitalism is experiencing due to the apparent failure of post war policies. The use of crisis category has been ‘neutralised’ with that of ‘globalization’ as a response to new expectations succeeding in “integrating”, that means expectations for homogenisation again, amongst the world’s nations and the regions through the promise of economic revival and solutions to poverty, marginalisation, and exclusion. Specially, in Latin American countries it has not finished yet. On the contrary it lags behind the links and flows from abroad, generating important consequences in the continental region such as the Tequila effect in 1994 after the great Mexican financial crisis.

For the above positions, there are in fact two ways to conceive the construction of the future at the present time, opposing the apparently neutral sense of the term:

1) The articulating element of this integration is the interaction created by the exchange of products on the ‘international market’, or the cultural links originated in the communication flows accepted by the neo-liberals, the hyperglobalists and by the policy makers. That is the position that Massey (1999) includes as non-spatialized ‘globalization’, and  

2) A new process based on the theory that only through national and regional integration can we make current social conditions more equitable, constructing a sense of place (Massey, 1993, 1999; Brah, 1999) a community (Harvey, 1993) or rescripting ‘globalization’ (Escobar, Graham-Gibson). 

Two main issues could be stressed at the present: 

1) The previous opposition between classes which is apparently over with the end of the Could War and neutralise with the ‘globalization’ discourse, appears now to confront two projects in Massey’s terms. In reality it refer to different ways to conceive the transformation of the world and the way to include those places in the project: one as general, neutral, static as the flows runs above the space, homogeneous and given. And the other generating inclusion within transformation, not ‘progress’, since the community or the place and at the same time recognising the differences and movements in the space. One is the hope of the above, the other, the mantra of the community. It is precisely the socio-spatial origin of the process that gives the main feature of its characterisation.

2) The most important issue until that point is to define if specific places and societies could be linked to a general project of social, political and cultural transformation of societies and places in order to arrive at a more inclusive model of development and how. That was a point still in the debate of years ago, apparently dismissed now with the neutralisation of the use by left and right of that on ‘globalization’. It is in fact something who has to be constructed not as homogeneous project but as a conjunction of many and starting with differences. My question is if are we still worried about development, being conceived as transformation of diversities in order to achieve a better future? If so, the project might be a conjunction of multiple histories (Massey, 1999), in which the ‘north’ and the ‘south’ share the same interests of inclusion and welfare in common terms even if they intend to find a different future, that means even if their position is not the same.  That is the main challenges to face at the future.

However, in order to have more hints allowing to deal with space we arriving to a sharp end of the debate: who is directing ‘globalization’ process? In other words, who is the real ‘subject’ of the process?

IV. A PROCESS WITHOUT “SUBJECT”.

In defining ‘globalization’, there has been a deep change in the ‘subject’ described during the process. In previous stages of the development discussion, the stress was on the economic determination, specifically in production processes, in both, marxist and non marxist traditions, as the standpoint of defining economic, political and social phenomena. Industrialisation was the axis of the articulation of circulation, distribution and consumption, and capital en general acting behind the process. Nowadays, even in the economic arena, the main emphasis is in circulation in different manners. 

For economists, trade of commodities, and specifically foreign trade, conceived as international defines the process (Held et al 1999, Hirst and Thompson, 1999). Financial circulation for some (Moran, 1998; Fox, 1995), no restrictions and free market, national and international, for neo-liberals (Ohame, 1995). International trade under the control of the state, and the importance of communications for policy makers; economic and political international relations for politicians (McGrew, 1992; Hirst & Thompson 1999; Held & et al 1999) (see table 1). 

For sociologists and anthropologists webs and computing facilities, digitalisation, new means of communications (telecommunications) and the ‘information of society’ (Borja & Castells 1997, 44) are defining new trends in easy, and rapid ways of social contact instead of the face to face and even social working relations of the previous periods. Culture and identity as a result of communications is opposed to those defining them as the process of symbolic construction of the vast array of social group’s life experience, closely related with the material conditions of a group in various stages of its history (Brah, 1996: 18). We must add migrations and social movements as important issues to stress at the present time in the debate. 

In general, specially in some modern and the hyperglobalists approaches, it appears as an agentless economic process that activates itself in the sphere of international relations with direct influence in the political and cultural local spheres but exactly where and how remains unclear. Movement and circulation generates the gains and losses of the process, influencing the issues studied.

Clarification in this point could be achieved if we analyse the main topics studied as ‘globalization’: multinational companies, trade, finance flows, networks and communications networks, international migrations, diasporas, culture and global impacts on environmental changes who are moving and defining the process at the international scale. Those are the topics, of the ‘southern’ countries as well.

Even more, in particular social classes are now the agents or actors as individuals who can change the trends and the paths of their own life acting with the efficiency and orientation ‘globalization’ demand. In doing so, with the use this category: 

1) It dis-integrates the agents that participate in the process by dis-articulating their stages of action. Now the multinationals and invidious appear as ‘independent’ agents generating by themselves the definitions in which they intervene in an apparent opposition between the global and the local spaces where they perform. Once again the opposition appears between invidious spaces independent of societies  ‘neutralising’ the process.

2) It undermines some intermediate stages of socio-spatial action of the agents involved, such as the national, which remain of vital importance in the tendencies and processes’ definition. We can include here, some approaches avoiding any evaluation of the total number of agents that, when introduced, link up to form units such as the national state, and the workers which appear anew and in different forms as one of the principal actors under consideration. Most of the critics and modernist approaches on the political and even the economic side concern the reassertion of the importance of the national state in defining the processes (McGrew, 1992; Held et al. 1999; Fox, 1995; Moran, 1998; Weiss, 1997) and others. That has not been the same in Latin American countries where the hope of the outside is still the call to solve the inside construction of the future.

If the above is true, then, ‘globalization’, in neutralising agents and “subjects”, eliminates from its discourse possible discussions of the social and territorial differences that capitalism continues to promote in spite of the supposed end of the class struggle that apparently coincided with the end of the Cold War.  Capitalism is not yet over not only as a name, but also without any doubt, in the confrontation between the classes that still now exist and created for their access to capital that is lagging behind their backs; evidences are clear then. What it is real is that perhaps nowadays it adopts new trends and new forms.

In the general perspective, capital behind capitalism and its development is then the subject behind the process. It appears now as circulation and movements, without mediations with the productive and the consumer’s moment of the circulation; they have to be constructed and not avoided. Wallerstein’s categories such as world system and the mondialisation process, where capital is the main source of the changes is an exception more than the example of the rule. 

Most of the critical approaches tend to solve those problems emphasising multinational’s actions in spreading the main foundations of the international activity and the importance of the national state in economic or political activities related with international agencies. Special importance for underdeveloped countries in reassertion the agent’s action is the change of the decision and bargaining with multinationals from the national state to the local. We will come later to this point.

Nevertheless, the most important issue is the recovering of the perspective of the social struggle where the workers, appearing now as women, blacks, migrants, gays, lesbians etc, are important actors in the ‘globalization’ issue, and still are present in its development. We should have to add those of the ‘south’: Indians, peasants, students, etc. 

Arguments opposing the end of the working struggle have been discussed in articles such as Fox (1995), and Richard’s explaining the decrease of labour movements in Argentina (1995). However, the same references argue they have been decisive factors in defining new trends in ‘globalization’. Other works reassert the importance of the cultural problems perspective where the positions as workers are embedded on the situation regarding the cultural background of the people, that means colour, gender or migrant have been put forward beyond that point (Brah, 1999; Massey, 1993; 1999).

The problem now is, how are different actors identified with the subject of the process through different forms that capital nowadays adopts, and how do they relate with different positions in spaces articulating the global with the local? In doing so, to recover the importance of the national state as an important agent linked with the subject is an important issue to eliminate the neutralisation of the process, giving it a more comprehensive spatial conception. The following section gives some clues to clarify these problems.

V. RE-SPATIALIZED THE GLOBAL? 

Even if the three different positions we have already explained in ‘globalization’ have strong spatial meaning, there are some questions asking at least for some clarifications. If movements, circulation and culture are now the main issues defining the process, why is space then so important, why then do we go back to space?

In different ways, the discussions are coming back to some methodological problems we would like to place on the debate. In doing so, we would like to divide the discussion in three parts: 1) the integration or compression of the space, 2) the cultural problem of the identity, and 3) the global/local ‘opposition’.

Firstly, behind ‘globalization’ there is a contradictory way of conceiving space. In Gidden´s words, it generally suggests “involving connections that span the world” (1998: 29). In that sense, there is a process of expansion, to broaden or extend relations amongst societies of the world. But for Harvey, one of the main issues of contemporary times has been the new importance of the space over time that postmodernism generates due to the time-space compression of the social phenomena (1989)
. In that sense, apparently what has happened is that spaces are now shortened or reduced, as nowadays long distances can be reached in less time. In both senses the general conclusion is that relations are strengthened, resulting in ‘global identities’ sharing the same process. What we should have to ask here is that either the shortness and faster of the process could really generate integration or inclusion of the world and therefore a new and similar identity? 

What is really happening is that even if we are now closer that does not mean that we are more integrated or identified (could we say homogeneous?). On the contrary, differences have been exacerbated as opposed to the claims for integration where we find the hope of the homogeneous promise of previous stages of development theories. Even so there has been a fragmentation of the space and therefore of the societies, between those who are part of the process, the spaces of the flows (Massey, 1999: 41), and those who have been out of it running in different circuits, in other words no integrated.

Problems of poverty, differences, racism, gender, etc have not been solved with the magic of ‘globalization’. Differences are not even mentioned by neo-liberals; they are not part of the five dilemmas supporting Gidden’s Third Way, but it is a claim to add to the fundamental categories of marxism at the present time (Harvey, 1993: 3). That is a point demanding for a common answer: how to analyse differences in the context of contemporary capitalism, which in fact they have spatial manifestations? New approaches in this trend with the spatial perspective are refer in Harvey (1996), Massey (1993; 1999) and Brah (1996; 1999).

That gives us the entrance to the second point. Identity has been one of the main issues concerning ‘globalization’ since the cultural and spatial perspectives. According to Harvey, one of the major preoccupations of postmodernism thinking is the construction of identity and ‘places’ (Harvey, 1993: 16).

Within ‘globalization’ strong emphasis has been devoted to the arguments supporting the integration of the identities due to the span of symbols through images and communications linked at the international scale (Held et al: 326-328) in an unbounded relation between culture and identification of societies with others through movements. In this context, ‘globalization’ could be understood as a new tendency to generate the homogenisation of different cultures of the world in one.

There are positions generating the links in other way. A changing and ongoing conception of identity relates through difference in time and space to a socially constructed culture (Brah, 1996, 20). Culture is the common experience embodied in groups’ life; it is not static but in a continuous process of transformation through history. There is not a common culture but different cultures constituted (Ibid. 18-19). Depending on the socio-political and economic relations, space and time define both differences and culture. In that sense, even if globalization’ has influenced in the same manner the ‘world’, differences in the way the processes affecting the places and times of the action will generate different identities. It is a matter of recognises co-presence and co-existence of the others in the same places.

Where do we start to understand the process then by the homogenised identity or through the differentiated spaces? Again, part of the debate is there. From the methodological standpoint, we have to put the answer in other way: how could we understand a differentiated reality that at the same time has strong links and processes that homogenised it? The point I would like to stress here is that even if both appear as different positions regarding the construction of space, at the same time both are part of the process of transformation of social space. In fact it is more important to be aware of when does the change from one to the other is produce, how differences impact quantitatively and qualitatively the homogenisation tendency and how do they generate a specific inclusive social place.

Thirdly, there is a tendency to advocate the international scale the place where the movements and the circulation of the agents take place. Apparently then, it should be the place where the processes move or are defined. They relate directly with the local, the place where the impact of the global is determined. In that opposition, and overall in the said of the hyperglobalists, the national state tend to loose importance. As we already said, the reassertion of the national state has been developed, not only by the critics regarding the marxist stand point (Weiss, 1997; Fox, 1995; Moran, 1998, Hirst and Thompson, 1999) but by modernists such as McGrew (1992) and Held (et al 1999). The importance of the national space is implicit or explicitly in the discourse of the authors. 

In doing so, we have arrived to one of the most important problems regarding spatial analysis: is place defined by isolated, bounded and static surfaces that mean in a bi-dimentional space? Or by the contrary, could we think in a multidimensional definition of the process, including several spaces but materialised just in one? If so, how could we relate them? 

Methodologically, regarding the ways we have to understand the construction of the places is the only way to respond to this question. ‘Globalization’ has opened a discussion on the definition of regional geography at the end of the nineteen century (Ramirez, 1999b), the possibility to recognise a hierarchical space and that of the recognition of one space in its difference with the others. Of course the context of the discussion is quite different now and the possibilities to think about it have change dramatically.

The multidimensional issue to solve the construction of the place goes through different perspectives. For Smith, using a structuralist approach, it is a problem of scale concerning the “geographical resolution of contradictory processes of competition and co-operation” regarding space (1993: 99). But at the same time, it is a way of making the place and the differences between the places (ibid.). For him, the scales go from the body up to the global; each of them represents a particular task in the reproduction of the space performance (ibid. 99-113). What it is not clear in his work is who one can articulate the tasks and the dimensions of the space instead of being one; in other words, how and when do they overlap in a particular time and place. Similar to this, but with different features is that of Harvey (1989).

Massey proposes to analyse through the power geometry of time-space compression. Her proposal suggests two points: first of all, there is a need to go beyond movement and communications analysis, to the dimension and the degree they adopt (Massey, 1993: 62). Secondly, in order to go to those geometries, she argues about the need to recognise the particularities of the locus, imagined as unbounded and articulated moments in networks of social relations and understandings. This in turns allows a sense of place which is extra-verted, which includes a consciousness of its links with the wider world, which integrates in a positive way the global with the local (ibid. 66). Eliminating the boundaries then allows what she called the counter-position to the outside, as well as the linkage to that outside (ibid. 67).  

My point is, if relations are again important to emphasis particularity and difference, they are in fact given only if we go back to space. Those relations allow us to construct the specificity of the place but of the process just if we identify them in its relation with open and a dynamic space. Therefore, the inter-related and multidimensional space identify and construct the specificity of the social relations that the metanarrative of modern marxism left behind emphasising only time, and they arrive only if they are constructed with and in space. In other words, only in space the specificity and the differences of the relations can be found; therefore, is the particular dimension of the relations. 

Those relations refer to different agents located at different places but sometimes with relations and interactions connecting them in different forms. The recognition of those forms, and the specificity they adopt in each place are important as well. In different manners and intensities they generate actions affecting other agents located in other places but joining the same process. The way in which they overlap or relate produce concrete consequences in either or each of the places of interaction that could be recognised and stressed in its spatial level depending on the position they have and the directions of the mediations they produce (Ramirez, 1999). Three main aspects remain to be solved on thinking spatially:

1) How could we recognise moments and forms of different relations over-lapping in one or different spaces. In other words, who does the global might affect the local, the national or the regional generating changes in which level, and constructing, at the same time, mediated relations amongst the different spaces and agents in open interactions affecting specific places.

2) How the direction of the process does not have the same meaning for each place. For example, it is not the same perspective if the trade comes from countries of the ‘north’ to those of the ‘south’, than if it works in the other way round. Differences in quantity and quality of the relations generated by the process could give great differences in the place they affect as well.

3) How to identify different types of relations connecting space/time. There are some of them who refer to links, forms or customs generated in the past but still working at the present; there are those representing new trends, new links and new processes, but there are others that might refer to the future, and of course have to be constructed. Who do they refer to changes of society and the places where societies are living at, and who generate those relations were part of the discussion we emphasise in defining projects in ‘globalization’ in section III.

This debate is wide and deep amongst the geographers and social scientists and goes beyond the purposes of this paper. The point is that analysing the space in a multidimensional construction and through the differences we eliminate the impartiality of the neutral, giving concretivness to the politics of space. 

VI. NEW CONCEPTS - NEW PROCESSES. 

The discussion until 10 years ago was characterised by confrontations amongst different positions: capitalists against marxists; modernists versus postmodernists, etc. Apparently, at least in the discourses of the authors, nowadays that confrontation against positions is over, but in reality it was “neutralised” by the ‘globalization’ discourse. Nevertheless, that neutralisation is based upon three main aspects: 1) changes on the use of categories, 

2) Diverted discourses who try to appear as theories, 

3) Different uses in spatial categories.

Firstly, the general trend has been to change the categories of analysis sometimes avoiding critical positions; but others adopting new categories to add new trends in previous statements. We find now ‘globalization’ instead of capitalism, flows and links instead of social relations, trade and international flows instead of international division of labour, global/local instead of spatial division of labour. One should have to add multiculturalism or colonialism instead of imperialism, north and south, east or west instead of developed or under-developed countries, etc (see table 1). 

Some authors have changed the use of categories without moving the way they analyse the subject. In those cases, we are really facing a new reconstruction of the history of capitalism since the perspective of the trade and movements links within the context of the so called international space (McGrew 1992, Helm et at. 1999). In others they are generating new concepts to exemplify new directions in the processes such as co-presence or co-existence (Massey, 1999; Brah, 1999). But in others, the change of categories refer to positions which neutralise the process avoiding any connection with orthodox marxism, specially some still now recognised as the left.

Secondly, for some authors, ‘globalization’ represents itself a new theory or set of theories. More than to deal with the innovation of a new theory with several branches: “global theory, “local theory”  (Raffles Hugh 1999), what we are really doing is avoiding the use of theory in order to understand the present moment of the contemporary capitalism. Analysis gives more emphasis to empirical facts more than to the construction of new trends in knowledge using new ‘discourses and categories’. 



TABLE 1.

GLOBALIZATION: CHANGES IN CONCEPTS/DISCOURSES.

CURRENT
MARXIST
NEOCLASICAL





Globalization
Capitalism
Market & growth

Globalization
Imperialism
Development

Trade Theory
International Division of Labour
Trade Theory

Nets & flows

 Co-presence; co-existence
Relations of production
Imperfect Competition

Space/place
Spatial Division  of Labour
Land

Local/global
Spatial Division of Labour
Regions

Colonialism/ Postcolonialim
Imperialism
Multiculturalism

Differences
Class struggle
Equilibrium/ homogeneity

Agents/Actors

Gender/race definitions
Social Classes
Population/ migration

Migration and 



Social Movements
Soc. struggle


Culture
Political Economy
Neoclassic economy

Circulation
Production
Sectors/branches/groups

Source: Worked by the author.

Nevertheless, the main failure is that stressing the importance of the flows and the nets what we are really avoiding is the explanation of how the relations appear and how those new flows and nets are generating new forms of social relations. Of course that they arrive to the space and generate new trends in the way they interrelate with the space. There are not only movements, the place is still generated in the relation with the land, and therefore with the space. 

Lastly, within the ‘globalization’ era it has been a reassertion of the use of categories regarding spatial issues. For example, till some years ago the word region meant a division of homogeneous spaces, mainly within the national state or big natural landscapes. Regionalisation was either the way to divide the space for a synthetic geographical analysis of homogeneities of the land, or as a tool for policy makers to find homogeneous spaces to allocate resources to achieve ‘development’. Nowadays that meaning has changed and region can mean also to bring together different national states conforming geographical blocks of national states just like the TRIAD. ‘Globalization’ has for some this spatial contradiction: relations in the world, accommodation of regions in the international scale (Hirst & Thompson, 1999). Contradictions appeared, as this reassertion is truth, but what sort of new relations in different scales is it generating? That is the point to stress.  

Other changes refer to different ways to deal with spatial categories depending on the background and the origin of the specific subjects. For example: territory in the British context concerned to politicians (Helm et al: 29-30) referring to a bounded space, who needs limits in order to define the locus of the sovereignty of the national state. That category is found in some works including the French tradition as a synonymous of space, place etc (Brenner, 1998). In Latin America territory regards to particular positions avoiding the ambiguity that space has in Spanish language advocating the particular social construction of the space (Coraggio 1987; Pradilla, 1984) and includes the debate of the alternative way to construct change and the future; that mean place in Massey’s words.

The above regards the problem of how to deal with the analysis of localities and locality studies; the question of regions and lastly the construction of places in a ‘globalized’ era. This debate is wide and goes further than the purpose of this paper. Nevertheless, it is important to mention its importance in a moment when avoiding the neutrality means the correct and proper use of the categories to understand new processes. 

VII. IS IT A LIGHT OVER THE FUTURE?
The new millennium brings new trends in the discussions about the future of the societies and the spaces they belong to; social sciences find difficulties in how economic, political and cultural areas define the contemporary world. The challenge is great and the work is open to new constructions and new analysis.

But how can we construct a better future if what appears now in the scene of social sciences changes rapidly and some times substantially? Paradigms supporting theories have been redrawn in the last five years as a result of the changes in the socio-political and cultural outlook of the world.

There is a general claim to be more specific. Such as Massey suggests (1999) it could be different types of discourses on ‘globalization’ analysing the present and constructing the future. We are not in the same path, we have to decide towards which shore do we want to swim and in which direction do we want to go (Wallerstein, 1994: 17).

There is not a dominant common discourse as the main constraint of the moment. Everything even the debate is a matter of debate (Wallerstein, 1994, 16), and the confusion is the result of the little agreement amongst societies and countries (ibid.) not only in the way we understand the present reality but overall, how do we map future trends and new realities. In Wallerstein opinion, this confusion will be the main characteristic of our society in the twenty-five to fifty years after the end of the Cold War (ibid.).  We have then a long way to run, lets think about, and as Latour propose, “to reap the benefits of peace by re-examining some assumptions of the past fight between Left and Right”, in order to find new trends in the way to the future (Latour, 1999, 13).

Just as some positions in the ‘north’, countries of the ‘south’ have to start thinking in the future that they want with specific frameworks to analyse it. Theories from the ‘north’ are not really allowing us to understand the overall process of ‘globalization’ nor new trend to face it. The context in which this ‘new era’ has been induced in our countries has not changed some previous stages: dependency from abroad in economic resources (loans, financial management, technology, research and development, etc) has not finished with the poverty, social polarization and inequalities we still now have. The dependency theory in the 60’s stressing different ways in which international relations, let us say international scale, was supporting and generating underdevelopment and poverty in our countries from the form of linking abroad. 

I think that the context has not changed: international processes and agents dependency is still a tool to understand Latin American problems (Ayres R & D Clark, 1998; Ramirez, 1999). But we have to re-write that story with the discourse of the Zapatistas and the students and other agents working in the re-definition of our territorialization and overall being no dependent of the ‘north and the west’.  More than arguing on the problem of ‘globalization’, trade or scales, for us they have been always there, to construct a process since our position, our dimension and our directions: avoid the neutralisation is then the task, in other words, territorialized the politics of our space.
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� It must be said that I will not be using the abstract concept of space, but that who relates with society. This has and still is a debate within the geography that is not the purpose of this paper.


� One of the main debates regarding social space has been the possibility or not to conceived the category of place as synonymous of socially constructed space. Massey’s arguments have been wide spread over geographical literature in Great Britain (Massey, 1991). 


� I am using the category of mediation as the act to construct the connections, links or relations allowing the use of one category in different realities and with different contexts.


� North American Free Trade Association, the agreement between United States, Canada and Mexico, linking regionally countries against the power of Asia and the European Economic Union.


� It is not the aim of this paper to analyse the concept of progress within development theory. This subject is well documented in wide bibliography and since the spatial standpoint in Ramirez (1999).


� He suggests this position taking into account Marx’s famous phrase of compression of space to time.
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