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Globalization and Alterglobalization:
Global Dialectics and New Contours of

Political Analysis?
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ABSTRACT. In the shadow of the nation-state, transnational dynamics and contacts
operating from a non-national logic have been always present and are even increasingly
so. Nation-state has never completely controlled all kinds of crossborder transactions,
whether it be those directed by large international conglomerates, migrants, and refugee
flows, or even the variety of illegal activities of transnational criminal organizations, be
it pirating, maritime or other, be it slave trade, organ trafficking or even the lucrative
drug trade, and others. Today, one cannot work from a single level of abstraction that
revolves around nation-states and the “national.” Such focus would miss on a wide range
of power relations above and beyond states that involve crossborder dynamics. The range
of transnational interactions associated with the process of globalization and
alterglobalization constitute genuine and important challenge to our understanding of
global politics. In this article, I argue, that political analysts need to engage in multiscalar
analysis (meaning the coexistence and co-constitution of various spaces—local, national,
regional, and global) and that they must also recognize that it is heuristically fruitful to
apprehend global processes in a dialectical fashion. In short, to grasp the enigma of
globalization and of its antithesis alterglobalization requires exploring innovative
conceptual and methodological approaches.

KEYWORDS. globalization · alterglobalizations · multiscalar analysis · identity ·
transnationalism

INTRODUCTION

In February 2003, on the day following peaceful demonstrations held
around the world in protest of the American invasion of Iraq, the New
York Times declared that there were two veritable world powers, one
represented by American hegemony, and the other that of global civil
society. Five years later, at the time of this writing, hundreds of
“alterglobalization”1 protesters were on the streets of Montreal on
January 26 while the political and financial elites were meeting at the



50 GLOBALIZATION AND ALTERGLOBALIZATION

World Economic Forum in Davos, Switzerland. Braving winter chills,
these militants participated along with thousands of others around the
world at one of over 600 events organized to affirm and proclaim
loudly that many forms of globalization are possible, that the ordinary
citizen can express an opinion on the issues facing the planet, and that
solidarity exists beyond national borders.

How can we comprehend globalization today as well as the
different forms of alterglobalist resistance ? Can we build concepts and
approaches that can better account for a wide range of global processes
(for example, migration, tourism, climate change, agri-business, financial
trading, global medias, etc.) that occur sometimes in parallel, beyond,
or below the nation-state and international organizations?

If there is a contemporary problematic in political science for
which no consensus exists regarding its signification, effects, and
analytical implications, it must certainly be globalization (Durand,
Martin, Placidi and Törnquist 2006; De Sernaclens 2005; Ghora-
Gobin 2006; Scholte 2000) and its antithesis, the alterglobalization
(Beck 2003; Dupuis-Deri 2009; Martell 2010). Certain historians,
such as Hopkins (2002a), affirm that it is more productive to understand
how globalization’s processes and flows evolve through time to avoid
the conceptual impasse that would result from analyzing it strictly as
a function of the nation-state. Such specific political institution is
much more recent, since it appears only in the seventeenth century in
the flurry of treaties of Westphalia.2 It has since functioned as a
smokescreen or even as analytical diva, occupying the foreground while
making us forget that all around the nation-state, a multitude of
exchanges and social, cultural, economical, and political processes
below and above the state have continued to exist and coexist.

In the shadow of the nation-state, transnational dynamics and
contacts operating from a non-national logic have always been present
and are even increasingly so.3 Nation-state has never completely
controlled all kinds of crossborder transactions, whether it be those
directed by large international conglomerates, migrant and refugee
flows, or even the variety of illegal activities of transnational criminal
organizations, be it pirating, maritime, or other, be it slave trade, organ
trafficking or even the lucrative drug trade.4 Moreover, for a number of
indigenous groups, such as those on the triple border of China, Laos,
and Vietnam, the nation-state and its borders do not really make sense.
These borders are crossed daily, not only at official border crossings but
also across an entire network of exchange points (Michaud 2006;
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Michaud and Forsyth 2010). The same is happening in Southern
Philippines where Muslim traders cross back and forth the Celebes Sea,
bringing a wide range of goods from Borneo to Mindanao and vice-
versa. These situations are repeated all around the world, where
cultural and community links remain much more meaningful and real
than those of nations. In a similar way, more and more individuals are
mobilizing across borders around shared values and norms (peace,
human rights, sustainable development, social justice, gender equality,
etc.) (Della Porta and Tarrow 2005; Dufour, Masson, and Caouette
2010; Tarrow 2005; and Vielajus 2009).

Today, a political scientist cannot work from a single level of
abstraction, that would revolve around nation-states and the “national”
because such focus would miss on a wide-range of power relations
above and beyond states that involve cross-borders dynamics. As
suggested by a range of scholars (among others, Cerny 2010; Green
Cowles, Caporaso, and Risse 2001; Urry 2000), a multiscalar analysis
is now necessary to account for and explain a wide range of transnational
practices. Some, including Ulrich Beck (2003), suggest an approach
rooted in a methodological cosmopolitanism, which is to say to no
longer think of current dynamics in terms of methodological
nationalism, but to radically modify the unit of analysis and the
methodology used. In fact, the range of transnational interactions
associated with the process of globalization and alterglobalization
constitutes genuine and important challenge to our understanding of
global politics.

In this article, I argue that an explicit and unique focus on the state
and multilateral state institutions can be overly reductionist. Such
myopic focus is being challenged by new approaches linked to political
sociology and international relations (Beck 2003; Robinson 1998;
Rosenau 2003) that adopt a transnational and multiscalar analytical
lens. This position entails that the contemporary analysts accept to
engage in multiscalar analysis (meaning the coexistence and co-
constitution of various spaces, local, national, regional, and global) but
also recognize that it is heuristically fruitful to apprehend global
processes in a dialectical fashion. In short, to grasp the enigma of
globalization and of its antithesis, alterglobalization, requires exploring
innovative conceptual and methodological approaches.

To do so, I will examine and compare the key elements of the
neoliberal globalization in its dominant forms (characterized by
modernism, extension, and liberalization of capitalist markets,
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concentration of horizontally and vertically integrated of transnational
corporations, and of political power) versus its antithesis,
alterglobalization (defined by norms of inclusive and participatory
decision-making processes, sustainable and ecological development,
multiculturalism, and postmodernism) as promoted by loosely defined
global social justice movements.5 From the following discussion, I
hope to demonstrate, that it is increasingly necessary to break certain
epistemological barriers, which have marked the study of international
relations and comparative politics by including contemporary
transnational dynamics and multiscalar analysis.6

GLOBALIZATION, TRANSNATIONAL RELATIONS, AND

CONSTRUCTIVISM

The transnationalist perspective and the study of transnational dynamics
are not new.  Some of these approaches trace their roots in the works
of  international relations (IR) specialists, including Robert Keohane
and Joseph Nye (1972), who first argued for the role and importance
of nonstate actors, including multinational firms, religious organizations,
social movements, unions, NGOs, and even narco-trafficking and
other illicit organizations, in the study of world politics.

Following the end of the Cold War and the acceleration of
globalization flows, Thomas Risse-Kappen (1995), among others,
argued to bring back “transnational relations back in.” In making such
suggestions, he was not alone but part of a growing movement of
dissenting voices within IR and comparative politics that felt that a sole
focus on the state (and substates) and international organizations could
not account for a growing number of cross-borders dynamics and
globalization (Lipschultz 1992; Rosenau 1990). The study of
transnational relations, considered by many, including Thomas Risse-
Kappen (1995), to be at the intersection of these two “agendas” of
research, has rekindled the importance of understanding and explaining
the role of nonstate actors and the determining place of norms at the
heart of international relations.

These emerging perspectives on transnationalism and globalization—
some focusing on global governance (Wilkinson 2005; Hewson and
Sinclair 1999), corporate power (Soederberg 2010), or global resistance,
transnational activism, and movements against corporate globalizations
(Amoore 2005; Tarrow 2005; Juris 2008)—share a common self-
awareness and humility in terms of what they aim and are capable of
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explaining. Moving away from the classic and general theories of
international relation (realism, liberalism, or  Marxism), these approaches
are more modest in what they claim to explain and account for
(Battistella 2009; Éthier 2008). Nonetheless, these intermediate and
critical theories (Edkins and Vaughan-Williams 2009; Wapner and
Ruiz 2000), as opposed to grand narratives of classic paradigms, allow
for original and refreshing understanding of contemporary global
processes. In particular, they make space for multiscalar analysis (that
implies the study of diverse and interconnected fields of power
relations: local, regional, national, transnational, and global),
postpositivism (that allows interrogating of the role and effects of ideas,
identity, and norms in the construction of social realities), and
methodologies that do not posit the nation-state as the central unit of
analysis.

Within the corpus of new IR perspectives, constructivism appears
to be a particular heuristic approach to understand and interpret
transnational flows and the proposed global dialectics. Until the late
1980s, IR theories were largely isolated from the epistemological
debates within social sciences. In contrast, constructivist perspectives
are today at the heart of theoretical explorations on the meanings and
the implications of globalization and alterglobalization. From its early
formulations (Kratochwil 1989; Onuf 1989) to those closer to liberal
and positivist approaches on an epistemological level (Wendt 1999);
or those “farther out,” closer to critical theories (Price and Reus-Smit
1998), constructivism appears as the privileged paradigm to unravel
the study of globalization (Cameron and Palan 2004) and
alterglobalization (De Sousa Santos 2004). On the one hand, the focus
on the role of intersubjectivity, that is to say the importance of the co-
constitution of reality as a product of social interaction appears to be
particularly determinant to an understanding of globalization as object
of alterglobalization resistance. On the other hand, constructivist
approaches deployed on multiple scales (local, national, regional,
global) can assist in identifying and explaining a wide range of
alternative practices and norms as constituent parts of this multiform,
plural, and fragmented alterglobalist movement. Constructivism is
also particularly useful because it recognized that scales and spaces
(local, regional, national, global) are products of social interaction. It
is through social interaction and shared subjectivity, that an individual,
a group, a social movement, or a coalition defines its level/space of
contention. The same can be said whether it is the increasing importance
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of identity or ideas such as social justice, fair trade, indigenous rights,
food sovereignty, or sustainable development, it is essential to recognize
that these are discursive and narrative constructions framed as antitheses
to the dominant neoliberal globalization.

On a methodological level, the study of globalization and even
more so alterglobalization presents a number of challenges. The first is
at the level of unity of analysis. Should one favor a systematic approach
such as that proposed by world-system theorists, which considers the
capitalist world as a whole (Wallerstein 1974, 1980, 1989; Chase-
Dunn and Babones 2006; Abu-Lughod 1989) or should we rather
privilege a methodological transnationalism where phenomena such as
migration, climate change, the international division of labour, food
production, or even emerging issues of global health become the
objects of analysis? In opting for the latter, one then accepts the
existence of a multiplicity of levels of analysis that go from local to
global as well as the national and the regional and processes and flows
that are at work above and beyond the nation-state (Beck 2003; Cerny
1995; Rosenau 2003).

While arguing for such theoretical and methodological departures,
I am not proposing to do away with state-centered analyses of global
politics but rather that there is a need to enrich and complement those
with more flexible conceptual approaches in order to explain new
global phenomena and older ones that were overlooked in the past or
understood only through methodological nationalism. To illustrate
the relevance of such alternative analytical lenses, I chose to examine
the current contours of neoliberal globalization and its antithesis, the
“alterglobalization.” In doing so, it is an opportunity to reveal that
more than one form of globalization is currently at work and also that
the idea of global dialectics might provide a creative way to illustrate
the interconnectedness of the dominant capitalist globalization and
the dissenting alterglobalization. In contrast with globalization where
states actors and international organizations are central, alterglobalization
is characterized by the importance of nonstate actors (indigenous
movements, consumer’s organizations, ecological coalitions, and
transnational networks), and ideas and norms that informed our
understanding of “global politics” and new forms of crossborder
collective action. The growing importance of transnational nonstate
actors, the diffusion of cosmopolitan ideas, and the diversity of local-
global identities (for example, indigenous, ethnic, religious, pacifist,
ecologist, ethical consumer) challenge the global governance discourse
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that remains rooted in a state-centered perspective (Mittelman 2000;
Wilkinson 2005).

GLOBALIZATION OR GLOBALIZATIONS

When we speak of globalization, the first element for reflection is to
identify its characteristics since this notion suffers from conceptual
elasticity, to the point where we sometimes question ourselves on the
heuristic value of this idea or suggest that it might be more precise to
speak of globalizations (Ghorra-Gobin 2006). As noted by Arac  (2002,
35): “Globalization pluralizes: it opens up every local, national or
regional culture to others and thereby produces ‘many worlds’.”

In the following paragraphs, I examine the dominant (hegemonic)
form of globalization, oftentimes referred to as the capitalist neoliberal
globalization. What are the elements of such contemporary
globalization? A first observation is that the present form distinguishes
itself from other historical periods. The compression of time and space
underscores this current phase (Held et al. 1999; Scholte 2005). Thus,
we are witnessing a major acceleration of change of all kinds (Appadurai
1991), through the Internet, among others, but also through the
continuous dissemination of information, the possibility of speculating
on international markets at any time of day, the reduced costs of
transportation, which allow more and more people to travel around
the world, even cultural products that circulate at an accelerated rate
(films, music, literature, televised serials, and fast food). This compression
of space and time is new and unprecedented in history (Harvey 1991).

Another aspect, certainly the more familiar, is the extension and
universalization of capitalist relations, especially trade and financial
exchanges. We need only think of the integration of the markets
(Soederberg 2010), or look at the food industry (Calame 2008; Clapp
and Cohen 2009). We can also look to the growing importance of
products from Asia, particularly from China, or of the flow of migrant
workers (Castles and Miller 2003). The proliferation of free-trade
agreements and zones are surely other signs of the integration of
national economies within a global economy. The economy, along
with information technologies, specifically the extension of the markets,
integration processes, and capitalist relations are certainly areas where
the acceleration of time and the compression of space have become
most evident. It is not a coincidence if these features are most often
associated with the idea of globalization.
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A third element of current globalization is the establishment of a
normative global discourse organized around so-called universal norms
(Hurrell 2007). These are evidently not neutral and many have
attributed their origins and links to the West, particularly economic
and political liberalism (Mann 1997). Other global norms that come
to mind are individual human rights, freedom of the press, private
property, free elections, free market economy, competitiveness, etc.
(Finnemore and Sikkink 1998). Characteristically, these socially
constructed liberal norms are constituted through discourse and a
number of cognitive precepts that target atomized individuals, defined
as historical subjects, and no longer as a group or a specific collectivity.
In the past, major religions have also had and continue to hold
universal claims however, these were not necessarily linked to a single
mode of political or economic organization. Today, the establishment
and construction of these norms and this discourse are perceived by
some as a new form of biopower (Hardt and Negri 2000) associated
with particular economic (capitalist) and political (liberal democratic)
forms of organization.

A fourth element that defines the contours of current globalization
is identity. Once again, “national” identity is considered to be one of
the foundations of the contemporary nation-state. It is now increasingly
contested (Pieterse 2004). The multiplication of identities has become
particularly evident since the end of the Cold War and is increasingly
present and can be observed with the emergence of localized identities,
defined by various criteria (clan, ethnic, linguistic groups, and tribe)
but also with the appearance of “trans”-national identities defined
outside of national frameworks. It is notably the case of diasporas and
their migrants who exert increasingly important political and economic
roles both in their country of origins as well as in their host countries
(Barou 2007; Simon 2008). These no longer are functions of single
national identities but of diverse identities. For example, a neo-
Quebecer of Salvadoran origins can participate as much in the debate
in Quebec regarding its language policy as well as in supporting and
financing a candidate or a political group in El Salvador. Suddenly
freed from the constraints of East-West conflict, identity is now more
than ever a major aspect of globalization. Contrary to those who would
see globalization as a process of identity homogenization, it is in
localization and identity diversity that there seems to be much left to
understand and also contrary to those who would assume a flattening
of hierarchy between classes, ethnic group, or even gender (Friedman
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2007), globalization as we experience it often reinforce and fragment
levels of exclusion (Choudry 2010).

ALTERGLOBALIZATION: MULTITUDES, MOVEMENT, AND ETHICS

Confronting dominant discourses on neoliberal globalization,
particularly those put forth by defenders of the extension of markets
or individual liberal norms, we are witnessing a parallel rise of
counterdiscourses and other social practices that are associated with
alternative globalizations (Laville and Cattani 2006). Some see in
alterglobalization, what Karl Polanyi designated as a  double movement,
a movement for reform that would force the establishment of adjustment
mechanisms and social measures to limit the abuses and excesses of
exclusive hyper liberalism (Mittelman 2000). Alterglobalization would
thus be a countermovement that would give a human face or at least
ensure the continuity of the globalization of markets and the economy
(Amoore 2005; Gill 1995).

Others have an altogether different vision of what might be an
alterglobalization that would be based on the idea of multitudes,
plurality, diversity, participatory democracy, and commonwealth
(Hardt and Negri 2004; 2010). Even more difficult to define than
globalizations, this alterglobalization would be much more fluid and
embodies a variety of social movements and emerging practices
(deliberative democracy, local economy, slow food, direct action, and
the likes). Thus, the recourse to different terminologies sometimes
inspiring, but difficult to grasp or even operationalize or test empirically:
a constellation of opposites, multitudes, or even intergalactic resistance
(to echo the Zapatista expression).

Whether seen as a countermovement or as a multitude,
alterglobalization is evolving. Oftentimes, alterglobalization remains
defined by its common stand in opposing neoliberal economic
globalization (Bello 2002) rather than by its organizational axes or
specific political programs. This dispersion and imprecision explain
the ever-increasing fascination, not only of militants of all kinds who
claim it, but of political scientists, sociologists, philosophers, and even
economists who attempt to understand its ideas and practices as well
as the philosophical foundations of the propositions put forward
(DeSousa Santos 2004). One element is obvious, alterglobalization
aims to be profoundly horizontalist and inclusive (in contrast with the
verticalism of the organization of large economic and financial
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conglomerates or of parties and organizations associated with the
Marxist Left).

ALTERGLOBALIZATION AS AN EMERGING GLOBAL

DISCOURSE  AND PRAXIS

Which historic event or moment marks the emergence and the
accelerated growth of alterglobalization? Obviously, it is difficult to
find a single one. Since the 1980s, with the emergence of structural
adjustment programs and the IMF and World Bank’s taking control
of managing state macroeconomics, and later with the end of the Cold
War, certain general characteristics of alterglobalization practices and
discourse emerged: the insistence on inclusion, equity, participation,
and direct dissent on the street, and no longer through political parties
or state institutions (Graeber 2006). The Zapatista uprising in January
of 1994 and its call for a transcontinental resistance to global
neoliberalism have also been particularly important. Thereafter, parallel
forums at meetings of the World Trade Organization (WTO) became
privileged moments of dissident expression. First, in Geneva in 1998
and then during the “Battle in Seattle” in 1999, a multitude of civil
society actors have gathered and protested (Doha 2001, Cancun 2003,
and Hong Kong in 2005). The G-8 summits, meetings of the IMF and
of the World Bank, and lately, gatherings of the G-20 have been
important occasions for transnational movements and networks to
gather and act collectively in protest against decision-making modes
deemed exclusive and nondemocratic. For many participants, the
liberalization of commerce and the economy, as put forth by the WTO
or as discussed during the annual Davos meetings, constitute global
issues which require a reorientation of the neoliberal economy in favor
of an economy based on other values such as social justice, equality,
and sustainability.

In parallel, various alternative efforts and propositions (notably,
the Tobin tax on international financial transactions, the reform of
international institutions and the rules of world commerce, fair-trade,
a ban on the patenting of life forms, voluntary simplicity, sustainable
development, food self-sufficiency, and the likes) have been put
forward and debated with alterglobalization. And since 2001, the
World Social Forum (WSF) has acted as a symbolic meeting place for
a wide range of alterglobalization activists (Hardt 2002). Initially
conceived as a social response to the Davos (World) Economic Forum,
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the WSF is now, in the eyes of many, a privileged moment for the
expression and the affirmation that “another world is possible”
(Waterman 2004). In fact, ever since 2001, on a quasiannual basis,
initially at Porto Alegre, then in Mumbai, in Nairobi, and more
recently in Belem, thousands of self-professed alterglobalization activists
have gathered to share their experiences, their analyses, and their shared
convictions that there are alternatives to the current forms of
globalization and that it is possible to foresee a heterogeneous ensemble
of new social, political, economic, and political practices as belonging
to a vast collective of reconceptualization of the world order. Today,
the experiment continues.

The WSF has also generated geographic-based and thematic social
forums.  For example, in September 2007, Quebec held its first social
forum just after the one held in Atlanta in the U.S. These experiences
were repeated; two years after, there have been dozens of regional and
national social forums across the world. Each forum, whether
international or local, is a fascinating event, a fertile terrain of reflection
and critical discourse regarding globalization. At the same time, many
question whether the WSF runs the risk of becoming an “obligatory”
ritual. That it would be the few days over the course of the year when
another world is imagined and lived, somewhat like large religious
gatherings or pilgrimages. Nevertheless, beyond the possibly ritualized
character of the exercise, the WSF remains an important place for
reflection and exploration of new ideas, practices, and identities.

Alterglobalization implies examining issues of shared identities
and values, revealing that transnational solidarity is no longer solely
based on a specific cause or problematic as such, but more so on shared
plural identities. Certain large social movements, such as the World
March of Women (Giraud and Dufour 2010), the movement for food
sovereignty (Desmarais 2007), or even the movement for peace function
on identity registers other than national or religious. How truly rooted
in political and social practices these shared identities and discourses
that transcend national identity remains to be seen (Buff 2005).

GLOBAL DIALECTICS? NEW CONTOURS OF POLITICAL ANALYSIS

Can we consider globalization and its “antithesis,” alterglobalization,
as genuine challenges to political analysis organized around an
epistemology rooted on nation-states and methodological nationalism?
Similarly, how can we develop analytical tools that reconcile, on the
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one hand, the possibility that individuals can have impact on a number
of scales and their own agency below and above the state (Caouette and
Turner 2009), and on the other hand, the possibility that various
forms of supranational organizations (treaties, regimes, multilateral
organizations, and international norms) structure and condition
states’ activities and capacities (Held and McGrew 2002)

For James Rosenau (1990), this widening gap between units of
analysis outside the state can be best explained by the idea of
fragmegration, that today we need to simultaneously take into account
the processes of localization and fragmentation while considering
global processes of integration (economic, political, cultural, and
others). It is within this contradictory process that we might begin to
see the emergence of the most promising paths to both an original and
explanatory understanding of globalization or what he has more
recently described as distant proximities (Rosenau 2003).

Without wanting to advocate the shelving of the study of interstate
relations, an epistemology rooted in multiscalar analysis of plural
transnationalism can open the door to a more nuanced understanding
of the global flows and processes, such as the dialectics between
globalization and alterglobalization. For example, it would be absurd
to attempt to explain the functioning and the dynamics of
fundamentalist religious networks (terrorist or otherwise) starting
from a uniquely state-centric perspective. Just as it would be bizarre to
attempt to understand international migration and the importance of
diasporas from a single transnational lens that would not take into
account the politics of states who trigger and encourage massive
migrations of their populations (for example, the Philippines, Indonesia
and Mexico) or consider the collective action of migrant workers
(Choudry et al. 2009). Rather than speak of the “contamination” of
interstate relations by transnational relations (Keohane and Nye
1972), it would seem more productive to acknowledge the interaction
of these types of relations. While recognizing the challenges of such a
methodological choice, this would allow a certain order to complexity
and to bypass the difficulty of circumscribing such nebulous objects of
study, such as alterglobalization.

Beyond the methodological and theoretical challenges that are
represented by the study of current world processes, one can confirm
that identity construction has now become a central dynamic. Just as
the press has played an essential role in the construction of the national
imaginary (Anderson 1991), today the Internet, low-cost travel, real-
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time information, and political and economic integration make the
construction of transnational identities more and more possible. For
some, it would be possible to imagine the eventuality of a transnational
or global citizenship (Fox 2005). Rather than such a transposition,
which imposes a certain logic echoing a national model, it would be
more productive to anticipate a multiplication of belongings and
subjective loyalties. Thus, national identity (for example, that of the
Filipinos or Québécois) would be increasingly inscribed within a
variety of identities as subjective as they are multiple. Of course, it is
too early to claim the existence of a cosmopolitan identity or even that
of a cosmopolitical democracy (Held 1995; Kaldor 2003; Archibugi
2003; 2004).

While it is obviously too early to proclaim the end of positivist
theories and methodological nationalism, for the moment, the
exploration and the renewal of conceptual and methodological lenses
to study of contemporary global dynamics and flows whether they be
linked more narrowly with globalization or to alterglobalization
appear to be productive heuristic approaches. These allow us to leave
the “beaten path” without paradigmatic or metatheoretical claims and
to move forward with an open mind and an innovative outlook.
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NOTES

1. I choose here to use the neologism “alterglobalization” because it conveys more
precisely the ideas underpinning much of the resistance to the mainstream
economic globalization, namely its neoliberal incarnation. This expression also
comes closer to the French “altermondialisme,” meaning “another globalization”
or an alternative to the dominant economic model. It also nicely echoes the motto
of the World Social Forum that “another world is possible” (Sen, Anand, Escobar,
and Waterman 2004). For a longer discussion on the origins and meanings of
“altermondialisme,” see Dupuis-Deri (2009).

2. The essays of Hopkins (2002b), Bennison (2002), and Ballantyne (2002) are
particularly instructive on how taking a long-term view at globalization allows us to
see the nonlinear evolution of global dynamics and how the second half of the
twentieth century and the early years of the twenty-first century are marked by a
gradual acceleration of these dynamics.

3. An example of this is the fascinating account of Rizal’s contacts and exchanges with
various strands of the anarchist and liberation movements in Europe in the
second half of the nineteenth century by Benedict Anderson (2005). On a
different period and a different continent, Castañeda (1993) studies how Latin
American revolutionary movements had established various networks and linkages
across the continents in the 1960s and 1970s to support different liberation
struggles.

4. In terms of Southeast Asia, see for example, Abuza (2003) on militant Islamic
networks, Eklöf (2006) on pirates and marauders, Dobson and Chia Siow  (1997)
on multinational enterprises, and Piper and Uhlin (2004) on transnational
activism.

5. A similar conceptual exercise could have been undertaken looking at the “darker”
globalization, that is the extension and expansion of illegal and illicit activities,
narcotrafficking, piracy, human and organ trafficking, transnational crime, etc.
My intuition, since I have not tested it, is that one would encounter again a sort
of dialectics between these two.

6. These ideas are not new as political scientists, sociologists, historians, and
anthropologists have wrestled with them for quite some time. For a well-organized
and excellent overview of the literature on globalization and its debates, see
Martell (2010). What I am trying to do here is to suggest that increasingly it has
become heuristically fruitful to move beyond nation-state based concepts for
global ones because more and more social dynamics involving power relations,
inclusion and exclusion, participation, and marginalization are derivative of
crossborders and transnational forces. This line of argument echoes a recent work
by Philip Cerny (2010) where he suggests the use of a transnational neopluralist
approach to apprehend contemporary world politics.
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