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Abstract

This article proposes an analytical approach for studying globalization from an urban perspective, and examines cutting-edge scholarship on the subject. Rather than considering cities directly linked to the global economy in a similar, homogeneous way, the article strongly suggests that the mediation of regional and national domains of social action ought to be considered in order to provide a framework for including difference and variation in the treatment of cities in the world-system. The author proposes an approach of “levels of analysis” which helps to undermine the duality local-global. Unlike most analyses of globalization, which propose the end of the nation-state, it is here suggested that states and regions strongly influence the path to globalization of individual cities. Therefore, globalization cannot be explained as an economic or financial process exclusively, but as one in which politics and history matter in very significant ways.
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Introduction: The Current Wave of Globalization

The roots of the current wave of globalization seem to rest on what analysts have termed “the new international division of labor” (Folker, Froebel y Kreye, 1980; Cohen, 1981). This process has been creating a new geography of production on a global scale during the past 30 years by shifting production complexes from core to periphery countries. This dispersal of production has caused massive plant closures in Western countries in traditional manufacturing sectors and has been accompanied by a resurgence or reorganization of control capabilities in a few centers. Saskia Sassen has termed such centers “global cities” (Sassen, 1991). It is important to note that Sassen’s analysis focuses on the financial industry and associated producer services (advertising, accounting, business law, management consulting), and not manufacturing, which has long abandoned central cities. 

A second theme (related to the previous one) captures the imagination of social scientists when trying to explain the causes of the current phase of globalization. It is information technology and a new round of “time-space compression”  (Harvey, 1989) that might be creating a “space of flows” (Castells, 1989, 1996), opposed to the “space of places” of our direct, close experience. According to Castells, the newness of the current phase of global restructuring involves the rise of a global economy that works as a unit in real time, on a global scale and enabled by telematics. Both Sassen and Castells focus their analyses on the rise of the information economy and FIRE (finance, insurance and real estate). Whereas Castells seems to overlook “place” as a fundamental category for analysis and maintains that “global cities” are processes, not places (Castells, 1996: 380), Sassen’s analysis has been a major force driving the new scholarship on cities for the past 15 years. A focus on global cities is justified because the new geography of global capitalism may be creating a new global urban hierarchy. Let us remember, however, that connectivity to the global economy need not be exclusively a factor of the strength and global projection of the local financial sector. 

In any case, there seems to be agreement as to the general features that characterize the current round of capitalist restructuring: 1) an expanding system of multinational corporations, 2) the increasing strength of financial globalization, 3) the spread of the doctrine of the minimalist state, and consequently 4) deregulation and privatization. Such features are not necessarily new in the world economy. Arrighi, for example, has defined globalization as follows: “Globalization may be a term to denote the shift from a global financial system controlled by a hierarchy of government agencies headed by the US to an equally global financial system in which governments have little control over their finances and compete fiercely with one another for the favor and assistance of privately controlled capital” (Arrighi, 2000: 119). Let us note that Arrighi’s definition neglects the important trend in the globalization of manufacturing activites, which isexpressed in the new international division of labor and studied under the paradigm called “global commodity chains” (Gereffi and Korzeniewitz, 1994).

Students of the transnational interconnectedness of processes of state formation and capital accumulation such as Tilly offer a complementary definition: globalization would be “an increase in the geographical reach of locally consequential social interactions, especially when that increase stretches a significant proportion of all interactions across international or intercontinental limits” (Tilly, 1995). Here Tilly puts us closer to general concepts associated to globalization such as Giddens’s “time-space distantiation” and Harvey’s “time-space compression”. Tilly counts at least four periods of intense globalization in the last millennium: 1) the rise in the XIII century of an Afroeurasian world trading system brilliantly analyzed by Janet Abu-Lughod in her Before European Hegemony (1989); 2) the rise of the “modern” world system in the XVI century as presented by Immanuel Wallerstein (1974); 3) the rise of European imperialism in the XIX century in which four-fifths of the world were under the control of European states; and 4) the current phase, generally characterized by the features mentioned above and which signals the rise of a possible multicentered world-system with three “cores” in the United States, Europe, and East Asia.

There is a difference between the nineteenth-century wave of globalization and the present one. In the XIX century, states were gaining control over technological innovation, production, employment and the transfer of capital, ideas, and people within and across borders. Today, states are losing such control (Tilly et al 1995: 14-18). This does not mean, however, that states are about to disappear as significant social formations, but rather that they reconfigure in an effort to act within their national territories and across borders as active global actors. In order to do so, they become part of supranational organizations that apparently limit their sovereignty. Another difference of this current wave vis a vis past ones is the proliferation of transnational corporations, which some number at 10,000 in the case of US transnational corporations in 1980, and about 30,000 in 1990 (Stopford and Dunning, 1983: 3; Ikeda, 1996). In many respects transnational corporations still “need” the states. However, one unintended consequence of their proliferation has been the disempowerment of Western states, due to the loosening of traditional regulatory frameworks.
Gereffi has periodized the current globalization period as follows: a) investment-based globalization (1950-70); b) trade-based globalization (1970-1995); c) digital globalization (1995 onward). This reconstruction is ideal-typical and does not do justice to the fact that both investment and trade globalization are concurrent with digital globalization. Gereffi’s periodization is nevertheless useful to grasp the diversity of sources inducing the process we all call globalization, which some equate with “internationalization.” Some others distinguish it from the latter by arguing that globalization involves a functional integration of globally dispersed activities that did not exist in previous historical periods. Such a distinction has more than heuristic value because it expresses a process really occurring in the world-system. However, it is a distinction useful only if one focus attention on the functioning of a global system driven by global commodity chains. This approach is championed by Gereffi (see, inter alia, Gereffi, 1994). For our purposes in this paper, we will take globalization to mean internationalization and the expansion of economic flows which connect cities and regions with the global economy. 

A Theoretical Understanding of Globalization

Globalization is a very contested and controversial concept in the social sciences, but I will not discuss in detail such controversy in these pages.
 I will focus on globalization processes in relation with the urban phenomenon and the development of cities in the world-system. I want to provide a theoretical discussion that furthers our understanding of global issues from an urban perspective. Globalization is an idea that can be broadly defined as the formation of networks across time and space on a transnational scale.  More specifically, globalization is in effect when there is a process of local-regional economic change by virtue of transnational expansion and international linkages. In short, globalization means "action at a distance," provided that such a "distance" encompasses actors or processes in different national territories. Globalization is, therefore, time-space distantiation
 taken to the world level. The formation of the world-system in the sixteenth century, as documented by Immanuel Wallerstein
, or the early rise of a transnational system of commerce in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, as analyzed by Janet Abu-Lughod
, constitute historical instances of globalizing processes. Globalization is not an exclusively contemporary phenomenon. 

Globalization is also related to local structural transformations that take place in locales when processes of economic action at a distance occur. Structural moves on the part of regions and nation-states to cope with the array of forces that constitute the extension of markets worldwide can be considered a significant part of globalization processes. Regional transformations in economic policy and in the ways policy is delivered and implemented also account for explanations of the globalization phenomenon. Rather than understanding globalization as a mere "space of flows"
, I suggest that processes of economic action at a distance must be placed in structural and territorial context. Four sets of processes help us understand how and why the space of flows is constituted and transformed: 1) historical trajectories of development, 2) negotiations between local-regional and national domains of social action in order to extract the benefits of economic growth, 3) local transformations in urban policy, and more generally 4) a deep contextual understanding of the settings of social action. 

In 1991, Janet Abu-Lughod warned against explanations of globalization that do little to help us understand the specific dynamics of the process. She termed this "the global babble."
 Globalization's assumed pervasiveness, and the fashionable character of the concept among social scientists for the past fifteen years have triggered many analyses
. These could create an explanatory trap in which we are not able to distinguish the causes and effects of the process. The root of the problem is that such analyses may not be based on sufficient empirical evidence and a careful treatment of specificities and variation across time and space. Have we gone beyond the "global babble"? The answer is: probably not enough. The specific meaning and actual reach of globalization are still contested topics for debate. Michael Storper points out that "the theoretical meaning and practical impact of economic globalization remain obscure"
. Yet, urbanists focusing on the development of cities have a privileged standpoint to sensibly understand the specific meaning of globalization (or, should we say "globalizations"?) as it develops at the beginning of the twenty-first century, because cities provide an adequate empirical reference to study globalizing processes worldwide. Such urban analysis may well balance the quest for general theory with the necessity of case-based peculiarities as they develop over time. Thus, I would like to advance some theoretical propositions that aim at furthering our understanding of globalization from an urban perspective. 

a) Globalization is not simply an "external" force that is crushing (or saving) self-contained localities and territories. Rather, globalization is made up of the relations of these localities at various spatial scales. In this sense, localities have always been constructed in relation to the global scale and have always been global (at least since the formation of the world-system in the thirteenth century). 

b) Globalization is a contested and political phenomenon. It is not natural and inevitable. There can be an end to the hyperomobility of capital flows, trade and international migration, as indicated by historical macrosociology.

c) Globalization is not universal (not global). The geometry of networks that makes up globalization is unevenly deployed around the world, because this geometry depends on preexisting material conditions that are place specific (which brings the role of both place and history to the fore).

d) As a consequence, globalization consists of an interaction of global forces and local conditions that produce specific outcomes. Such continuous interaction leads us to characterize globalization not as a cause or an outcome, but as a process in formation with open-ended results. In some cases, local conditions will shape globalization (and thus globalization becomes an outcome); in other cases, globalization affects specific localities (and then it is a cause). In all cases, however, it is a contingent process in formation, open to contestation.

e) As a result of the above propositions, globalization is only a partial explanation of a place's development, because not all interactions between various spatial scales produce globalizing outcomes. The networks that link a place to the global economy do not suffice to explain the place's fortunes. There is an assymetry between places and globalization, because globalization does not always explain local sociospatial formations. However, globalization itself should always be explained in relation to those local sociospatial formations. This makes globalization "dependent" on places on an explanatory level, but does not make places dependent on globalization. To a certain extent, it makes globalization an outcome rather than a cause.

f) Space, then, matters in globalization studies. It matters in two senses: 1)space understood as positionality in the global economy
; 2)space understood as place and contingencies that interact with globalization at the local level.

g) Agency matters in globalization because the duality agency-structure is a part of an analytical whole, understood in terms of networks. Local actors participate in the process of constructing, negotiating, reacting and suffering globalization, which is no longer an abstract construct out there.

Even within a specific place, globalization shows a varying and chaotic character over time. This explains why any analysis of a given city should take into account the formation of globalizing processes in various forms and different times. In other words, this analysis should include a discussion of processes that could be called "global." This is why I have referred to the plural form of the concept since it is more appropriate to speak of "globalizations" than it is to discuss a universal idea transcending time and space
. Sometimes globalization shows itself as international networks of trade, sometimes as export-led development and industrialization, then as a global industrial restructuring process, and also as a symbolic catalyst for political arguments by planners and officals about "selling the city". In all cases, however, globalization processes interact with local preconditions to produce specific outcomes. I do not subscribe to what we could call "the strong globalization thesis", namely, the unmediated and unilinear impact of global forces over particular territories worldwide. Rather than assuming unilinear causality from the global to the local, I propose to establish a multicentered link between the abstract globalization theories and specific processes involving local actors in places. This link is best established through "levels" of analysis.

Levels of Analysis: Between the Local and the Global

Such levels of analysis could contribute to assuage what we could call "the chaos and complexity" of globalization by actually deconstructing the concept and preventing it from becoming another epoch label, a catch-all concept with little explanatory power. For this purpose, it is crucial to question the "universality" of the global city hypothesis and submit the concept to an informed, place-based critique. Davis and Tajbakhsh, for example, attribute this universality of the global city to a feature of advanced capitalist countries and develop their critique from a Third World perspective.
 This criticism can also be developed from a First World perspective. We see from within such a perspective, a variety of urban outcomes in time and space, from the United States to Europe to Asia, and not just a universal application of the hypothesis based on a few cases taken as exemplars. Globalists such as Castells, Sassen, Gereffi, Dicken and Giddens do not follow the "limits to globalization" argument advanced by many geographers such as Cox, Storper, Young, and some political economists and other social scientists such as Hirst and Thompson, Abu-Lughod, Davis, and Beauregard. They provide us with general theories of universal application without actually contextualizing their hypotheses. What we need, therefore, is a specific and empirically grounded analysis of globalization; an analysis of globalization at mutiple spatial scales (provided that we understand scales only as heuristic tools); and an analysis of a variety of structures and relational processes that actually shape the concept of globalization as it develops in space-time.

A serious problematization of levels of analysis contributes to the deconstruction of the duality "local-global." Analysts have portrayed globalization as consisting of these two clearly delineated conceptual categories, the local and the global.
 According to this view, the global is active and powerful, and the local is passive and weak. My understanding of globalization does not confine cities to be merely "reactive" to globalization processes, nor does it view globalization as the only explanatory key of cities's development. As understood by the hegemonic view on global cities
, globalization is produced and managed in a few global cities and other places all over the world somehow react to the process. There is, therefore, a city "response" to globalization: resistance, aquiescence, or adaptation. As Beauregard has put it, "even though global forces impinge upon cities, they do so in different ways, sometimes being resisted and transformed, sometimes overwhelming local conditions and actors, and sometimes being warmly embraced."
 One finds examples of cities in various regions that are not passively reacting to globalization processes, but rather are actively engaging in globalization strategies, thus getting transformed in the process. Hence, globalization is "made" in all those cities as it is made in the "exemplars," New York, London, and Tokyo, although with a varying substance and a different degree of impact and reach in each specific locale.

By deconstructing the pair local-global we actually lead towards a characterization of globalization as only a "partial" explanation of a city's development. Indeed, by positing levels of analysis we give explanatory importance to units of analysis that actively mediate the linkages between cities and globalization forces, such as the region and the nation-state. It is useful to remember that not all the world economy is organized in global networks. Globalization selectively bypasses places and locales selectively engage in globalizing strategies. Such selectivity may involve the alternation of cycles of globalization and cycles of deglobalization. It may also mean that not all institutional arrangements in a city participate in the globalizing strategies. In fact, a city's development cannot solely be explained via globalization forces. The city, any city, is an instance of "partial" engagement in globalization processes, and forces located in the intermediate levels also help to explain the city's development over time.

The problem with the duality local-global is not only that it confines cities to a politically irrelevant role in the face of globalization, but also that it reifies spatial scales as self-contained units. Instead, I propose to explain globalization beyond any reified conceptualization of spatial scales. The question of what I have called "levels of analysis" is useful in order to link and transcend reified geographical scales. In fact, what I propose is an articulation of geographical scales and an understanding of globalization as a process transcending such geographical scales. Analyses of global transformations present this phenomenon as devoid of geographical scales, as a process that occurs only at the "global level." Such analyses implicitly deal with the subsequent transformation of the state system and other relevant units of analysis. My approach, however, takes as its point of departure a consideration of the linkages between the city-region and the nation-state over time, what some analysts have termed "the local-national nexus" 
. 

A problematization of levels of analysis renders a more realistic portrait of changing cities. Urbanists dealing with the question of globalization are usually carefull to specify basic geographical scales such as the city or the city-region
. In these analyses we observe an interest in showing how such geographical scales change in the midst of global processes. Yet, the literature produced by urbanists on globalization rarely devotes itself to a careful consideration of all scales that change as globalization expands and contracts. Undoubtedly, the influence of Sassen's paradigmatic study of New York, London and Tokyo
 is clear on this point. In her analysis, propelled by a structuralist and presentist logic, cities are linked to the global economy without intermediate social formations that may influence outcomes at the local level. It is in fact Sassen's argument that global cities are linked "directly" to the global economy and, as a consequence, global cities resemble each other more than they belong to their own nationalized territories. Scott et al (2002) seem to extend this argument by simply varying the unit of analysis from the global city to the global city-region. The core of the analysis lies in the discovery of linkages between the local and the global, thus omitting possible covariations of units of analysis which are larger than the city or the city-region yet smaller than the global level. 

Such analytical perspective is perilous because one risks neglecting a contextual understanding of the specific historical and political trajectories that explain how a particular locale is in fact linked to the global economy. Such an analysis may in fact lead to a complete neglection of place as a relevant context for social action, as seen in Castells's assertion that global cities are not places but processes
. Just to give an example, consider the role of the state in globalization processes. Throughout the world we witness the repositioning and "reterritorialization"
 of states and the transformation of state systems as a reaction to global processes. This occurs within the confines of what has traditionally been characterized as "the national," and also in the context of states developing geopolitical agendas. Indeed, regional and national states play a significant role in the reconfiguration of local processes, not only because states "react" to processes occurring at the global level, but also because states take the initiative and mobilize resources to actively link cities and nations with the global economy
. The purpose of these moves is mainly to gain economic advantage vis a vis other regions and states that exert powerful competition. The political dimension of such strategies, in what constitutes a not-so-surprising linkage between globalization and geopolitics, is equally important. The dual nature of globalization, both as an economic and as a political process, and the interrelationships of these two dimensions, cannot be ignored. 

There exist multiple spatial scales to explain the world economy. In so far as we accept that actors make the scale, the partition local-regional-national-international is simply a heuristic tool with hardly any theoretical value. If we focus on actors making scale, then we are close to posit networks to understand the global economy, as it is understood in actor-network theory
. Local-regional-national-international are at best "nodes" in networks, and they are being reinscribed constantly and in flux. They are constantly expanding and contracting, or, we might say, constantly globalizing and deglobalizing. In this process, there is a mixing of layers and a fragmentation of actors' interests. However, we cannot deny the effect of emergent properties and assert that all that exists is local action by local actors. The consequence is that we have to accept that globalization is shaped locally. In this respect, we should remember the duality agency-structure: actions create structure that influences action
. 

Globalization is, therefore, a locally mediated process rather than an external force preexisting in a vacuum. Globalization "makes" cities, regions, and states (it transforms them, reconfigures them, à la Roger Keil
), and in turn cities, regions, and states make globalization or "denationalization."
  So again, we see an interplay between global forces and national and local conditions. It is the interplay that renders specific outcomes. Globalization is a chain of action-reaction processes. It is usually hard to pinpoint where the initial causes are, unless we take a specific place and define "the global" as "the foreign," that is, as global flows originating elsewhere. In the original definition by Friedmann and Sassen, global cities are defined by their functions in the international division of labor, which is characterized by spatial dispersal and global integration. Global cities are basing and organizational points for global capital. Global control capability is essential to global cities. Due to such control functions, global cities converge on a smilar urban model. These features, I contend, are visible in various degrees in most cities that are linked to the global economy. Yet, the key question is to explore the multiple processes by which a city links herself to global circuits. Such multiple processes obey only partially a global logic. Instead, they are constituted and embedded in local histories, subnational institutions, and reconfigured territories. Thus viewed, what is generally labelled nowadays as 'economic globalization' rarely, if ever, involves full structural integration and strategic coordination across the globe. 

State Strategies Under Globalization

The linkages between cities and the global economy are still partially mediated by the State. We must question what M. P. Smith calls the "post-national discourse."
 States continue to have a relative capacity to act independently in the face of globalization processes, as shown in multiple geopolitical strategies that continue to develop today. Local, domestic politics matters to a degree, which reinforces my argument on levels of analysis. Therefore, it is not always the case that regions rise because States shrink, as Kenichi Ohmae has argued.
 The relationship regional-national is far more complicated and nuanced. It is not a zero sum game, but rather a more complex articulation of forces at both the regional and the national levels, and one that it is not only economic but political as well. In sum, states may gain global control even as regions gain it too (it depends on historical, political relationships between the region and the State), as it is happening in a variety of countries with great regional decentralization, such as Spain or Britain. Of course, the relationship between such strong state structures, regional and national, is not necessarily easy or always consensual, but such difficulties cannot be explained by focusing on the present time because they have historical roots.

That States do not completely lose their functions in these times of globalization is clear in the case of so-called "developmental states".
 Today in the world we have clear cases of "old" developmental states, manifested for centuries in local "growth machines"
 that sought the promotion of economic development and the preservation of local commercial privileges due to scarce food and agricultural resources. Such was the commitment to economic development that, in some cases, was reflected in the local laws, which contained important economic components. The top priority of regional state action, thus, has frequently been economic development, defined for policy purposes in terms of growth, productivity, and competitiveness. Business and politics are almost completely intertwined and political entrepreneurship is common in such regional States. The substance of growth and competitiveness goals is derived from comparisons with external reference economies which provide state managers with models for emulation.                               There is an additional reason that explains the strength of regional state action in the case of developmental States. Latecomers to the industrialization process must forge their own development institutions and ideologies because they invariably face a different set of problems and possibilities than their technically more advanced predecessors. Less developed regions and late-comers have hidden reserves of labor, savings, and entrepreneurship. Nations and regions wishing to overcome the penalties of late development require a strong state. The real issue is not whether the state should or should not intervene, but rather getting something done with intervention. Thus, developmentalism frequently addressed industrialization at the level of the city-region in close relationship with the needs of the nation-state. The economy was viewed strategically with the aim of building an industrial structure that would maximize local gains from international trade and export-led development. Fordism can be interpreted as an era in which state regulations and non-market governance mechanisms were designed to restrain competition so as to concentrate resources in strategic industries and allow the industrial growth of the region and its expansion into other areas.

In some cases, a region's relationship to the world economy may not be driven exclusively by market efficiency, but also by a strategic concern to preserve regional autonomy through international trade networks and global economic power. Such a region's "global reach" resides in the powerful bureaucracies and political entrepreneurship of regional political policy organizations and ministries, in close connection with regional business elites and their companies. Although attracting foreign investment is a priority of regional political elites, facilitating foreign trade and investments by local corporations is also a major priority for regional economic policy. In addition, global political visibility may be yet another important factor that shapes the region's involvement in the world economy. In sum, the economic base, spatial organization and social structure of world cities are strongly influenced by the national and regional development model and regional context in which each city is embedded.

From the perspective of global city-regions, regionalization and the debate on new regionalism
, we must say that just as globalization is not causing the demise of the nation state, regionalization does not rise at the expense of the nation state. In this proposal, I want to depart from such a view, because I posit two strong state institutions (regional and national) in contentious relationships over time. The rise of the region may obey local, domestic circumstances that do not have much to do with globalization (such as devolution and federalization). Here again, we have another instance of cities and regions partially engaging in globalization processes, and as such another reason to belive that globalization is just a partial explanation of a city's and a region's development. The rise of the city-region is not (at least not always) a "reterritorialization" of state power, especially in cases of multinational states.

To talk about the declining significance of nation-states due to globalization is therefore somewhat misleading. Rather, states "reconfigure" to participate in the workings of globalization, which materializes in national territories. We must not forget the role of "national" financial institutions and how they become executive in implementing the new "global" rules of the game. So it is not only "foreign" actors and structures that implement globalization (in fact the rate of foreign investment, trade and stock ownership is very small in GDP terms), but rather reconfigured national actors and institutions do so. States, rather than dissolving, "reconfigure" due to globalizing pressures. It is obvious, however, that in some cases much of the regional (and national) economic policy is determined by membership in supranational organizations (such as the European Union) and trade liberalization. 

Globalization’s “Newness”

There does not seem to be a real debate about the "newness" of globalization because scholars claiming that globalization is a radically new process do not usually examine past developments, and analysts who cultivate history claim that there is nothing new to current global processes. Bridging historical macrosociology and global-city research constitutes one of the aims of my analysis. The question here is about continuities with long-run cycles and unique features of the current wave of globalization. What is new and what is not new about the current cycle? Is time-space compression a significant break with past developments or merely an acceleration of the long-term trend toward technological development? Similarly, is the space of flows a radically new phenomenon, or is it a time-space-compressed version of the transnational networks present in the world-system for centuries? The evidence about an interconnected world-system traces back the beginning of these developments on a global scale to the thirteenth century. In addition, international synchronization of cycles of globalization and deglobalization show the actual reality of a world-system before the current wave. National economies's rates of growth have been highly correlated especially in two periods (of increasing globalization): 1913-27 and after 1970.
 

The space of flows is not exactly a radically new process in the world-system, although the debate is open on this point. As Castells has pointed out
, the specificity of the current global transformations has to do with the fact that in the late twentieth century we witnessed the formation of a global economic system that operates as a unit in real time on a global scale. It is legitimate, in my view, to ask ourselves whether this supposed "newness" of the current global system is simply a quantitative development (the spread of technological creativity and economic development), rather than a qualitative transformation of the world-system. The evidence is not conclusive regarding whether the current wave of globalization is integrating the economic system to a significantly higher degree than it was integrated in previous historical periods.
 

Another important voice in the globalization debate, Saskia Sassen, insists that the current globalization process is radically new because it is triggering an important transformation and reconfiguration of states and the state system in order to cope with changes produced at the global level. In her most recent research
, Sassen offers us an analysis that underlines a vast panoply of transformations occuring in national territories by virtue of their linkages to the global economy. Such changes are affecting the way states produce law, the shaping of citizenship, and the arbitration of processes of negotiation between local/regional/national institutions and global actors (firms and institutions) that intend to operate in specific territorial contexts. Sassen's analysis advances a powerful proposition that does much to overcome the current mythical imagery about globalization: that is, globalization indeed occurs in national territories and affects local enclaves as well as the structuration of that historical formation we call "the national." Being the urbanist she is, Sassen reminds us that it is "global cities" that concentrate most of the processes that are significantly changing the landscape of the economy in our current period. These global cities are the key nodes that articulate globalization and remain centers of command and control for the main agents of global processes. It cannot be denied that global cities "à la Sassen" undergo deep socio-economic transformations that cannot be compared to processes defining socio-economic change in most other cities. However, it remains unclear whether "global cities" constitute a unique social formation in late capitalism, or they are simply major "concentrations" of general processes occuring in many other cities all over the world. If such is the case (a hypothesis that I propose here), then we can legitimately call many cities all over the world "global cities." The question is whether we are witnessing qualitative transformations in the world-system or simply the effects of a generalized time-space compression deeply affecting the global economy --and global cities-- at the beginning of the twenty-first century.


Time-space compression, and more specifically the idea that the world-system has not been qualitatively transformed by the recent globalization wave, seems to be the hypothesis followed by another leading urban researcher, Janet Abu-Lughod. Abu-Lughod, in her extraordinary study of New York, Chicago, and Los Angeles
,  convincingly argues that the seeds of globalization in these three cities were planted in the nineteenth century, and that all characteristics that are usually attributed to "new" global cities in our current period were already present back then, albeit in embryo form. Historical continuity rather than rupture is expressed by processes of economic transformation leading to the formation of global networks by the three cities. Therefore, globalization is hardly a radically new phenomenon, although it manifests itself in somewhat distinct forms in the present time. 

Historian Harold James suggests that most analyses tend to confuse the cause of globalization with its effects
. International openness, he argues, did not lead to the spread of technology, as is too often assumed. Rather, it was technical changes and efficiencies of scale that have made purely national markets relatively inefficient, thereby compelling business, institutions and firms to spread across borders. That argument offers insight into why globalization and the inertia of transnational linkages tends to operate in the face of convulsions and contractions of the global financial system. It was perhaps assumed that as nations took measures to regulate nationally in order to protect national economies from global turbulences, they would also staunch the flow of people, goods, and services. However, open borders are not the cause of globalization as much as they are the result of a process which, in its current form, initiated in the years after the Second World War in the form of capital that sought to extend its reach and enlarge its profits. 

To a certain extent, even as deepening global integration makes nations more vulnerable to exogenous shocks, it apparently strengthens their resolve to cope with crises. However, globalization might be resilient to external shocks, but it tends to create its own internal stresses. James offers another history lesson that may point to the end of the current globalization wave. Many believe the Great Depression -- which effectively ended the 20th century’s first era of globalization -- was the direct result of World War I. By contrast, James cites three factors inherent in globalization that he claims caused it to                                           auto-destruct: the instability of capitalism, the backlash among those who did not reap the benefits of global integration, and the failure to create institutions that could adequately handle the psychological and institutional consequences of the interconnected world.  There are signs that some parts of the world believe the costs of globalization now outweigh the benefits. Argentina implemented a series of stringent reforms to more effectively open itself up to the global economy; for its troubles, the country experienced the largest debt default in history—prompting President Eduardo Duhalde to declare the system “broken.” The antiglobalization movement has gained political traction as populists have made electoral gains in Europe and Latin America. The global war against terrorism has provoked fears of a human rights race to the bottom. Nations eager to calm jittery foreign investors by clamping down on terrorist activity might also excessively clamp down on political freedoms.

The jury is still out on whether history is repeating itself today. As it seems clear in various indexes that try to measure the level of globalization worldwide
, technological and personal integration continues unabated even in countries whose overall levels of economic integration were minimal. Political engagement has expanded because the benefits of multilateral cooperation still outweigh the costs of going it alone. The forward momentum of these trends in the face of al Qaeda—a transnational terrorist network that is itself a manifestation of the darker side of globalization—testifies to the resilience of global integration. However, those most interested in promoting global integration must do more to heed the concerns of those who feel marginalized by it, lest the backlash against globalization becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy. The only truth that stands as we look back to history is that globalization is not an irreversible process. It is rather a cyclical one, in which periods of expansion are followed by periods of "de-globalization."  The latter are periods in which transnational linkages retract and cities's economic development is best explained by forces at the national and sub-national levels. Such forces, despite the global babble that is still developing, have not lost their relevance for social scientific analysis. 
Final Comments

Globalization is not an entirely new process, although transnational financial strategies and the role of information technology may be strengthening its role in world economic processes at the turn of the twenty-first century. Rather, globalization appears to be a cyclical or spiral process, perhaps not irreversible, in which states's positioning toward global forces depends on both the strength of globalizing tendencies and the national and regional political arrangements prevalent at any given time. One of the consequences of considering globalization a variable process is that it directs our attention to history and suggests the value of understanding present processes in the light of past outcomes
. Thus, global city research intending to construct a geography of globally-linked cities has to take into account previous geographies of linkages between nations and regions
. If globalization is a historical process, and thus place and time specific, then we should give less weight to teleological explanations and grand narratives such as "time-space compression" and "the space of flows," and be prepared to accept different outcomes of the process in different places and times. 

Another consequence of portraying globalization as a variable process is that it allows us to consider whether and when the current cycle might end. At least two recent and perhaps influential arguments have been presented concerning the end of globalization as we are experiencing it. One argument, presented by Harold James (2001), shows how and earlier wave of globalization tendencies was disrupted by popular resentment against the hypermobility of capital flows, trade, and international migration during the Great Depression. The other argument, by Alan Rugman (2001), proposes regionalized strategies for business profit and shows that global strategies are simply a myth. Suffice to say that the question about the end of globalization as we know it is a legitimate one when the process is analyzed in historical perspective. 

Global analysis is not a zero sum game in which understanding the rise of international forces necessarily involves the neglect of attention to national and sub-national forces. Put differently, globalization is not the only one factor that can explain urban restructuring and economic development processes in cities, as Janet Abu-Lughod (1999) has suggested. On the contrary, any city’s or region’s development will be variously constrained or facilitated by national and regional factors throughout the centuries. Globalization, therefore, is only one among many forces affecting a place throughout history, although in recent local political and economic processes it has worked as a symbolic catalyst
. A second major force affecting a city's economic development has been the relationship between the regional economies and the nation-state, a relationship which may greatly influence the political map in cities and regions all over the world. The moves toward greater centralization on the part of states, and the recent strategies of devolution of political and economic power to regions (especially in Europe) have reconfigured regional developments in several periods. In sum, not everything happening at the local level needs to be determined or greatly influenced by processes occurring in larger contexts. If globalization represents only a partial explanation of current processes in the world economy, then we could be prepared to ask whether the recent wave has integrated the world to a qualitatively greater extent than it was integrated during former waves
. 

Globalization is a geopolitical process, in which states, rather than losing control, try to position themselves as potential global players. Their fate depends on the relative strength of national economies in the global context and it also depends on positionality in such global context. We may find in various cases that globalization of capital occurred based fundamentally on 1980s policies of protecting national champions in the face of increased deregulation and privatization. National champions in the financial and industrial sectors could thus be able to avoid being absorbed by foreign companies and then could play an essential role in a particular state’s strategies of foreign investment. In a region’s case, geopolitics is in crescendo. Regions in Western Europe have multiplied public investment in significant numbers and have supported internationalization of companies as a cornerstone of regional economic policy. In many cases, local actors interpret globalization as the next stage in modernization processes. Implicitly there is the idea that globalization is an equalizing force, that as the world becomes more alike economically and culturally, all cities have a possibility to become global, that is to become "central nodes" in a global network. Position in the global hierarchy makes a difference, although this assertion can only be tentative since a global and complex organizational architecture of the global economy linking cities around the world is not yet developed. 

Globalization is a network of relations, structures, and territories. It is not a linear and uniform process but contingent and complex. Although one can see similarities across time and space, the local outcomes may not be similar and homogeneous. One of the most fruitful ways to study globalization is to consider its occurrence in a specific place throughout history. In a clearly relational way, one ought not to focus exclusively on any particular powerful institution or structure. Rather, it is better to try and capture the plurality of relations among various structures, institutions and actors. Yet some actors, institutions, and structures are more significant than others: the city, the region, the nation-state, and the global economy. Globalization acquires specific meaning when it is considered within such plurality of forces acting at various spatial scales. Globalization does not consist only of relations or flows among structures or territories. It also includes the ways structures are changed in the globalizing process, and the ways in which territories become embedded in such networks of relations
. Globalization may have been prematurely overgeneralized in recent analysis of the global economy because few studies have surveyed in detail the circumstances of a specific place throughout history. By studying globalization through a specific place, we can put the process in perspective and context. Thus we will realize that economic development and a place's fortune obey a complex array of forces of which globalization is only one (albeit important) part. 
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� For a comprehensive survey of literature on globalization, see Guillén, M. F., "Is Globalization Civilizing, Destructive or Feeble? A Critique of Five Key Debates in the Social Science Literature," Annual Review of Sociology 27, 2001, pp. 235-60.





� The concept of "time-space distantiation" has been proposed by Anthony Giddens. The basic argument Giddens makes is that  transportation and communication technologies have increased the speed with which capital, commodities, people and information move around the world, making the world seem selectively smaller, and so restructuring our experience of time and space. See for example Giddens, A., Modernity and Self-Identity, Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1991, pp. 21-22. And Giddens, A., A Contemporary Critique of Historical Materialism, vol. I, Power, Property and the State, London: Macmillan, 1981,pp. 91-97
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� See Manuel Castells, The Rise of the Network Society, Cambridge: Blackwell, 1996, pp. 376-429.
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� See Guillén, M., op. cit.
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� Beauregard, R., "Theorizing the Local-Global Connection," in P. Knox and P. Taylor (eds.) World Cities in a World-System, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995, p. 237.





� See Davis, Diane, Urban Leviathan: Mexico City in the Twentieth Century, Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1994





� For a recent and comprehensive account see Scott, A. J. Global City-Regions: Trends, Theory, Policy, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002





� Sassen, S. The Global City. New York, London and Tokyo, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1991 (second edition, 2001)





� Castells, M., The Rise of the Network Society, pp. 376-429.





� For a detailed elaboration of the concept of "reterritorialization" see Brenner, Neil, "Globalization as Reterritorialization: the Re-scaling of Urban Governance in the European Union," Urban Studies 36, 1999, pp. 431-51.





� This seems to be the direction taken by globalists such as Sassen. See her most recent research, for example, Sassen, S. "Territory and territoriality in the global economy," International Sociology, 15, 2000, 372-93; Sassen, S., "Cracked Casings: Notes Toward an Analytics for Studying Transnational Processes," in Janet Abu-Lughod (ed.) Sociology for the Twenty-First Century. Continuities and Cutting Edges, Chicago" Chicago University Press, 1999, pp. 134-46; Sassen, S., "New frontiers facing urban sociology at the Millenium," The British Journal of Sociology 51 no.1, 2000, pp. 143-159; Sassen, S., "Servicing the global economy: reconfigured states and private agents," in K. Olds et al Globalization and the Asia-Pacific: Contested Territories, London: Routledge, 1999; Sassen, S., De-Nationalization, Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univerisity Press, 2003.
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� See Roger Keil, "Globalization Makes States: Perspectives of Local Governance in the Age of the World Cities," Review of International Political Economy, 5 (4), 1998, pp. 616-646





� "Denationalization" is a concept recently proposed by Saskia Sassen that aims at capturing the processes occurring in national territories and to national institutions (fundamentally the state) in the face of globalization. As such, it is a concept that tries to go beyond "the global babble" and opens an interesting research agenda. See Sassen, S., "Globalization or denationalization?", Review of International Political Economy, 10 (1), February 2003, pp. 1-22, and also Sassen, S., Denationalization, Princeton: Princeton University Press, forthcoming.





� M. P. Smith, op. cit., p. 172-174.





� Ohmae, K. The End of the Nation-State: the Rise of Regional Economies, London: Harper Collins, 1995.





� Castells has proposed a useful definition of the concept: "A state is developmental when it establishes as its principle of legitimacy its ability to promote and sustain development, understanding by development the combination of steady high rates of economic growth and structural change in the productive system, both domestically and in its relationship to the international economy." (Castells, M., End of Millenium,  Oxford: Blackwell, 1998, pp. 270-1)





� The concept of the "growth machine" was introduced in the 1980s in the United States in order to explain contemporary transformations of neoliberalism. See Logan, John and Harvey Molotch, Urban Fortunes. The Political Economy of Place, Berkeley, CA: University of Chicago Press, 1987.





� See, inter alia, Aldecoa, F. and M. Keating (eds.) Paradiplomacy in Action. The International Relations of Subnational Governments, London: Frank Cass, 1999; Amin, A. and N. Thrift (eds.) Globalization, Institutions and Regional Development in Europe, New York: Oxford University Press, 1994; Keating, M. and J. Hughes (eds.) The Regional Challenge in Central and Eastern Europe. Territorial Restructuring and European Integration (forthcoming); Keating, M., The New Regionalism in Western Europe. Territorial Restructuring and Political Change, Edward Elgar, 1998; Keating, M., The Political Economy of Regionalism, Frank Cass, 1997; LeGales, P. and C. Lequesne (eds.), Regions in Europe, London: Routledge, 1998; Markusen, A., "Fuzzy Concepts, Scanty Evidence, Policy Distance: the Case for Rigor and Policy Relevance in Critical Regional Studies," Regional Studies 33 (9), 1999, pp. 869-84; Ohmae, K. The end of the nation-state: the rise of regional economies, London: Harper Collins, 1995; Scott, A.J. Global city-regions: trends, theory, policy, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002; Storper, M., "The Resurgence of Regional Economies, 10 Years Later," European Urban and Regional Studies 2 (3), 1995; Storper, M., The Regional World. Territorial Development in a Global Economy, Guildford, 1997.





� See Chase-Dunn, C., "Globalization and World-System Perspective," Journal of World-Systems Research, Vol V, 2, 1999, pp. 165-185.





� Castells, M., The Rise of the Network Society, Oxford: Blackwell, 1996, pp. 376-429.





� Christopher Chase-Dunn, op. cit.





� See especially Sassen, S. "Territory and territoriality in the global economy," International Sociology, 15, 2000, 372-93; Sassen, S., "Cracked Casings: Notes Toward an Analytics for Studying Transnational Processes," in Janet Abu-Lughod (ed.) Sociology for the Twenty-First Century. Continuities and Cutting Edges, Chicago" Chicago University Press, 1999, pp. 134-46; Sassen, S., "New frontiers facing urban sociology at the Millenium," The British Journal of Sociology 51 no.1, 2000, pp. 143-159; Sassen, S., "Servicing the global economy: reconfigured states and private agents," in K. Olds et al Globalization and the Asia-Pacific: Contested Territories, London: Routledge, 1999; Sassen, S., "Globalization or denationalization?", Review of International Political Economy, 10 (1), February 2003, pp. 1-22; Sassen, S., De-Nationalization, Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univerisity Press, forthcoming 2003.


 


� Abu-Lughod, J. New York, Chicago, Los Angeles. America's Global Cities, Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1999.





� James, Harold, The End of Globalization: Lessons from the Great Depression, Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2001.





� See for example the index created by the journal Foreign Policy at � HYPERLINK http://www.foreignpolicy.com/ ��http://www.foreignpolicy.com/�.





� A major recent work on globalization is Janet Abu-Lughod's New York, Chicago, Los Angeles. America's Global Cities, Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1999. In her book, Abu-Lughod develops a historical approach to her three case studies which is both stimulating and convincing. Another major work that questions globalization's "newness," although it does not include comprehensive case studies is Marcuse, P. and R. van Kempen, Globalizing Cities. A New Spatial Order?, New York: Routledge, 2000. 





� Recent work by Taylor et al shows that New York and London are not exemplars but rather exceptions in a world of linked cities (Taylor, P. J., G. Catalano and D. R. F. Walker, "Measurement of the World City Network," Urban Studies 39 (13), pp. 2367-2376; Taylor, P. J., G. Catalano and D. R. F. Walker, "Exploratory Analysis of the World City Network," Urban Studies 39 (13), pp. 2377-2394). A similar point is developed in Yeung, Henry Wai-Chung and Kris Olds, "From The Global City to Globalising Cities: Views from a Developmental City-State in Pacific Asia," Paper presented at the IRFD World Forum on Habitat --International Conference on Urbanizing World and UN Human Habitat II, Columbia University, New York, June 2001.





� Bob Jessop has argued that globalization "is just one face of a complex re-scaling of social processes which can be also interpreted from other scalar viewpoints, such as localization, regionalization or triadization" (see Jessop, B., "The Crisis of the National Spatio-Temporal Fix and the Tendential Ecological Dominance of Globalizing Capitalism," International Journal of Urban and Regional Research 24 (2), 2000). See also Machimura, T., "Symbolic use of globalization in urban politics in Tokyo," International Journal of Urban and Regional Research 22 (2), 1998, pp. 183-94. 





� For a comprehensive view on this point, see Chase-Dunn, Christopher, "Globalization and World-System Perspective," Journal of World-Systems Research, Vol V, 2, 1999, pp. 165-185.





� As Dicken, Kelly, Olds and Yeung (2001, p. 91) put it: "We must avoid privileging specific organizational loci of analysis. Studies purporting to develop an undersanding of the global economy have generally analyzed just one, or perhaps two, types of agents, such as firms or industrial sectors. Other agents (such as states, labor organizations, and global regulatory bodies) an non-human intermediaries (for example port facilities, telecommunication infrastructure, policy documents and manuals) have been neglected or even dismissed as irrelevant and anachronistic." For an understanding of networks as an architecture suitable for analysis of the global economy, see, inter alia, Dicken, P., Kris Olds and Henry Wai-Chung Yeung, "Chains and networks, territories and scales: towards a relational framework for analysing the global economy," Global Networks 1 (2), 2001, pp. 89-112; Storper, M., "Territories, flows and hierarchies in the global economy," in K. R. Cox (ed.) Spaces of Globalization: Reasserting the Power of the Local, New York: Guilford, 1997, pp. 19-45. 
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