C. Caccen

I'JIOBAJTH3AIINA UJIN JEHAITNOHAJHUSAIINA?

CraTha MOCBAIIEHA TEOPETUUYECKUM U METOJOJIOTUUECKUM
TPYAHOCTAM MU3YyUYE€HUA U MHTEPIPETAIINN OIPOMHOI0 PasH0006-
pasud IPOIEeCCOB, KOTOPHIe MPUHATO O0BEJUHATH TEDMUHOM
«raobanusanusas. ABTOp aHAIU3UPYeET (PeHOMEHBI, KOTOPHIE II0-
IPeKHEMY PEeNPe3eHTUPYIOTCA U IEePeKMBAIOTCA KaK HaI[MO-
HaJbHBIE, IIO CYIIECTBY, ABJIAACH I'JI00AJIBHBIMU, U HAOOODOT.
ABTOpD CTAaBUT BOIIPOC, ZOCTATOUYHO JU YK€ CYIECTBYIOIIETO
TEOPETUYECKOTO MHCTPYMEHTapuA (KOHIENIINI TpaHCHAIIMOHA-
JI3Ma, MOCTKOJIOHNAJBHON IMOpPUAM3ann) IJA OTOOparKeHu s
COIIMOKYJIbTYPHOM HACBIIIIEHHOCTH I'I00AJIBHBIX IIPOIIECCOB, Pa3-
HOOOpasusa MX IPOSABJEHUH B PA3JMUHBIX KYJIbTypax?

CyIIIecTBYIOT T€OPEeTUUYeCKUe U MEeTOLOJOrNUeCKre TPYLHO-
CTU M3YUYEHUS U MHTEPIIPeTalliy OrPOMHOI0 Pa3sH000pasusi mpo-
IIeCCOB, KOTOPBIe IPUHATO 00beJUHATHL TEPMUHOM «TJI00aIM3a-
musi». C TOUKU 3peHus aBTOpa, Ha CaMOM Jejie PeUb JOJI:KHA
UATH O IBYX PA3JIUYHBIX THUIAX IpoileccoB. OQUH TUI BKJIOYA-
eT B ce0s (POpMHUPOBAHME TeX WHCTUTYTOB U PA3BUTUE TEX IIPO-
IIecCOB, KOTOPbIe MMEIOT OUeBUIHBLIA IIO0AJBHBEIA XapaKTep.
IIpumepom 3meCh MOTYT MOCHYKUTEH IJI00aJIbHbIe (DUHAHCOBBIE
peiaku, MexayHapoaHasa ToproBas opranusanua (WTO) kak
SBJIEHVE HOBOTO KOCMOIIOJIUTH3MA U T.A. Te IpakTUKuU U opra-
HUBAINOHHBIEe (DOPMBI, B KOTOPBIX OTPAaKAIOTCA 9TU IIPOILECCHI,
TakyKe PYHKIMOHUPYIOT HA II00AJILHOM yPOBHE.

OpHaKO CyIIecTByeT U APYTOM THUI IIPOIECCOB, KOTOPLIN He
Bcerjga MOKHO HeIoCpeJACTBEeHHO Ha0J0gaTh HA II00aJbHOM
YPOBHE, HO KOTOPBIiI, TeM He MeHee, MOYKHO PacCMATPUBATH
KaK HeoT'heMJIeMbIH 3JieMeHT rJiobanusanunu. Ilogqo6HBIE TIPO-
Iecchl BOCOIPUHUMAIOTCSA KaK JIOKAJIU30BaHHBIE U IIOTPYIKeH-
HbI€ B HAIlMOHAJbHBIN, UJIN JaKe CYOHAIITMOHAJNbHBIN, KOHTEKCT,
HO OHU SIBJISIIOTCS YaCThIO IIPOIeCCa II00aJIn3alul, IIOCKOJIbKY
B PeaJbHOCTHU Pa3BePTHIBAIOTCS B PaMKaX TPAHCIPAHUYHBIX
COIMaJbHBIX CeTel M OpraHu3aluii, 00beqUHSIOINX MHOMKe-
CTBO JIOKAJIbHBIX IIPOIIECCOB M aKTOPOB, MU IMOPOKIAIOT CXOJ-
HbIe ABJIEHUS B I1eJIOM psijge cTpaH. K TakuM mporeccamMm MOKHO
OTHECTH Pa3BUTHE TPAHCHAIIMOHAJIBbHBIX CeTell 00IIeCTBeHHBIX
opraHmusanuii, Kaskaas u3 KOTOPLIX BOBJieueHa B 60pb0y 3a BIIOJI-
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He KOHKpPEeTHbIe JIOKAJbHbIE I[eJIU, HO 00JIaJaeT IOJUTUUECKONR
IpPOTrpaMMOii, CKPBITO MJIX SBHO HOCSAINEI IIo0aJbHBIN XapakK-
Tep, KaK OOJIbIIMIMHCTBO OPTraHU3aI[Ui 10 3aIlUTe OKPYIKAaIOIIei
cpenbl M o 6oph0Oe 3a IpaBa UeioBeKa.

K HuM Tak:ke MOKHO OTHECTH HEKOTOPbhI€ aCIeKThI PaboThI
rocyJapCTBEHHOTO amllapara, HalpuMep, oIpeieeHHbIe KyPChI
KpPeInuTHO-IeHeKHON u (PMHAHCOBO-0I0AKeTHOM IMOJUTUKU, KO-
TOPBIE ABJAIOTCS PelIapiuMu 11 GopMUPOBAHUA I100ab-
HBIX (DMHAHCOBBIX PBIHKOB U KOTOPBIE 3aUaCTyI0 IPUOOPETAIOT
MOAAEPKKY HAIIMOHAJBHBIX FOCYAAPCTB JIUIIb IO TaBJIeHUEeM
MB® uau CIITA. HakoHell, K HUM MOKHO IPUYUCIUTDL CAyUaN
KUCIIOJIb30BAHUSA JOKYMEHTOB MEKIYHAPOLHOTO 3HaueHus (Ha-
IpuMep, JOKYMEHTOB O IIpaBax 4yesioBeKa uiau akToB Opranusa-
nuu mo Me:xkayHaponHou Toprosiae OOH) B HayuoHasivHOM CY-
JIOIIPOM3BO/ICTEE.

B TO Bpemsa Kak ImepBbIl, CAMOOUYEBUIHBIN, THUII IIPOI[ECCOB
rao0anusanuy MIXPOKO M3ydaJicA COIMOJIOTaMMt, BTOPOM THUII
COIMAJbHBIX IPAKTUK U TpaHchoOpMaIliuil, KaK MPaBUJIO, OBLI
BHE II0JIs 3PEHUSA WM BOCIHPUHHUMAJICA KAK IIPUHALIEKAIIUN
cepe HaMOHAIBLHOrO. BarKHBIIN IIar K IIOHUMAHUIO IIPOILEC-
COB TAKOr'o pojia ObLJI CoejIaH C MPU3HAHUEM PSAJLOM COI[MOJIOIOB
MHOKECTBEHHOCTHU IJI00aIM3aluil 1 0COBHAHMEM UMHU TOTO (PaK-
Ta, YTO HeoJubepabHAS SKOHOMHUYECKAs II00aIn3anusa — 5TO
JIAIITh OJHA M3 BO3SMOYKHBIX ()OPM II00AIU3AIUN.

Boabiias ca0XHOCTh 1 OJHOBPEMEHHO BasKHeIIasd 3agada
COIIMOJIOTUYECKOr0 aHaJIM3a 3aKJ/JII0UYaeTcs B TOM, YTOOBI KOP-
PEKTHO IeKOAupPOBaTh Te (peHOMEHbI, KOTOPhIE MMO-IIPEeKHEMY
pPenpeseHTUPYIOTCA U IIEePeKUBAIOTCA KaK HaIllMOHAJbHBIE, II0
CYIIIECTBY ABJAACH raobanbHBIMU. I8 3TOr0o HEOOXOAMMO B
COI[MOJIOTUUYECKOM HCCJIeOBAHUY YIeJISTh BHUMAHUE BOIPOCY
0 POJIM MEeCT, KOHKPETHBIX JJOKAJIbHOCTEI, UTO II03BOJISET «Pas-
JIOYKUTH» IIPOIeCcC IJI00amn3aluy Ha PsJ MHOrooOpasHbIX, Ipe-
010JIeBAIOIINX I'PAHUIILI IPOIIECCOB, TEM He MeHee «IIPUBSI3aH-
HBIX» K JIOKAJBHOCTSAM PA3HOr0 YPOBHs, MacIiTaba 1 KyJIbTyp-
HOU crenupuKu.

Kpowme Toro, He06X0AUMO YUUTHIBATEH POJIb HOBBIX MH(pOPMA-
IIMOHHBIX TEXHOJIOTUI: Belb NMEHHO OHH 3aCTABJSAIOT HAC IIe-
pecMoTpeTh TPAAUIIMOHHBIE KOHIENIIUNA «TJI00aJIbHOTO — JIO-
KaJIbHOIr'0». Biiarogapsi mepegoBbIM TEXHOJOTHSAM JaKe He0O0Ib-
IIve Oprauusanuu, GUPMbl UJIN JOMOXO03SMCTBA IIPEBPAIIlAIOT-
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cs B MUKpOCpeOdvl, B KOTOPbIe nomeueHa riaobdanusanus. Hebo-
rarbele pecypcaMu JIOKaJIbHBIE I'PYIIBI IPUOOPETAIOT BO3SMOMK-
HOCTh TaKUM 00pas3oM TpaHchoOpMHUPOBATHL COOCTBEHHBIN IUC-
Kypc, GopMuUpyoIuiicsas B Xo1ae 60pbObI 3a YaCTHEIE I, UTO-
OBl UX IIOJUTHUUYECKAasaA O00pb0a penpe3eHTHPOBAIACh KAK UaCTh
ob11ero ry100aabHOTO Ipoliecca. BricTpaunBas BUPTyaJabHbIE Ka-
HaJIbl KOMMYHUKAIIAH, 110 KOTOPBIM IIUPKYJIUPyeT uHDOpMa-
U O BIIOJIHE KOHKPETHBIX JOKAJbHBIX ITPO0JieMax, CBsI3aH-
HBIX C 9KOJIOTHell, KUJUITHBIM BOIPOCOM, IIOJUTUKON MYHU-
IUIAJbHBIX BJacTeli, 6e3paboTuiieii, 0eJHOCTbIO, OTAEJbHEIE
oprauusdanuu (OPMUPYIOT MOIIHbIE «BOoOOparkaeMble COO0IIe-
crBa». C Ipyro# CTOPOHbBI, AKTUBHBIE IIOJUTUYECKUE NeATeNN
MOTYT KMCIIOJIb30BaTh BUPTYAaJbHbBIE CETU U IJA YKPEIJeHUs
JIOKQJIbHBIX KOMMYHUKAIIUN U 3aKJIOUEHUS YaCTHBIX CIEJIOK,
K IIpUMepy, B Ipejeyiax ogHOro ropogaa. Ho B ao00M ciayuae
BUPTYyaJbHOE IIPOCTPAHCTBO, IIapajoKCaJIbHbIM 00pasoM, BbIC-
TyIlaeT ropasmo 0ojiee «peasibHBIM», OIPeaeIeHHBIM II0JIeM CO-
IUAJbHBIX IIPOTUBOCTOSHUI, UeM IIPOCTPAHCTBO, (popMUpyeMoe
dopMaNbHLIMU KaHAJaAMU HAIIMOHAJIBHOTO rOCYIapCTBA.
Taxum o6pasom, IMOKOJEOJEHHBIM OKa3bIBaeTCs IIPEKIe He-
3bI0JIeMOE TIOHATHE «KOHMeKCma», Ipealoiaramliee, 4To Jo-
KaJIbHOCTH, BO-IIE€PBBIX, 00JIaJAal0OT YeTKO OIpeaeIeHHON (PU3u-
YEeCKOM/IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHOM 3aKPEIJIEHHOCThIO U JaKe 3aKPbI-
TOCTBIO U, BO-BTOPBIX, BCEr[la BKJIIOUEHEI B JKECTKHUE NePaAPXUU,
HaCUMTHIBAIOIIME 110 KpaliHeill Mepe 4 YPOBHSA: JIOKAJIbHBIN, pe-
TMOHAJIbHBINA, HAIIMOHAJbHBIN 1 MHTePHAIIMOHAAbHBIN. IIpex-
e KOMMYHUKAIlUU B TAKUX MePaAPXUAX OCYIIECTBJIAINCH UC-
KJIOUUTEJIbHO OT CTYIEHbKM K CTYIeHbKe, IPUYeM KOMMYHHU-
Kalluul «4Yepes3 CTYIeHbKY» He JOIIYCKaJNCh, a BaXKHEUIIne Ch-
cTeM000pasyoIue MPOIeCcChl MPOTEKAJN HA HAIIMOHAJIBHOM
ypoBHEe. B TepMuHax «HAIMOHAJBLHOTO» PacCMaTPUBAJIOCh a0-
COJIIOTHOE OOJIBIIMINHCTBO COIMAJbHBIX (DEHOMEHOB, BKJIIOUAS
BJIACTDH, UJEHTUUYHOCTD, 0E30IIaCHOCTh, IIPABO, HAKOIJIEHHEe Ka-
nutasa. CoBpeMeHHbIe TPaHCHOPMAIMYA PA3ZMBIBAIOT TPAIUIIK-
OHHBIE UJIHU CO3JAIOT HOBBIE MepapxXuu, GQYHKIITMOHUDYIOIINe
mapaJiieabHo co crapbiMu. CTpaTernueckoe 3HaueHUe IMIPHUo0-
peraioT cyOHaIMOHAJIbHBIE (TJ100aJbHBIE TOPOAA) M CYIIpaHAIlU-
OHaJbHBIE (T100aJbHBIE PHIHKK) 00pa30BaHUA, KOMMYHUKAIIUN
MEXKAY KOTOPLIMU 3a4aCTyI0 OCYII[ECTBJIAIOTCS HEIOCPeICTBEeH-
HO, YTO OrPAaHUYUBAETCS, OJHAKO, MHOYKECTBOM IIPEIIATCTBUI B
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dopMe KOHCEPBUPYIOIINX NePaPXUUECKYIO CUCTEMY IOPULUUEC-
KNUX, aAMAHUCTPATUBHBIX U PEryJATUBHBIX HPEANNCAHUI CO
CTOPOHBI I'OCYJapCTBA.

HexoToprle conuaabHbie (DOPMBI BOOOIIEe HE YKJIAABIBAIOTCS
HU B KaKue MepapXuy WU UHTEIPUPYIOTCA CPasy B HECKOJIBKO
Takux mepapxuii. Taxk, mpuMep rIo0aJIbHBIX T'OPOIOB IIOKA3bI-
BaeT, UTO ueM 0oJjiee ri1o0an3MPOBAHHON 1 BUPTYaJIU3NPOBAH-
HOU CTAHOBUTCS IEeATEJbHOCTh T€X UM WHBIX (DUPM HJIU PBIH-
KOB, TE€M CJIO’KHEee CTAHOBUTCS MUX CHCTEeMa MeHeIKMeHTa, a
TaKyKe CTPYKTYpPa MacCOBOTO OOCJIY:KUBAHUS U MaTepPUAILHO-
TeXHUYECKOro obecrieueHnsa, U TeM OOJIbIlle OHU OPUEHTUPYIOT-
csd HaA cTpaTeruyecKue, a He TaKTUUYECKUe pelleHusi. B To ke
BpeMs MHOI'OYKCJIEHHBIE PECYPChI, B KOTOPBIX HYKAAIOTCS IIO-
IobHbIe 00pa3oBaHms, IIO-IIPEeKHEMY NMEIOT KeCTKYI0 TePPUTO-
pUaJbHY MPUBA3KY. B peayiabTare BOBHUKAKT CTPYKTYPHI
PasHOro YPOBHS, KOTOPbIE HEJNb3sA YIOPAJOUUTH B KECTKUE
nepapxuu, HallpuMep, OOIIUPHbIE ceTH (GhUINATOB UIU MYJIb-
TUHAIMOHAJIBbHBIX KOMIIAHUI, B KOTOPBIX CTpaTerndyeckue QyH-
KUY CKOHIIEHTPUPOBAHBI B OJHOM II€HTPEe WJU, 110 KpaliHei
Mepe, OUueHb OTrpaHNYeHHOM Habope TaKuX IeHTpoB. HaKoHeIr,
HeJIb3s 3a0bIBATH O TOM, UTO MEKIY IJIO0AJIBHBIMU IIPOIeCCaMuU
¥ OIPeeIeHHBIMYA MHCTUTYTAMU HAIIMOHAJIBHBIX I'OCYIapCTB
CYIIIeCTBYeT TeCHOe B3anMoaericTBue. I'1odaansanus mIocTeneHHO
¥ HEe3aMeTHO MPOHWKAeT B HAIlMOHAJbHBLIE CTPYKTYPHI, Hale-
JISis X HOBBIM CMBICJIOM U IIPeJHA3HAUEHUEM, a IOTOMY BO3HU-
KaeT Heo0XOAMMOCTh B KPUTUUYECKOM II€PEOCMBICIEHUN METO-
[IOJIOTHH HAIlMOHAJIM3MAa U yTOYHEHWY HOBOU TEOPUHU TPaHCHA-
[UOHAJU3MA.

B reuenue mocieqHUX AECATUIETHI rocyJapCcTBa CTOJKHY-
JINCH C HOBOH [IJIA HUX 3ajavell 110 paspelleHnio IPOTUBOPEeUnin
MEKIYy HAIlMOHAJBHBIM 3aKOHOIATEJILCTBOM, C OJHOM CTOPOHBI,
U IesiTeJIbHOCTbI0 MHOCTPAHHBIX 9KOHOMHUUYECKHX aKTOPOB
(bupm, cynmpaHanmnoHAJbHBIX OPTaHM3AIU) HA UX COOCTBEH-
HOM TEPPUTOPUHU 1 IPOHMKHOBEHHEM HAI[MOHAJHLHON 9KOHOMU-
KM HA TePPUTOPUHU 3apyOe:KHBIX TOCYZApPCTB — ¢ Apyroi. Bo
BCEX 9TUX CTpaHax CYIIeCTBYeT TIATeJbHO paspaboTanHas 3a-
KOHOJATeJbHAsA CUCTEMAa, KOTOPAasi, C OOHON CTOPOHBI, 3aKpell-
JISIeT IIePBOOYEPEIHYIO BaKHOCTh BHYTPEHHEr0 HAI[MOHAJIHLHOTO
IIpaBa, HO C APYroil — rapaHTUPyeT OIlpejeJieHHbIe IIpaBa He
SABJSIONIAMCS HAITMOHAJIBHBIMYU KOMIIAHUSAM, HHCTATYI[UOHAIIH-
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3UPys pacTylllee BAUSHNE/BIACTh CYIPAHAIIMOHAJIBHBIX Opra-
Husanuii. TakuM 00pas3oM, roCyJapCTBO BEIHYKIEHO OMKA3AMb-
€51 OT HEKOTOPBIX CBOUX IIPAB U aJIbTePHATHUB, HeN30eKHO BKJIO-
yasich B IIpoliecc rirodbanusamnun. KoMmmpomuce, Ha KOTOPBIHA UAYT
HaIlMOHAJbHBIE TOCYAApPCTBA B JAHHOU CUTyalluu, — BTO HeE
TOJIBKO IIOJUTUYECKOE PellleHre, HO U IJUTeJbHAS NPAaKmuKa,
0COOBIN TUII pabomb. TOCYIaPCTBEHHBIX MHCTUTYTOB, chOPMU-
poBaBIIUICS B XO/€ CO3JaHUSA HOBBIX 3aKOHOMATEJNbHBIX aK-
TOB, U3JaHUSA UCIOJHUTEJbHBIX IIPUKA30B, OCYII€CTBICHUS CY-
IeOHBIX pasdbupaTresbeTB. ['UIIoTe3a aBTOPa 3aKJII0UYAETCS B TOM,
YTO HEKOTODbIE I'OCYyIapCTBeHHbIEe MHCTUTYTHI WU UX IIOAPA3-
neyieHus, (hopMaJbHO OCTABasCh HAIMOHAJBHLIMU, 0OJee He
CTaBAT mepen co0oll KJacCcUuUecKHe KelMHCHaHCKHUe 3aJadl I10
VKPEILJIEHNIO «HAIlMOHAJIbHON» SKOHOMUKU, YBEJINYEHUIO «Ha-
MUOHAJIBHON» MOTPEOUTEIbHOI CIIOCOOHOCTH, IMOBBIIIIEHUIO 00-
PasoBaTeIbHOTO YPOBHS «HAIIMOHAJIbHON» paboueil cuibl. Ce-
TOJHS OHU IIPEeBPAIIAIOTCS B apeHy, I'/ie Pa3BOPaYnBaIOTCA MOIII-
HbIe IIPOIeCChl, KOTOPbIe MBI MOTJIX OBl OIIPEAeJIUTh TepMUHAa-
MU «IIPOHUKHOBEHNE IJI00aJbHOTO KAlUTaaa», «PasBUTUE IJIO0-
0aJIbHBIX PBIHKOB II€HHBIX OyMar» u T.[I.

Yacro peub HIET JIUIIb O He3HAUYUTEJIbHOM YKCJEe Tocyaap-
CTBEHHBIX OPTaHOB UJIM MEJKUX II0pas3aeleHnil BHYTPU MUHU-
CTePCTB, HEeOOJIBIIIOM KOJIMYECTBE 3aKOHOJATEJbHBIX MHUIKA-
TUB W UCIIOJHUTEJIbHBLIX IPUKa30B. BoJiee TOro, KoJsoccaabHas
MHEPTHOCTh OIOPOKPATHUU MIPEISITCTBYeT 3aMEeTHBIM U3MEeHEeHU-
sAM TOCyZapCTBeHHOro ammnapara. Y Bce yKe 3TUM HEMHOTOYHC-
JIEHHBIM MHCTAHIIUAM YIaeTCs IOCTEeIIeHHO BBOJUTH HOBYIO HOP-
MAaTHBHYIO CHCTEMY U [eJIaTh 9TO B CAMOM Cep/Ile HAIMOHAJb-
HOT'0 rocygapcTBa. BaKHBIM (paKTOPOM B 9TOM IIpOIliecce BbIC-
TyIlIaeT TeCHOe B3aMMOJENCTBUE 3TUX CTPATErMYEeCKU BaKHBIX
CEeKTOPOB I'OCYZapPCTBEHHOrO allapaTa ¢ He3aBUCUMBIMU U BJIU-
ATEJbHBIMYU TPAHCHAIIMOHAJBHBIMU aKTOpamMu. B 9T0#l cBA3U
BasKHOU 3ajauell mcciemoBaTe]s sIBJIAETCS OIMMCAHUE HOBBIX
TEPPUTOPUATIBHBIX U MHCTUTYIIMOHAJIBHBIX ()AKTOPOB, OIpee-
JS0IMMAX QYHKIINOHUPOBAHNE HAIMOHAJBHBIX IOCYIapCTB B
YCJIOBUAX TJI00ATUBAIINN.

Bossparmaschk K BOIIPocamM T€OPUU U METOLOB, aBTOP CUUTAET
He0O0XOQUMBIM OTMETHUTh CJieAyroliiee. Bo-mepBbIX, IPU aHAJU-
3e (D)eHOMEHOB HAI[MOHAJLHOI'O U IJI00AJIBHOIrO CJeyeT BBECTHU
HOBBIE ITOJIUTHUYECKHE U3MEPEeHUA UX IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHOMN 3aK-
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PeILIeHHOCTH, HAIIPUMeED, OIpeaeIeHHbIe MoAPasaeIeHus HallK-
OHAJBHOT'O T'OCYIapCTBEHHOr0 allapaTra. Bo-BTOPBIX, HE00XO-
IVMO TIepPeoCMbICIeHNEe KOHIeNIUIN JOKAJILHOTO U CyOHAIMO-
HaJIBLHOT'0, KOTOPOE IIO3BOJINJIO ObI HAM BBIABIATH U OMMCHIBATD
Te OpraHU3aIud U UHCTUTYThI, KOTOPbIe BOCIIPUHUMAIOTCA KaK
JIOKaJIbHBIE, HO II0 CYTH JeJia IPUHALIEKAT CPady HeCKOJbKUM
YPOBHAM MepapxXmuecKol IMKaJibl. B-TpeTbux, TpedyeTca uay-
YUTH 0COOEHHOCTY B3aNMOAEUCTBUI MEK Y I100aIbHBIMU TPAHC-
dopManuAMHU U AeSTeJIbHOCTHIO HEKOTOPBIX MHCTUTYTOB HAI[U-
OHAJILHBIX T'OCYAApPCTB, YUUTHIBAS IPU STOM CYIIECTBYIOIIYIO
de facto u de jure KynAbTypHYIO crenu(PUKY OTAEJIBHBIX CTPAaH.
Cnemnu@duka sTa He B IOCJEIHIOI OUePenb OIIPEAeIAETCI CIIOCO-
6aMu, KOTOPBIMHU TO WJIM MHOE I'OCYyZapCTBO OTPearupoBaJio Ha
BBI3OBBI IIO0AIMBAIUN: CTEIEeHbI0O NHKOPIIOPAIUN U UHCTUTY-
IIMOHAJIU3AINY HOBBIX I'JI00AJBHBIX IPUHITUIIOB WM, HA000POT,
COIIPOTUBJIEHUA WM.

Hexkoroprie yrouHeHns HeOOXOAMMO BHECTH B TaK HasbIBae-
MBIM «TpPaHCHAIIMOHAJBHBIN aHaIN3», pa3paboTaHHBIA KaK OT-
BET METOJOJIOTUYECKOMY HAIlMoHAJIU3My. B mcxonHoit opme
HUCCIeNOBaTeIbCKasA CTPATEeTUA «TPAHCHAIIMOHAJIBLHOTO aHaJIM-
3a» M03BOJISIET BBIABUTH HEANeKBATHOCTb KATETOPUU «HAI[UU »
B YCJIOBUSIX PACIIPOCTPAHEHUS CYIIPAHAIIMOHAJbHBIX IIPOIIECCOB
U SABJIEHUI, HO He YUYUTHIBAET CYII[eCTBOBAHNE MHOTOUYMCJIIEH-
HBIX ()OPM IJIOOAIBHOTO 6HYMPU Te€X OPTAaHUBAIUN U UWHCTUTY-
TOB, KOTOPbI€ NUCTOPUYECKHU KOHCTPYUPOBAJIUCH KaK HAIHO-
HaJibHBIE. [[JIg perHTEpIIpeTanuu 3TUX oO6pPasoBaHUN B Kaue-
CTBe IJI00AJBHBIX MBI MOYKEM HCIIOJIF30BAaTh MHOTHE y:Ke U3Be-
CTHBIE JaHHBIE U HCCJIENOBATEJIbCKNE TEXHUKHU, IIOMeIllad pe-
3yJIbTATHI B KOHIIEITYAJbHbIE PAMKY, IPUHIIUINAIBHO OTJINY-
HBbIE OT TeX, I'/le 9TH JaHHble U TeXHUKU ObLIM IIePBOHAYAILHO
paspaboraubl. K umcIy HOBBIX OTHOCATCA KOHIIEIIIUY TPAHCJIIO-
KaJBbHBIX COOOIIECTB, I'JIOGAJIBHBIX I'OPOIOB, ITOCTKOJOHUAD-
HBIX TpaHchopMmaruii. MokeM JIx MbI OTPAHUYUTHCS JIAIITH 9TUM
Habopom? U, ¢ Apyroii CTOpOHBI, OYAET JIX HAM JOCTATOUHO YiKe
CYII[ECTBYIOII[ETO TEOPETUUECKOTO MHCTPYMEHTapuA (KOHIIe I
TPAHCHAIIMOHAJIN3MA, ITOCTKOJOHUAIBHON I'MOPUAN3AIUN) A
OTOOpasKeHUs COIUOKYJIbTYPHON HACBIIMIEHHOCTU IJI00aJbHBIX
IIPOIIECCOB, PA3HOOOPA3Us UX MPOABJICHUI B PA3INUYHBIX KYJIb-
Typax? 9TU BOIPOCHI OCTAIOTCA OTKPBITBIMU [JIS JUCKYCCUU.

Pegpepuposanue ¢ anzauiickozo azvika A.M. Xoxaoseoil
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S. Sassen

GLOBALIZATION OR DENATIONALIZATION?

It isan opportunity to engage you in adiscussion about the theoretical
and methodological difficulties of studying and interpreting a variety of
dynamics usually grouped under the term globalization.

What is it we are trying to name with the term globalization? In my
reading of the evidence it is actually two distinct sets of dynamics. One of
theseinvolvestheformation of explicitly global institutionsand processes,
such as the World Trade Organization, global financial markets, the new
cosmopolitanism, the War Crimes Tribunals. The practices and
organizational formsthrough which these dynamicsoperate are constitutive
of what are typically thought of as global scales.

But thereisasecond set of processes that does not necessarily scale at
theglobal level assuch, yet, | argue, ispart of globalization. These processes
take place deep insideterritoriesand institutional domainsthat havelargely
been constructed in national termsin much, though by no meansall, of the
world. What makes these processes part of globalization even though
localized in national, indeed subnational settings, is that they involve
transboundary networks and formations connecting multiple local or
‘national’ processesand actors, or involvetherecurrence of particular issues
or dynamicsin agrowing number of countries.

Among these processes | include cross-border networks of activists
engaged in specific localized struggles with an explicit or implicit global
agenda, as is the case with many human rights and environmental
organizations. And | include particular aspects of the work of states, e.g.
certain monetary and fiscal policies critical to the constitution of global
markets need to be being implemented in a growing number of countries,
often with enormous pressure from the IMF and the US government. | also
includethe use of international instruments, whether human rightsor WTO
linked instruments, in national courts. Finally, | include non-cosmopolitan
forms of global politics and imaginaries that remain deeply attached or
focused on localized issues and struggles, yet are — knowingly or not —
part of global lateral networks containing multiple other such localized
efforts. Thislist is not meant to be exhaustive but rather representative.

Here | want to focus particularly on these second types of practicesand
dynamics and conceptualize them as constitutive of particular scalings of
the global, albeit ones we do not usually recognize as such. A particular
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challengein the work of identifying these types of processes and actors as
part of globalization is that they often continue to be experienced and
codified asnational. Thiscallsfor the need to decode at | east some of what
we call the national.

When the social sciences focus on globalization it is typically not on
these types of practices and dynamics but rather on the self-evident global
scale. The social sciences have made important contributions to the study
of this self-evident global scale by establishing the fact of multiple
globalizations (e.g. Appadurai, 1996; Bonilla et al., 1998; Eichengreen
and Fishlow, 1996; Aman, 1998), and making it increasingly clear that
neoliberal corporate economic globalization is but one form. But thereis
much work left to do. At least some of thiswork entails distinguishing: a)
the various scales that global processes constitute (Taylor, 2000;
Swyngedouw, 1997; Agnew, 1993; Amin and Thrift, 1994); and b) the
specific contentsand institutional locations of thismulti-scalar globalization
(e.g. Massey, 1993; Howitt, 1993; Jonas, 1994; Brenner, 1998). Geography
more than any other of the social sciencestoday has contributed to acritical
stance toward scale, recognizing the historicity of scales and resisting the
reification of the national scale so present in most of social science, but
also alerting usto therisks of exclusively scalar analyticsthat disregard the
thick and particularistic forcesthat are part of these dynamics (e.g. Amin,
2002; Howitt, 1993; Cox, 1998).

1. Thesubnational: a site for globalization

Studying theglobal, then, entailsnot only afocus on that whichisexplic-
itly global in scale, but also afocus on locally scaled practices and condi-
tionsarticul ated with global dynamics, and afocus on the multiplication of
cross-border connectionsamong variouslocalitiesfed by the recurrence of
certain conditions acrosslocalities. Further, it entailsrecognizing that many
of the globally scaled dynamics, such asthe global capital market, actually
are partly embedded in sub-national sitesand move between thesedifferently
scaled practices and organizational forms. For instance, the global capital
market is constituted both through electronic markets with global span,
and through locally embedded conditions, i.e. financial centresand all they
entail, from infrastructure to systems of trust.

A focus on such sub-nationally based processes and dynamics of
globalization requires methodol ogies and theori zati onsthat engage not only
global scalings but also sub-national scalings as components of global
processes, thereby destabilizing older hierarchies of scale and conceptions
of nested scalings. Studying global processes and conditions that get
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constituted sub-nationally has some advantages over studies of globally
scaled dynamics; but it also poses specific challenges. It does make possible
theuse of long-standing research techniques, from quantitativeto qualitative,
in the study of globalization. It also gives us abridge for using the wealth
of national and subnational data sets as well as specialized scholarships
such asareastudies. Thesetypesof studies, however, need to besituated in
conceptual architectures that are not quite those held by the researchers
who generated these research techniques and data sets, astheir effortsmostly
had little to do with globalization.

One central task we face isto decode particular aspects of what is still
represented or experienced as ‘national’, which may in fact have shifted
away fromwhat had historically been considered or constituted asnational .
Thisisin many ways aresearch and theorization logic that is the same as
that developed in global city studies. But there is a difference: today we
have come around to recognize and code avariety of componentsin global
cities as part of the global. What | am trying to focus on here engages a
range of conditions and dynamics that are to be distinguished from those
global city componentsin that they are still coded and represented aslocal
and national .

Threeinstances servetoillustrate some of the conceptual, methodol ogical
and empirical issuesin thistype of study. One of theseinstances concernsthe
role of place in many of the circuits constitutive of economic and political
globalization. A focus on places allows usto unbundleglobalizationin terms
of the multiple specialized cross-border circuits on which different types of
placesarelocated. Inalater section of thispaper | will discusstheemergence
of formsof globality centred on localized struggles and actorsthat are part of
cross-border networks; thisisaform of global paliticsthat runs not through
global ingtitutions but through local ones.

A more familiar instance is that of global cities as sub-national places
wheremultipleglobal circuitsintersect and thereby position these citieson
several structured cross-border geographies, each typically with distinct
scopes and constituted in termsof distinct practicesand actors. For instance,
at least some of the circuits connecting Sao Paulo to global dynamics are
different from those of Frankfurt, Johannesburg or Bombay. Further, distinct
sets of overlapping circuits contribute to the constitution of distinctly
structured cross-border geographies. we are, for instance, seeing the
intensifying of older hegemonic geographies, e.g. theincreasein transactions
among New York, Miami, Mexico City and Sao Paulo (e.g. Schiffer Ramos,
2002; Parnreiter, 2002), aswell as newly constituted geographies, e.g. the
articulation of Shanghai with a rapidly growing number of cross-border
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circuits (Gu and Tang, 2002). This type of analysis produces a different
picture about globalization from one centred on global markets, international
trade, or the pertinent supranational institutions. It is not that one type of
focus is better than the other, but rather that the latter, the most common
focus by far, is not enough.

A second of these instances, partly connected to thefirst, istherole of
the new interactive technol ogiesin repositioning thelocal , thereby inviting
us to acritical examination of how we conceptualize the local. Through
these new technologies a financial services firm becomes a
microenvironment with continuous global span. But so do resource-poor
organizationsor households: they can al so become microenvironmentswith
global span, as might be the case with activist organizations. These
microenvironments can be oriented to other such microenvironmentslocated
far away, thereby destabilizing the notion of context which is often
imbricated in that of thelocal and the notion that physical proximity isone
of the attributes or markers of the local. A critical reconceptualization of
the local along these lines entails an at least partial rejection of the notion
that local scales are inevitably part of nested hierarchies of scale running
from the local to the regional, the national, the international .

A third instance concerns a specific set of interactions between global
dynamics and particular components of national states. The crucial
conditionality hereisthe partial embeddedness of theglobal inthenational,
of whichthe global city is perhaps emblematic. My main argument hereis
that insofar as specific structurations of the global inhabit what has
historically been constructed and institutionalized as national territory, this
engenders avariety of negotiations. One set of outcomes evident today is
what | describe as an incipient, highly specialized and partial
denationalization of specific components of national states.

In al three instances the question of scaling takes on very specific
contents in that these are practices and dynamics that, | argue, pertain to
the congtituting of theglobal yet aretaking place at what hasbeen historicaly
constructed as the scale of the national. With few exceptions, most
prominently among which isagrowing scholarship in geography, the socia
sciences have not had critical distance, i.e. historicized, the scale of the
national. The consequence has been atendency to take it asafixed scale,
reifying it, and, more generally, to neutralize the question of scaling, or at
best to reduce scaling to ahierarchy of size. Associated with thistendency
is also the often uncritical assumption that these scales are mutually
exclusive, most pertinently for my argument here, that the scale of the
national is mutually exclusive with that of the global. A qualifying variant
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which allowsfor mutual imbrications, though of avery limited sort, can be
seen when scaling is conceived of as anested hierarchy?.

Finally, the three instances described above go against those assump-
tions and propositions that are now often described as methodological
nationalism. But they do soinavery distinct way. Crucial to the critique of
methodological nationalism is the need for trans-nationalism because the
nation as container category is inadequate given the proliferation of
transboundary dynamics and formation (e.g. Taylor, 2000; Beck, 1999).
What | am focusing on here is, rather, yet another set of reasons for
supporting the critique of methodol ogical nationalism: the fact of multiple
and specific structurations of the global inside what has historically been
constructed as national. Further, | posit, that because the national ishighly
institutionalized and thick, structurations of the global inside the national
entail apartial, typically highly specialized and specific denationalization
of particular components of the national.

1 1n my early research on the global city | began to understand some of these
questions of reified scales. Much of the literature on global and world cities has a
critical appraisal of questions of scaling, but with important exceptions (Taylor,
1994; Brenner, 1998) this appraisal tendsto bein embryo, under-theorized and not
quite explicated. On the other hand, the scholarship on ‘glocalization’ recognizes
and theorizes questions of scale but often remains attached to a notion of nested
scalings (e.g. Swyngedouw, 1997). | find that among the literatures in geography
that come closest in their conceptualization, albeit focused on very different issues,
to what | develop in this paper are those on first-nation peoples rights-claiming
(e.g. Howitt, 1993; Silvern, 1999; Notzke, 1995). Clearly, there is a particularly
illuminating positioning of the issuesin this case because from the outset there is
a) the co-existence of two exclusive claims over a single territory and b) the
endogeneity of both types of claims—that of the modern sovereign and that of the
indigenous nation. In my case here in this paper, it is the coexistence of the claim
of the historical sovereign and the claim of the global as endogenized in the re-
constituted sovereign. (For a full development of this somewhat abstract state-
ment, please see Sassen, 2003). Thisisavery particular usage of scale, one where
the analytics of scale are drenched, so to speak, in specific and thick conditions
and struggles (see Amin, 2002 for a critique of scale along these lines).

2| have developed this at greater length in Sassen, 1996; 2000a). | should
clarify that when | first developed the construct ‘de-nationalization’ in the 1995
Memorial Schoff Papers (1996) | intended it to denote a specific dynamic. | did
not intend it as some general notion that can be used interchangeably with post-
national, global, or other such terms. In thisregard see the debatein Indiana Journal
of Global Legal Sudies (2000), and the Special Millennium Issue of Public Culture
(2000, now issued by Duke University Press 2002).
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2. The Destabilizing of Older Hierarchies of Scale

Various components of globalization bring with them adestabilizing of
older hierarchies of scale— scalesand hierarchies constituted through the
practices and power projects of past eras, with the national scale eventu-
ally emerging as the preeminent one. Most notable today iswhat is some-
times seen as a return to older imperial spatialities for the economic
operations of the most powerful actors: the formation of a global market
for capital; aglobal trade regime; and the internationalization of manufac-
turing production. It is, of course, not simply areturn to older forms: itis
crucial to recognizethe specificity of today’s practicesand the capabilities
enabling these practices. This specificity partly consists of the fact that
today’s transboundary spatialities had to be produced in a context where
most territory isencased in athick and highly formalized national frame-
work marked by the exclusive authority of the national state. Thisis, inmy
reading, one of the key features of the current phase of globalization and it
entails the necessary participation of national states in the formation of
global systems (Sassen, 1996: chapters 1 and 2; Panitch, 1996)°. The global
project of powerful firms, the new technical capabilities associated with
information and communication technologies, and some components of
the work of states, have together constituted scales other than the national
asstrategic today. M ost especially among these are subnational scales such
asthe global city, and supranational scales such as global markets. These
processes and practices a so contained adestabilizing of the scale hierarchies
that expressed the power relationsand political economy of an earlier period.
These were, and to a good extent continue to be, organized in terms of
institutional size and territorial scope: from the international, down to the
national, theregional, the urban, to thelocal, with the national functioning

3 Diverging somewhat from what has emerged as the main proposition in
globalization research — growing interdependence — | argue that the marking
condition for globalization today is the way in which the national has been
constructed over the last century (with different temporal frames in different
countries). From here then comes my emphasis on denationalization: the necessity
to denationalize specific structurations inside this thickly constructed and highly
formalized national context. This type of focus brings to the fore the variability
across countries in how the encounter with globalization is negotiated, sinceit is
partly shaped by the specifics of each country. At the sametime such afocusavoids
thetrap of comparative studiesinthat it introducesthethesisthat the conditionalities
of a global system are multi-sited, i.e. need to be partly met through specific
structurations in multiple countries (See: Sassen, 2003).
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asthearticulator of this particular configuration. That isto say, the crucial
practices and institutional arrangementsthat constituted the system occurred
at the national level. Notwithstanding multiple different temporal frames,
the history of the modern state can be read asthework of rendering national
just about al crucial features of society: authority; identity; territory;
security; law; and capital accummulation. Periods preceding those of the
ascendance of the national state saw rather different typesof scalings, with
territories typically subject to multiple systems of rule rather than the
exclusive authority of the state.

Today’sre-scaling dynamics cut acrossinstitutional size and acrossthe
institutional encasements of territory produced by the formation of national
states (Sassen, 2000b). Thisdoes not mean that the old hierarchies disappear,
but rather that rescalings emerge alongside the old ones, and that the former
can often trump the | atter. Older hierarchies of scale constituted as part of
the development of the nation-state, continue to operate, but they do soin
afar less exclusive field than they did in the recent past. This holds even
when we factor in the hegemonic power of a few states which meant and
continues to mean that most national states were in practice not fully
sovereign.

Existing theory isnot enough to map today’s multiplication of practices
and actors constitutive of these rescalings. Included are a variety of non-
state actors and forms of cross-border cooperation and conflict, such as
global business networks, the new cosmopolitanism, NGOs, diasporic
networks, and spaces such asglobal citiesand transboundary public spheres.
International Relationstheory isthefield which to date has had the most to
say about cross-border relations. But current devel opments associated with
variousmixes of globalization and the new information and communications
technologies point to the limits of IR theory and data. Several critical
scholars (Taylor, 2000; Cerny, 2000; Ferguson and Jones, 2002; Hall and
Biersteker, 2002; Walker, 1993) have shown us how itsmodels and theories
remain focused on thelogic of relations between states and the scale of the
state at atimewhen we see aproliferation of non-state actors, cross-border
processes, and associated changesin the scope, exclusivity and competence
of state authority over its territory. Theoretical developments in other
disciplines may prove important; especially relevant is, as | already
mentioned above, geography and its contributions to critical analyses of
scale, while other social sciences tend to take scale as a given and the
national scale as a naturalized condition.

A second feature is the multiscalar character of various globalization
processes which do not fit into either older conceptions of hierarchies of
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scale nor conceptions of nested hierarchies. Perhaps most familiar hereis,
again, the bundle of conditions and dynamics that marks the model of the
global city. Initsmost abstract formulation thisis capturedin what | seeas
one of the key organizing hypotheses of the global city model, to wit, that
the more globalized and digitized the operations of firms and markets
become, the more their central management and specialized servicing
functions (and the requisite material structures) become strategic and
complex thereby benefiting from agglomeration economies’. To variable
extents these agglomeration economies are still delivered through terri-
torial concentrations of multiple resources. This points to multiple scales
which cannot be organized asahierarchy or anested hierarchy: for example,
far-flung networks of affiliates of multinational firms along with the
concentration of strategic functionsinasingle or in avery limited number
of locations(e.g. Taylor et al., 2002). Thisisamultiscalar system, operating
across scalesand not merely scaling upward because of new communication
capabilities’.

Some of these issues assume particular contents and locations when it
comesto the palitical domain. Thisisthe focus of the next two sections.

3. Denationalized state work

One of theroles of the state vis-a-vis economic globalization has been
to negotiate the intersection of national law and the activities of foreign
economic actors— whether firms, markets or supranational organizations
— in its territory as well as the activities of national economic
actorsoverseas. Thisisnot anew role, but itisatransformed and expanded
one. A key element in my thesis about denationalization is that there are
particular conditions that make execution of thisrole in the current phase
distinctive and unlike what it may have been in earlier phases of the world
economy. Further, | argue that at least some of the expressions of this
configuration are multiscalar but do not follow the model of a nested

4 For what | define as the nine organizing hypotheses of the global city model
please see the Preface to the new edition of The Global City. In preparing this new
edition | was far more able to formulate these 9 hypotheses than | was in writing
thefirst edition, partly thanksto the enormously rich and varied literature produced
during the 1990s and the equally rich and varied (though not always as enjoyable)
critiques the first edition provoked.

> Thus | would distinguish this from the case of illegal traffickers of people
who have now been ableto go global, where before they were regional, because of
the infrastructure for communications and money transfers brought about by
globalization.
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hierarchy (e.g. Howitt, 1993); and, secondly, that the facts of scaling cannot
fully explain the outcomes as these are shaped and driven by often thick
and complex agendas (e.g. Amin, 2002).

We have, on the one hand, the existence of an enormously elaborate
body of law developed in good measure over the last 100 years which
securesthe exclusiveterritorial authority of national statesto an extent not
seen in earlier centuries, and, on the other, the considerable institutional -
izing, especially in the 1990s, of the ‘rights’ of non-national firms, the
deregul ation of cross-border transactions, and the growing influence / power
of some of the supranational organizations. If securing theserights, options
and powers, entailed an even partial relinquishing of components of state
authority as constructed over the last century, then we can posit that this
sets up the conditions for a transformation in the position of the state. It
also signals a necessary engagement by national states in the process of
globalization. Finaly, it signalstheformation of new geographies of power
confronting national states.

Crucia to my analysishereisthefact that the emergent, often imposed,
consensusin the community of statesto further globalizationisnot merely
apolitical decision: it entails specific types of work by alarge number of
state institutionsin each of these countries (e.g. Picciotto and Mayne, 1999).
Governments of countriesarticulated with the global economic system have
had to pass multiple legislative measures, regulations, executive orders,
and court decisions, enabling foreign firms to operate in their territories,
their own firmsto operate abroad, and markets generally to become global .
Again, thisis not new per se, but the orders of magnitude involved, the
diversity of firms and markets, the depth of these legal and regulatory
transformationsall suggest that thisisnot merely aquantitative change but
also a qualitative one. It is in this sense that | argue that the so-called
consensus was not just a decision, but rather entailed new state practices
which changed the actual work of states. Furthermore, thiswork of states
has an ironic outcome insofar as it has the effect of destabilizing some
aspects of state power. Thus the US government as the hegemonic power
of thisperiod hasled/forced other statesto adopt these obligationstowards
global capital, and, in so doing, has contributed to strengthen the forces
that can challenge or destahilize what have historically been constructed as
state powers®.

6 See, i.e. the argument by Arrighi, 1994; see aso the debatein Davis, 1999. 7
In terms of research and theorization thisisavast uncharted terrain: it would mean
examining how that production takes place and getslegitimated. Thistype of focus,
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Theaccommodation of theinterests of foreign firmsand investors under
conditions where most of a country’s institutional domains have been
constructed as* national’ entails anegotiation. The mode of thisnegotiation
in the current phase has tended in a direction that | describe as a
denationalizing of several highly specialized national institutional
components’. My hypothesis here is that some components of national
institutions, even though formally national, are not national inthe sensein
which state practice has constructed the meaning of that term since the
emergence of the so-called regulatory state in the twentieth century,
particularly evident in the North Atlantic and parts of Asia. Though
imperfectly implemented and often excluding national minorities, agood
instance of this meaning of the ‘national’ is the set of Keynesian policies
aimed at strengthening the ‘national’ economy, ‘national’ consumption
capacity, and the educational level of ‘national’ workforces. There are,
clearly, enormous variations among countries, both in terms of the extent
to which such a national policy project existed and the actual period of
time of itsimplementation.

Today, particular institutional components of the national state beginto
function asthe institutional home for the operation of powerful dynamics
constitutive of what we could describe as' global capital’ and ‘ global capital
markets.” In so doing, these state institutions contribute to reorient their
particular policy work or, more broadly, state agendas towards the
requirements of the global economy. Thisthen rai sesaquestion about what
is ‘national’ in these institutional components of states linked to the
implementation and regulation of economic globalization®. This work of
states is not just a technical matter, | argue, but one that has profound,

or conceptualization, allows for the possibility of significant cross-national
variations (which then would need to be established, measured, interpreted), in
contrast to types of analysis that either emphasize the enormous power of global
actorsto override national specifities or, at the opposite end, insist that not much
has changed (e.g. Krasner, 1999).

"The question for research becomes: What isactually ‘nationa’ (asin national
state, not asin national people) in some of the institutional components of states
linked to the implementation and regulation of economic globalization. The social
sciences are not well equipped for thistask given astrong state-centric approach to
theory and research.

8 In the larger project on which this paper is based, | (2003) also examine
parallel trendsin the case of theinternational human rightsregime, specifically the
use of international instruments in national courts, and the emergent issue of
universal jurisdictions. In brief, | conceptualize denationalization as multivalent.
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albeit very specialized and partial, effects on the substantive rationality of
states. In very specific, rather than universal ways, it changesthe answer to
the question: Why do we have states, what are states for?

Thereisaset of strategic dynamicsand institutional transformations at
work here. They may incorporate a small number of state agencies and
units within departments, a small number of legidative initiatives and of
executive orders, and yet have the power to institute a new normativity at
the heart of the state; thisis especially so because these strategic sectors
are operating in complex interactionswith private, transnational, powerful
actors (Sassen, 1996: chapters 1 and 2)°. That isto say, thishighly specialized
transformation in particular components of thework of statesisoneelement,
albeit a crucial one, along with other developments which carries
consequences for certain features of the state. Key among these other
developments is the growth of various forms of private authority which
together are constructing an increasingly institutionalized order that
functions in good part outside the inter-state system (e.g. Ferguson and
Jones, 2002; Cerny, 2000; Corbridge et al., 1994).

This is happening to variable degrees in a growing range of state
components, even as much of the overall institutional apparatus of states
remains basically unchanged (e.g. Smith et al., 1999; Olds et al., 1999).
Theinertiaof bureaucratic organizations, which createsits own version of
path dependence, makes an enormous contribution to continuity. The task
isone of decoding what has actually changed in what we continueto repre-
sent and experience as the national. This allows us to capture the ssimul-
taneity inside the national of power relations pertaining to the national and
theglobal. It signalswhat we might describe asascale politics of spatiality
(see Jonas, 1994), but with atwist.

In terms of research and theorization this means, among other tasks,
establishing what are the new territorial and institutional conditionalities

9 In the larger project (2003) | posit that one of the marking features of this
new, mostly but not exclusively, private institutional order in formation are its
capacity to privatize what was heretofore public and to denationalize what were
once national authorities and policy agendas. This capacity to privatize and de-
nationalize entails specific transformations of the national state, more precisely of
some of its components. Further, | posit that this new institutional order also has
normative authority—anew normativity that is not embedded in what has been and
to some extent remainsthe master normativity of moderntimes, raison d’ etat. That
new normativity comes from the world of private power yet installs itself in the
public realm and in so doing contributes to de-nationalize what had historically
been constructed as national state agendas.
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of national statesin the context of globalization. In amore abstract sense,
it means establishing novel or additional political dimensions of the spati-
ality of the national and the global. Specific structurations of what we have
represented asthe global are actually located deep inside state institutions
andterritories. Inturn, what we have represented (and to some extent reified)
as the scale of the national contains a simultaneiety of power relations,
some pertaining to the national and othersto theglobal. Thisfinal aspectis
further developed in the next section where | argue that what we have
represented as the local is being repositioned today through articulations
with global networks.

4. A politics of placeson global circuits: the local as multiscalar

Theissuel want to highlight here concernsthewaysinwhich particular
instantiations of the local can actually be constituted at multiple scales. |
examine this through afocus on various political practices among mostly
resource-poor organizationsand individual sthat are condtitutive of aspecific
type of global politics, onethat runsthrough localitiesand is not predicated
on the existence of global institutions. Because a network is global does
not mean that it all hasto happen at the global level. A key contribution to
this type of conceptualization of the local as multiscalar is Jones' (1998)
analysis of how jumping scales involves a palitics of representation. She
showsushow local groups can actively reshape the discourseswithin which
their struggles are constituted and thereby can discursively re-present their
political struggles as taking place across scales (see also Gzesh and
Espinoza, 2002; Smith, 1993).

Historically this is not new. Yet there are two specific matters which
signal the need for empirical and theoretical work on this dimension. One
isthat much of the conceptualization of thelocal inthe social sciences has
emphasized physical/geographic proximity and thereby a sharply defined
territorial boundednessand, usually, closure. Theother, partly aconsequence
of thefirst, isastrong tendency to conceive of thelocal aspart of ahierarchy
of nested scales. To avery large extent these conceptualizations probably
expressthe actual practices and formationslikely to constitute most of the
local inmost of theworld. But there are also conditionstoday that contribute
to destabilize these practices and formations and hence invite a
reconceptualization of the local, even if it pertainsto only alimited range
of itsfeatures and of itsinstantiations.

Key among these current conditions are globalization and globality as
constitutive not only of cross-border institutional spacesbut also of powerful
imaginaries enabling aspirations to transboundary political practice. Also
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important are new computer-centred interactive technol ogiesthat facilitate
multiscalar transactions. All facilitate a new type of cross-border politics,
one centred in multiplelocalities yet intensely connected digitally. Adams
(1996), among others, shows us how telecommunications create new
linkages across space that underline theimportance of networksof relations
and partly bypassolder hierarchies of scale. Activists can devel op networks
for circulating place-based information (about environmental, housing,
political issues etc.) that can become part of political work and strategies
addressing a global condition — the environment, growing poverty and
unemployment worldwide, lack of accountability among multinationals,
etcl®(Morris-Suzuki, 1999; Poster, 1997; Graham and Aurigi, 1997
Henshall, 2000; Miller and Slater).

Theissueisrather one of orders of magnitude, scope and simultaneity:
the technologies, theinstitutions and the imaginaries that mark the current
global digital context inscribe local political practice with new meanings
and new potentiali-ties" . Further, an important feature of thistype of multi-
scalar politics of thelocal isthat it is not confined to moving through a set
of nested scales from the local to the national to the international, but can

©Thelnternetisacrucial mediuminthesepolitical practices. But it isimportant
to emphasize that beginning in the 1990s, particularly since the mid-1990s we
have entered a new phase in the history of digital networks, one when powerful
corporate actorsand high performance networks are strengthening therole of private
digital space and altering the structure of public-accessdigital space (Sassen, 2002).
Digital space has emerged not simply as a means for communicating, but as a
major new theatre for capital accumulation and the operations of global capital.
Yet civil society —in all its variousincarnations —is aso an increasingly energetic
presence in cyberspace. (For avariety of angles, see e.g. Rimmer and2000.) The
greater the diversity of cultures and groups the better for this larger political and
civic potential of the Internet, and the more effective the resistance to the risk that
the corporate world might set the standards.

2 Elsewhere (2002) | have posited that we can conceptualizethese * alternative’
networks as countergeographies of globalization becausethey are deeply imbricated
with some of the major dynamics and capabilities constitutive of, especially
economic globalization; yet are not part of theformal apparatus or of the objectives
of thisapparatus, such astheformation of global markets. The existence of aglobal
economic system and its associated institutional supportsfor cross-border flows of
money, information and people have enabled the intensifying of transnational and
trans-local networks and the development of communication technologies which
can escape conventional surveillance practices (For one of the best critical and
knowledgeable accounts see e.g. WIO, 2002; Nettime, 1997). These counter-
geographiesare dynamic and changing in their locational features. And they include
avery broad range of activities, including a proliferation of criminal activities.
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directly accessother such local actorswhether in the same country or across
borders. This possibility does not preclude the fact that powerful actors
can use the existence of different jurisdictional scales to their advantage
(Morrill, 1999) and the fact that local resistanceis constrained by how the
state deploys scaling through jurisdictional, administrative and regul atory
orders (Judd, 1998). On the contrary, it might well be that the conditions
analysed, among others, by Morrill and Judd force the issue, so to speak.
Why work through the power rel ations shaped into state centred hierarchies
of scale? Why not jump ship if this is an option. This combination of
conditionsand optionsiswell illustrated by research showing how the power
of the national government can subvert the legal claims of first nation-
people (Howitt, 1998; Silvern, 1999) which has in turn led the latter
increasingly to seek direct representation in international fora, bypassing
the national state (Sassen, 1996: chapter 3)*2. In this sense, then, my effort
hereisto recover aparticular type of multiscalar context, one characterized
by direct local-global transactionsor by amultiplication of local transactions
as part of global networks. Neither type is marked by nested scalings.
There are many examples of such types of cross-border political work.
We can distinguish two forms of it, each capturing a specific type of scalar
interaction. In one the scale of struggle remainsthe locality and the object
isto engagelocal actors, e.g. alocal housing or environmental agency, but
with the knowledge and explicit or tacit invocation of multiple other
localities around the world engaged in similar localized struggles with
similar local actors. It is this combination of multiplication and self-
reflexivity that contributes to constitute a global condition out of these
localized practices and rhetorics. It means, in asense, taking Cox’snotion
of scaled * spaces of engagement’ constitutive of local politicsand situating
it in a specific type of context, not necessarily the one Cox himself might
have had in mind. Beyond thefact of relations between scalesas crucial to
local palitics, it is perhaps the social and political construction itself of
scale as social action (Howitt, 1993; Swyngedouw, 1997; Brenner, 1998)
that needsemphasizing®®. Finally, and crucial to my analysis, isthe actual

2 Though with other objectivesin mind, a similar mix of conditions can also
partly explain the growth of transnational economic and political support networks
among immigrants (e.g. Smith, 1994; Smith, 1997; Cordero et al., 2000; Gzesh
and Espinoza, 2002).

13 Some of these issues are well developed in Adam’s (1996) study of the
Tiananmen Square uprisings of 1989, the popular movement for democracy in the
Philippines in the mid-1980s, and the U.S. civil rights movement in the 1950s.
Protest, resistance, autonomy and consent can be constructed at scales that can
escape the confines of territorially-bounded jurisdictions.
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thick and particularized content of the struggle or dynamic that gets
instantiated.

These features can be illustrated with the case of SPARC (Society for
the Promotion of Area Resources). Thisisan organization that began asan
effort to organize slumdwellersin Bombay to get housing. Itspurposeisto
organize urban and rural poor, especially women, to develop their
capabilities to organize around issues of concern. The focusis local, and
so are the participants and those whom they seek to reach, usually local
governments. But they have established multiple networkswith other smilar
organizations and effortsin other Asian countries and now also somecities
in Latin America and Africa. The various organizations making up the
broader network do not necessarily gain power or material resources from
thisglobal networking, but they gain strength for themselvesand vis-a-vis
the agencies to which they make their demands.

The second form of multi-scalar interaction is one where localized
struggles are aiming at engaging global actors, e.g. WTO, IMF, or multi-
national firms, either at the global scale or in multiple localities. Local
initiatives can become part of aglobal network of activism without losing
the focus on specific local struggles (e.g. Cleaver, 1998; Espinoza, 1999;
Ronfeldt et al., 1998; Mele, 1999)*. Thisis one of the key formsof critical
politics that the Internet can make possible: A politics of the local with a
big difference — these are localities that are connected with each other
acrossaregion, acountry or theworld. From struggles around human rights
and the environment to workers' strikes and Aids campaigns against the
large pharmaceutical firms, the Internet has emerged as apowerful medium
for non-elites to communicate, support each other’s struggles and create
the equivaent of insider groups at scales going from thelocal to the global ™.
The possibility of doing so transnationally at atime when agrowing set of

4 Onemight distinguish athird type of political practice along theselines, one
which turns a single event into a global media event which then in turn serves to
mobilize individual s and organizations around the world either or both in support
of that initial action or around similar such occurrences elsewhere. Among the
most powerful of these actions, and now emblematic of thistypeof palitics, arethe
Zapatistas' initial and several subsequent actions. The possibility of asingle human
rights abuse case becoming a global media event has been a powerful tool for
human rights activists.

5 The Internet may continue to be a space for democratic practices, but it will
be so partly asaform of resistance against overarching powers of the economy and
of hierarchical power (e.g. Calabrese and Burgelman, 1999; see also Warf and
Grimes, 1997), rather than the space of unlimited freedom which is part of its
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issues are seen as escaping the bounds of nation states makes this even
more significant.

Yet another key scalar element hereisthat digital networks can be used
by political activists for global transactions but they can also be used for
strengthening local communications and transactions inside a city. The
architecture of digital networks, primed to span the world, can actually
serve to intensify transactions among residents of a city or region, it can
serve to make them aware of neighbouring communities, gain an under-
standing of local issues that resonate positively or negatively with
communitiesthat areright therein the same city rather than with those that
are at the other end of the world (Lovink and Riemens, 2002).

Recovering how the new digital technology can serve to support local
initiatives and alliances inside a locality is conceptually important given
the almost exclusive emphasis in the representation of these technologies
of their global scope and deployment.

Coming back to Howitt's (1993) point about the constructing of the
geographical scales at which social action can occur, let me suggest that
cyberspace is, perhaps ironically, a far more concrete space for social
strugglesthan that of the national political system. It becomesaplacewhere
non-formal political actorscan be part of the political sceneinaway that is
much more difficult in national institutional channels. Nationally politics
needsto run through existing formal systems: whether the electoral palitical
system or thejudiciary (taking state agenciesto court). Non-formal political
actors are rendered invisible in the space of national politics. Cyberspace
can accommodate a broad range of social struggles and facilitate the
emergence of new typesof political subjectsthat do not haveto go through
the formal political system?®. Much of this becomes visible on the street.
Much of urban politicsis concrete, enacted by peoplerather than dependent
on massive media technologies. Street level politics makes possible the
formation of new types of political subjectsthat do not haveto go through
the formal political system in order to practice their palitics. Individuals
and groups that have historically been excluded from formal political

romantic representation. The images we need to bring into this representation
increasingly need to deal with contestation and resistanceto commercial and military
interests, rather than simply freedom and interconnectivity (Sassen, 2002).

6| have made aparallel argument for the city, especially the global city, being
amore concrete spacefor politics. In many ways, the claim-making politics evident
today in cyberspace resonates with many of the activisms proliferating in large
cities: struggles against police brutality and gentrification, struggles for the rights
of thehomelessand immigrants, strugglesfor therightsof gays, lesbiansand queers.
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systems and whose struggles can be partly enacted outside those systems,
can find in cyberspace an enabling environment both for their emergence
as non-formal political actors and for their struggles.

Thetypesof palitical practice discussed here are not the cosmopolitan
route to the globalY’. They are global through the knowing multiplication
of local practices. These are types of sociability and struggle deeply
embedded in peopl€e’s actions and activities. They are also forms of
institution-building work with global scope that can come from localities
and networks of localitieswith limited resources and from informal social
actors. We see here the potential transformation of actors ‘confined' to
domesticroles, into actorsin global networkswithout having to leavetheir
work and roles in their communities. From being experienced as purely
domestic and local, these ‘domestic’ settings are transformed into
microenvironmentslocated on global circuits. They do not haveto become
cosmopolitan in this process, they may well remain domestic and
particularistic in their orientation and remain engaged with their house-
holds and local community struggles. And yet they are participating in
emergent global politics. A community of practice can emergethat creates
multiple lateral, horizontal communications, collaborations, solidarities,
supports. | interpret these as micro-instances of partial and incipient
denationalization.

Conclusion

| would like to conclude this paper by returning to the points of method
and interpretation | began with. In this paper | have focused on a set of
instantiations of the global that are actually sited in what are usually
represented or thought of as national institutional orders and dynamics.
These range from forms of globality centred on localized struggles and
actors that are part of cross-border networks, through formations such as
global cities, to specific types of state work geared towards accommo-
dating global actors and their interests. Cutting across these diverse
processes and domainsis aresearch and theorization agenda. In this paper
| have tried to construct this agenda by bringing together different strands
of a rapidly growing scholarship to which geographers have made
enormously important contributions, more so than other social scientists.
Thisagendaisdriven by at |east some of the following major concerns.

17 This has become an issue in my current work: the possibility of forms of
globality that are not cosmopolitan. It stems partly from my critique of the largely
unexamined assumption that forms of poalitics, thinking, consciousness that are
global areipso facto cosmopolitan (see Sassen, 2003).
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At the most general level afirst key concern is establishing novel or
additional dimensionsof the spatiality of the national and the global. Specific
structurations of what we have represented asthe global areactually located
deep inside stateinstitutionsand national territories. Inturn, what has been
represented (and to some extent reified) asthe scal e of the national contains
a simultaneiety of power relations, some pertaining to the national and
othersto the global.

A second major concerniswith critical examinationsof how we concep-
tualize the local and the sub-national in ways that allow usto detect those
instances — even when these might be a minority of all instances — that
arein fact multi-scalar even when represented and experienced as‘ simply
local’. Themulti-scalar versions of thelocal | focused on have the effect of
destabilizing the notion of context, often imbricated in that of the local,
and the notion that physical proximity isone of the attributes or markers of
the local. Further, a critical reconceptualization of the local along these
lines entails an at least partia regjection of the notion that local scales are
inevitably part of nested hierarchies of scale running from the local to the
regional, the national, the international. Localities or local practices can
constitute multiscalar systems — operating across scales and not merely
scaling upward because of new communication capabilities.

A third major concernishow to conceptualize the national, particularly
the specific interactions between global dynamics and specific components
of the national. The crucial conditionality is the partial embeddedness of
the global in the national, of which the global city is perhaps the most
developed instance. My main argument here is that insofar as specific
structurations of the global inhabit/constitute what has historically been
constructed and institutionalized as national territory multipleinstances of
the national will be engaged. One set of outcomes evident today iswhat |
describe asan incipient, highly specialized and partial denationalization of
specific components of national states. This type of focus allows us to
capture the enormous variability across countries in terms of the incorpo-
ration/negotiation/resistance of globalization, sincethese are partly shaped
by the specifics, both de facto and de jure, of each country. The
understanding of globalization in this case would demand detailed studies
of the particular ways in which different countries have handled and
institutionalized this negotiation.

In al three instances the question of scaling takes on very specific
contents in that these are practices and dynamics that, | argue, pertain to
the congtituting of theglobal yet aretaking place at what hasbeen historicaly
constructed as the scale of the nationa or the sub-national. One central
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task this brings up is the need to decode particul ar aspects of what is still
represented or experienced as ‘national’ which may in fact have shifted
away fromwhat had historically been considered or constituted asnational .
This type of analysis also suggests a different — though by no means
incompatible — research strategy from that which callsfor trans-national
analysesasaresponseto methodol ogical nationalism. Transnationa analysis
inthat caseisaresponseto the fact that the nation as container category is
inadequate given the proliferation of transboundary dynamics and
formations. | think of thisasacrucial part of our large collective research
agenda. But | want to distinguish it from the particular focus of this paper:
thefact of multiple and specific structurations of the global insidewhat has
historically been constructed asnationd . Thisisyet another type of emphasis
in the (shared) critique of methodological nationalism.

There are conceptua and methodol ogical consequencesto thisparticular
emphasis. Most importantly it incorporates the need for detailed study of
national and sub-national formations and processes and their re-coding as
instantiations of the global. Thismeansthat we can use many of the existing
dataand technologiesfor research but need to situate theresultsin different
conceptual architecturesfrom those they were originally designed for. We
have some of these— translocal communities, global cities, post-colonial
dynamics. But are they enough? | am not so sure. Further, because the
national ishighly institutionalized and ismarked by socio-cultural thickness,
structurations of the global inside the national entail a partial, typically
highly specialized and specific denationalization of particular components
of the national: is the analytic vocabulary of transnationalism, post-
coloniality and hybridity enough or adequate to map these types of
formations and dynamics? Again, | am not so sure. Thereis much work to
be done.
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