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1 
Globalization and Culture 

Globalization lies at the heart of modern culture; cultural practices 
lie at the heart of globalization. This is the reciprocal relationship I 
shall try to establish in this chapter and explore in the chapters which 
follow. This is not a reckless claim: it is not to say that globalization 
is the single determinant of modern cultural experience, nor that 
culture alone is the conceptual key that unlocks globalization’s inner 
dynamic. It is not, therefore, to claim that the politics and economics 
of globalization yield to a cultural account which takes conceptual 
precedence. But it is to maintain that the huge transformative pro­
cesses of our time that globalization describes cannot be properly 
understood until they are grasped through the conceptual vocabu­
lary of culture; likewise that these transformations change the very 
fabric of cultural experience and, indeed, affect our sense of what 
culture actually is in the modern world. Both globalization and cult­
ure are concepts of the highest order of generality and notoriously 
contested in their meanings. This book certainly does not aim at an 
exhaustive analysis of either: more modestly it tries to grasp the main 
elements of globalization in what might be called a cultural register. 
In this first chapter I offer an orientating understanding of the con­
cept of globalization within this register, and then try to show why 
culture and globalization matter intrinsically to each other. 

Globalization as Complex Connectivity 

To construct this argument I begin with a simple and relatively 
uncontentious basic understanding of globalization as an empirical 
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condition of the modern world: what I shall call complex connectivity. 
By this I mean that globalization refers to the rapidly developing 
and ever-densening network of interconnections and inter­
dependences that characterize modern social life. The notion of con­
nectivity is found in one form or another in most contemporary 
accounts of globalization. McGrew, to give a typical example, 
speaks of globalization as ‘simply the intensification of global inter-
connectedness’ and stresses the multiplicity of linkages it implies: 
‘Nowadays, goods, capital, people, knowledge, images, crime, pol­
lutants, drugs, fashions and beliefs all readily flow across territorial 
boundaries. Transnational networks, social movements and relation­
ships are extensive in virtually all areas from the academic to the 
sexual’ (1992:65, 67). An important point to draw out here is that the 
linkages suggested exist in a number of different modalities, varying 
from the social-institutional relationships that are proliferating 
between individuals and collectivities worldwide, to the idea of the 
increasing ‘flow’ of goods, information, people and practices across 
national borders, to the more ‘concrete’ modalities of connection 
provided by technological developments such as the international 
system of rapid air transport and the more literal ‘wiredness’ of elec­
tronic communications systems. 

McGrew writes from the perspective of international politics, but 
similar formulations – ‘interconnections’, ‘networks’, ‘f lows’ – can 
be found in sociological (Lash and Urry 1994; Castells 1996, 1997, 
1998), cultural studies (Hall 1992) or anthropological accounts (Fried­
man 1995). What this attests to is at least a basic degree of consensus 
on the empirical reality that globalization refers us to. It is these mul­
tivalent connections that now bind our practices, our experiences 
and our political, economic and environmental fates together across 
the modern world. And so the broad task of globalization theory is 
both to understand the sources of this condition of complex con­
nectivity and to interpret its implications across the various spheres 
of social existence. 

One of the most striking features of the idea of globalization is just 
how readily and plentifully all manner of implications seem to flow 
from it. It is an extraordinarily fecund concept in its capacity to 
generate speculations, hypotheses and powerful social images and 
metaphors which reach far beyond the bare social facts. In one sense 
of course this can be counted to its credit, since the simple fact of 
increasing connectivity is limited in its interest and, without inter­
pretation and elaboration, could remain an almost banal observ­
ation. Connectivity is thus a condition which immediately needs 
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elaboration and interpretation. However there is also a danger of 
confusion arising from the tendency towards conceptual slippage 
that seems to attend the idea. Because of this, we need to exercise a 
degree of circumspection in the way we elaborate the core idea of 
connectivity. To illustrate both the need for elaboration and its 
pitfalls, I want to look at two ways in which the simple idea of 
connectivity shades into other themes. 

Connectivity and Proximity 

First the idea of connectivity could be taken to imply increasing 
global-spatial proximity: what Marx in the Grundrisse (1973a) talked 
of as the ‘annihilation of space by time’ and what David Harvey (1989) 
has referred to as ‘time-space compression’. What is involved here is 
a sense of the shrinking of distances through the dramatic reduction 
in the time taken, either physically (for instance, via air travel) or 
representationally (via the transmission of electronically mediated 
information and images), to cross them. At another level of analysis 
connectivity shades into the idea of spatial proximity via the idea of 
the ‘stretching’ of social relations across distance (Giddens 1990, 
1994a, b). The discourse of globalization is replete with metaphors of 
global proximity, of a ‘shrinking world’: from Marshall McLuhan’s 
famous ‘global village’ to the United Nations’ recent coining of the 
term ‘Our Global Neighbourhood’ to describe an emerging world-
political context. All such metaphors and images derive their sense 
of increasing intimacy precisely out of the extension and the elabor­
ation of different modalities of connectivity. But proximity/intimacy 
is not the same thing as connectivity: it is at best an elaboration, at 
worst a slippage. 

Proximity has its own truth as a description of the condition of 
global modernity and this is generally of either a phenomenological 
or a metaphorical order. In the first case it describes a common con­
scious appearance of the world as more intimate, more compressed, 
more part of everyday reckoning – for example in our experience of 
rapid transport or our mundane use of media technologies to bring 
distant images into our most intimate local spaces. In the second, it 
conveys the increasing immediacy and consequentiality of real 
distanciated relations metaphorically. Here the connections that 
affect our lives (for example, the financial networks that tie our bank 
accounts into the global capitalist market or shared global environ­
mental threats like ‘global warming’ which we confront) are made 



4 Globalization and Culture 

sense of as though they really bring us into closer contact. Proximity, 
then, takes us beyond the ‘empirical’ condition of connectivity. It is 
not that this language is misleading or invalid, but it is nevertheless 
important to maintain the distinction between this idea and the idea 
of connectivity. 

For the condition of connectivity not only underwrites the notion 
of proximity, but places its own stamp on the way we understand 
global ‘closeness’. Being connected means being close in very 
specific ways: the experience of proximity afforded by these con­
nections coexists with an undeniable, stubbornly enduring physical 
distance between places and people in the world, which the techno­
logical and social transformations of globalization have not conjured 
away. In a globalized world, people in Spain really do continue to 
be 5,500 miles away from people in Mexico, separated, just as the 
Spanish conquistadores were in the sixteenth century, by a huge, 
inhospitable and perilous tract of ocean. What connectivity means is 
that we now experience this distance in different ways. We think of 
such distant places as routinely accessible, either representationally 
through communications technology or the mass media, or phys­
ically, through the expenditure of a relatively small amount of time 
(and, of course, of money) on a transatlantic flight. So Mexico City is 
no longer meaningfully 5,500 miles from Madrid: it is eleven hours’ 
flying time away. 

One way indeed of thinking about the particular sense of proxim­
ity produced by a ‘technical’ modality of connectivity is to consider 
the transformation of spatial experience into temporal experience that 
is characteristic of airline journeys. Planes are truly time capsules. 
When we board them we enter a self-contained and independent 
temporal regime which seems designed to remove our experience 
almost entirely from the business of ultra-high-speed movement 
through the air. The familiar sequence of take-off routine, distrib­
ution of newspapers, complimentary drinks, meals, sale of duty-free 
goods and in-flight movies all focus us on the internal time-frame of 
the cabin. So, phenomenologically, our ‘journey’ is one through this 
familiar sequence of time rather than through space. Going from 
London to Madrid is one mealtime; from Madrid to Mexico two 
mealtimes, a movie and a period of sleep. And so forth for the longer 
hauls. It is only when we occasionally look out of the window, per­
haps to trace a coastline, that we might fleetingly grasp a sense of the 
vast tracts of distance that we are actually passing over. And the 
sense of the enormity of this space, linking quickly to discomfort­
ing thoughts of our vulnerability, probably discourages us from 
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dwelling on this external reality.1 Much more comforting to focus on 
the flight data display within the cabin, constantly translating thou­
sands of kilometres into ‘hours to destination’: our true lived reality. 
It is only very rarely indeed that the territory we fly over intrudes at 
all into the experience of airline travel. Perhaps the flight crew may 
draw our attention to some particular physical feature – ‘On our left 
you can see Cape Cod’ – but examples of any deeper sense of human 
territory are so rare as to appear eccentric: ‘When an international 
flight crosses Saudi Arabia, the hostess announces that during the 
overflight the drinking of alcohol will be forbidden in the aircraft. 
This signifies the intrusion of territory into space. Land = society = 
nation = culture = religion: the equation of anthropological place, 
fleetingly inscribed in space’ (Augé 1995:116). Marc Augé interprets 
this as the brief intrusion of the thickness of culture into the ‘non-
place ‘of the airline’s space, but we can equally see it as emblematic 
of the curious penetration of an enclosed journey through time by 
externalities of space (territory) which seem entirely remote from, 
indeed irrelevant to, this experience. 

After a few hours of this enclosed time-journey we arrive, clear 
customs, walk out of the terminal building and magically ‘there 
we are’, deposited in the same clothes in which we boarded (the 
tangible attachments to our not-so-distant home) into a strange 
environment, a different climate, probably a different language, 
certainly a different cultural tempo. What sort of ‘proximity’ does 
such a process involve? How, precisely has the connectivity provided 
by air travel brought us closer ? It undeniably makes distant places 
accessible without a great expense of time, energy or (relatively) 
money. It makes physical relocation a matter of routine – something 
often to be fitted into a few hours, a day or so at most. But this prox­
imity is also surely a problematic one, born as it is out of the techno­
logically achieved compression of space by time. For the space we 
traverse in these journeys through the routine sequence of ‘cabin time’ 
is not just physical distance but the social and cultural distance (Saudi 
Arabia = Islam = no alcohol) that ‘real’ material space preserves. The 
connectivity of air travel thus poses for us sharply the question of 
the overcoming of social-cultural distance. 

From the suspended animation of the flight, then, we have to con­
front the cultural adjustment of arrival. Our experienced journey 
though time rather than space has not prepared us for the new real­
ity of this place. We have not experienced the sense of the traversing 
of ‘real’ distance: the gradual changes of scene, the gradations in clim­
ate, the series of social interactions, the longueurs, the interruptions 
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and pauses, the symbolical moments of border crossings and the sheer 
physicality which travel in the ‘real time’ of, say, a railway journey 
affords. This compression of distance has left us temporarily dis­
located and we need to adjust to a reality which is immediate and 
challenging in its otherness, precisely because it is so accessible. One 
measure of the accomplishment of globalization, then, is how far 
the overcoming of physical distance is matched by that of cultural 
distance. 

There are various ways in which we can think about this. The most 
obvious is to ask how different the place of arrival actually is, in the 
modern world, from the place of embarkation. This is to enter the 
discourse of cultural homogenization. The homogenization thesis 
presents globalization as synchronization to the demands of a stand­
ardized consumer culture, making everywhere seem more or less 
the same. So to assert cultural homogenization as a consequence of 
globalization is to move from connectivity through proximity to the 
supposition of global uniformity and ubiquity. As I shall argue in 
chapter 3, this is a precipitate and in many ways an unjustifiable 
movement. However, we can see how it has a certain plausibility, 
particularly when thought through in relation to the example of air 
travel. For there is no denying the similarity between air terminals 
worldwide. The exits and entrances to different cultural spaces are, 
as has often been remarked, curiously uniform and standardized. 
However, this observation may be of limited significance, since air­
ports are pretty clearly special kinds of places defined by the func­
tional demands of their business, which is precisely to mimimize 
cultural difference in the interests of a functional commonality, 
smoothing the passage of international travellers. To decide whether 
the homogenization thesis really obtains you have to venture out­
side the security of the terminal and get progressively deeper into 
the dangerous cultural hinterland. This may be something that theo­
rists are unwilling to do. For the encounter with the messiness and 
particularity of actual cultural practices is of course dangerous for 
theories – like the homogenization thesis – established at the dis­
tance of broad abstraction. Noting different disciplinary tendencies 
towards progressive levels of theoretical abstraction, Néstor García 
Canclini wryly observes that ‘The anthropologist arrives in the city 
on foot, the sociologist by car and via the main highway, the com­
munications specialist by plane’ (1995: 4). The assertion of global 
homogenization of culture is a little like arriving by plane but never 
leaving the terminal, spending all one’s time browsing amongst the 
global brands of the duty-free shops. 
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So, leaving aside the suppositions of broad cultural homogeniz¬ 
ation for the present, let us pursue the idea of the relation between 
connectivity and cultural proximity by thinking about the process of 
adjustment that occurs outside the airline terminal. The accomplish­
ment of globalization appears here as a function of the ease with 
which this adjustment can be made. And this reveals some of the 
intrinsic ‘unevenness’ of globalization. At one end of a continuum of 
experience we might find the accomplished business-class passen­
ger who displays his (mostly, ‘his’) credentials with the insouciance 
with which he enacts the social-cultural adjustments of arrival: the 
swift location of the taxi, the easy transit to the pre-booked inter­
national hotel whilst gradually, comfortably, absorbing the changed 
scene, the assurance of finding all the facilities – faxes, CNN busi­
ness news, international cuisine – that will allow him to function 
independently of context. For the orientation of business travel is 
actually to minimize cultural difference so as to allow the ‘universal’ 
practices of the international business culture to function smoothly. 
This is connectivity working functionally to achieve a manufactured 
form of ‘proximity’ experienced as universality. Distant places are 
culturally close for business executives because they are carefully 
negotiated according to the business in hand: international stand­
ardization in the hotel and the board room, enhanced, perhaps, by 
some local colour in the evening’s entertainment. 

From the instrumental point of view of capitalism, then, connect­
ivity works towards increasing a functional proximity. It doesn’t make 
all places the same, but it creates globalized spaces and connecting 
corridors which ease the flow of capital (including its commodities 
and its personnel) by matching the time-space compression of con­
nectivity with a degree of cultural ‘compression’. This is certainly an 
important dimension of globalization. But it does not grasp the whole 
picture, and risks exaggerating the shading of connectivity into 
cultural proximity. What the business-class traveller does not typ­
ically experience is the fine grain of everyday cultural practices 
defined by locality rather than globality and maintaining cultural 
difference in the face of encroaching connectivity. This culture does 
not reveal itself in five-star international hotels, but in the streets, the 
houses, the churches, the workplaces, the bars and the shops that lie 
beyond the business or tourist centres. 

Such ‘localities’ are quite simply the places where people live their 
everyday lives: the day-to-day environments of ‘home’. For some 

they may exist pressed hard up against the perimeter fence of the 
airfield and yet they are part of an entirely different cultural ‘world’ 
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from that of the connectivity of air travel. And they are clearly not 
governed by the same immediate demands of an instrumental con­
nectivity and standardization that organize international business 
culture. Entering such environments means entering the order of 
social life which feels the sway of local affairs more than the demands 
of globality, and which exhibits the particularity – the cultural dif­
ference – of ‘locality’. When discussions of globalization raise (as most 
do) the ‘global–local’ relationship, this is the vast order of everyday 
life that they invoke. 

Few business travellers stray into these environments (until, of 
course, they are returned to their own comfortable localities). So this 
level of cultural difference is often invisible when viewed from the 
perspective of the smooth-functioning globalization of capital. It is 
more likely to be encountered by less well-organized or resourced 
travellers: by labour migrants or perhaps by independent tourists 
on a low budget. In the global space of the terminal such people may 
appear less accomplished in the rituals of arrival, but their lack of 
resources means that they quickly penetrate deeper into the culture 
of locality: the bus rather than the taxi, a basic hotel in a working-
class neighbourhood lacking the cultural ‘insulation’ provided by 
five-star status, the need to shop in cheap local stores. These travel­
lers quickly become more accomplished hermeneuticians, testing out 
the real extents of cultural proximity outside of the enclaves of a 
global business culture. The journey into localities then is a journey 
into the challenging reality of cultural difference, posing the quest­
ion of how far connectivity establishes ‘p rox imi ty ’ beyond the 
technological modality of increasing access. 

At this point we have to move beyond the example of air travel. 
Tracing the phenomenology of this modality of connectivity pushes 
us towards a ‘high-profile’ understanding of globalization which is 
seductive but restricted in its application. Jet travel is an intrinsic 
part of connectivity and, in its increasing commonplace integration 
into everyday life, demands attention as cultural experience. But 
obviously it reveals only one aspect of what connectivity implies. 
First because, despite its increasing ubiquity,2 it is still restricted to 
relatively small numbers of people and, within this group, to an even 
smaller, more exclusive, cadre of frequent users. Many people in the 
most developed countries of the world have never been on an aero­
plane, and this obviously applies to many millions in less developed 
countries. Air travel, like the use of the internet, could thus be seen 
as merely the globalization available to the affluent. And if this were 
so, it would lose much of its claim to be a general condition of our 
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time. But, more significantly, the sense of global connectivity im­
plied by this sort of high-profile globalizing technology pushes, as 
we have seen, towards a particular and exaggerated sense of prox­
imity. 

If connectivity really does imply proximity as a general social-
cultural condition, this has to be understood in terms of a trans­
formation of practice and experience which is felt actually within 
localities as much as in the increasing technological means of access 
to or egress from them. Lash and Urry (1994:252) suggest that ‘mod­
ern society is society on the move’, and that ‘ the modern world is 
inconceivable without . . . new forms of long-distance transportation 
and travel.’ I don’t want to disagree with this, but I think it is also 
important not to exaggerate the way long-distance travel figures 
either in the lives of the majority of people in the world today or in 
the overall process of globalization. ‘Local life’ – contrasted here with 
the transient ‘global life’ of the space of the air terminal (or indeed 
the computer terminal) – is the vast order of human social existence 
which continues, because of the constraints of physical embodiment, 
to dominate even in a globalized world. Local life occupies the 
majority of time and space. Although the increasing ability to move 
– physically and representationally – between places is a highly 
significant mode of connectivity, it is ultimately subordinate to – 
indeed derivative of – the order of location in time and space which 
we grasp as ‘home’. Globalization is transforming this local order, 
but the significance of this transformation reaches beyond the tech­
nological accomplishments of communications and transport. Putting 
it simply, connectivity means changing the nature of localities and 
not just occasionally lifting some people out of them. So I think a 
statement like ‘the paradigmatic modern experience is that of rapid 
mobility over long distances ‘(Lash and Urry 1994: 253) needs to be 
treated with some caution. It might be nearer the mark to say that 
the paradigmatic experience of global modernity for most people – 
and this is not of course unrelated to the correlation between income 
and mobility – is that of staying in one place but experiencing the 
‘dis-placement’ that global modernity brings to them. 

To understand globalization in this way is to pay attention to the 
other modalities of connectivity that we have mentioned. In partic­
ular it is to grasp the ‘proximity’ that comes from the networking of 
social relations across large tracts of time-space, causing distant events 
and powers to penetrate our local experience. It is to understand 
how someone may face unemployment as a result of ‘downsizing’ 
decisions made at a company head office on another continent, or 
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how the food we find in our supermarkets is radically different 
today from twenty years ago because of the complex interaction be­
tween cosmopolitan taste and the global economics of the food 
industry, or of how our very sense of cultural belonging – of being 
‘at home’ – may be subtly transfigured by the penetration of globaliz­
ing media into our everyday lives. It is these sorts of transformation 
that I shall mainly be concerned with in the chapters that follow. 

Connectivity and Global Unicity 

But now I want to turn, briefly, to another significant elaboration/ 
slippage from the core idea of connectivity. This is the idea that con­
nectivity is globally encompassing and thus implies a certain ‘unicity’: 
a sense that the world is becoming, for the first time in history, a 
single social and cultural setting. Whereas it was in the past possible 
to understand social and cultural processes and practices as a set of 
local, relatively ‘independent’ phenomena, globalization makes the 
world a ‘single place’. Obvious examples of this are the way in which 
the economic affairs of nation-states are locked into a global capital­
ist economy, or how the environmental effects of local industrial 
processes can rapidly become global problems. 

In a strict sense, however, the idea of the world becoming one place 
is only contingently related to the idea of increasing connectivity. 
Although it is plausible to speculate that the rapid development of 
networks of interconnection will eventually encompass all of human 
society, this is by no means a logical entailment of the idea. Despite 
its reach, few would dare to claim that the complex connectivity of 
globalization currently extends in any profound way to every single 
person or place on the planet, and speculation on its spread must 
surely be tempered by the many countervailing trends towards 
social and cultural division that we see around us. 

Nevertheless we also have to recognize a certain pull in the dir­
ection of the ‘unitary’ both in the concept of globalization and in the 
empirical processes it describes. The term ‘global’ itself has power­
ful connotations of wholeness and inclusiveness deriving both from 
its metaphorical usage (global as ‘total’) and from the sheer seman­
tics of geometric form: for example in the connection of terms like 
‘encompassing’ with the spherical form of the earth. Globalization 
as a concept, then, surely has a connotational force of ‘tending to­
wards unicity’, and if the empirical state of connectivity we have 
identified has no such implications, then it simply looks as though, 



Globalization and Culture 11 

with ‘globalization’, we have all somehow got hold of the wrong 
word! What we require is a way of thinking through the implic­
ations of unicity that doesn’t fetch up in more controversial slippages: 
unicity’s shading into either ‘uniformity’ or ‘unity’. 

Roland Robertson’s extensive work on globalization has centred 
on these problems and he offers a sophisticated formulation of the 
idea of ‘the compression of the world into a “single place”’ (1992: 6). 
Whilst maintaining that, ‘the trends towards the unicity of the world 
are, when all is said and done, inexorable’ (1992: 26), Robertson pro­
vides a model which disarms some of the immediate criticisms that 
such a view might attract. In essence Robertson’s sense of global 
unicity is of a context which increasingly determines social relations 
and simultaneously of a frame of reference within which social agents 
increasingly figure their existence, identities and actions. For 
Robertson, then, global unicity does not imply a simplistic uniform­
ity – something like a ‘world culture’. Rather, it is a complex social 
and phenomenological condition – the ‘global-human condition’ – 
in which different orders of human life are brought into articulation 
with one another. He identifies four such orders: individual human 
beings, national societies, the ‘world system of societies’ and the 
overarching collectivity of ‘humankind’. Globalization, for him, is 
the increasing interaction between these orders of human life, and 
so ‘the world as a single place’ implies the transformation of these 
forms of life as they are increasingly positioned against, and forced 
to take account of, each other. This is neither the unicity of homog¬ 
enization nor a naive sense of emergent global (comm)unity. Indeed, 
far from suggesting an unproblematic process of integration, 
Robertson’s model of unicity is one in which social and cultural 
difference may become accentuated precisely as it is identified in 
relation to the ‘world as a whole’. 

As an example, we can consider how Robertson’s approach copes 
with the obvious objection to the broad idea of global unicity: the 
many counter-instances of fragmentation in the modern world – 
racial and ethnic hostilities, economic protectionism, religious fun­
damentalism and so on. Robertson’s response is to point to a 
significant aspect of these counter-instances: the fact that they are 
‘reflexively monitored’. Taking the example of contemporary 
economic protectionism he argues that 

Compared to the older protectionisms and autarkies of the eighteenth 
and nineteenth centuries . . . the new ones are more self-consciously 
situated within a globewide system of global rules and regulations 
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concerning economic trade and a consciousness of the global economy 
as a whole. This certainly does not mean that protectionism will be 
overcome by such factors, but it does mean that relevant parties, in­
cluding ‘average citizens’, are increasingly constrained to think in 
terms, not necessarily favourable terms, of the world as a whole. 
(Robertson 1992: 26) 

For Robertson, then, the structures of global connectivity combine 
with a pervasive awareness of this situation to raise any local events 
inevitably to the horizon of a single world. A similar case might be 
made for the ‘cultural protectionism’ implicit in religious fundamen­
talism, which may be read as a self-conscious defence of ‘traditional’ 
beliefs, values and practices precisely defined by the undermining 
of tradition threatened by global compression. 

One of the great strengths of Robertson’s approach is in providing 
a conceptual framework which preserves the important sense of 
globalization as involving wholeness and inclusiveness – as context 
– whilst allowing it to cope with the empirical complexities of a world 
which seems to display simultaneous processes of integration and 
differentiation. The sort of world in which the technological connec­
tivity of the internet can be used – as in the current proliferation of 
‘sectarian’ websites – for the aggressive assertion of ethnic, religious 
or racial differences. So I think Robertson is basically correct to see 
globalization in terms of an underlying unicity. This is not just be­
cause of the sophistication of his model, but because there is also an 
urgent political need to retain the idea. As connectivity reaches into 
localities, it transforms local lived experience but it also confronts 
people with a world in which their fates undeniably are bound to­
gether in a single global frame. This is clear in terms of the economic 
integrations of the global market or of global environmental risk 
which, as Ulrich Beck (1992: 47) puts it, ‘makes the utopia of a world 
society a little more real or at least more urgent’. Connectivity thus 
supposes unicity as a cultural-political principle. Local experience 
has to be raised to the horizon of a ‘single world’ if we are to under­
stand it, and local practices and lifestyles increasingly need to be 
examined and evaluated in terms of their global consequences. 

Culture as a Dimension of Globalization 

Most of the foregoing discussion has been within a broadly cultural 
‘register’, distinguishable in its vocabulary and its stress from that 
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of, say, economics or politics. But how precisely should we think 
of culture as a concept and an entity in relation to globalization? 
One common answer is to see it as a ‘dimension’ of globalization. 
Globalization is now widely regarded as a ‘multidimensional’ 
phenomenon – on the surface an unproblematic description but, taken 
seriously enough, one with demanding implications for (not least, 
cultural) analysis. 

The Multidimensionality of Globalization 

Multidimensionality is closely related to the idea of complex con­
nectivity. For the complexity of the linkages established by globaliz­
ation extends to phenomena which social scientists have laboured to 
separate out into the categories into which we now, familiarly, break 
down human life: the economic, the political, the social, the inter­
personal, the technological, the environmental, the cultural and so 
forth. Globalization arguably confounds such taxonomy. 

Take the example of an environmental issue like ozone depletion 
caused by the use of chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) in aerosol sprays or 
refrigerators. The recognition of the effects of these chemicals on the 
earth’s protective ozone layer established a prime example of a global 
problem, one involving, as Steven Yearley says, the ‘compression of 
the globe’. This in the sense that some of the main (if unknowing) 
culprits – deodorant users and furniture polish sprayers in the dense 
centres of population of the developed world – were producing pol­
lution which could ‘despoil the environment of [their] neighbours, 
thousands of kilometres away on the planet’ – most intensely at the 
polar regions (Yearley 1996:27). The CFC problem is certainly one of 
connectivity in this direct geographical sense. But it is also one which, 
in its complex ramifications, links together a number of interpretative 
discourses. It is obviously a technological matter for which a technical 
‘solution’ in the form of alternative chemical propellants was quickly 
developed. But the adoption of this technical solution raised a whole 
raft of international political issues in the attempt to achieve a treaty 
on the regulation of CFC use: the 1987 ‘Montreal Protocol’. During 
these negotiations differences emerged between the economic inter­
ests of CFC-producing nations and those that were only consumers of 
the products. These problems were amplified in the case of ‘First 
World’ as opposed to Third World’ interests,3 where universal com­
pliance raised the vexed question of economic assistance from the de­
veloped world as an incentive for poor countries such as India to 


