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Abstract. This article is about the great changes that have happened in recent 
years in international politics as well as the challenges that these thorough trans-
formations imply. Some examples of  great significance are the fall of  the Berlin 
Wall (1989), the attack on the New York World Trade Center’s twin towers 
and the Pentagon (2001), and the crash of  Wall Street (2008). These are 
historical events that have had practical and theoretical repercussions for differ-
ent humanistic disciplines like political science, law and international studies. 
The author’s purpose is to analyze both practically and theoretically the new 
paradigms of  global politics. The impact of  globalization on Latin America is 
given special attention. The author concludes by presenting some alternatives in 

order to resolve the dilemmas posed by globalization.
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Resumen. Este artículo aborda los grandes cambios que se han registrado en 
los últimos años en la política internacional, así como los retos que han reporta-
do esas magnas transformaciones. Ejemplos de las mutaciones de gran significa-
do de las que habla esta investigación son: la caída del muro de Berlín (1989), 
los ataques terroristas contra las torres gemelas de Nueva York y el pentágono en 
Washington (2001) y la debacle financiera de Wall Street (2008). Como se 
aprecia, son acontecimientos de carácter histórico que han tenido repercusiones 
tanto de orden práctico como de naturaleza teórica para distintas disciplinas 
humanísticas, como la ciencia política, el derecho y el estudio de las relacio-
nes internacionales. Lo que el autor se propone es analizar tanto en términos 
prácticos como en términos teóricos los nuevos paradigmas de la política global. 
Cabe agregar que aquí también se toma en consideración el impacto de la glo-
balización para América Latina. Por último, se presentan algunas alternativas 
de solución con vistas a resolver los dilemas planteados por la globalización.

Palabras clave: Globalización, democracia, neorealismo, populismo, tercera 
vía, terrorismo, neoliberalismo, Estado nacional, cosmopolitismo.
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I. Three Main Impacts

In this essay, I start off  with a basic statement: the international order created 
after the World War II has changed due to three contemporary and central 
phenomena: the fall of  the Berlin Wall in 1989, the attack on the New York 
World Trade Center’s twin towers in 2001 and crash of  Wall Street in 2008.

The fall of  Berlin Wall roused feelings of  hope and enthusiasm. Those 
scenes of  thousands of  people gathered around eastern European city squares 
to express their rejection of  bureaucratic authoritarianism and to ask for the 
end of  Soviet domain over their countries have been engraved in our memo-
ries. The statues of  Marx, Lenin and Stalin were brought to the ground. The 
expansive wave of  liberation soon reached the Soviet Union itself  in 1991, 
when it split. The threat of  an atomic outbreak between the so-called Free 
World and the Communist bloc was also attenuated since one of  the principal 
rivals ceased to exist.

There were reasons for believing in a positive future. The first signs were 
encouraging: nations such as Poland, Hungary and Czechoslovakia, willingly 
accepted constitutionalism, the division of  power, political parties, a com-
petitive election system, freedom of  the press, the protection of  civil rights 
and freedom of  assembly. However, hope and enthusiasm fell when aberrant 
happenings began taking place, such as inter-ethnic fighting in former Yugo-
slavia.

As Jürgen Habermas stated, a recovery revolution (Nachholende Revolution) 
took off  in the midst of  the bicentennial commemoration of  the French 
Revolution (1789-1989).1 However, around the same time, some communities 

1  Jürgen Habermas, La Rivoluzione in Corso (Milano, Feltrinelli, 1990). This author is 
considered one of  the most influential thinker of  our time. He was part of  the Frankfurt 
school. Which means he was the youngest disciple of  Erik Horck Heimer (the founding father 
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began to vent their hatred against their neighbors based on ancestral tribal 
rivalries.

On one side, civil society led the liberation movement, as defined by the 
English term which was less worn out than “democracy”. Lenin said that pro-
letarian democracy would be a thousand times more democratic than bour-
geois democracy, and so it was used as communist leaders’ rhetoric through-
out stage of  Soviet domination. For many years, civil groups disseminated 
clandestine resistance and anti-bureaucratic dictatorship propaganda. On 
this civil mobilization, Michael Ignatieff, for example, states:

The philosophical study groups in basements and boiler rooms, the prayer 
meetings in church crypts, and the unofficial trade union meetings in bars and 
backrooms were seen as a civil society in embryo. Within those covert institu-
tions came the education in liberty and the liberating energies that led to 1989. 
In the revolutions of  that year —in Hungary, Poland, Romania, East Germany, 
Czechoslovakia, and the Baltics— civil society triumphed over the state.2

It was the way to push forward a democratic project, in the liberal sense of  
the term, distinct from the domination scheme imposed by Stalinism.

The revival of  civil society was in fact linked to the recovery of  liberal-
democratic culture. After the unforgiving work of  clandestine propaganda 
and pacific mobilizations —with the well-known repressive counterattacks— 
civil society put even more pressure and ended up breaking the barriers that 
had been raised to guarantee safety and the continuity of  the system. As John 
A. Hall says: “Civil society was seen as the opposite of  despotism, a space in 
which social groups could exist and more —something which exemplified 
and would ensure softer, more tolerable conditions of  existence.”3 This co-
incides with what René Gallissot stated: “In the field of  motion, of  agitation 
and emancipatory action, intended to break with oppressive situations in the 
name of  democracy, the formula of  ‘civil society’ is immediately useful to 
legitimate protest.”4

With the fall of  communism, liberal and democratic ideals rose again and 
the path towards political modernity was retaken. During the bicentennial 
festivities of  the fall of  the Bastille (1989), François Furet accurately said: “We 

of  this school). Two other disciples of  Horck Heimer were Theodor Adorno and Herbert 
Marcuse. Among the many books Habermas has written the most significant in my opinion 
is: The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere (Cambridge, Massachusetts, The 
MIT Press, 1998).

2  M. Ignatieff, On Civil Society: Why Eastern Europe’s Revolution Could Succeed, 2 Foreing Affairs 
74, 128 (1995). 

3  John A. Hall, In Search of  Civil Society, in J. A. Hall, Civil Society (Theory, History, 
Comparison) 1 (Oxford, Polity Press, 1995).

4  René Gallissot, Abus de société civil: étatisation de la société ou socialisation de l’État, 2 L’Homme 
et la Societé 4 (1991).
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keep drifting apart from the French Revolution, however, each day we live 
more and more in the world that was created by it. A new closeness has risen 
from the distance.”5

The recovery of  political modernity through the vindication of  liberal 
democracy and civil society contrasts with the position certain supposedly 
progressive circles adopted on witnessing the fall of  Soviet communism and 
abandoned the claims embodied by a collective proletarian spirit of  an eco-
nomic nature. This time, the main subject focused on ethnic groups with 
cultural backgrounds. This vindication serves as the principal basis for the 
fights for independence of  certain communities throughout the world, such 
as: the French-speaking area of  Canada, especially the Quebec province; the 
Basque provinces settled in Spain and France; the Zapatistas from Chiapas 
in Mexico; the independence-movement in Northern Ireland; the Chechens 
against Russian domination; and Tibet facing the Chinese occupation. No 
matter how different these examples may be, those who defend nationalistic 
or ethnicity vindications lump them all together. This explains the boost in 
multiculturalism over the last years.

In theoretical terms, for Charles Taylor, the fight for recognition is reflect-
ed in the anti-modern and conservative position, which upholds collective 
rights based on tradition and a yearning for a mythical past. This concept is 
based on the idea of  identity, a sense of  blood belonging. Thus, the lack of  
recognition or distorted recognition can become a form of  oppression. Rec-
ognition is viewed as a human necessity. For Taylor, this necessity is located 
not in the individual field, but in the collective one. In his opinion, the way 
individual identity is interpreted should change to be seen not as isolated en-
tity, but as members of  certain ethnic community the same way the Volk (the 
people) must be true to themselves, in other words, to their culture. If  the fight 
for Afro-American civil rights in the 1960s under Martin Luther King was a 
fight for equality, the struggle for ethnical belonging rights led by various lo-
cal leaders, is now the fight to be different: “With the politics of  equal dignity, 
what is established is meant to be universally the same, an identical basket of  
rights and immunities; with the politics of  difference, what we are asked to 
recognize is the unique identity of  this individual or group, their distinctness 
from everyone else.”6

 Taylor distinguishes two types of  orientations in public actions. On one 
side, the respect to the principle of  equality encourages treating people the 
same regardless of  their differences, while on the other, the respect to the 
principle of  diversity forces individuals to be treated differently taking their 
special traits into account. In both cases, there are advantages and disadvan-
tages: “The reproach the first makes to the second is just that it violates the 

5  F. Furet, Prefazione, in Dizionario Critico della Rivoluzione Francese XL (F. Furet & 
M. Ozouf, eds., Milano, Bompiani, 1988). 

6  Charles Taylor, The Politics of  Recognition, in Multiculturalism 38 (Amy Gutman ed., 
New Jersey, Princeton University Press, 1994).
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principle of  nondiscrimination. The reproach the second makes to the first is 
that it negates identity by forcing people into a homogeneous mold that is un-
true to them.”7 Taylor attacks the so-called liberal stance, identified with prin-
ciple of  equality, for acting under false neutrality which, in reality, as it is an 
expression of  a hegemonic culture, and leans toward the communitarian side 
to introduce differentiation criteria and a specific approach towards diversity.

One of  the distinctive arguments of  Taylor’s thesis, which has been re-
iterated by his followers, is that liberalism is in fact a particular culture that 
defends a false universalism: “Liberalism is not a possible meeting ground for 
all cultures; it is the political expression of  one range of  cultures, and quite 
incompatible with other ranges.”8 But then, Taylor’s argument changes direc-
tions when he asks supposedly “particular” culture to admit diversity politics. 
The disqualification of  liberalism reaches the point of  saying that it is in fact 
a fighting credo against other cultures: “All this is to say that liberalism can’t 
and shouldn’t claim complete cultural neutrality. Liberalism is also a fighting 
creed.”9

By confronting equalities and differences, Taylor’s multiculturalism resorts 
to the sophism that liberal egalitarianism is insensible to differences. But that 
is not true because the structure of  liberalism is such that it raises equality in 
the political field while allowing for differences and dynamic pluralism in the 
civil order. The existence of  civil society could not be understood in any other 
way. By clarifying the liberal perspective and the relationship between equali-
ties and differences, we realize that multiculturalism aims at establishing dif-
ferences in the political order so as to set up autonomous collective bodies 
unconnected to the national State, while finding it awkward to speak of  civil 
society as a real space in which group differences have proliferated from the 
very beginning. Summing up, multiculturalism asks that differences be re-
spected in the political sphere, leading to the creation of  new self-sufficient 
identities that break the integrity of  the national State; they are not interested 
in enrolling or coexisting with the differences that are part of  civil society. 
The entreaty, however, is not new; modern times have seen attempts of  con-
servative restoration that are reminiscent of  the medieval system.

The implied solution is separatism and for the unacknowledged national 
State to defend the restoration of  a pre-modern world, imagined as a peace-
ful and harmonious world. However, it is a well-known historical fact that 
the co-existence of  cultures has not been peaceful at all, but involved —and 
continues to involve— bloody conflicts. In this strategy, Taylor’s position re-
mains ambiguous between ideological-political confrontation and an attempt 
to come to an agreement with the “dominant culture”, which he loathes. 
There are sections in which Taylor shows his leanings towards conflict and 

7  Id. at 43.
8  Id. at 62.
9  Id.
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others in which he is willing to compromise. An uncertainty of  this nature 
makes his approach extremely weak and explains why his followers also fall, 
politically and ideologically, into the same ambiguity between the threat of  
war and a reticent invitation to dialogue.

Regarding the fall of  the Twin Towers, the numerous images of  the planes 
diverted by Islamic extremists crashing into the World Trade Center have 
remained embedded in my memory. The fundamental thesis of  Professor 
Benjamin Barber, of  the University of  Rutgers, is that, after the collapse of  
authoritarian socialism, at least two phenomena have come to once again test 
the model of  civilization, namely, tribalism and mercantilism: “Jihad pursues 
a bloody politics of  identity, McWorld a bloodless economics of  profit.”10 An 
explanation of  the strengthening of  tribal identities is that when faced with 
the collapse of  some States, people retreat to the more immediate references 
due to the uncertainty and fear of  the unknown. Ralf  Dahrendorf  has re-
ferred to this problem as follows:

There is the re-emergence of  the tribe, of  primordial ties and emotions. Com-
munism was among other things a homogenizing —some would say, a mod-
ernizing— force. Now that is gone, older national and religious ligatures come 
to the fore. Since people have little to hold on to, and even less to eat, they fall 
for prophets who fill their minds and hearts with the hatred of  others in the 
name of  self-determination.11

Tribalism provides certainty in the midst of  a world that is falling apart. 
It is like retreating to the more immediate in view of  the collapse of  a social 
system that could no longer stand.

Meanwhile, the overflowing economic activity represents the limitless 
greed manifested through aggression and the desire to accumulate. The con-
sequence is that: “In being reduced to a choice between the market’s universal 
church and a retribalizing politics of  particularist identities, peoples around 
the globe are threatened with an atavistic return to medieval politics…”12 The 
attacks of  September 11, 2001, reveal fundamentalists’ desire to return to a 
kind of  obscurantism.

Jihad and McWorld are not self-limiting democratic powers. On the con-
trary, they are forces trying to eat up everything in their path. They act as 
polar opposites: one pulling at parochial hatreds and the other towards global 
market consolidation; one tries to alter national boundaries in an effort to 
reclaim tribal areas while the other is trying to make national borders po-
rous from the outside. Despite their contradictory natures, “Yet Jihad and 

10  Benjamin Barber, Jihad vs. Mcworld 8 (New York, Ballantines, 1999). 
11  Ralf Dahrendorf, After 1989 (Morals, Revolution and Civil Society) 10 (New 

York, St. Martin’s Press, 1997). 
12  See Barber, supra note 10, at 7. 
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McWorld have this in common: they both make war on the sovereign nation-
state and thus undermine the nation-state’s democratic institutions.”13

Jihad ideologists attack democratic politics arguing that the nation-state is 
an “illusory community” and citizenship is an “abstraction.” What matters to 
them are the foundations of  collective affiliation. McWorld theorists criticize 
democratic politics, arguing that the nation-state is an awkward device and 
citizenship a trifle. For them, there are only consumers to be caught up in 
marketing networks. To this, Barber responds: “Neither the tribal circle nor 
the traffic circle, neither the clan nor the mall, offers adequate public space 
to the kind of  democratic community that can provide citizens both identity 
and inclusion.”14

For Barber, it is essential to put the current problem in its proper terms, 
keeping in mind that there are three powers in every society: cultural, eco-
nomic and political. The challenge is the assimilation of  economics and poli-
tics into the cultural-anthropological field (Jihad) or the confinement of  cul-
ture and politics within an economic framework (McWorld). In contrast, the 
liberal art of  separation is the way to identify the presence of  different spaces 
in which human activity unfolds.

The factor that may work against these polarizing trends is civil society. 
Therefore, to promote democratization, civil society should extend its activi-
ties to encompass international affairs. It is already the case with environmen-
tal groups, associations defending human rights, cultural exchange groups 
and an endless list of  other organizations that have made globalization a 
phenomenon that goes beyond economic interdependence or racial ties.

We must pay attention in the political sphere. Globalization must be im-
proved through the democratization of  the international power. The best 
formula is that: “global democracy needs confederalism, a noncompulsory 
from of  association rooted in friendship and mutual interests; confederalism 
depends on members states that are well rooted in civil society, and on citizens 
for whom the other is not synonymous with the enemy.”15

There is no justification for committing criminal acts, and much less when 
religious purity is invoked against civilization as a whole. Those who planned, 
sponsored and perpetrated the slaughter knew they were not against an eco-
nomic symbol, McWorld; the purpose was to truncate the life of  defenseless 
people of  close to eighty different nationalities —to spread panic inside and 
outside the United States. So it would be more appropriate to speak of  Jihad 
vs. Universitas Civium instead of  tribalism against economic globalization.

It should be recalled that there were several serious conflicts between 1989 
and 2001: the Persian Gulf  War, the ethnic massacres in Rwanda, the previ-
ously mentioned war in the Balkans, the brutality in East Timor, and so on. 

13  Id. at 6.
14  Id. at 288.
15  Id. at 291.
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However, without downplaying these phenomena, it is certain that they had a 
regionally bound overtone, while attacks in northeastern United States have 
an all-embracing profile. I concur with the conceptual clarity of  Susan Son-
tag: “[…] the terrorism that realized such a signal success on September 11 
is obviously a global movement. This terrorism can not be identified with a 
certain state or even with devastated Afghanistan [...] Like the modern econ-
omy, the mass culture and pandemic sicknesses (e.g. AIDS), terrorism knows 
no borders.”16 This new tone is not due to the aggression against the world’s 
most powerful country; the matter lies in the proof  of  a complex and wide-
spread network of  terrorist organizations —spread throughout at least sixty 
nations— with the role of  acting on mystical reasons at an international level.

As Giovanni Sartori has pointed out: “The, say, old school suicide bomb-
ers, were sacrificed for their country, are local. Their cause was specific and 
limited. Suicides in New York and the Pentagon, and those who will follow 
their steps, are global beings and their homeland is the Koran as well as their 
religious faith. They are not fighting for the place they were born, but for an 
Islamized world that fights and punishes non-believers.”17 This limiting creed 
endangers the enlightened reform that had been noted in the immediately 
preceding years. On this risk, Martin Kramer thinks:

What happened […] was the opposite: a dangerous slide toward a medieval 
holy war. To stop the regression, the moderate majority will have to argue 
against the mobilization of  the Islamic religion for war [...] But it is impossible 
to deploy religion to justify killing and self-immolation, without undermining 
the foundations of  the religion itself. In the pained expressions of  decent Mus-
lims, there is more than regret at America’s loss. There is a growing realization 
that the men who brought down the twin towers put Islam in peril.18

Islamic spirituality is at the same time, used and sacrificed for the sake of  
a radical political cause.

Fear of  a violent death has always presented as a limit to avoid facing 
others and to establish an agreement on which civil status was established ac-
cording to the contractual tradition founded by Hugo Grotius and Thomas 
Hobbes and supported by John Locke, Baruch Spinoza, Jean Jacques Rous-
seau and Immanuel Kant. It means that every man fears his own death. With 
variations in interpretation, but following the same methodological pattern, 
theorists of  natural law have centered their concern on the need to leave the 
State of  Nature in which there is no constituted authority or common power, 
by reaching an agreement to end this unpleasant situation and attain the 
political status that would allow the public authority to ensure a better, more 
stable supported life.

16  Susan Sontag, Modernidad y Guerra Santa, 287 Nexos 62 (2001). 
17  Giovanni Sartori, Oíd los críticos, Oriana tiene razón, El Universal, October 20, 2001. 
18  Martín Kramer, El secuestro del Islam, 35 Letras Libres 24 (2001). 



GLOBAL POLITICS 341

The Natural Law school of  thought lay the foundations of  modern po-
litical thought and, with it, the doctrine of  the rights of  man and of  the 
citizen. But after the terrorist attacks of  September 11th, death is no longer 
a constraint. This phenomenon is a factor that alters the direction of  policy 
and launches a new interpretation challenge for both domestic politics and 
foreign policy.

Regarding collapse of  Wall Street in 2008, this financial phenomenon re-
vealed our position as between two eras. The old order, the period denomi-
nated by neo-liberalism, the main premise of  which is that the market cannot 
be wrong and the government cannot be right, is dying. A new order, in which 
Wall Street plays a less important role and Washington plays a stronger func-
tion, is emerging. Within this framework, a political struggle is taking place 
both nationally and internationally because there are interests and groups 
who took great advantage of  the neoliberal model. However, we now need to 
see to the interests of  a much broader sector of  society that is calling for the 
establishment of  a fairer development model nationally and internationally.

The fall of  stock markets in 2008 is not a superficial problem but a struc-
tural one. It is the end of  the formula that started in the late seventies and 
early eighties with Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher, and was emu-
lated in almost all the world: the dismantling of  the Welfare State based on 
privatization, blind faith in the market, tax reduction especially for the more 
affluent groups, and replacing the so-called social-democrat pact with the law 
of  supply and demand as its supreme canon. According to neoliberalism the-
orists like Friedrich von Hayek and Robert Nozick, these measures give full 
freedom to our societies and encourage economic growth. We already saw 
where it would end: in one of  the gurus and enforcers of  neoliberalism Alan 
Greenspan’s admission that von Hayek and Nozick may have been wrong.

The model of  neo-liberalism development that was previously considered 
insurmountable and imposed its conditions over the last three decades, came 
to its breaking point. The financial crisis began on Wall Street and literally 
spread around the world. It is no accident that Joseph Stiglitz, Nobel Prize in 
Economics in 2001, has compared the collapse of  Wall Street to the fall of  
the Berlin Wall in 1989:

The globalization agenda has been closely linked with the market fundamen-
talists —the ideology of  free markets and financial liberalization. In this crisis, 
we see the most market-oriented institutions in the most market-oriented econ-
omy failing and running to the government for help. Everyone in the world will 
say now that this is the end of  market fundamentalism. In this sense, the fall of  
Wall Street is for the market fundamentalism what the fall of  the Berlin Wall 
was for communism —it tells the world that this way of  economic organization 
turns out not to be sustainable. In the end, everyone says, that model does not 
work. This moment is a marker that the claims of  financial market liberaliza-
tion were bogus.19

19  Interview by Nathan Gardels with Joseph Stiglitz, “Stiglitz: The Fall of  Wall Street Is to 



MEXICAN LAW REVIEW342 Vol. V, No. 2

Some may think this statement is out of  proportion. However, the paral-
lelism is precise in its meaning: the two events, as opposites as they are (right 
and left respectively), represent the failure of  a not only an economic model, 
but also of  a way of  thinking, a certain way of  perceiving the world: both 
types of  totalitarianism, one by State and the other by the market, have left a 
reprehensible mark on history.

Another great icon of  neoliberalism, Francis Fukuyama, had to admit that 
this model could no longer be upheld. In an article published a few days after 
the financial crash in October 2008, Fukuyama wrote: “[…] under the man-
tra of  less government, Washington failed to adequately regulate the financial 
sector and allowed it to do tremendous harm to the rest of  the society.”20 The 
700 billion dollars that the U.S. Congress allocated to stave off  the crisis are 
proof  that the State has to repair the damaged caused by the market. But 
here the paradox is that said amount was to save the banks rather than ordi-
nary citizens. Therefore, many protest banners against the current crisis ex-
pressed indignation: “Bail out the People, not the Banks.” It would be unfair 
that after suffering the excesses of  neoliberalism, the contributors would have 
to pay the debts of  the banks.

Dean Baker has studied the fallaciousness of  the so-called “market fun-
damentalism”. Baker, a co-director of  the Economics and Public Policies 
Investigation Center, sustains that conservatives are as in favor of  State in-
tervention as the progressives are. The difference is that conservatives favor 
State intervention to redistribute the wealth upward, that is, to the population 
with higher wages: “The Right has every bit as much interest in government 
involvement in the economy as progressives. The difference is that conser-
vatives want the government to intervene in ways that redistribute income 
upward.”21 The progressives, on the other hand, are in favor of  State interven-
tion to redistribute the wealth downward. Another notable difference is that 
the right wing has been skillful at hiding interventions, making people believe 
that the mechanisms that redistribute wealth upward up are those that natu-
rally obey market laws. The left wing has played into this game because if  it 
is accepted that interventionism favoring the higher wage levels is none other 
than the product of  the way free market works, the progressive forces are at 
a political disadvantage.

Therefore, the strategy to be used consists of  proving the existence of  up-
ward interventionism and showing that the resource for holy market laws is 
nothing but the conservatives’ defense in favor of  privileged groups. The re-
sults of  that conservative maneuver are: a brutal concentration of  power and 
wealth in just a few hands, low or zero economic growth, massive unemploy-

Market Fundamentalism What the Fall of  the Berlin Wall Was to Communism.” Global Services 
of  Los Angeles Times, Sindicate/Tribune Media, September 16, 2008, available at http://www.
huffingtonpost.com/nathan-gardels/stiglitz-the-fall-of-wall-b-126911.htm/. 

20  Francis Fukuyama, The fall of  America Inc., 152 (15) Newsweek, October 13, 2008, at 29. 
21  Dean Baker, Ending the Myth of  ‘Market Fundamentalism’, Dissent 58 (2010). 
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ment, a disarticulated economy with huge debts, massive migration, youths 
without hopes for the future, abandoned elderly left on their own, heads of  
family without fixed wages, and broad crime-ridden gray zones.

This struggle between opposing political tendencies has extended from the 
national to the international arena. The dividends generated by the large 
free-market model are not willing to cede an inch of  ground; others, however, 
have raised the need to rethink the terms of  the relationship to obtain a more 
equitable distribution of  national wealth. As Stiglitz says, this is the refrain of  
the free trade doctrine regarding globalization. However, it would be wrong 
to reduce the problem of  globalization to the simple field of  economic rela-
tions as neo-liberals do. On the contrary, globalization is presented in several 
interdependent and contradictory dimensions.

II. Globalization as a Process

In view of  the new international phenomenon produced by recent chang-
es, William H. Mott has said: “Globalization has become […] the most im-
portant, economic, political and cultural phenomenon of  our time.”22 It is a 
fact that, because of  its complexity, requires systematic study. Otherwise, it is 
easy to fall into an analytical chaos. Trying to bring order to the enormous 
amount of  analysis on globalization, in his essay “A Global Society?” An-
thony McGrew presents a classification based on the different approaches to 
globalization.23 For McGrew, the analysis of  globalization can be divided into 
two main branches: the authors who emphasize a single determining cause 
for globalization and the authors who emphasize the multi-causal nature of  
the phenomenon.

Along the monocausal line, McGrew calls attention to three authors, Im-
manuel Wallerstein, James N. Rosenau and Robert Gilpin. In his book, Histor-
ical Capitalism,24 Wallerstein introduced the concept of  world system as a social 
science and emphasized the importance of  capitalism, or the economy in the 
globalization process. In his book The Study of  Global Interdependence,25Rosenau 
associates globalization with technological progress and especially with the 
expansion of  transnational companies. In his text The Political Economy of  In-
ternational Relations,26 Gilpin, in turn, highlights the political-military aspects 

22  William H. Mott, Globalization: People, Perspective and Progress 1 (Westport 
Praeger, 2004).

23  Anthony McGrew, A Global Society?, in Stuart Hall et al., Modernity 466-503 (Cam-
bridge, Polity Press, 1995). 

24  Immanuel Wallerstein, Historical Capitalism (London, Verso, 1983).
25  James N. Rosenau, The Study of Global Interdependence (New York, Nichols Publica-

tions, 1980).
26  Robert Gilpin, The Political Economy of International Relations (New Jersey, 

Princeton University Press, 1987).
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of  international integration and his approach focuses on the rise and fall of  
hegemonic powers in the inter-State system.

In the second classification, the multiple causes current, McGrew identifies 
two authors, Anthony Giddens and Ronald Robertson. According Giddens 
in The Consequences of  Modernity,27 there are at least four factors involved in glo-
balization: the capitalist economic system, the inter-State system, the military 
complex and the process of  industrialization. In his article “Mapping the Global 
Condition”,28 Robertson stresses that the most important task of  social theory 
today is to take into account the history of  globalization in terms of  inter-
national policy and economy in a plural sense so as to go beyond the model.

In the same multidimensional classification is important to add the thesis 
of  Joseph Nye. In his book The Paradox of  American Power, Nye points out that 
perhaps since the time of  the Roman Empire, no other power has looked 
down on others as the United States today. And yet, the conditions imposed 
by international politics today think it of  utmost importance that the United 
States does not follow a militaristic, unilateral and one-dimensional line to 
remain standing as “[…] military power alone cannot produce the outcomes 
we want on many of  the issues that matter to Americans.”29 Globalization is 
such a special event that no matter how much power a State has, it cannot go 
forward if  its pre-eminence is not backed by consensus from other countries.

One of  Nye’s theoretical contributions is the difference between what he 
calls a “hard power” and a “soft power”. This difference lies in separating the 
military and economic factors on one hand, and the many aspects a country 
as powerful as the United States can draw upon to develop its foreign policy, 
on the other: diplomacy, culture, education, science, technology, health and 
ecology. Nye also noted the difference between the imposition and negotia-
tion.

Nye expresses his doubts regarding hard power exercised alone: “Any re-
treat to a traditional policy focus on unipolarity, hegemony, sovereignty, and 
unilateralism will fail to produce the right outcomes, and its accompanying 
arrogance will erode the soft power that is often part of  the solution. We must 
not let the illusion of  empire blind us to the increasing importance of  our 
soft power.”30 Nye acknowledges that the United States is forced to build the 
consensus to adhere to a set of  principles and standards for the world to work 
toward achieving political stability, economic growth and global democracy.

On the multidimensional nature that now exists in international politics 
and globalization, Nye notes that the power among nations is currently dis-

27  Anthony Giddens, The Consequences of Modernity (Stanford, California, Stanford 
University Press, 1990).

28  Ronald Robertson, Mapping the Global Condition: Globalization as the Central Concept, 7 (2) 
Theory, Culture and Society 15-30 (1990). 

29  Joseph Nye, The Paradox of the American Power, XV (Oxford, Oxford University 
Press, 2002).

30  Id. at XVI.
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tributed according to a pattern that resembles a complex three-dimensional 
chess game. At the top is military power. On that point, it can no longer be 
said that the United States can control the world and act unilaterally to re-
solve conflicts. In the middle board, there is the economic power which can-
not be guided solely by the intervention of  a single power. There, the United 
States ceases to have control. The bottom board is filled with transnational 
relations beyond the control of  governments. A large number of  non-State 
actors, such as banking and financial transactions, trade, NGOs, etc., are also 
listed. “When you are in a three-dimensional game, you will lose if  you focus 
only on the interstate military broad and fail to notice the other broads and 
the vertical connections among them.”31

In my opinion, the most convincing point of  view is the multi-causal one, 
which recognizes the various factors that affect globalization. It is very impor-
tant to note that globalization is not, as the current neo-Marxist and neo-lib-
eral believe, predominantly economic. On the contrary, there are converging 
factors. I find this important because globalization has been presented as a 
one-dimensional phenomenon. Globalization is, in reality, multidimensional. 
Moreover, globalization tends to reinforce the inequalities that existed before 
it occupied the center stage. In other words, globalization is not part of  an 
egalitarian basis, but a long history of  inequality and asymmetries. To correct 
this trend, it is necessary to act in the different fields mentioned as multi-
causal determinants of  globalization.

Contrary to the belief  that globalization involves series of  equal opportu-
nities for all, McGrew and Giddens have shown that globalization is a process 
that does not produce shared benefits. It moves in a variety of  contradictory 
trends reflected in some of  the following pairs: universalism versus particular-
ism, integration versus fragmentation, homogenization versus differentiation, 
juxtaposition versus syncretism, centralization versus decentralization and 
equality versus inequality.

Major changes are taking place in first world countries. Globalization is 
not causing economies to be reorganized in the interest of  all in a coordinated 
and equitable manner. In reality, it is a phenomenon that has further divided 
the third world from the first world. For example, for the first-World knowl-
edge is a vital competitive factor for the generation of  wealth and the devel-
opment of  a new workforce. Some third world countries have understood the 
conditions of  the new process and are adapting to it, but others have lagged 
behind and it is likely that they will not react until later when the conditions 
of  the economy and science have produced an even bigger gap between the 
rich and the poor. And so far we have not been able to create a supranational 
body to balance and adjust this disparity. From our point of  view, increasing 
inequality in the global process would be the greatest security threat of  the fu-

31  Id. at 39. Nye recognizes that this metaphor of  multiple (though not three-dimension-
al) chess boards was due to his friend Stanley Hoffmann. See also Joseph Nye, Primacy or 
World Order 119 (New York, McGraw-Hill, 1978).
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ture. Globalization has shown that without and effective governance, it tends 
to accentuate existing injustices. If  we cannot shift this current tendency, it 
will lead us to more and more dangerous instability and violence.

Some social and economics writers, such as Adam Smith, August Comte 
and Herbert Spencer, foresaw this problem and suggested a solution: it is bet-
ter to take the path of  economic development instead of  the military one if  
we want to follow the project of  modernity and escape barbarism.

Without losing sight of  the multi-causal perspective, I would like to turn 
to the political dimension. In this area, globalized politics refers to the in-
creasing interaction between domestic and foreign policy. It is becoming a 
global/world politics. The perspective that international politics exclusively 
pay attention to the relationship between States has been replaced by a global 
policy that involves a wide variety of  stakeholders, such as political parties, 
transnational corporations, civic organizations, and the media, while training 
a global public opinion.

Global politics is being strengthened to the extent that, as pointed out by 
Luigi Bonanate, the rigid barrier between domestic policy and foreign policy 
is fading:

[…] reality seems to have overtaken the theories, as it has been changed so 
drastically we may be faced with the need of  a true and proper scientific revo-
lution (in the manner in which Kuhn stated it). Revolution which becomes 
necessary by the fact that “normal science” cannot deal with “anomalies,” that 
is, events or circumstances that cannot be encased in the known and shared 
principles. But before addressing such a polemic theme, we must ask whose 
turn is it to try this maneuver. We are facing issues that pertain to political 
scientists or internationalists? Going from here it can be explicitly deduced, 
that, on one hand, we could say that the dividing line between two disciplines 
has ceased to exist (but it is a Salomonic solution, inconsistent if  in its await-
ing, both disciplines continue to do their routinely job) and, on the other hand, 
making problems global turns them into “international issues” mainly (or in 
other words, relative to humans).32

There is a constant tug-of-war between internal and external politics. As 
Bonanate states, reality has moved faster than theory. Consequently, global-
ization presents itself  as a challenge for both internationalists and experts in 
political science. Another internationalist who has analyzed this challenge is 
William Mott:

32  Luigi Bonanate, La politica interna del mondo, XVII (1) Teoria Politica (Italian review) 
8-9 (2001). Another place where Bonanante also presents this thesis about the link between 
domestic politics and international politics is in his book: La Politica Internazionale fra 
Terrorismo e Guerra, Cap. III 40-59 (Bari, Laterza, 2004). As to the rest, concept of  “inter-
nal politics of  the world” first appeared in Jurgen Habermas’s essay, L’Inclusione dell’Altro 
139,169 (Milano, Feltrinelli, 1998). 
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Political globalism appreciates global values and concerns, deflates commit-
ments to narrow perspectives and local interests, and seeks to relieve social 
stresses in human progress and new knowledge. This multidimensional expan-
sion involves not only the geographical expansion of  political ideas into foreign 
polities but also the expansion of  political activity from narrow perspectives to 
broader ones.33

Political globalization has therefore drawn attention to the situation of  na-
tion states, overpassing the old political and institutional forms. According 
to this view, we are facing the process of  the dissolution of  sovereign States, 
as Nancy Fraser says. She argues that the old scheme based on the Treaty of  
Westphalia (1648), which placed national states and the concept of  territorial 
sovereignty as key players in international relations, is being overcome: “To-
day, by contrast, this ‘Westphalian’ framing of  justice is in dispute […] jus-
tice claims are increasingly mapped in geographical scales —as, for example, 
when claims on behalf  of  ‘the global poor’ are pitted against the claims of  
citizens of  bounded polities.”34 For Fraser, the Westphalian framework is no 
longer sufficient to understand what is happening in the national and inter-
national arenas.

The sharp division between domestic and international politics is fading 
under the new political forms that Fraser calls “intermestic”, which means 
half  international and half  domestic, practiced by new transterritorial, non-
State actors, which may include international social movements, transna-
tional corporations, financial speculators, civic organizations, both public 
and private supranational and international organizations and international 
public opinion (and here Habermas’s proposal on the public and the public 
spheres becomes more compelling) moving quietly through all areas of  the 
Earth through the mass media and cyberspace. The weight of  these actors 
is increasingly being felt in global politics. The apparent non-viability of  the 
old regulatory scheme supported by the sovereign nation-state leads Fraser 
to speak of  the imperative of  forming a new paradigm which she has called 
“postwestphalian context” of  globalization.

But the alleged dissolution of  national institutions is not in any way what 
is happening on a widespread basis. What we are witnessing is a combined 
phenomenon of  recomposition and decomposition of  States. We speak of  
composition because in some cases some States, are concentrated into supra-
national political bodies like the European Union. Meanwhile, we refer to 
decomposition because in other cases some States have been dismembered or 
disaggregated like the former Yugoslavia.

Still, no one can say that the recomposition and decomposition are con-
stant and widespread. Most nation-states still exist. Therefore, we can argue 

33  See Mott, supra note 22, at 11.
34  Nancy Fraser, Scales of Justice. Reimagining Political Space in a Globalizing 

World 2 (New York, Columbia University Press, 2009).
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that the unit of  measure of  international politics is the nation-state. Reinforc-
ing this assessment, McGrew says: “The nation-state and the inter-state sys-
tem […] are and will continue to remain the dominant ‘reality’ of  modern so-
cial life.”35 Wolfram Hanreider argues: “Far from being secondary or obsolete, 
the nation-state, nationalism, and the idea of  the national interest are central 
elements in contemporary world politics.”36 George Soros, writes: “The basic 
unit for political and social life remains the nation-state.”37

Greater interdependence in different dimensions and the concept of  na-
tional sovereignty are not antagonistic. Taking advantage of  global dynamics 
can be an asset to maintain political and national institutional frameworks. 
The problem is that the nation-state is affected when governments show a 
lack of  adaptability, especially in the case of  poor countries, to the new reality.

Between 1989 and 2008 (the fall of  the Berlin Wall to Wall Street debacle), 
there are two major recognizable trends that have worked against the na-
tional States and democracy: 1) the ideas and practices of  neoliberalism; and 
2) the idea and practice of  multiculturalism, which has taken up the banner 
of  cultural claims of  ethnic and regional demands.

Economic liberalism despised the national State, considering it a hindrance 
to the operation of  market laws. Multiculturalism despised the nation-state by 
calling it an element of  oppression against ethnic minorities. Benjamin Bar-
ber’s argument regarding the post-Cold War is that two universalizing ten-
dencies became strong: neoliberalism and multiculturalism. They want to get 
the various dimensions of  globalization to a single expression, respectively, 
the economic and cultural-anthropological field.38 Faced with such radical-
ism, it would seem that the world has no option, but to open itself  up to other 
manifestations of  social reality.

Against these simplifications, Barber explains the distinction of  spheres 
(economic, political and social). He defends the legitimacy of  politics, wheth-
er national or international, as the central point of  coordination and plan-
ning. The international political and financial institutions created after Sec-
ond World War, are inadequate for this new phase. Those institutions have 
not been able to maintain peace (United Nations) or counteract the excesses 
of  financial markets (World Bank, International Monetary Fund). These in-
stitutions are acting casuistically —almost always under the pressure of  con-
tingencies— to a global situation that requires a different framework.

On the mentality of  neoliberalism, Soros said sharply: “The promotion 
of  self-interest to a moral principle has corrupted politics and the failure of  
politics has become the strongest argument in favor of  giving markets an ever 

35  McGrew, supra note 23, at 485. 
36  W. Hanreider, Dissolving International Politics: Reflections on the Nation-State, 72 (4) American 
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38  Benjamin Barber, supra note 10, at 58-76.
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freer reign.”39 From this point of  view, we might add in reference to multicul-
turalism that the promotion of  tribal interest to a moral principle has cor-
rupted politics and the failure of  politics has become the strongest argument 
in favor of  giving tribalism an even freer reign.

We must defend politics as a form of  mediation among the many forces 
on the global scene, and as a coordinating mechanism to solve the problems 
we face. Politics is the only instrument that can make a new national and 
international consensus possible. In the national context, it is obvious that 
we are ending a period of  far-reaching time and we need to open another of  
equal proportions. Entering a new historical stage can only be achieved after 
searching for the coincidences that makes it possible to establish the founda-
tions of  a democratic agreement for development.

In the international context, political consensus is necessary to stabilize the 
rules of  coexistence that govern the new era that is starting. Given that the in-
clination to build a universal empire has proven ineffective, it is then better to 
mold from the roots of  their own nation-states, an agreement that will lead to 
democratic global governance. The situation which led to the collapse of  the 
socialist bloc, the collapse of  the twin towers in New York and the meltdown 
in financial markets cannot go without prolonging a period of  far-reaching 
decline. The fall of  the Soviet empire may have started an obscurantist state, 
as happened with the fall of  the Roman Empire. Which took place in the 
middle ages.

Globalization refers to the human capacity to stay a step ahead of  the im-
mediate perspective to envisage a larger project that allows us to avoid the 
trends of  decline. Pippa Norris has rightly observed:

The impact of  global governance upon national identities has raised many 
hopes and many fears. On the one hand, theorist ranging from August Comte 
and John Stuart Mill to Karl Marx and Anthony Giddens have expressed op-
timism that humanity will eventually transcend national boundaries by mov-
ing towards a global culture and society. In this perspective, we can expect 
the globalization of  markets, governance, and communications to strengthen 
a cosmopolitan orientation, broadening identities beyond national boundaries to 
a world community, and increasing awareness of  the benefits of  transnational 
collaboration within regional associations and international institutions.40

A cosmopolitan outlook is emerging amid conflicting trends that move in a 
non-cosmopolitan way. In other words, these trends tend to stress the ethnic, 
inbred identities, an attachment to traditions and customs as denial of  change 
and adaptation to a different reality. Drawing on the Greek roots of  the con-

39  Soros, supra note 37, at XXVI.
40  Pippa Norris, Global Governance and Cosmopolitan Citizens, in Governance in a Globalizing 
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cept cosmopolis (that tends to the universal), its opposite would be the ideopolis 
(that which tends to the particular). One is identified with the kingdom of  
light, the other with the kingdom of  darkness.

Without effective political and cultural orientation, it is more likely that 
globalization will move toward an ideopolis and not to a cosmopolis, which 
will lead to greater injustice and exploitation. The change will not lead to 
better conditions, but rather to ones that will be more disastrous than those 
we already suffer. The roots of  the globalization movement are in fact pes-
simism and distrust: “Rather than carrying people smoothly into a new and 
better, but comfortable and familiar, world, the most recent waves of  global-
ization have deposited them on the far side of  progress with only their wits 
and hearts to create any new world.”41

One thing is certain: globalization is an interaction among ideological, 
religious, economic and cultural paradigms from different geographical areas 
and social backgrounds that do not have to be consistent with each other. 
This interaction can be constructive in the sense that it leaves some benefits 
to our societies. But interaction can also manifest itself  in irreconcilable posi-
tions which can only be resolved through violent confrontation. In my opin-
ion, two events are already underway: first, a peaceful gathering of  ideas and 
doctrines that fruitful and second, a clash of  radicalism that proclaims the 
necessary annihilation of  the opponent as a prelude to the proliferation of  a 
single and exclusive true doctrine.

In one of  his writings, Giovanni Sartori recalled that on the maps of  an-
cient Rome when they did not know what was in one region, they wrote 
Ic Sunt Leones (here are the lions).42 Well, for globalization, we could use this 
metaphor to indicate that we do not know the land we are heading towards. 
We do not know what is in store for us while we penetrate a field that no one 
has explored before.

III. A Theoretical Challenge

To summarize the impact of  the three phenomena mentioned above, we 
could say that the order created after World War II has modified since the fall 
of  the Soviet world. The theoretical interpretations of  international relations 
for that condition are no longer valid.

Globalization has cast doubt on the realist international relations theory. 
This approach, that has been the dominant one since the end of  World War 
II, is emphatic in national States as fundamental subjects of  its analysis. To-
day, that kind of  assumption does not help understand what is happening in 

41  Mott, supra note 22, at 303.
42  Giovanni Sartori, ¿Que es la democracia? 319-330 (México, Tribunal Federal Elec-
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the world. It is no longer useful to understand the multidimensional interac-
tion between nations and people, in view of  the repercussions globalization 
is having within national States. This does not mean that national States are 
not important anymore. The problem is that power has acquired a complex-
ity that it did not have in previous ages of  national and international politics.

To understand the crisis of  realist theory of  international relations, we 
have to know its basis. Justin Rosenberg says:

What then does it mean to speak of  a realist school of  [International Relations] 
theory? In the postwar period the term realism has come to indicate a series 
of  propositions underlying a distinctive approach to the study of  international 
politics. These may be abbreviated as follows:

1) International politics is to be understood predominantly as the realm of  
interaction between sovereign authorities—a realm which is separate from that 
of  domestic politics.

2) The distinctive character of  this realm is given by the condition of  ‘an-
archy’—meaning that the competitive pursuit of  divergent ‘national interests’ 
takes place in the absence of  regulation by a superordinate authority.

3) The result is a set of  compulsions generic to relations between states 
which works, though the complex operation of  the balance of  power, to deter-
mine how states behave internationally. To understand the balance of  power is 
therefore also to explain international politics.43

In a few words, the realist theory of  international relations is a State-cen-
tered approach, a one-dimensional perspective.

According to certain interpretation of  Thomas Hobbes’s political philoso-
phy, the State of  Nature as a condition of  anarchy and a lack of  authority was 
resolved by establishing a social contract among men. This social contract 
produced the political State with which order and peaceful relations were 
possible internally. Nonetheless, in the international arena, it was not pos-
sible to build another social contract. Therefore, anarchy continues in this 
field. The subjects of  politics inside the national boarders are men while the 
subjects of  the politics outside national boarders are States. David Held rec-
ognized the importance of  Hobbesian thought in the theory of  international 
relations:

[…] in the arena of  world politics, Hobbes’s way of  thinking about power 
and power relations has often been regarded as the most insightful account of  
the meaning of  the state at the global level [...] It is said that Hobbes drew a 
comparison between international relations and the state of  nature, describing 
the international system of  states as being in a continuous “posture of  war.”44

43  Justin Rosenberg, The Empire of Civil Society (A Critic of the Realist Theory of 
International Relations) 9-10 (London, Verso, 1994). 

44  David Held, Democracy and the Global Order (From the Modern State to Cosmo-
politan Governance) 74 (Stanford, California, Stanford University Press, 1995). 
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In the Leviathan, we read:

[…] in all times, Kings, and Persons of  Soveraigne authority, because of  their 
Independency, are in continuall jealousies, and in the state and posture of  
Gladiators; having their weapons pointing, and their eyes fixed on one anoth-
er; that is, their Forts, Garrisons, and Guns upon the Frontiers of  their King-
domes; and continual Spyes upon their neighbours.45

The next step in the Hobbes’s argument for getting away from anarchy in 
international relations would be stipulating a contract among States to cre-
ate an association and subordinate agencies from each State to a central and 
monarchical authority. The universal empire is created by consent:

[…] the defenders of  anarchy point out that the only conceivable alternative 
to this dispersed form of  authority would be its centralization in a world state 
(or empire); and since this global Leviathan could exist only by overriding the 
sovereign independence of  individual states (and with it the self-determination 
of  nations) it would perforce constitute a kind of  global despotism.46

Hobbes’s political thought has been associated with realistic theory in the 
sense that as the individuals in the State of  Nature, States have to see to their 
own interests and security without any kind of  moral or religious consider-
ations. The first rule of  the natural law according to Hobbes is to guarantee 
our own lives through the means each person has at hand against everyone 
else. This is the sign of  the realpolitik that has had a significant influence on the 
study and practice of  the international relations in the decades subsequent 
to World War II. Politics means defending and attacking when in the midst 
of  an unstable environment in which States must survive at any cost. Neo-
realism overly stresses conflict and competition for power while minimizing 
collaboration among the actors of  international politics. It does not take in-
ternal politics into account. The sharp division between internal and external 
politics is the principal assumption of  this school.

Kenneth Waltz affirms: “Students of  international politics will do well to 
concentrate on, separate theories of  internal and external politics until some-
one figures out a way to unite them.”47 This theory sets forth issues like the 
domestic conformation of  power. Justin Rosenberg says: “In their eyes [of  the 
realist writers], the discipline of  [International Relations] is premissed on the 
recognition of  a fundamental disjuncture between internal political life, which 
is carried on under the co-ordinating and pacifying sovereignty of  the state, 

45  Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, 187-188 (C.B. Macpherson ed., Harmondsworth, Penguin 
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and external politics, which is governed by the irresistible logic of  anarchy.”48 
Realist theorists have concluded that International Relations discipline should 
not lay down the possible connections between the international system of  
power and the political internal structure.

Bearing in mind that in the historical sense, the State-centered approach is 
best expressed in the Westphalian constitution of  world (dis)order. In fact, the 
Westphalia and Osnabruck Peace Treaties (1648), as stated above, establish 
the legal and political basis of  modern statehood. Over the course four cen-
turies, it has formed the normative structure that has ruled power relations 
among nations. The mainstay of  the Westphalia settlement was agreement 
among Europe’s rulers to recognize each other’s right to rule their own ter-
ritories without outside interference. No one could violate the jurisdiction of  
the other. This translated over time into the concept of  sovereign statehood 
and with it national self-determination, which acquired the status of  universal 
ordering principle of  international relations.49 Each State recognizes the legal 
and political existence of  the other. Meanwhile, each State admits the right of  
other States to control their own territories and govern their own populations 
according to like circumstances. This concept gave birth to the modern-State 
system.

But the historical and theoretical starting point of  the international rela-
tions and more specifically of  the Realist school is Thucydides’s classical nar-
rative of  the Peloponnesian War (431-404 B.C.). The city-States of  ancient 
Greece gave shape to a distinct system of  interrelated and, at the same time, 
autonomous political entities, each with its own land and population. There 
was a complex structure of  alliances among them, but in any case, this war 
was because they formed two main blocs forms of  the democratic Athens on 
the one hand, and the oligarchic Sparta, on the other. Athens was dominant 
the Delian League while Sparta was the leader of  the Peloponnesian League. 
Thucydides is quite clear in explaining the motive of  the conflict: “What 
made war inevitable was the growth of  Athenian power and the fear which 
this caused in Sparta.”50 Therefore, at first glance, we can admit the Realist 
theory, which holds that there is a clear link between what happened in time 
of  the Hellenic world and what is happening in our time. This means that 
political entities are, in fact, subjects of  international relations and, conse-
quently, we can ignore the internal facts of  those entities.

However, Thucydides stresses that the Peloponnesian War was a constant 
and dynamic phenomenon of  exchange between internal and external facts. 
Both parties tried to take advantage of  the internal conflicts (stasis) backing 
the enemy’s democratic (Athenian) or oligarchic (Spartan) factions. More-
over, from the beginning of  his book, Thucydides points at the origin of  the 
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dispute: “The last act before the war was the expulsion of  the nobles by the 
people. The exiled party joined the barbarians, and proceeded to plunder 
those in the city by sea and land.”51 The antagonism between democracy and 
oligarchy as internal political regimes was permanent and fundamental in 
the Peloponnesian War. It was this which made it difficult for the two power-
blocs, representing different social systems, to come together.52

With these elements of  analysis, we can maintain that Thucydides does 
not belong to the Realist theory even if  the most important authors (Edward 
Hallett Carr, Hans Morgenthau, Kenneth Waltz)53 of  this school have made 
of  him an icon. To the contrary: if  we analyze what Thucydides said about 
what really happened with the polis in Greece at that time and the Pelopon-
nesian war, we will have a useful tool to better comprehend contemporary in-
ternational relations. In view of  all the historical differences between the an-
cient world and the contemporary world, this means that there were no rigid 
sketches between what we name internal and external politics. Thucydides’s 
real is just that.

Religious expressions, political revolutions and social upheavals have 
had deep repercussions in different cultures, communities and countries 
throughout history. For instance, in antiquity, there is Judaism, Christianity; 
in the Middle Ages, Islam; in modern times, the Glorious English Revolution 
(1688), the American Independence (1776), the French Revolution (1789), 
the Russian Revolution (1917), and the Cuban Revolution (1959). All of  them 
began in specific places (national politics) and then spread out in many direc-
tions. They changed not only domestic politics, but also the foreign balance 
of  power. Moreover, they have left their mark in history.

In the contemporary age of  globalization, Thucydides’s lesson is more cur-
rent than ever before. If  in the postwar period it was possible to think about 
two different dimensions of  politics (internal and external), we cannot deny 
that globalization has brought closeness, intertwining national and interna-
tional politics. This requires and inside-out view.

IV. The Inside-Out Approach: A Case in Point 
on the Transition to Democracy

Applying an inside-out approach on some specific cases, we can resort 
to, for instance, the “transition from authoritarian regimes to democracy” 
in some Latin American States, as well as in Portugal and Spain during the 
1970s and 80s. Together, they are known as “the Ibero-American world.”

51  Id. at 49.
52  A.R. Burn, The Pelican History of Greece 261(Harmondsworth, Penguin Books 

1982). Cited by Justin Rosenberg, supra note 43, at 82.
53  See E.H. Carr, The Twenty Years’ Crisis (London, MacMillan Press, 1981); H. Mor-

genthau, Politics Among Nations (New York, McGraw-Hill, 1985) and K. Waltz Man, The 
State and War (New York, Columbia University Press, 1959).
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With the victory of  the allies in World War II, the Western world opened 
up to democracy, but not so in Latin America where autocracies or, more 
precisely, military dictatorships, were maintained and even increased. The 
Ibero-American autocracies, with a few rare exceptions, experienced a wave 
of  collapses in the 1960s and 70s due to both internal and external causes. 
The internal reasons included the weakness of  the republics, increased social 
demands for better economic conditions and greater political participation, 
and conservatives’ demand to preserve order and the concentration of  wealth 
in a few hands. The external factors included the hemispheric security policy 
imposed by the United States during the Cold War and the consequent coun-
ter-attack deployed to curb the example of  the Cuban Revolution. Cuba was 
an inspiration to other countries on the need to fight against imperialism and 
adopt a socialist regime. The call was to respond to dictatorial and imperialist 
violence with revolutionary violence, but most of  the attempted insurrections 
failed and brought even more repression. This outlook was confirmed with 
the rise and fall of  the Nicaraguan Revolution (1979).

But a different pattern of  political change was brewing in many Ibero-
American nations. The old military autocracies under the leadership of  An-
tonio de Oliveira Salazar and Francisco Franco began to disappear in Por-
tugal in 1974 and in Spain between 1973 and 1975, respectively. This was 
the starting point for their political transformation towards democracy. In 
many Latin American countries, military dictatorships were then replaced by 
democratic governments: Brazil, Argentina, Uruguay, Chile, Peru, Bolivia, 
Ecuador, Paraguay and many Central American nations.

The phenomenon of  democratization in Ibero-American countries began 
because of  internal causes, but there were also external factors that favored 
this process, such as demilitarization, assistance given by the rising political 
class which came into power with the change of  regime, the spread of  demo-
cratic awareness beyond national borders, the media and its role as a liaison 
among different sectors of  society.

In these cases, a different political framework is apparent because the tran-
sition from one regime to another was not through violence, as usually hap-
pened in countries. Since ancient times, political change usually presented 
itself  in the form of  a revolution if  it was a mutation of  a system or as a 
reform if  it was a transformation in the system. The real novelty of  the Ibero-
American transition to democracy is that the change from autocracies to de-
mocracies did not take place through revolutionary means, but by reforms.

Once the political change took on a secondary role to give priority to social 
change (or mode of  production to put it in Marxist terms), the political trans-
formation became a central issue in Ibero-America. The political philosophy 
behind this is reflected in Guillermo O’Donnell’s definition of  the concept: 
“[…] we define transition as ‘the interval between one political regime and 
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another’ [...].”54 The transition to democracy in Ibero-American countries 
meant the collapse of  authoritarian regimes and the rise of  democracies.

With the abundant literature on this topic and given the multitude of  ana-
lytical perspectives, there are no coincidences on the peculiarities of  dictator-
ships or democracies. However, it is necessary to highlight some basic features 
to show the change from one regime to another. We could say that politics 
has two facets: strength and consensus. Dictatorship stresses the first, while 
democracy emphasizes the second. Dictatorship highlights the mandate mo-
mentum and democracy lays emphasis on consensus. Under a dictatorship, 
power is highly concentrated and unlimited. In other words, there are no, or 
very few, institutional barriers to stop abuse; there is no effective control over 
rulers’ conduct; there is little or no tolerance for opposition; civil and political 
organizations have a low degree of  autonomy from the State; representative 
bodies and electoral mechanisms, if  any, are reduced to purely ceremonial 
functions; education and political participation are discouraged; and negotia-
tion as a tool for political integration is relegated to inconsequential levels.

Conversely, in a democracy, power is more distributed and is subject to in-
stitutional oversight. Consequently, there is control over the actions of  public 
servants; dissents are tolerated; civil organizations and political parties are in-
dependent of  government power; representative bodies and electoral mecha-
nisms work efficiently; education and political participation are encouraged; 
and agreement as a form of  aggregation is central in political activity.

Defining the transition from an autocracy to a democracy also presents 
certain difficulties. Still, there are indications of  a change when authorities 
began to offer concessions to individual and political rights which had previ-
ously been violated and start to remove obstacles to make a change of  gov-
ernment possible, and when the existence of  social and political actors that 
had previously been banned is accepted. So far only liberalization has been 
discussed. While it is necessary for democratization, it is not sufficient since 
the trend can still be reversed by the political dominance of  armed forces, 
persistent inequalities that follow entrenched and powerful interests and an 
intolerant culture. However, certain signs of  genuine transition include the 
establishment of  a new and fair electoral law, successfully holding free and 
fair elections, and even completing the constituent assembly’s work to pro-
duce a new institutional framework. Signs of  transition from dictatorship to 
democracy denote a change from militarism to civilian rules.

Therefore, a transition takes place when the political principle that un-
derpinned the regime, in this case the authoritarian one (deterrence through 
violence), is declining and is no longer able to contain social and political 
conflicts. In that sense, the coalition of  forces that supported the autocrat and 
that may include important sectors of  society becomes fracture and gradually 
begins to disintegrate.

54  Guillermo O’donnell, Phillip Schmitter & Leonard Witehead, Transiciones desde 
un Gobierno Autoritario 19 (Buenos Aires, Paidos, 1989).
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While the old regime is diluted, the new one is strengthened by the rising 
political and civil freedoms and equality (another recurring factor). The old 
political class is replaced by one more capable of  elaborating consensus and 
supported by organized and mobilized social sectors. The flow of  power from 
top to bottom begins to change its route by moving in the opposite direc-
tion while horizontal, civil pluralism replaces vertical, State corporatism. This 
shows that democracy works better in dealing with conflict than dictatorship 
does. It is true that autocracies are always equal to themselves and immovable, 
while a feature of  democracy is to undergo constant transformation, adapting 
to new circumstances by forming agreement among the participants.

V. Old and New Populism

The transition to democracy is the most important phenomenon that has 
been observed in Ibero-American countries in the last four decades. However, 
not everything has been easy. Some countries have fallen back into authori-
tarianism, though not in the way of  the old military-style dictatorships of  
Antonio Salazar Oliveira (Portugal), Francisco Franco (Spain), Leonidas Tru-
jillo (Dominican Republic), Anastacio Somoza (Nicaragua), Alfredo Stroess-
ner (Paraguay), or Jorge Rafael Videla (Argentina). Authoritarianism has now 
taken the form of  populism. It is worth wondering whether populism has any 
equivalent in classical political theory. Explicitly, the answer would be nega-
tive as there is no literal reference to this word. However, I believe a certain 
implicit reference to it can be found in some authors. This has to do with the 
question of  which is the best government, the one of  laws or of  men? It is 
clear that the vast majority of  political thinkers have preferred the govern-
ment of  laws and not the government of  men for the same reason Aristotle 
noted in his Politics: it is better to be governed by laws and not by men for 
one simple reason, the laws have no passions, which is necessarily found in 
any human soul. “Therefore he who bids the law rule may be deemed to bid 
God and Reason alone rule, but he who bids man rule adds an element of  
the beast; for desire is a wild beast, and passion perverts the minds of  rulers, 
even when they are the best of  men. The law is reason unaffected by desire.”55

The superiority of  the law is tied to the idea of  good government, which 
the Greeks identified with the term eunomia (a well-ordered State by law). The 
opposite is dysnomia (the ill-ordered State which contravenes the law). In his 
essay “Government of  Laws or Government of  Men?,”56 Norberto Bobbio wrote that 
in Nomos Basileus, Pindar points out that the law is queen of  all things, mortal 
and immortal. In The Republic, Cicero argued that by serving the law, men 
attain their freedom. This happened in the ancient world, but in medieval 

55  Aristóteles, La Política 146 (México, Editora Nacional, 1967).
56  Norberto Bobbio, Governo degli uomini o governo delle leggi? in Il Futuro della Democrazia 

173-174 (Torino, Einaudi). 
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times the idea that the good ruler is one who exercises power within the law 
remained in force. For example, in the book De legibus et consuetudinibus angliae, 
Henri Bracton pronounced a rule that later served as the basis for a State 
based on the rule of  law (lex facit regem): the law makes the king.57

The rule of  law is understood as a State subject to the law. This is the basis 
of  constitutionalism (government sub leges). From this, Max Webber developed 
the idea of  rational-legal authority in the sense that this kind of  power bases 
its legitimacy on the exercise of  power under the law. In this sense, Hans 
Kelsen speaks of  the law as a series of  rules that create powers whose reason 
for existence lies in the law of  laws; that is, the Grundnorm.

There is an entire systematic process about the government of  laws, but 
beside it, its opposite appears: the government of  men. In his above-men-
tioned essay, Norberto Bobbio said he recognizes that in this other part of  
political history there is a wide and rich phenomenology to develop a typol-
ogy of  the government of  men.

To this end, the first thing Bobbio does is to affirm that the government 
of  men is not to be confused with monarchy, which was the preferred re-
gime of  political authorities like Bodin, Hobbes, Montesquieu and Hegel. 
The point of  difference lies in the fact that monarchy is also a government 
under law since the King is not obligated to obey the laws he created himself, 
but is obliged to respect the natural and divine laws as pointed out by Saint 
Thomas Aquinas. Hence, Bobbio holds: “The negative mirror-image of  the 
king is the tyrant, whose power is extra legem both in the sense of  not having 
any valid authority to rule, and in the sense of  ruling illegally. Even among 
those writers who regard monarchy as the best form of  government, tyranny, 
the archetypal form of  government of  the rule of  men, is always portrayed 
in negative terms.”58

From Plato’s famous description of  the advent of  tyranny due to an un-
bridled (or “wanton” as Machiavelli called it centuries later) democracy, the 
presence of  this corrupt form of  government has been closely linked with the 
deterioration of  democracy rather than of  the different variants of  monarchy. 
It is no coincidence that with the personalist referral who ran the French Rev-
olution after the government of  the convention and terror emerged again into 
the concept of  “Cesarist” in reference to Napoleon Bonaparte. This idea of  
personal rule was reinforced by the advent of  Napoleon III, decades after the 
French Revolution, who inspired Karl Marx in his work The Eighteenth Brumaire 
of  Louis Bonaparte. Marx spoke of  “Bonapartism” in reference to Napoleon the 
Great, countering the caricature of  his nephew Napoleon III. In that essay, 
Marx writes: “Hegel says somewhere that great historic facts and personages 
recur twice. He forgot to add: once as tragedy and again as farce.”59

57  Id.
58  Id at 180. 
59  Carlos Marx, El dieciocho brumario de Luis Bonaparte in Carlos Marx & Federico Engels, 

Obras Escogidas 95 (Editorial Progreso, Moscú, s/f).
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We must stress that several authors have described both Caesarism and 
Bonapartism as popular tyranny.

Alexis de Tocqueville also evidenced the risk of  an unbridled democracy 
converting into despotism in his book Democracy in America:

I seek to trace the novel features under which despotism may appear in the 
world. The first thing that strikes the observation is an innumerable multitude 
of  men, all equal and alike, incessantly endeavoring to procure the petty and 
paltry pleasures with which they glut their lives...

Above this race of  men stands an immense and tutelary power, which takes 
upon itself  alone to secure their gratifications and to watch over their fate. 
That power is absolute, minute, regular, provident and mild. It would be like 
the authority of  a parent if, like that authority, its object was to prepare men for 
manhood; but it seeks, on the contrary, to keep them in perpetual childhood: 
it is well content that the people should rejoice, provided they think of  nothing 
but rejoicing.60

Immoderate democracy is prone to fall into a paternalism that conceals 
the cruelest of  regimes, despotism. This form of  domination takes advan-
tage of  citizens’ immaturity to establish an authoritarian regime. To prevent 
a demagogue from exploit the weaknesses of  an unbridled democracy, ac-
cording to Tocqueville, it is necessary to institutionalize the rule of  law and 
separation of  powers.

The study of  the government of  men, as embodied by Cesarism, holds a 
special place in two important treatises written in the late 19th century. One 
was written by Treitschke and the other one by Roscher, both of  which are 
coincidentally entitled Politics. Treitschke states that Napoleon the Great met 
the needs of  the French, who wanted to be slaves and called the post-revolu-
tionary regime a “democratic despotism.”

Roscher stressed the problem of  anarchy and the need to impose order 
through an extraordinary one-person government. For Roscher, the degen-
eration of  popular government leads to tyranny, which rules with the sup-
port of  those same slaves. This link between licentious democracy and the 
authoritarian solution was examined by Alexander Hamilton in the first let-
ter of  The Federalist: “History will teach us […] that of  those men who have 
overturned the liberties of  republics, the greatest number have begun their 
career by paying obsequious court to the people; commencing demagogues, 
and ending tyrants.”61

This semblance on the distinction between a government of  laws and a 
government of  men leads us to place populism within the realm of  the gov-

60  Alexis de Tocqueville, La Democracia en América 633 (México, Fondo de Cultura 
Económica, 1973). 

61  Madison, Jay & Hamilton, The Federalist Papers 18 (Bellevue, Washington, Merrill 
Press, 1999).
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ernment of  men. Populism is a true and proper “popular tyranny” that op-
poses the government of  laws in at least two of  its classic forms. Recalling 
that Hubert Languet, which used the pseudonimus Stephanus Junius Brutus, 
wrote of  two different types of  tyranny: the tyrant who is the figure of  the 
tyrant usurper without a legitimate title (ex defectu tituli), and the legitimate 
ruler who is in power but exercises said power outside the law (ex parte execiti).62

Latin America has ample examples of  populist governments. In some of  
them and at least during the initial stages, the government appeared to be 
more paternalistic (Lázaro Cárdenas in Mexico), while those more recently 
formed resemble a despotic regime (Hugo Chavez in Venezuela). Similarly, 
we can say that paternalistic populism has led to the institutionalization of  
the republic while despotic populism is more likely to destroy the institution-
alism of  the republic.

For the reasons set forth herein, I believe what Ernesto Laclau said on 
populism is wrong:

If  populism consists in postulating a radical alternative within the communi-
tarian space, a choice at the crossroads on which the future of  a given society 
hinges, does not populism become synonymous with politics? The answer can 
only be affirmative. Populism means putting into question the institutional or-
der by constructing an underdog as an historical agent —i.e. an agent which 
is an other in relation to the way things stand. But this is the same as politics. 
We only have politics through the gesture, which embraces the existing state 
of  affairs as a system and presents an alternative to it (or, conversely, when we 
defend that system against existing potential alternatives). That is the reason 
why the end of  populism coincides with the end of  politics.63

62  Stephanus Junius Brutus, Vindiciae Contra Tyrannos (Il Potere Legittimo del 
Principe sul Popolo e sel Popolo sul Príncipe) 142-148 (Torino, La Rosa, 1994). 

63  Ernesto Laclau, Populism: What’s in a Name?, in Francisco Panizza, Populism and the 
Mirror of Democracy 47-48 (London, Verso, 2005). I must add that I do not agree with 
Francisco Panizza, who sees populism as a mirror of  democracy: “By raising awkward ques-
tions about modern forms of  democracy, and often representing the ugly face of  the people, 
populism is neither the highest formo of  democracy nor its enemy, but a mirror in which 
democracy can contemplate itself, warts and all, and find out what it is about and what it is 
lacking.” (30) The objection to such assumptions is that democracy and populism are enemies. 
Each negates the other. One belongs to the range of  government of  law, the other belongs to 
the classification of  the rule of  men. Therefore, democracy does not need populism to rec-
ognize its own faults. It has done it throughout its long life through the art of  discussion and 
building consensus and dissent within its own institutions. On the other hand, Panizza himself  
admits the dangers that populism incarnate, in which the government of  men ends up being 
tyranny with popular support as he himself  describes: “Populist leaders share with the broader 
category of  caudillos and other types of  similarly strong, personalist leaders a style of  politics 
based on the prevalence of  personal allegiances and top-down representation over party sup-
port and institutional debate. In common with caudillos, and in contrast with the political forms 
of  liberal democracy based on strong institutions and checks and balances, populist leaders are 
a disturbing intrusion into the uneasy articulation of  liberalism and democracy, and raise the 
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It is wrong to argue that populism is an alternative “at the crossroads of  
which depends the future of  a given society.” This is tantamount to saying 
that the only alternative for our societies is tyranny. Similarly, it is nonsense to 
say that populism is synonymous with politics. Fortunately, politics has many 
more options than the government of  the charismatic leader, among them, 
the government of  laws. It is quite obvious that these laws and institutions 
can be renovated or modified by pre-established mechanisms stipulated in the 
constitution without having to fall into despotism.

Believing that populism constitutes the people, as a historical agent is to 
deny the people themselves the opportunity to choose courses of  action that 
are not focused on personal domain. The alternative of  transforming the 
state of  current affairs has a range of  possibilities that have nothing to do 
with populism. These possibilities may opt for the policy of  negotiation rather 
than one of  confrontation, which may seem like a populist policy. I would say 
that the end of  populism coincides with the end of  anti-politics, understood 
as confrontation, the destruction or marginalization of  the opponent.

If  we understand democracy as a peaceful exercise of  power, rather than 
a repressive one, we understand politics better than the crass error in which 
Laclau has fallen. Contrary to what this author says, I believe populism is the 
refusal of  democracy, a tyrannical government that replaces democracy and 
denies it. This denial is manifest in both government subversion of  institu-
tions and laws, and the removal of  power from the base to be deposited at the 
apex, or in the figure of  the charismatic leader who acts in the name of  those 
treated as children or as slaves. The mission of  tyranny is not to encourage 
individuals’ improvement, but to turn them into obedient servants.64

To this we must add that the term “populism” was put back into circula-
tion by neoliberal technocracy as a way of  discrediting their political enemies. 
However, sociologists and political scientists, who embraced the concept of  
“populism” in the 1960s, did so for scientific purposes: to define certain pat-
terns of  behavior in regimes like those of  Getulio Vargas in Brazil, Juan Do-
mingo Perón in Argentina, Raúl Haya de la Torre in Peru, José María Velas-
co Ibarra in Ecuador, Jacobo Arbenz in Guatemala and Lázaro Cardenas in 
Mexico.

spectre of  a tyranny with popular support.” (18) Here Panizza fortunatly agrees with the classical 
distinction between the government of  laws and government of  men.

64  Aristotle in his book Politics makes a clear reference to the three things that make tyranny: 
“the first one the debasement of  the subjects, it is well known that someone that has a low and 
weak soul will never conspire; the second one spread mistrust and suspicion among citizens, 
because tyranny can only be overthrown by men animated by mutual trust; and so it is the 
reason for which the tyranny fights the good men that harms its authority, not because they 
do not want to be seen as governed despotically, but for being unable to betray the others and 
themselves; the third thing that tyranny looks for is the impossibility of  all action, because no 
one attempts the impossible, and it is clear that it will not undertake the abolition of  tyranny, 
who cannot do it” (371).
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In analytical terms, the concept of  populism was useful to better under-
stand the Latin American social mobilization of  masses in partnership with 
the State. The principal argument for this was that social groups under a 
populist leader fail to defer to an independent political alternative and there-
fore yielded to the designs of  the rulers. Thus, authoritarian command was 
formed with broad popular support. Among the scholars who studied this 
phenomenon are René Zavaleta, Mario Salazar Valiente, Rui Mauro Marini, 
Octavio Ianni and Andre Gunder Frank. For them, the term populism, re-
ferred especially to social forms that replaced oligarchic systems of  govern-
ment. Some of  these populist forms managed to extend themselves despite 
the departure or fall of  their leaders.

The paternalistic populism was not born by chance. Studies on this topic 
suggests that populism began when, in the late 19th century and the first third 
of  the 20th century, the landed oligarchies in Latin America blocked the lower 
social strata’s access to the political sphere and those oligarchies took posses-
sion of  power to exercise it as a form of  patronage, that is, blurring the line 
between public resources and private wealth. Positivism and the “laissez faire, 
laissez passé” was the banner of  the elites

Apart from neoliberalism and populism in which the first acquires a posi-
tive value and the second a negative one under the perspective of  moderniza-
tion, a new form of  populism has emerged to draw the attention of  politics in 
Latin America: despotic populism.

In Latin America, the neoliberal model has persisted as in the cases of  
Mexico (Vicente Fox and Felipe Calderon) and Colombia (Alvaro Uribe and 
Juan Manuel Santos). However, that which I call “neo-populist” has come 
into existence as the one headed by Hugo Chávez in Venezuela and his re-
spective followers: Evo Morales in Bolivia, Rafael Correa in Ecuador, Daniel 
Ortega in Nicaragua and Ollanta Humala in Peru.

According to that which was said by Ludolfo Paramio,65 populism today 
presents new foundations for a system that goes against that which already 
exists in terms of  institutional and legal matters. According to the new popu-
lism, all republican institutions and laws should be eliminated and replaced 
by the rule of  a single man. This is accompanied by increased polarization, 
as well as social and political conflict. This in turn establishes an atmosphere 
of  constant tension.

Faced with these characteristics, it should be noted that the new populism 
differs from classic populism: the new one fights against oligarchic govern-
ments while the second one plain and simply goes against democracy.

While populism has been reborn in Latin America, it does not mean that 
“popular tyranny” is limited to that region of  the world. The phenomenon 
is already a challenge to democracy worldwide. One example is what is hap-

65  Ludolfo Paramio at the Master Conference to the International CLAD Congress, Buenos 
Aires, Argentina: El regreso del Estado: entre el populismo y la regulación (Nov. 7th, 2008). 



GLOBAL POLITICS 363

pening in Italy with Silvio Berlusconi, a regime that Giovanni Sartori has 
described as a true and proper “sultanato.” In this same range, we can include 
Jean-Marie Le Pen in France and Pim Fortuyn in Holland. Another case in 
point is the example of  Jörg Haider in Austria. It is interesting and not with-
out significance that unlike what happens in Latin America, a region where 
left-wing populism has sprung up, in Europe, right-wing populisms are also 
appearing. Among the issues that have been at the heart of  the demands of  
European populism is that of  the immigration of  people from all over the 
world to the European continent and especially to Western Europe.

VI. The Collapse of the Free Market Model

There are many scholars studying national and international politics who 
assure that populism has been a response to the difficult conditions interna-
tional financial institutions impose on developing countries. The neoliberal 
onslaught has not only affected Latin American countries, but also a large 
number of  nations around the world. The neoliberal cycle that took place in 
the late 1970s gave way to the meltdown on Wall Street in 2008.

Assuming that the concept of  globalization became part of  the common 
language of  national and international politics when the Berlin Wall fell, if  
one of  the opponents, the Soviet Union, fell apart along with its empire based 
on authoritarianism and a centrally planned economy left the door open to 
democracy, a market economy could spread everywhere. A form of  govern-
ment, democracy, and an economic system, capitalism, without restrictions, 
would unite the world. There are some who believe in the peaceful coexis-
tence of  democracy and market economy. This is the case of  Giovanni Sar-
tori who in his book “What is Democracy?” also establishes that this relationship 
is evident. However, democracy embracing market economy can be both vi-
tal and lethal. It is vital because both are fueled by dynamism, creativity, and 
constant transformation; it is lethal because while democracy requires equal-
ity, market economy is a natural producer of  inequalities.

Both democracy and capitalism continue to face serious problems. On the 
one hand, democracy has seen brutality with events like those that took place 
in the former Yugoslavia, the massacres in Rwanda and Sudan, separatist 
tendencies and particularly, the terrorist attacks in Washington D.C. and New 
York on September 11, 2001. Even then, although democracy managed to 
defeat enemies as bad as Nazism and Communism in the 20th century, an-
other equally insidious rival has now emerged: populism.

Regarding capitalism, or more specifically the neoliberal model, it seems 
to me that its fate has been sealed with the financial meltdown in September 
2008. Those who thought that globalization was just the universalization of  
markets through the free market system (McWorld) were completely mistaken. 
Today, the challenge is finding an economic model to go beyond statism (Wel-
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fare State), and mercantilism (liberalism). Neither John Maynard Keynes nor 
Milton Friedman can be theoretical references any more.

VII. The Old Third Way

We will now proceed to review the recent history of  neoliberal economic 
politics and the alternative option to this strategy, the Third Way, to better 
understand the possibilities open to us in the future from an economic stand-
point, which is less undemocratic, or more inclusive.

For starters, the 1980s will admittedly be remembered for the control ex-
ercised by conservative parties that even spoke of  a true and particular “Res-
toration”, which had an echo and followers in practically the whole western 
world.

One of  the biggest mistakes of  conservatism was to practice abstention-
ism, not only in the economic realm, but also in the political one. The result 
of  this was what Massimo D’Alema has called “weak politics”, meaning it al-
lows the “laissez faire, laissez passé” principle to be applied in the circulation of  
goods and in following up on problems.66 In the neoliberal era, the State cer-
tainly did follow the interventions of  conservatives, but now it was to favor the 
concentration of  wealth. The neoliberal right wing had a technocratic forma-
tion, but lacked a political culture and a precise notion about the State and 
what it stands for. The conservative strategy left national cohesion hanging.67

The social vision of  the Third Way was not, as the conservatives thought, a 
collection of  people competing among themselves, but a conglomerate that 
looked to support and gather individual efforts.68 The project that the left 
wing supported tried to forge a different relationship between individuals 
and society. Tony Blair said: “The question today is whether we can achieve 
a new relationship between individuals and society, in which the individual 
acknowledges, in certain key matters, that it is only by working together in 
a community of  people that the individual’s interest can progress.”69 Under 
this premise, a mutual correspondence between individual rights and social 
responsibilities was tried to put into practice.

As to distributive justice, one of  the most frequent topics of  neoliberals 
theoreticians has been the refusal to join together individual freedom and 
social equality.70 In contrast, writers identified with the Third Way, like Bruce 
Ackerman, refuted that supposition: “We emphatically reject the idea that 
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there is an inexorable distance between freedom and equality. The compre-
hensive partnership (Stakeholder Society) promises more of  the two.”71

Neoliberal rejection of  social justice was mixed with abhorrence for popu-
lism and statism. Nevertheless, social justice and populism are not the same. 
Neoliberals kill social justice to get rid of  statism and populism. Now sub-
stance will have to be saved while the complements are taken out.

Labor parties were in power for many years and their example was fol-
lowed in several countries of  the world, including some Latin Americans 
countries.

VIII. The New Third Way

But with Labor Party’s removal from power in the United Kingdom and 
the defeat of  the German Social Democrats, it can be said that the experi-
ment of  the Old Third Way came to an end. Nevertheless, there is a new eco-
nomic and social model worth taking as a viable alternative to populism and 
neoliberalism: the Scandinavian model. This model, which has survived the 
assault of  neoliberalism, could trigger an alternative economic and political 
line to old markets, old Statist and the politic defeat of  the U.K.’s Third Way.

On this, Eric S. Einhorn and John Logue affirm: “the Scandinavian Wel-
fare State, which were written off  as road kill on the global economy highway 
in 1990 or 1995, have now again become a social laboratory for adapting 
solidaristic and universalistic Welfare State programs to the change Interna-
tional economic dispersement.”72 The OECD ranks Scandinavian per capita 
incomes at the top level. Income inequality is one-third lower than that in the 
larger European Union countries and fully 40 percent less than in the United 
States.73 Scandinavia encompasses five States: three of  which are full Euro-
pean Union members (Denmark, Finland and Sweden) while two belong to 
the European Economic Area (Iceland and Norway). As Einhorn and Logue 
suggest, the experience of  these states shows that success is a matter of  policy 
choices. This is an important consideration when faced with the need to find a 
new model of  development both nationally and internationally.

Nordic countries have been able to find a rapid solution to recover from 
severe economic problems. They identified the failures Welfare State and cor-
rected them. They implemented a new line of  public politics without sacri-
ficing social protection and social cohesion by creating jobs and promoting 
economic growth. This model, which has drawn attention from around the 
world, is called “flexicurity,” which has been recognized by the International 
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Monetary Fund (especially in its 2003 report on Sweden) and by the Orga-
nization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). Over the 
past two years, a spate of  news articles appearing in The New York Times, 
Newsweek, The Economist, and amazingly, Forbes, have described the new 
Scandinavian model as “flexicurity” in action. “Flexicurity” is the combina-
tion of  economic flexibility, security and particularly, as Forbes expressed it:

[…] a “Third Way’ trade off  [that] gives employers the right to hire and fire 
easily, while the state guarantees a good wage [that is protection against unem-
ployment] and retraining for the fired.” The World Economic Forum places 
Denmark and Sweden as the fourth and fifth most-competitive national econo-
mies (just behind Switzerland, the United States and Singapore), and Finland 
and Norway are only slightly lower (sixth and fourteenth, respectively).74

The Scandinavian Third Way has captured the attention of  international 
public opinion because it has been able to face the challenges of  globaliza-
tion, while maintaining social policies and shifting its approach about com-
petitiveness, things that apparently cannot combine among them.

Scandinavian model has proved that policymaking does not need to have 
a restricted scope to operate within the technocratic entourage. Public policy 
can be the result of  consensual policy-making and obtain the legitimacy that 
other governmental activities do not easily acquire. Consensual decisions take 
time, but it is a matter of  choice in democratic societies:

[…] government commissions have recruited experts from academia, business 
organizations and labor movement to study problems and propose solutions. 
Universities and autonomous think tanks have added volumes of  data and 
research on intricate issues such as economic structural change, technology, 
healthcare performance, and not least, old-age pension alternatives. This does 
not replace either the periodic national collective bargaining rounds or the 
political debate, but it does provide a generally accepted database of  “facts” in 
which policymakers and their constituents can frame the debate.75

It is clear that democracy and economic efficiency are not enemies as neo-
liberal dogma proclaims: democracy and efficiency can complement each 
other.

One of  the main features of  the “New Third Way” is the importance it 
gives to research and development:

Nordic countries […] spend lavishly on research and development. All of  
them, but especially Sweden and Finland, have taken to the sweeping revolu-
tion in information and communications technology and leveraged it to gain 
global competitiveness. Sweden now spends nearly 4 percent of  GDP on R&D, 
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the highest ratio in the world today. On the average, the Nordic nations spend 
3 percent of  GDP on R&D, compared with around 2 percent in the English-
speaking nations. Social policy was part of  the restructuring that has produced 
the currently strong performance.76

The experience of  Scandinavian nations in recent years has shown that 
social democracy is still strong. Moreover, social democracy in Scandinavian 
has regain energy “without sacrificing a strong commitment to economic 
equality.”77 Nobody in Europe has better assimilated the challenge of  glo-
balization than Scandinavia. “A comparison between the relative success of  
Scandinavian policies and those of  Britain, France, Germany, or the United 
States would be as favorable to the Scandinavian model today as it was in 
1970. That would not have been true in 1985 or 1995.”78

Some components of  Scandinavian model are: democratic rule, a strong 
civil society, technological innovation, and adaptability to globalization, as 
well as collaboration among entrepreneurs, workers, the government, aca-
demia and civil society. Furthermore, the Scandinavian model is charac-
terized by a constellation of  social values like solidarity and reciprocal re-
sponsibility. These values truly relate to Robert D. Putnam’s idea of  “social 
capital.” At this level of  social confidence and high levels of  organization, 
Scandinavian countries have a striking degree of  organizational member-
ship. For instance, in 2003, Union Density (union membership as a percent 
of  employed workers) stood at 70 percent in Denmark, 74 percent in Finland, 
53 percent in Norway, and 78 percent in Sweden, higher that of  any other 
European country. In comparison, the United States has a union density of  
only 12 percent. As a consequence, “the labor movement’s strength has been 
key to modernizing the Scandinavian Welfare State in the labor market and 
pension policy areas.”79 The organizational strength of  Scandinavian unions 
has made it possible for the workers’ movement to think of  the common good 
and not their own narrow interests.

It cannot be denied that certain elements of  neoliberalism have been 
adapted to Scandinavian model as part of  a general strategy to upgrade the 
social-democratic model: “While Danish and Swedish pensions tomorrow 
will rely less on the state and more on the market, they will do so through 
collectively bargained, universal DC systems that cover all participants in 
the labor market. Neoliberal elements have been integrated in Scandinavian 
Welfare State reform, but not at the cost of  cutting health care, increasing 
poverty, or reducing future pensions.”80
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In a nutshell,

The revised Nordic model is now widely known and attractive to a broad politi-
cal spectrum. It seems to have success fully dealt with issues of  pension reform, 
employment flexibility, labor force growth, and medical cost containment in 
ways that are compatible with economic security, high employment at high 
wages, good health outcomes, and broadly shared prosperity. Relatively high 
levels of  taxation do not seem to be a problem in and of  themselves, at least 
when they are perceived as fair and do not lead to serious economic disloca-
tions.81

The new Third Way can be a fresh wave of  political and economic strate-
gies globally. Taking into account the lack of  strong proposals due to the col-
lapse of  the neoliberal model and the languishing old Third Way, the experi-
ence of  the Scandinavian model should be kept in mind.

IX. Cosmopolitanism

Throughout this essay, we have seen that globalization presents a theoreti-
cal and practical challenge of  great proportions. The Realistic theory of  in-
ternational relations is no longer able to address this phenomenon adequately, 
nor can the field of  international relationships be addressed as a collection of  
entities mired in anarchy. As a result, we are at a stage in which every member 
must act according to a calculation of  convenience in order to survive. In a 
strange mixture of  Hobbesian and utilitarian political theories, those thinkers 
who identify themselves with the appointed realism needed to survive in the 
State of  Nature have to carry on in the anarchic situation according to the 
calculation of  maximizing benefits and minimizing losses. The outcome is 
assessed according to “the national interest.”

Neither is the doctrine of  multiculturalism well-suited to understand the 
phenomenon of  globalization. The world cannot be characterized as a set of  
autonomous entities defined by their ethnic features and driven by the desire 
to establish themselves as small states emerging from the wreckage of  national 
States. Another doctrine present throughout the process of  globalization has 
been neoliberalism, which understands this phenomenon one-dimensionally 
as the universalization of  the markets. Economic liberalism has encouraged 
the view that the world’s financial and commercial integration should not 
encounter obstacles in its path or any form of  regulation either nationally or 
internationally. 

Instead of  these failed doctrines, we have a real theoretical proposal: cos-
mopolitanism. This is based on rationality, and not results like utilitarianism, 
but is based on the rules derived from practical reasoning, so much so that 
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these rules become moral duties for individuals, regardless of  racial identity, 
income level, gender, religion or party affiliation. This set of  rules must be 
respected by the fairness of  the intent. Cosmopolitanism coincides with the 
Kantian theory that the existence of  rules must be universal for all human 
beings.

The Kantian ethics is known as a normative doctrine, which opposite to 
the consequentialist theory of  utilitarianism as the latter feeds realism. Mul-
ticulturalism highlights particularism, and not universalism. For multicultur-
alism, national borders are important limits for the implementation of  its 
project. Borders within the States themselves are even more barriers set by 
each cultural community. Each ethnic-cultural entity establishes its own pat-
terns of  behavior that have nothing to do with other cultures: “[…] different 
cultures have their own ethics and it is impossible to claim, as cosmopoli-
tans do, access to one single account of  morality […] Therefore, we must 
reject the idea of  a single universal morality as a cultural product with no 
global legitimacy.”82 According to multiculturalists, it is impossible to reach an 
agreement among cultures as different as those that exist worldwide. There 
is no code of  ethics that can work for all of  them universally. This position 
also tends to be wary of  these hypothetically universal values because they 
are generally proclaimed by Western nations, such as using human rights 
to justify “humanitarian” military intervention in those countries in which 
these rights are not respected. From this point of  view, each national State or 
even each ethnical community can freely determine the place of  these rights 
within their legal system, without having to render explanations to the inter-
national community.

While globalization is increasingly linked to cosmopolitism there are 
however, schools of  thought that oppose unification from the perspective of  
particular collective belonging. In doing so, it often leaves room for well-in-
tentioned forces to take over this link and impose their own interests on all 
societies.

This normative view is that of  equal dignity for all men and women. This 
equality, in turn, requires a fair consideration. This criterion of  fairness al-
most always leads to the demand for global justice, as has lately been claimed 
in the case of  Amartya Sen, who in several works has stressed this need.83 In 
this same liberal idea although on a different philosophical matrix, lines of  
thought related to the legacy of  John Rawls have also emphasized the issue 
of  global justice.84 Issues like those mentioned above, the respect for human 
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rights, the formation of  a global civil society and setting limits on the un-
controlled powers that have taken advantage of  globalization and that Luigi 
Ferrajoli has called “savage powers”85 (such as transnational corporations and 
the corporations that dominate the information and news in the world) have 
been added to the need for global justice.

Globalization has brought enormous challenges, like the need to establish 
global citizenship and democracy, not as a romantic idea, but as an impera-
tive need to stop wild powers and place them under well-defined legal and 
institutional control. At the same time, global citizenship and democracy are 
presented as the need to lead the momentum that seems to go in many direc-
tions without a premeditated path and is determined consensually. There is a 
generalized perception that no one is in the leading position of  globalization 
even though some authorities may have significant influence on some fields 
of  activities, which means having certain abilities to effectively apply Joseph 
Nye’s formula. But there is no harmony. The main challenge of  globaliza-
tion is to find some form of  supranational governance and hence the need to 
establish a cosmopolite citizenship and democracy that allows participation 
in the process of  decision-making and place cosmopolite politics in a position 
of  control. Although long, it is fitting to mention Andrew Linklater’s view on 
this topic:

The idea of  world citizenship is a concept which international non-govern-
mental organizations have used to promote a stronger sense of  responsibility 
for the global environment and for the human species. Proponents of  cosmo-
politan democracy have argued that national democracies have little control 
over global markets, and limited ability to influence decisions taken by trans-
national corporations, which influence currency values, employment prospects, 
and so forth. They maintain that democracy may not survive if  it remains tied 
to the nation-sate. They argue for democratizing international organizations 
such as the World Trade Organization, and for ensuring that transnational cor-
porations are held accountable for decisions that may harm vulnerable persons 
in different parts of  the World.86

To this, I would add the need to make world-governing institutions dem-
ocratic, and not just in terms of  the World Trade Organization, but also 
the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank and the United Nations. 
These institutions were created after World War II and are still operating ac-
cording to the structure established back then; that is, with the predominance 
of  the countries victors of  that war. However, the physiognomy of  the world 
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has greatly changed. We cannot continue to use schemes from the mid-20th 
century to solve affairs that involve all of  humanity and the many dimensions 
of  its future.

Due to globalization, the question Immanuel Kant made has been updated: 
“Do the oceans make a community of  nations impossible?”
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