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Abstract: This essay discusses globalization and glocalization as crucially important con-
cepts for the Social Sciences and Humanities, thereby distinguishing between globali-
zation/glocalization as research methodology (hermeneutics) and as historical process 
unfolding through time. For many SSH scholars the term globalization evokes historical 
processes that likewise spanned the globe and were (apparently) directed from above, 
such as imperialism, Westernisation and modernisation. Defining globalization as glo-
calization, which it is by nature, might help to overcome this (incorrect) association and 
make it into an important instrument of the (decolonial) SSH toolbox. After discussing 
the content of the Handbook of Culture and Glocalization, edited by Victor N. 
Roudometof and Ugo Dessì (2022), to show what glocalization entails and how the 
concept is fruitfully used over a variety of fields already, I focus on the idea of “arrival” 
as a next step in our research agenda. Glocalization, I argue, is very much about the 
impact of globalization, in local contexts, in cognitive terms of experience. Increasing 
global dynamics demand embedding practices to make globalization work on the 
ground, in the lives of people, as glocalization. To a successful outcome of these inher-
ently difficult processes, often fraught with anxiety and friction, anchoring is key. 
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INTRODUCTION: “WIR DÜRFEN NICHT AN DIESER 
STELLE STEHEN BLEIBEN” 

 
Although the global turn is developing into an ever more 

far-reaching and enduring change of direction within the Social 
Sciences and Humanities (SSH) (Darian-Smith, McCarty 
2017), the study of the globalization phenomenon is still both-
ered by the term itself. That is to say that, not infrequently, SSH 
scholars seem to be hesitant to fully embrace it as a conceptual 
framework for their field as they struggle, or so it seems, with 
both constituents of the concept: the “-global” and the “-iza-
tion”. The first (-global) immediately raises suspicions about the 
position of and attention to the local and the localities where 
most SSH scholars’ “critically important archives reside” (Ap-
padurai 2010: 12); they would intuitively understand the global 
as being in opposition to those. The second (-ization) is sugges-
tive of the overarching, top-down grand narratives that, for 
good reasons, we have come to dislike, because, as has been 
convincingly demonstrated, such -ization (and -ism) denomina-
tors tend to mask a much more complex, bottom-up formalised 
reality on the ground. All in all, for many SSH scholars the term 
globalization is reminiscent of historical processes that likewise 
spanned the globe and were (apparently) directed from above, 
such as imperialism and Westernisation (the latter being usually 
understood as modernisation). The (postcolonial) critique that 
globalization is just a different way to describe (Western) impe-
rialism or even mask the unequal power relations that charac-
terise it by opting for a more “neutral” term, can indeed be 
found all over the SSH disciplines (see the excellent and im-
portant work of Walter Mignolo 2021 for this debate). This 
skepticism has seriously hampered its application as a concep-
tual framework so far.  

In this respect, “globalization” suffers the same fate as 
“cosmopolitanism”, which is frequently associated with incom-
plete and even abusive understandings and usages in the past, 
instead of being judged on its various intentions, merits and 
possibilities (Inglis, Delanty 2010; Papastephanou 2024). In an 
important recent essay, Seyla Benhabib (2024) has shown how, 
because of such misconceptions, postcolonial perceptions of 



GLOCALIZATION 

 
 

ISSN 2283-7949 
GLOCALISM: JOURNAL OF CULTURE, POLITICS AND INNOVATION 

DOI: 10.54103/gjcpi.2025.28513 
 

 
Some rights reserved 

3 

these central concepts within Global Studies have developed 
into what she refers to as a herméneutique du soupçon. This 
term, a hermeneutics of suspicion, was coined by Paul Ricoeur 
(1965) (see Scott-Baumann 2009) to criticize the kind of (cyni-
cal) deconstruction that, in our case, is exemplified by the cri-
tique that concepts such as globalization and cosmopolitanism 
would (be put in place in order to) mask power dynamics and 
unequal power relations. Ricoeur argued that there is more to 
the interpretation of concepts than just that. Benhabib argues 
for the necessity, methodologically as well as ethically, to move 
beyond this hermeneutics of suspicion, calling upon postcolo-
nial studies to move forward and add to the global turn, force-
fully exclaiming: “Wir dürfen nicht an dieser Stelle stehen 
bleiben” (Benhabib 2024, 36; see Bachir Diagne 2024 for a sim-
ilar manifesto). Instead of a herméneutique du soupçon, there-
fore, SSH scholars should rather try and work with the “princi-
ple of charity” (benigna interpretatio) in studying the globaliza-
tion phenomenon and change their a-priori attitude towards it. 
If we want to move on, as Benhabib and others urge us to do, 
we should try and maximise the sense of interpretation that 
globalization and cosmopolitanism can provide us with; and 
think harder about the purpose and intensity of our (continued) 
criticism (Sluiter 1998 for the “principle of charity” and its im-
portance for SSH research). In Benhabib’s view, postcolonial-
ism already took a crucial step towards a different understand-
ing of the course of world history with the deconstruction of 
the colonial worldview; now it should move on and try to re-
construct differing narratives beyond the categories of that co-
lonial worldview – a point to which I will come back below. 
Benhabib maintains that globalization-thinking can and should 
be an important part of the postcolonial toolbox (as I argued, 
for instance, for the field of Roman archaeology in Versluys 
2021). Does it then simply need a name change or rebranding, 
as glocalization, to get there?  

It is interesting to note that the concept of cosmopolitan-
ism (see above) already went through a similar development, 
which resulted in the addition of the qualification rooted. The 
idea of cosmopolitanism entails the entanglement of the local 
and the global. That double stemma is perfectly clear from the 
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term itself since it includes both the global cosmos and the local 
polis, as Ulrich Beck (2003) reminded us in a book about the 
cultural consequences of globalization. Nowadays, however, 
“cosmopolitan” is most often perceived as referring to a state of 
estrangement from, opposition to or even hostility towards the 
local, and therefore frequently valued in either (uncritically) 
positive or (uncritically) negative terms. Kwame Appiah (2005; 
see also Appiah 2006 and 2018) therefore proposed the idea of 
“rooted cosmopolitanism”, the qualification “rooted” being a 
useful reminder of the true meaning of “cosmopolitan”. Ap-
piah’s concept of “rooted cosmopolitanism” seeks to underline 
that human history is always about local-global interplay and 
should therefore be analysed in non-dichotomous terms. This 
would enable us to do away with the either/or-logic of identity 
politics and culturalist approaches, not in order to deny that the 
local and the global can be (perceived as) oppositions, but to 
make us aware of the fact that the one does not necessarily ex-
clude the other. Such a multiscalar approach allows us to tell 
different stories, stories of specific localities as stories of inter-
connectedness – and is therefore significant from an analytical 
as well as an ethical perspective (see Kruijer, Versluys, Lilley 
2024 for a recent contribution to the conceptual development 
of the concept of rooted cosmopolitanism, in terms of heritage 
and belonging). Like (rooted) cosmopolitanism, the globaliza-
tion phenomenon, therefore, can do double duty for the SSH 
discipline. One the one hand it provides us with a conceptual 
framework to study our data, functioning as a hermeneutics. 
On the other hand, globalization is a historical process that, 
moreover, characterizes human history from its earliest begin-
nings: we have always been global (Hodos et al. 2017; Zinkina 
et al. 2019). For methodological clarity it is important to distin-
guish between these two. 

 
 
GLOBALIZATION AS GLOCALIZATION 

 
The great merit of the important and timely Handbook of 

culture and glocalization, edited by Victor N. Roudometof and 
Ugo Dessì (2022) is that it eliminates all the convenient 
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misconceptions about globalization, both the historical process 
and the research methodology, as they circulate within (parts 
of) the SSH at present. Moreover, it provides (something of) a 
rebranding by stating that globalization always is glocalization. 
This is not a new insight within Globalization Studies, but one 
that has been known and used for a long time, particularly 
through the influential work of Robbie Robertson, starting with 
his 1994 and 1995 publications. It is to be hoped that a wider 
use of the concept of glocalization, which includes the notion 
of the local and recognizes the bottom-up, creative agency of 
localities, once and for all recalibrates the herméneutique du 
soupçon regarding the globalization phenomenon. This is why 
the Handbook is a must-read for all working in this field. Let 
me, to illustrate that and to provide some background to what 
the concept of glocalization entails and can achieve, go through 
the book’s chapters. 

The introduction by Victor Roudometof and Ugo Dessì 
summarises both historiography and state of the art, mention-
ing the (problematic) link between globalization and moderni-
sation and underlining how, already for scholars such as Émile 
Durkheim, culture was the outcome of integration on a world 
scale (Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 2). Glocalization, they argue, 
allows us to make room for the interpretation of “processes of 
cross-cultural interaction in a manner that acknowledges local 
agency” (Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 8). Robertson himself, for 
instance, identified processes of relativisation, accommodation, 
hybridisation and transformation as (what he called) strategies 
of glocalization (see Giulianotti, Robertson 2007), a concept he 
understood as the adaption of panlocal developments to local 
circumstances (Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 4). Roudometof 
(2016) similarly defined glocalization as the various refractions 
of the global through the local. Terms such as “adaption” and 
“refraction”, and many other comparable concepts, would later 
be brought together under the umbrella of “cultural transla-
tion” (Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 7-8; see also Bachmann-Medik 
2014). Yet another concept to indicate the same processes of 
objectification, incorporation and transformation of “things 
from outside” for which the agens of the local context is key is 
appropriation (Hahn 2004, see Versluys 2024). Appropriation 
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was already theorized as oikeiosis (the recognition of something 
as one’s own; familiarization) in the Stoic philosophy of the Hel-
lenistic world and therefore has a long pedigree (Algra 2003). 
The concept, however, seems to have fallen out of favour at pre-
sent, due to recent debates where it is only perceived in negative 
terms, as an unjustified takeover or even a form of stealing. This 
may be the reason that “appropriation” does not figure promi-
nently in this volume. This is, I think, erroneous, despite the 
importance of the backlash against “appropriation” from an 
ideological perspective. As a form of cultural translation, ap-
propriation is what makes the global circulation of people, 
goods and ideas cognitively possible, as glocalization. This has 
again been illustrated in a splendid recent article by the anthro-
pologist Jos Platenkamp (2022). Towards the end of this essay, 
I will discuss the interrelationship between these and other, 
comparable concepts, arguing that they all seek to elucidate 
what happens in the process of global-local refraction in terms 
of what we could call “embedding”, or “anchoring”. 

A crucial point made in the introduction is that, ultimately, 
both “global” and “local” refer to processes and not (spatially 
limited or circumscribed) physical locations (Roudometof, 
Dessì 2022: 6, see further below). From such a perspective it is 
indeed true that the notion of translocality is only a “supposedly 
rival concept,” since it is meant to indicate the same processes 
(Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 6, my emphasis; for its use as a rival 
concept to globalization, see, for instance, Hoo 2022). Using 
“translocal” instead of the concept of globalization, then, seems 
to be an attempt to move away from the supposed deficiencies 
of the latter, similar to what I described above. Such strategies 
can be explained through what Roudometof and Dessì identify 
in the most general terms as “[…] a certain enduring tendency 
to identify the overall theme of globalization with the effect of 
western modernization” (Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 9). The no-
tion of “translocality” thus seeks to do what “glocalization” 
does (and, for that matter, “rooted cosmopolitanism”): present 
the local and the global as deeply entangled; one could perhaps 
even say, as manifestations of each other. Without mentioning 
the concept of glocalization as such, Arjun Appadurai (2010: 
12) succinctly summarised this idea as follows: 
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To really meet the challenge of comparison in a context charac-
terized by high degrees of connectivity and circulation […] we need 
to understand more about the ways in which the forms of circulation 
and the circulation of forms create the conditions for the production 
of locality. I stress locality because, in the end, this is where our criti-
cally important archives reside. Localities […] are temporary negoti-
ations between various globally circulating forms. They are not sub-
ordinate instances of the global, but in fact the main evidence of its 
reality. 

 
The Handbook is divided in four parts. Parts I, II and III 

(entitled Humanities, Social Sciences, and Communication and 
Media respectively) each contain six chapters; part IV (New re-
search frontiers) has five. The volume thus covers a large variety 
of subjects and approaches, which is useful because glocaliza-
tion is applied and understood in rather different ways over a 
variety of academic fields. Being familiar with the debates 
within the Humanities and the field of Archaeology myself, I 
learned a lot from the examples and perspectives debated in the 
other chapters. Cross fertilisation is key to the volume as a 
whole and many of the chapters (though not all) directly or in-
directly engage with each other. 

Part I (Humanities) starts off with a chapter by Matthew 
Adem Cobb on “globalization and glocalization across the 
globe (2000 BCE-1500 CE)”. This is, in fact, an important and 
very welcome (editorial) statement, because it serves to under-
line, right at the start, that globalization/glocalization has a 
deep history. This is particularly relevant in the case of a series 
(“Handbooks on Globalization”) like this, focused, as most re-
search on global dynamics still is, on the present and what is 
called “the modern period”. Jack Goody (2006) would see the 
latter as an example of “the theft of history”: the Western claim 
that it invented, for its own exclusive benefit, all the major in-
stitutions that make our modern world possible, thus construct-
ing a “great wall” dividing not only the West from the rest, but 
also Modern from Ancient (see Versluys, Sluiter 2023: 38-39). 
Recent research is now breaking down that wall, as exemplified 
by important companions such as The Routledge Handbook of 
Archaeology and Globalization (Hodos et al. 2017) and A big 
history of Globalization. The emergence of a global world system 
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(Zinka et al. 2019), which both provide a truly deep history of 
globalization/glocalization. Among the many insights revealed 
there is the prime importance of objects, things, for understand-
ing how the processes of globalization/glocalization work and 
fostering an awareness of the relevance of the deep history of 
material culture for the present. Connections between people 
and things are instrumental in shaping the pathways of change. 
The influx of new objects leads to new practices, new socio-cul-
tural configurations and new imaginations. Humans, therefore, 
are far more embedded in material things than we had previ-
ously realized. Moreover, these things with which we are entan-
gled are far more dynamic and creative than we had once un-
derstood (LeCain 2017). This theoretical perspective, variously 
characterised as, for instance, “material cultural history” or 
even “object-oriented ontology”, is seriously underplayed in the 
volume. Although objects play a role in many chapters, they 
most often do so as representations of people and their ideas 
alone. This Handbook, therefore, is very much about the 
“global turn” within SSH, but certainly not about “the material 
turn”. Bruno Latour’s Actor Network Theory is only mentioned 
once (Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 67), for instance. As Arjun Ap-
padurai has shown throughout his work, however, combining 
the two yields the best picture (Appadurai 2013), and for a deep 
history of globalization/glocalization it is simply a necessity. For 
most of world history and many places around the globe, we 
only (or mainly) have objects at our disposal to reconstruct 
these processes. And even when we do have ample data, we bet-
ter understand globalization/glocalization when involving ob-
jects as agents provocateurs of historical change (Versluys 2014 
illustrates this for the study of the Roman world; see Versluys 
2017 and Pitts/Versluys 2021 for how such a methodology 
looks in practice). This is what Cobb demonstrates as well when 
he identifies heterogeneity, the re-embedding of local culture 
and deterritorialisation as hallmarks of globalization/glocaliza-
tion for his period and context (for these (and other) hallmarks, 
see Hodos 2020). In more general terms, he concludes that it is 
easier for scholars to identify the local than the global. This re-
minded me of an important observation made by globalization 
scholar Jan Nederveen Pieterse: “you cannot live in the global” 
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(see Nederveen Pieterse 2021). Could this (also) explain the 
continued preference for the local at the expense of the global 
from the side of SSH scholars (for this debate see recently Riva, 
Mira-Grau 2022 contra Hodos 2022)?  

The next chapter, by Sandhya Rao Mehta, deals with (the 
idea of) world literature and its “glocal moment”. In her view 
glocalization is “a constructive way to negotiate between global 
forces and local applications, ideally ensuring a more equitable 
participation of different parts of the world” (Roudometof, 
Dessì 2022: 45). Here, interestingly, we have the promise of 
globalization/glocalization as a tool to decolonise the field that 
Benhabib (2024) and Bachir Diagne (2024) allude to as well. 
Quoting Roudometof, Mehta compares the concept to Hindu 
deities who are seen as manifestations of a single entity, alt-
hough they take multiple forms simultaneously and thousands 
of them exist (Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 45). In describing her 
data, she follows Robertson, who argued that there is an “inev-
itable necessity for things that are spreading […] to accommo-
date themselves to a particular historical context” (quoted in 
Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 46), referring to a process I shall de-
scribe as “embedding” or “anchoring” below. She perceives 
glocalization as refraction and as having much in common with 
ideas about cosmopolitanism (for which see Inglis, Delanty 
2010; Inglis, Robertson 2011). She usefully underlines, moreo-
ver, how concepts such as hybridity, transnationalism, and third 
space are only one step in the right direction since they focus 
on the fissures between the local and the global, whereas what 
we need are concepts that describe and clarify the many ways 
in which they are (simultaneously) connected as well. This is also 
the critique I articulated in the introductory paragraph above. 

The next chapter by Bruce Janz, about philosophy, I found 
particularly insightful in this respect. He shows that local and 
global are not places on a map, but rather concepts, which we 
can align, for instance, with the classic distinction made in soci-
ology between Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft. “The local raises 
further questions, about place, home, people, heritage, tradition 
and so forth. The global, likewise, raises further connections, to 
the earth, the world, the universe, the cosmopolitan and mondi-
alization” (Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 64). Local and global, in 
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other words, are mirror images; (relative) perspectives defined by 
your cognitive point of departure. The study of globalization/glo-
calization is therefore, according to Janz, part of the field of mer-
eology, the study of the relationship between wholes and parts. 
The main point, also in Janz’ analysis, is that there is no dichot-
omy. Global developments tend to activate a host of different 
ways of being local, “allowing a new form of individuality to 
emerge” (Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 66). Janz therefore sees the 
tension between the two as a “creative or productive space, ra-
ther than just a space of mutual cancelling, negation or sub-
sumption of one under the other” (Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 
71). Living in that space, however, is not always easy. Janz here 
speaks of anxiety: “The anxiety of the glocal is the anxiety of 
potentiality, of being required to create in order to live both in 
the global and the local” (Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 72). This 
situation has already been brilliantly analysed and discussed as 
“friction” by A. Lowenhaupt Tsing in a study she characterises 
as an “ethnography of global connections” (Tsing 2005, cf. Ver-
sluys 2021). In order to deal with this anxiety, people often opt 
for one side or the other, Janz maintains, that is: they either 
choose the local or the global. There is, in the first instance at 
least, comfort in taking sides. “Far more difficult, though, is the 
requirement of being both of these at once, without reducing 
one to the other” (Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 72). In between-
ness, we might conclude, thus brings anxiety as well as innova-
tion. In other words: as cultural translation, appropriation al-
ways is, at least in part, a creative process of change (see above), 
which necessitates breaks with the past and its traditions. The 
notion of creative destruction (Cowen 2004) may be relevant in 
this context, and important for the debate. 

In his chapter about law and globalization, Salvatore Man-
cuso alludes to the concept of grobalisation, which we should 
understand as the negative, imperialistic interpretation of what 
globalization might be – as the negative outcome of the friction 
produced by the global-local interplay (Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 
82, cf. also Riedel 2018).  

The next chapter by Nikos Papastergiades, entitled “Cos-
mos from the global south”, is a rich and important plea to ex-
plore decolonial perspectives on art through concepts such as 
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globalization and glocalization. The author is well aware of the 
terms’ problematic genealogies (“Is it possible to imagine cosmo-
politanism without imposing […] an epistemic framework that 
conforms to the European Enlightenment’s vision of modernity, 
secularism and rationality?”, Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 92). For-
tunately, however, instead of again flogging the proverbial dead 
horse, he advocates the investigation of what the global-local 
“tool”, as he calls it (Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 93), can bring. He 
reminds us that the concept of the glocal does not operate in a 
neutral field (Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 93) – no concept does. 
Papastergiades first of all perceives “glocal” as a critique of pro-
cesses of homogenisation (which ties in with what we have seen 
above). In somewhat more general terms, he defines it as “a com-
plex nexus between place-based practices and abstract pro-
cesses” (Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 95). He then discusses the 
concept of the decolonial as understood by the Peruvian sociol-
ogist Anibal Quijano (1991), to look if there is a future for cos-
mopolitanism from a decolonial perspective (for this question see 
also “rooted cosmopolitanism” as discussed above). For Quijano 
and other scholars working in this decolonial tradition, indige-
nous ontologies are crucial in order to escape from the colonial 
structures and patterns of thought that pervade our scholarly in-
terpretations and to formulate alternative worldviews. Many in-
digenous cultures cherish cosmic visions of the world in which 
the binaries established by the colonial order play no role what-
soever (see Bachir Diagne 2024). Taking such ideas seriously, 
therefore, implies overturning the binaries constructed by West-
ern thought and rethinking the way culture and identity are de-
fined. Decolonisation, one could say, thus calls for a serious “re-
evaluation of the status of difference” (Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 
97). Papastergiades righty points out that other disciplines, such 
as gender studies, came to the same conclusions around the same 
time. All this would develop into a philosophy of experience, 
which Sara Ahmed (2006) later characterised as a “queer phe-
nomenology” – “queer” in the sense of representing a disorien-
tation in relation to the ingrained (Western and Enlightenment) 
worldview(s) we have come to see as the universal truth. Decolo-
niality thus brings two important insights to the debate.  
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First of all, it shows that there are alternatives to the (rather 
specific and peculiar) Western way of conceptualising the rela-
tion between culture and identity, and, accordingly, the relation 
between global and local. Secondly, it demonstrates that the ele-
ment of the cosmic, the cosmopolitan, the universal (i.e. the 
global) is not at all absent from indigenous ontologies; on the 
contrary. Here lies an important difference between postcolonial 
theory as commonly (mis)understood within the SSH and the no-
tion of the “decolonial”. Many scholars view the postcolonial ap-
proach in terms of a refocussing on the local, the indigenous, the 
subaltern. This was, is, and remains an important change of per-
spective and of crucial importance from an ideological and polit-
ical point of view. In the process, however, the categories of co-
lonial thought (including the local-global dichotomy) have often 
(unconsciously) been upheld. The preservation of colonial 
frames of reference may lead to a tunnel vision, and I think it 
often does. The notion of the “decolonial” works much better in 
that it not only aims at deconstruction, but also, as a crucial sec-
ond step, seeks to do away with colonial ontologies altogether. 
The result is not a vision of the local as functioning independently 
of (and being, through its indigeneity, superior to) the global, but 
a different conceptualisation of the relation between the local 
and the global. This, I would argue, is where “glocalization” 
comes in. The globalization/glocalization debate should become 
an important part of a truly postcolonial (i.e. decolonial) ap-
proach. As Papastergiades puts it illuminatingly: “The decolonial 
turn does not seek to substitute one master abstraction with the 
other. By exposing the wilful ignorance of the colonizer, it does 
not permit the revenge of the colonized” (Roudometof, Dessì 
2022: 101). 

The next chapter by Franciscu Sedda and Simona Stano, 
on food and glocalization, is important because of the subject 
(in globalization studies, food functions like a kind of guide fos-
sil) and because of its theoretical exploration of the subject. 
Sedda and Stano see globalization as “the encounter among al-
ready hybridized and heterogeneous systems” (Roudometof, 
Dessì 2022: 105), with glocalization being “an ongoing and mul-
tilayered process of intercultural and intersemiotic translation, 
concurrently involving ‘national’, ‘religious’, ‘ethnic’, ‘class’ and 
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other semiospheres, as well as asymmetrical relations of power” 
(Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 106-107). The introduction of the 
concept of semiospheres, as coined by Juri Lotman, is im-
portant for the globalization/glocalization debate, since it in-
volves discussion on different worldviews and their perception 
of the local-global entanglement (see above). The authors do 
not explore that issue itself, unfortunately, but they provide a 
wonderful interpretation of the Columbian exchange in terms 
of glocalization, distinguishing processes of exclusion, purifica-
tion, naturalisation, and incorporation (Roudometof, Dessì 
2022: 106-109). All of this strongly resonates with analyses of 
the process of appropriation in terms of objectification, incor-
poration, and transformation (see above). 

I will deal with the other parts and chapters more briefly. 
Part II (Social Sciences) has chapters on glocalization in relation 
to tourism, religion, urbanism (a field that sees cities as the 
global-local nexus par excellence and regards glocalization is in 
terms of deterritorialisation and reterritorialisation), crime, ed-
ucation and sports. I found the chapter on glocalization and the 
religious field, written by Ugo Dessì, particularly useful for the 
theoretical debate. The field of religious studies has, already for 
a considerable time, been developing (case-study) data on the 
glocalization phenomenon from their perspective. As a result, 
the conceptual debate on what glocalization is and how it 
works, is well advanced and quite refined in that field, and the 
findings could benefit other disciplines. Religious Studies un-
derstands the dynamics of glocalization as part of the globaliza-
tion of culture and often focusses on “the creative adoption and 
use of global resources by religious actors at the local level” 
(Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 138). It is in this way that localities 
are produced (Appadurai 2010, see above). The field distin-
guishes hybridisation, creolisation, and bricolage as the main 
strategies used within this local-global interplay. Dessì under-
lines that repositioning (at home, locally, and abroad, globally) 
is an inevitable outcome of these processes, and points out that 
invention or reinvention of traditions usually plays an important 
role here.  

It is important to note the parallel between glocalization as 
the “invention of locality” and the idea of “invention of 
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tradition”, as famously formulated by Hobsbawm and Ranger. 
Robertson, in fact, already recognized this parallel in 1995. 
What other scholars might describe as “cultural translation” or 
“appropriation” (see above), Dessì defines as “embedding” and 
“re-embedding”. Where other scholars assess the result of the 
application of the above-mentioned strategies in terms of inno-
vation and creation (and also, as has been suggested above, as 
creative destruction), Dessì speaks of “resonances”. 

Part III (Communication and Media) has chapters about 
glocalization in relation to digitisation, organisations, Korean 
pop culture, cinema and film, and news production (including 
a chapter on Netflix in Italy that describes glocalization as an 
“effective strategy”, Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 316). The histor-
ical perspective is almost absent here and most chapters are case 
study based and focussed. All give valuable insights into how 
glocalization (“the processes, accommodations and ruptures in-
volved in producing, reproducing and sometimes altering local 
contexts and local subjects in a globalizing world” as Barrie Ax-
ford – Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 218 – defines it,) works and 
develops. They illustrate how the dialectic of sameness and dif-
ference pervades all social life, how these processes may be dis-
ruptive and creative at the same time (Janz’ “anxiety” and Low-
enhaupt Tsing’s “friction”, see above), and how “glocalization 
is a model feature of all global systems” (Roudometof, Dessì 
2022: 221). 

Part IV, titled New Frontiers in Research, conveniently 
takes up some of the most important themes and perspectives 
emerging from the previous chapters. It also provides several 
additional comparative concepts and discussions. Victor 
Roudometof and Victor Carpentier contribute a useful concep-
tual exploration of the relations and differences between glo-
calization and translocality, concluding that the one is the “mir-
ror image” of the other (Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 328, see also 
above). Translocality, originally understood as “the moment 
when the local is stretched beyond its borders, whilst still re-
maining situated in the local” (Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 325), 
is a much-used concept in spatial studies and the spatial turn. 
Like glocalization, but for a different domain, it brings the 
transformative qualities of movement and connectivity into 
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sharper focus. Where, in my view, the authors go wrong, how-
ever, is in their contention that there is a difference between the 
two “insofar as ‘glocalization’ means top-down influences and 
‘translocality’ means bottom-up influences” (Roudometof, 
Dessì 2022: 330). This, I feel, contradicts much of what has so 
far been said in the volume (including its introduction). As we 
have seen, glocalization is, as a matter of fact, very much about 
local agency and bottom-up influences, but from a global per-
spective. This is why I would favour “glocalization” over “trans-
locality”. With the latter the emphasis is on the local as (fixed) 
point of departure, instead of on the local-global entanglement. 

Ultimately, however, I believe this is largely a semantic dis-
cussion. In his The global condition from 1980, William H. 
McNeill argued that (what he called) “the career of the webs of 
communication and interaction” constitutes the overarching 
structure of human history and he urged us to try and under-
stand the past and the present from that perspective. This is 
what, in spite of differences in definitional finesse, the applica-
tion of concepts such as globalization, glocalization, and trans-
locality aims to achieve. In the next chapter, Ravit Mizrahi-Sht-
elman and Gili S. Drori deal with the relations between glocal-
ization and World Society Theory (or World Systems Theory). 
In the next, important and self-reflective, chapter, Giampetro 
Gobi analyses what he describes as the challenges of methodol-
ogy in a glocal world. His contribution nicely dovetails with the 
chapter by Papastergiades on decolonialism and the search for 
alternative worldviews of the local-global interaction. In Gobi’s 
view, scholars who want to pursue this path have three meth-
odological options: indigenisation, glocalization and creolisa-
tion. He explores all three of them, with illuminating examples, 
and concludes that creolisation probably works best. Vincenzo 
Cicchelli and Sylvie Octobre deal with Korean glocalization. 
Their chapter focusses on pop culture, but they analyse it from 
a different perspective than an earlier chapter of the book in 
Part III.  

The final chapter, by Vivian Riegel, is, I think, not only ill 
placed, but would also have profited from editorial intervention. 
Riegel approvingly summarises some aspects of globalization that 
I (and many contributors to the volume) consider traditional, 
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false stereotypes, before arguing “for a post/decolonial perspec-
tive of glocalization” (Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 395). For me, 
however, one of the main conclusions of this Handbook is that 
glocalization represents a decolonial perspective. This is also 
forcefully argued by, for instance, Papastergiades and Gobi in 
their chapters.  

Another important conclusion of the volume, in my opin-
ion, is that, in order to gain more insight into globalization/glo-
calization as a (historical) process, we need to investigate how, 
from the perspective of local agency, people deal with it and try 
to make sense of it. We tend to talk about the local-global in-
terplay in very abstract terms. When we say, for instance, that 
global developments activate a host of different ways of being 
local, allowing new forms of individuality to emerge (my formu-
lations draw on those in the chapter by Janz, see above), we of-
ten neglect the element of time. In other words, we tend to an-
alyse global beginnings and local endings (and vice-versa) but 
fail to pay attention to what happens in between and, as a result, 
to what makes the process of glocalization possible in the first 
place. Above I already advanced a quote from Robbie Robert-
son, the intellectual hero of this volume, who argued that there 
is an “inevitable necessity for things that are spreading […] to 
accommodate themselves to a particular historical context” 
(Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 46). And Sara Ahmed (2006, 40) 
stated: “An arrival takes time, and the time that it takes shapes 
‘what’ it is that arrives”. This is what I myself consider an im-
portant new challenge for research; and I will therefore deal 
with the issue in the next and final section of this essay. 

 
 

GLOCALIZATION AS A PROCESS OF EMBEDDING 
AND ANCHORING 

 
Let me start with an example that is discussed in the chap-

ter on food and glocalization (Roudometof, Dessì 2022: 108-
110). The European conquests of large parts of the world from 
the period of 1400 CE onwards led, amongst many other things, 
to dramatic and enduring changes to the European diet. How-
ever, it took a long time for American produce such as tomato, 
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potato and corn (maize) to genuinely transform Europe’s agri-
culture and cooking; this process mainly took place in the nine-
teenth and twentieth centuries. Novelties such as coffee, tea, 
chocolate and sugar, on the other hand, glocalised much more 
quickly. Processes of cultural translation (see above) have been 
shown to play an important role in that respect. The tomato, for 
instance, was initially seen and used in Europe as an ornamental 
plant. It could only become part of the European food sphere, 
and thus pass the threshold from Other to Self, when it had 
crossed that semiotic border. This is what is meant by “semiotic 
translation”. In the case of the tomato, it is possible to docu-
ment the different steps of this translation process. It progres-
sively became Self, and thus real food, by first being used as a 
salad (still very much in the botanical domain), then as an in-
gredient in sauces (passing the threshold towards food), and 
only after that became “proper food”. Currently, the tomato is 
so emblematic of Mediterranean cuisine that few consumers are 
aware of its American origins. Passing such semiotic borders is 
part of the process of arrival.  

Many scholars, perhaps intuitively, saw the importance of 
investigating this interval of arrival and therefore tried to dissect 
what exactly was going on during the period in question. They, 
consciously or unconsciously, investigated what glocalization 
looks like in practice; how humankind is able to deal with the 
global circulation of people, ideas and objects and shape their 
locality accordingly; how they manage, cognitively, to make 
sense of the global-local refracting (Roudometof 2016) they are 
living through. Among the general terms for this process in the 
Handbook we find translation (Roudometof and Dessì, see 
Bachmann-Medik 2014), (re-)embedding (Cobb), accommo-
dating (Rao Mehta) and indigenization, or creolisation (Gobi). 
Janz’ chapter is more specific in describing what happens and 
speaks of “the anxiety of potentiality”, which is akin to the idea 
of (creative) friction (Lowenhaupt Tsing 2005). In this connec-
tion, Robertson spoke of strategies of glocalization and identi-
fied relativization, accommodation, hybridization and transfor-
mation as the most important ones (see Giulianotti, Robertson 
2007). The theory of appropriation makes a similar tripartite 
distinction: objectification, incorporation and transformation 
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(Hahn 2004, see Versluys 2024). The chapter by Sedda and 
Sano sees the process as intersemiotic translation and mentions 
exclusion, purification, naturalisation and incorporation as po-
tential outcomes. Dessì uses the terms (creative) adoption and 
(re-)embedding and identifies hybridisation, creolization and 
bricolage as main strategies, adding the concept of (re-) inven-
tion of tradition. 

Compiling this (non-exhaustive) overview, based on chap-
ters in the Handbook, was interesting for two reasons. It showed 
that scholars use the same or similar terms but often fail to dis-
cuss this group of concepts as a whole or the variants and their 
meanings in relation to each other. It also illustrated that no 
distinction is made between seemingly (interpretative) defini-
tions, or rather paraphrases, of glocalization and analyses of its 
precise functioning. If we look for an umbrella term for the lat-
ter, perhaps the notion of embedding encapsulates best what 
glocalization looks like in practice and how, as a process, it un-
folds and works. Its application within the Social Sciences, 
where it is sometimes also described as domestication, always 
shows the importance of local traditions and knowledge struc-
tures for the innovation that embedding the global into the local 
can provide (Presholdt 2008; Sheikh 2017 with earlier bibliog-
raphy; Versluys 2025).  

As the theoretical development of the concepts of embed-
ding and domestication has remained relatively limited whereas 
including the notion of time is indeed crucial for a better un-
derstanding of the impact of globalization and the question how 
glocalization works (“An arrival takes time, and the time that it 
takes shapes ‘what’ it is that arrives.”, Ahmed 2006: 40), it may 
be useful to introduce yet another related idea, the notion of 
“anchoring”. There is a sound body of scholarly literature on 
this concept with both theoretical explorations as well as meth-
odological applications for a variety of SSH domains (Sluiter 
2017; Sluiter, Versluys 2022; Versluys, Sluiter 2023 and, more 
in general, the book series Euhormos. Greco-Roman Studies in 
Anchoring Innovation). Moreover, using the conceptual frame-
work of anchoring often results in more specificity about (and 
thus a better understanding of) the cognitive motives for “em-
bedding” and “domestication”; explaining, so the speak, their 
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mental role in the life of humans in terms of experience (Flohr 
2024 calls this anchoring as a moment of transition). Let us 
therefore first briefly look at the relation between glocalization 
and cognition, before presenting the notion of anchoring as a 
fruitful concept to investigate this. 

Over the past few decades, cognition has become an im-
portant subject within the SSH. This development started with 
the insight that the mind does not operate in isolation. The Car-
tesian mind-body dualism, expressed in the famous adagium 
Cogito ergo sum, ultimately proved untenable. Instead, the 
awareness gained ground that the mind was embodied (liter-
ally), embedded (in its various contexts), extended (to all kinds 
of tools and devices such as lists, catalogues, canons, and the 
smartphone) and enactive (which is to say that it is vibrant and 
future-oriented). These “4Es” allow us to investigate questions 
about “the way in which human agents acquire knowledge of 
their environment and negotiate their place within it” 
(Budelmann 2023 for the phrasing as well as a general introduc-
tion into cognitive humanities/classics). This definition imme-
diately makes clear where the importance of cognition for ques-
tions about glocalization lies. We have seen that, as a historical 
process unfolding in time, glocalization is about embedding, 
about literally domesticating new elements in a changing envi-
ronment. The experience of the impact of globalization, the 
awareness of changes within one’s environment as a result of an 
increase in connectivity, is a cognitive process, and so is negoti-
ating your place within it. Within the process of glocalization, 
therefore, all “4Es” are crucial. Local traditions and knowledge 
structures always play an important role since we cannot embed 
ex nihilo. We embed the new into something and use the famil-
iar anchor of that something to make sense of the new (cf. Bijker 
2024). And that brings us to anchoring. 

Anchoring is a concept which describes the process or ac-
tivity through which relevant social groups connect what pre-
sents itself to them as new to something they deem familiar 
(Sluiter 2017; Sluiter, Versluys 2022; Flohr 2024). It enables 
people to perceive forms of continuity within change and helps 
them to accommodate and absorb new inventions, practices, 
objects, and ideas. As such, it is a necessary ingredient of 
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successful innovation processes. The importance of anchoring 
is demonstrated by the example of the arrival of the tomato dis-
cussed above. We saw that it took a long time for the tomato to 
become local; other things “arrived” much more quickly. Com-
pare, for instance, the extremely slow appropriation of the to-
mato with the extremely quick appropriation of the turkey. 
Why did it take the tomato three centuries to conquer Europe 
while it took the turkey only a few decades? The simple answer 
may be that for the turkey there were no semiotic thresholds to 
pass; it was experienced in a different way. Large birds, such as 
storks, swans and peacocks, had been part of the aristocratic 
menu for a long time, so the turkey, which was large and deco-
rative as well, could easily be embedded. As it tasted much bet-
ter than most large European birds, it soon became the more 
popular fowl. One of the results of this change is the emergence 
of a turkey bioindustry; another that we no longer eat storks, 
swans and peacocks. The concept of anchoring thus allows us 
to better understand why it is that the old can serve as a launch 
pad for the new.  

Glocalization, I conclude, is very much about the impact 
of globalization, in local contexts, in cognitive terms of experi-
ence. Increasing connectivity demands embedding practices to 
make globalization work on the ground, in the lives of people, 
as glocalization. For a sustainable outcome, anchoring is key. 
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