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Abstract

Inspired by the initial World Social Forum in Porto Alegre Brazil, over the past decade over 200
local and regional social forums have been held, on five continents. This study has examined the
nature of this broader social forum process, in particular as an aspect of the movement for
‘another globalisation'. I discuss both the discourses for 'another world', as well as the
development of an Alternative Globalisation Movement. As an action research study, the
research took place within a variety of groups and networks. The thesis provides six accounts of
groups and people striving and struggling for 'another world'. I provide a macro account of the
invention and innovation of the World Social Forum. A grassroots film-makers collective
provides a window into media. A local social forum opens up the radical diversity of actors. An
activist exchange circle sheds light on strategic aspects of alternative globalisation. An
educational initiative provides a window into transformations in pedagogy. And a situational
account (of the G20 meeting in Melbourne in 2006) provides an overview of the variety of meta-

networks that converge to voice demands for global justice and sustainability.

In particular, this study has sought to shed light on how, within this process, groups and
communities develop 'agency', a capacity to respond to the global challenges they / we face. And
as part of this question, I have also explored how alternatives futures are developed and
conceived, with a re-cognition of the importance of histories and geo-political (or 'eco-political’)
structures as contexts. I argue the World Social Forum Process is prefigurative, as an inter-
actional process where many social alternatives are conceived, supported, developed and
innovated into the world. And I argue this innovation process is meta-formative, where
convergences of diverse actors comprise ‘social ecologies of alternatives’ which lead to

opportunities for dynamic collaboration and partnership.
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WB - World Bank

WEEF - World Economic Forum (also known as the ‘Davos’ forum)
WSF - World Social Forum

WSF(P) - World Social Forum Process

WTO - World Trade Organisation
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“The utopia recognises no necessity, no destiny, no automatically functioning social mechanism.
1t places all faith in human self determination through the fullest possible unfolding of the highest
human capacities. The utopia recognises no static end of time, but only stages in a dynamic
process of development toward the future. It does not demand heaven, but seeks a “hostel”. And
each successive wayside inn must be other and better than man’s previous resting places, but it
must also be located as a landmark on an earthly road, where man can build with his own tools.
This is not paradise miraculously regained, but a better world remade within the scope of human
power.

Fred Polak

“It must be considered that there is nothing more difficult to carry out, nor more doubtful of
success, nor more dangerous to handle, than to initiate a new order of things. For the reformer
has enemies in all those who profit by the old order, and only lukewarm defenders in all those
who would profit by the new order, this lukewarmness arising partly from fear of their
adversaries, who have the laws in their favor; and partly from the incredulity of mankind, who do
not truly believe in anything new until they have actual experience of it.”

Machiavelli

“The search for authenticity of a civilization is always a search for the other face of the
civilization, either as a hope or as a warning. The search for a civilization's Utopia, too, is part of
this larger quest. it needs not merely the ability to interpret and reinterpret one's own traditions,
but also the ability to involve the often recessive aspects of other civilizations as allies in one’s
struggle for cultural self discovery, the willingness to become allies to other civilizations trying to
discover their other faces, and the skills to give more centrality to these new readings of
civilizations and civilizational concerns. This is the only form of a dialogue of cultures which can
transcend the flourishing intercultural barters of our times.”

Ashis Nandy

"The distance between our inklings of apocalypse and the tenor or business-as-usual is so great
that, while we may respect our own cognitive reading of the signs, our response is frequently the
conclusion that it is we, not society, who are insane."

Joanna Macy

“We take refuge in and honour the enlightened ones of the past, present and future, Buddhas who

are seas of noble and endless virtue for suffering sentient beings.”

Zen Buddhist Expression
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Prologue: Emergence of a Planetary Self

To the reader,

I’d first like to describe to you the journey that I have taken in writing this thesis, which has
entailed work in community development, as an activist, as an action researcher, as an academic,
and as a human being at the dawn of the 21* century. Hopefully this short introduction will

provide a better context to understand how this thesis emerged.

I was born into planet Earth in the Christian year 1971. At that time, there were 3.8 billion of us. I
was also born into a nation with great faith in the future, boldly and audaciously creating a
science and technology that would establish the architecture for a new global era. And yet that
same nation was locked into a Cold War struggle against the Soviets and others, engaged in
fighting multiple proxy wars, and furthering its commercial interests and lifestyle priorities to the
exclusion of many of the world’s peoples and ecosystems. This schizophrenic narrative reflected
my own emerging identity, which in the language of my family was ‘Mexican American’ or
‘Chicano’. In school I would learn about how the USA had civilized North America and brought
democracy to the rest of the world, while at home I would learn how the US committed genocide
against Native Americans (of which I was one), and exported imperialism to the far corners of the

Earth.

The locale of my early years also expressed this schizophrenia. Los Angeles epitomized a hyper
industrial, mechanized and consumer oriented culture. Sustained by global trade, ‘good’ weather,
and a vast network of aquaducts displacing water from various parts of the western states, LA
was an island of suburbs constructed and superimposed on the semiarid grasslands, hills and
chaparral of Southern California." And yet this is where an emerging sense of alienation was
born, and where the inklings of intuition moving me towards social and ecological consciousness
began. LA, more than other locales, held the past and the future together in its present with great
tension, multicultural mixing and diversity with segregation, the excesses of industrialisation with
the birth of the post-industrial, consumer culture with counterculture, nationalism and global

consciousness.’

' In many ways best described by Mike Davis in City of Quartz (Davis, 1990)
> William Irwin Thompson as well describes LA as a historical pivot, his reflections reinforcing mine.
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These were the ‘cracks’ that prompted me to deeply question life in LA, and led me to travel
elsewhere. Having completed a BA in Comparative Literature, I eagerly packed my bags and
relocated to Japan. There I was confronted with an ancient culture that I didn’t understand.
Ironically, Japan helped to teach me that I too came from a culture, and I began to question more
deeply what it meant to come from the place and time, California at the end of the 20" century. It
was in Japan where my preconceptions about the world began to unravel in the face of the
empirical evidence before me, both an emotional and intellectual unravelling. As I journaled each
morning reflecting on the short expanse that was my life up until that time, I began to ask
existential questions, such as what was my purpose here, what is important and who was I on this

small planet?

Over the next several years I discovered a number of seeds within myself that were calling to
emerge. I found that I wanted to study the future, though at the time I didn’t know much about
what this meant. I also found that I wanted to express my love and desire to create art and music.
I found that I wanted to not only live in ‘other’ cultures, but as well to learn ‘their’ languages and
ways of life. Finally I discovered I wanted to work in solidarity with a global network of people,

but as well did not really know what this meant.

These new orientations began to manifest themselves with increasing clarity and specificity over
the next several years. Living in Taiwan was another turning point, learning not only about
Taiwan’s culture and languages (and the people’s generosity of spirit), but how it has suffered:
it’s implication in the Cold War struggle, the ecological consequences of rapid industrialisation
and the effects of cultural imperialism. It was in Taiwan where I learned about the ‘Battle in
Seattle’ against the WTO and police brutality against protesters there. I later learned about a
planned ‘World Social Forum’ (WSF) that would bring together people and organisations
struggling to change the global system. I was inspired by the WSF declaration ‘Another World Is
Possible’ and its call for the creation of a ‘planetary society directed toward fruitful relationships

among humankind and between it and the Earth’ (Sen, 2004, pp. 70-71).

I began to study the future formally over the next several years, in Houston, Taiwan and later
Melbourne. Futures Studies taught me about the great challenges we face, of long yet uncertain
time horizons and of great complexity, both in their diagnosis and in their potential resolution,

‘tsunamis of change’ (Dator, 1999) sweeping over diverse demographies; as Slaughter argued,
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they come together to represent a ‘civilisational challenge’ (Slaughter, 2002b). These included
learning about an emerging wealth/health polarisation between peoples (Amin, 1997; Singer,
2002). It also included the threat to the world’s ecosystems (Brown, 2000), the threat of climate
change (Spratt, 2008) and threats to the world’s oceans and forests (Mitchell, 2008). Connected to
this was the emerging potential for resource wars and inter-state rivalry. Another threat was the
globalisation of crime networks and shadow economies in arms trade, child smuggling, illicit
resources, illicit tax havens and drugs (Nordstrom, 2004). This ‘civilisational challenge’ was
manifest in transformations in technology (informational, biotechnological, nanotechnological)
and the need to apply a precautionary principle to their development, as well the revolution in
modes of communications and the challenge of creating ‘global cognitive justice’ (Santos, 2006,
pp- 44-45). I increasingly learned about challenges to democratic institutions and practices and
the disproportionate influence of corporations in dictating policy in many political contexts
(Greider, 1992). Finally, there were challenges to human values, the loss of community,
atomisation and hyper-individualism (Bindé¢, 2004), unsustainable consumerism (Robinson,
2004), and the corporate colonisation of the media-scape and, with this, our inter-subjective life-
worlds (Lasn, 2000). All of this was underlined by a growing understanding of the systemic
nature of the challenges we face. Having read books like Kenneth Boulding’s The World as a
Total System (Boulding, 1985), I began to see how global problems and challenges cannot be

segregated into single issues, they are interconnected in intricate and complex ways.

To be honest, learning about all of these global / futures issues filled me with a sense of crisis,
punctuated by moments of despair and overwhelm and I began to look for ways forward amid this
landscape of challenges. I relate strongly with work done by Macy on despair (Macy, 1991) and
the scholarship done by Hicks. Hicks examined the psychological process of learning about
global / futures issues (Hicks, 2002), arguing we are affected by feelings of despair or frustration
when facing issues that seem too big, too abstract, which can bring on a feeling of powerlessness
and overwhelm, ‘psychic numbing’, avoidance and alienation. He argued we must move
ourselves and students through five stages: cognitive, affective, existential, empowered, and
action-oriented. While not an exact correlate, I experienced these ‘stages’ or dimensions:
overwhelmed by strong emotions, despair, and anger, then grappling with my own identity and
place within this new context of issues and challenges, looking for sources of hope and new
pathways of change and entering into communities and projects that address these challenges.
This process of re-integration has been as fundamental for my own health and wellbeing as it has

been for anyone else or thing that may have benefited from my shift.
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I was particularly concerned about how people in every walk of life and in various locales, most
removed from centres or structure of ‘global’ power, could express agency and enact change in
dealing with the global pathologies and challenges that increasingly affect us, and the structures
that give rise to these pathologies. People across the world’s communities, in just facing their
own ‘local’ challenges, face unprecedented complexity and scale. How does the fisherman off
the coast of India face the threat of global warming and overfishing? How does the Indonesian
factory worker face the impact of IMF mandated structural adjustment programs? How does the
Australian, US or German farmer deal with the cross-pollination or ‘contamination’ of their crops
by neighbouring genetically modified (GM) crops? I was interested in grassroots collective
agency in addressing common global / trans-local challenges and shaping futures self articulated

as just, peaceful and sustainable ones.

This led me toward becoming both an organiser and inquirer within the World Social Forum
(WSF) process. Before I began this thesis, I participated in the WSF and became an organiser for
the local Melbourne Social Forum. I saw social forums as enabling community agency in shaping
a new globalisation, or ‘another globalisation’, and this gave me some faith and hope in our
capacity to respond to the challenges that we face as communities. I carried the hope that I would
be part of the construction of a global movement for social change that could effectively address
the myriad problems that the world is facing today. After this, I embarked on this thesis project
and made the decision to use my experiences in this process as the basis for an inquiry into how
social forums and other alter-globalisation platforms and processes contribute to creating a better
world; to look at social forums communities and network formations as platforms for envisioning
and enacting alternative globalisations, as well as the substance of the visions of these alternative

globalisations.

I quickly found out that understanding both the WSF process and literature on alternative futures
of globalisation was not going to be so easy. On the one hand, I found that the actors,
organisations and people that come to social forums embodied great diversity in their histories,
organisation, practices of enacting change, ideological orientations and their visions for ‘another
world’. The discourses at the academic level for making sense of the WSF process and
articulating alternative globalisations were equally diverse. Trying to define the WSF process
through only one perspective would not do justice to the richness that it represents, as the actors

within the process itself articulate what they do through a variety of perspectives. I found that I
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needed to honour the various ways of knowing which concern themselves with understanding the
WSF process, as well how they articulate a ‘different’ globalisation and I thus began to map
these. I came to see that the composition of the WSF process and the body of literature on
alternative globalisation as a whole was typified by complexity, in the sense of holding or
containing immense diversity within common physical and conceptual space and I began to

inquire into the nature of this complexity.

In the tradition of action research my methodological approach to the investigation was to be an
engaged participant in the process. This entailed both participating in several WSFs, as well as
organising within the Melbourne Social Forum and a number of other projects connected to the
WSF as a process. This fieldwork was a process of immersion into different types of activism and
community development work aimed at both sustaining and enabling networks, groups and
organisations that work to create change. What I hoped to learn was how people in various
communities who want to or who must grapple with 'global' challenges can participate in the
transformation of our world, how popular participation extends agency into planetary issues and
concerns. I aimed to understand how we might create a democratic and participatory planetary
governance, so that global issues are not just the preserve of power and privilege, but the

'unqualified', the local and marginal find empowerment in this new 'planetary' complex of issues.

I entered this thesis to look at how the WSF could provide some answers to these concerns. I
wanted to know what enabled popular empowerment and action for people addressing the global
issues that impact on their locales and hoped the forum process would give me some answers as
well as the practices and strategies for enacting change. I wanted to understand what agency
means for ordinary people in grappling with the complex and often overwhelming challenges

they / we face, and the visions for transformation that emerge through people in it.

My journey of discovery has been both challenging and rewarding, and I invite you to join this

exploration with me. I would be honoured if you would accept.

Jose Ramos

Melbourne May 31 2010
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Chapter One: The World Social Forum Process and Alternative

Globalisation Movement

1.0 Introduction

In this thesis I examine two simultaneous formations, interlinked, which constitute a grassroots
yet global response to planetary crisis: the World Social Forum Process (WSF(P)) and the
development of an Alternative Globalisation Movement (AGM). Together they constitute both a
‘discourse of discourses’, from the academy and many other sources of knowledge, as well as a

grassroots to institutional ‘movement of movements’ response.

The methodology I have chosen is action research, in which I have been actively engaged with
and between actors, in their multiplicity (individuals, organisations, networks, etc), in the process
and struggle to enact change. (I discuss my methodological journey in Chapter Three of this
report). This has provided a window into a variety of projects and processes within both the
overlapping constellations of the WSF(P) and AGM, and into what it means for ordinary people
to respond to global challenges. Within this, I document my own journey, the journey of groups
and organisations I have worked with, and larger processes and events beyond my immediate

relations.

1.1 Scope and Focus of the Research

This research focused on the exploration of alternative futures of globalisation through the World
Social Forum Process (WSF(P)). Taking as a basis the underlying problems associated with status
quo globalisation identified by a wide consensus within the academic community (Applebaum,
2005; Held, 2000b), I decided to focus on the visions, or movements toward alternative
globalisation that are considered viable and preferable. In addition, I wanted to focus on popular
empowerment in constituting such alternative futures, and thus wanted to address the question of

human agency.

The WSF, through its call ‘Another World is Possible’, brings together thousands of groups and

millions of people committed to creating alternatives to neo-liberalism or ‘hegemonic
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globalisation’ (Santos, 2006, p. 6). Thus, the WSF became the object of study, within the larger
inquiry of the grassroots development of alternative futures of globalisation. Yet over time the
WSF as an object of study became more problematic, as it more and more morphed into a number
of (sub)processes between gatherings (events), as opposed to discreet events that seemingly
contain a process (such as open space). Finally, I modified the focus of the study from an ‘object
of study’ to a ‘process’, reconceived as the “WSF as Process’, or WSF(P), and as an aspect of an
Alternative Globalisation Movement (AGM), the latter which can be understood as the ‘telos’ or
direction of the WSF(P), a much broader if not messier conception, yet more accurately reflecting
my experience in the field as well as that of others (Santos, 2006, pp. 46-84, 99). In the next
section I discuss how the WSF(P) and the AGM interrelate.

Some of the questions that have guided this study have concerned: 1) how the WSF(P) operates
(organisational process and dynamics) in respect to enabling social change (see Chapter Four and
Five), 2) the strategies, dynamics and processes by which individuals and collectivities through
the WSF(P) work to create desired social changes (see Chapter Three, Four and Five), and 3) the
alternative futures of globalisation articulated and / or embodied through the WSF(P) (see

Chapter Two, Three, Four, Five and Six).

1.1.1 The World Social Forum

While groups had been laying the groundwork for it for almost a decade, the WSF as an event
began in January 2001, held in Porto Alegre, Brazil. In the tradition of counter-summits, it was a
forum counter-positioned to the Davos World Economic Forum (WEF). It was held at the same
time of year, but contrasted sharply with the WEF. Whereas at the WEF the global business elite
came together to discuss how to further their corporate interests, the WSF was articulated as a
place for those contesting corporate (neo-liberal) globalisation, as well as articulating and
building alternatives to it, to come together. In response to the articulated inevitably of a neo-
liberal future proclaimed by the pundits of corporate globalisation (Friedman, 1999; Fukuyama,
1989), the WSF’s slogan became ‘Another World is Possible’. (For more on counter-summits see

Chapter Four).

By establishing an ‘open space’ methodology, in which those groups interested in holding a
workshop at the WSF could do so, and anyone with an interest could attend, forums swelled with

participants. The WSF began to bring together an ever-widening diversity of groups, from social
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movements, to INGOs, to networks, across a wide variety of themes. In response to the popularity
of the forum, whose attendance seemingly grew exponentially, from 10,000 in 2001, to 50,000 in
2002, to 100,000 in 2003, a WSF charter emerged to give vision and clarity to what the forum
aimed to be and to achieve (see the WSF Charter of Principles in Appendix A). WSFs have
continued to grow in numbers and diversity. The last WSF was held in the Amazonian region in
the city of Belem, Brazil, bringing together over 130,000 people and an estimated 20,000

Amazonian tribes people that spoke in defence of their native forests.

The WSF’s self articulation through the charter was part of the larger development of a WSF
process (WSF(P)). The process aspect of the WSF can be understood as: 1) how the event process
has globalised to various regions, 2) how the WSF methodology has evolved, 3) the emergence of
hundreds of local / regional forums, 4) the WSF’s evolving systems of governance and decision-
making, 5) how the WSF has converged with other actors and processes for local to global
change, and finally, 6) the processes by which social forums facilitate relationships and
collaborations between a myriad of diverse actors. (See Chapter Four for discussion of ‘forum as

process’).

The WSF(P) is thus where popular empowerment, and the popular project(s) for global social
change were investigated. The WSF(P) has embodied a grassroots-to-global response to emerging
challenges faced by communities around the world. It is where people at the receiving end of
global problems, or those advocating for the marginal or voiceless, have gathered and voiced their
concerns, articulated alternative visions, and formulated strategies to achieve these visions. It has
been a platform for communities, organisations, and social movements to come together to form
shared agendas for change. It is where I have researched and studied the processes of peoples and
communities empowering themselves and exercising their agency in addressing the planetary

challenges they (and we) face.

1.1.2 Alternative Globalisation

‘Alternative globalisation’ is an umbrella term for what is still an emerging category of inquiry
and action. It describes both Alternative Globalisation Discourses as well as an emerging
Alternative Globalisation Movement (AGM) (which is the network and constellation of actors
actively contesting and re-shaping globalisation). As discourses AG manifests as articulations and

discourse formations that stem from the sphere of culture (media, academy, discussed in Chapter
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Two and Four) and as a movement AG manifests as actions, projects and social innovations that
carry the intention of ‘world changing’ (which in French is literally the term used for this

movement - alter-mondialiste, discussed in Chapter Four).

I therefore use ‘alternative globalisation’ as an umbrella term which incorporates many actors,
discourses and processes, of world-changing / altermondialiste intent, of which the WSF(P) is a
subset. It includes the development of a broad set of discourses calling for ‘another’, ‘different’
and ‘alternative’ globalisation, as well as the on the ground processes of people enacting social
change. The term is ‘meta’ discursive, a way to enfold a diversity of actors and their discourses
into a totality. This totality, however charted, measured, explored and imagined, is still
developing. The multiplicity of actors and complexity of processes that are part of the WSF(P)

challenge a narrow view of what an AGM is.
1.1.3 Alter-globalisation Movement (AGM)

The WSF(P) and the AGM should be seen in their contexts, part of a broader dynamic and co-

creative process or dialectic, (explored in more depth in Chapter Four).

The network of actors stuggin%agajnst
mrEDrate globalisaton (antalter
lobalisaton) give birth 1o the WESFs to

eép sirengthen and soliciify the stuggle,
and arficulate what they want

Co-construction of the

Altemative World Social Forum Ward
Giobalisation Process and Socal
Alternative Globalisation
Movement Movement Forum
Process

The WEFP expand the scope of actors
engaged in change, as well as gives
vision 1o the plural concems and aims of
the AGM

Figure 1.1: Co-construction of AGM and WSF(P)
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As seen in figure 1.1, the World Social Forum process and the movement for another / alternative
globalisation are co-constructions. One can only be fully understood in terms of the other; the
dialectic between the two is formative. On the one hand, the WSF emerged from various ‘sub-
movements’ within the anti-globalisation movement, some of which had their origins in the new
social movements of the 70’s and 80’s, (including movements for environmental, feminist,
disability rights, sexual rights, international solidarity / human rights campaigns) and the
Zapatista struggle and development of groups such as Peoples Global Action (PGA) (Gautney,
2010); others were based on post-colonial movements, against Western led development projects
and older leftist struggles. Yet, on the other hand, the WSF as a process has facilitated the
movement’s transition from critique (as anti-globalisation) to alternative (as ‘alternative
globalisation’), by bringing together a new depth and breadth of actors calling for another and
different globalisation. This rich and diverse convergence of actors working for a different
globalisation has expanded and re-defined the parameters of what the AGM is against, as well as
what it struggles for. The WSF(P) is therefore frame-breaking in terms of understanding what
such a global ‘movement’ is, and what it stands for. The size and diversity of actors through the

WSEF(P) challenge us to widen our view of what AG means and how it works.

As well, the WSF(P) is not the only world-changing and globalisation-challenging process or
effort, and thus can be looked at as part of a wider AG ‘constellation’ or process. By
acknowledging the diversity within the WSF(P), as well as the diversity of thinking and other
projects for global social change, we come to a fuller appreciation of what AG means today. The
WSEF(P) can be seen as a sub-process within an emerging ‘cosmocracy’ (Keane, 2005, pp. 34-51),
the interlocking set of actor-agents that work on, build, contest and shape the discursive and

practical spaces and places of the global.

Alternative Futures of Globalisation: A Socio-Ecological Study of the World Social Forum Process



WEF

-,

UM __™._ UMN Global Compact

e UMNESCO .,
i Rio / o
i Civius ~ COPENnagen N
; Global !
i institsional __ Reporting
.‘ _ . Innovaion o nifative .
{ Local Social world Sodal " a'g |
i Foums Forums 5
I
i !
Y Make F'u:n'u'erty;'i
“H J— History
5, Counter-summits s
. / \\x‘ s
~.. Ant- Zapatisma”
~.globalisation ,"e
sukgrnit —— Peoples Global o
hopi ggggﬁ{e Action e

- -

Figure 1.2: Alternative Globalisation as Constellation of Actors and Networks

As seen in figure 1.2, the WSF(P) and associated actors can be seen as part of a broader AGM.

Such efforts and processes related to and overlapping with the WSF(P) include: the protest cycle
(Seattle, Genoa, Melbourne, Hong Kong), networks (such as Peoples Global Action), alliances /
coalitions (such as Civicus and Make Poverty History), UN sponsored events and processes (Rio
‘92 to Copenhagen ‘09), as well as projects like the Global Reporting Initiative, all which can be

considered to be efforts at world-altering / altermondialiste.

1.1.4 Discourses for Another Globalisation

Besides those groups and organisations which are engaged in altering globalisation, a number of
very important discourses have both prefigured the AGM, or have emerged along side it. In this
sense those who have critiqued globalisation, and articulated some kind of alternative to what
ever ‘it’ is, can be said to be within the development of alternative globalisation discourses. As
can be inferred, articulations for alternative globalisation have preceded the actual term itself, as
critiques of globalisation and formulations of alternatives go well into history (Galtung, 1971;
Hughes, 1985; Wallerstein, 1983). As well, normative ‘utopian’ and ‘futures’ conceptions for the
world as a totality have preceded both discourses on globalisation and discourses for alternatives

to it (Hollis, 1998; Hughes, 1985; Jungk, 1969; Kumar, 1987; Manuel, 1979; Marcuse, 1970).
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Recent literature, however, is more explicit in articulating alternative globalisations from a
number of perspectives, detailed in Chapter Two, where I discuss the alternative globalisation
discourses that emerge from the WSF(P) in this study. These emerging / evolving discourses are
more specific in indicating globalisation as the primary ontological and discursive space of
contestation at the moment; they are contemporary manifestations of a perennial struggle for
emancipation (as discussed by Holland (2006)). They lead us into a complex space of inquiry, as
different theorists articulate different visions of ‘it’ as a totality from their respective
epistemological dispositions. This diversity of discourses on AG helps to construct this emerging

‘meta’ domain of inquiry.

In this thesis, I use the metaphor of the ‘prism’ to explain this; a prism refracts light into its basic
elements, revealing the spectrum within the most basic of phenomenon. Here, ‘prismatic’ refers
to the characteristic of underlying diversity within apparent unity. The first challenge we are
posed with is that alternative globalisation processes (both as movements and discourses) are
prismatic in their organisational composition. While the underlying diversity to a movement /
discourse / process is not a new phenomenon, and commentators remarked very early on over the
alliance between ‘Teamsters and Turtles’ during the Battle of Seattle (Kaldor, 2000), and later
through the Porto Alegre WSFs, I understand Alternative Globalisation, and the WSF(P) as a
platform for AG, to be fundamentally prismatic in its composition. Therefore, there is no one
discourse or perspective that can be offered to explain either AG or the WSF(P). I thus begin

Chapter Two by examining nine important discourses for Alternative Globalisation.

I examine the WSF as a process and platform for alternative globalisation as an example of
popular empowerment, what some describe as ‘globalization from below’ (Falk, 2004; Kaldor,
2000, p. 105). As to the direction and visions for such popular change, I use the distinction of
‘alternative futures of globalisation’ as a window into its futures, both as they are expressed
through these discourses and as they are embodied in projects and practices (as projects and
movements). The WSF(P) has helped to expand the vision and give clarity to the popular projects
for empowerment and change. Through the WSF(P) we can begin to trace the expansion of an
AGM, and visions for ‘Another Possible World’. And through this, we can speculate about

alternative futures of globalisation that are embedded within this field of social processes.
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1.2 Theoretical Challenges and Strategies

The conceptual challenges in conceiving of, and discussing both the WSF(P) and an emerging
AGM, are considerable. In the process of researching this subject, I have encountered a number
of theoretical challenges. I deal with many of these challenges by drawing on various

perspectives of a socio-ecological nature.

1.2.1 Mapping Territories: the WSF(P) as Inter-Organisational Domains and Counter-Publics

The first challenge deals with how we conceive of various discourses and perspectives to explain
how an AGM and the WSF(P) interrelate as a totality. From within the WSF(P), a diversity of
groups and participants hold different views which both explain the WSF(P) and AG differently.
Participants not only speak different languages in the literal sense, but as well they often speak
conceptually and theoretically different languages. Secondly, a related problem is how, or
whether, we can conceive of an overall movement for another globalisation, when the WSF(P)
itself is characterised by such extreme diversity, with participants numbering in the millions and
with tens of thousands of organisations, most with little or no opportunity to form relationships
with the rest, and under no single formal organisational banner (such as a party membership
based association). This is further compounded by the ambiguity of the term global civil society
(GCS), and the way the WSF Charter (and various discourses) locate the social forum process as
a gathering of GCS.’ In its widest articulation, GCS can include right wing groups and alliances,

sporting clubs, and knitting circles. (This issue is addressed in Chapter Two, section two.)

The way this is dealt with in this thesis is through developing an approach that conceives the
WSEF(P) as related to non-neutral inter-actional ‘domains’ or ‘publics’. In the language of Trist
we are dealing with ‘inter-organisational domains’, which emerge to deal with ‘meta-problems’
that single organisations cannot handle alone. He argued: ‘Inter-organizational domains are
functional social systems that occupy a position in social space between the society as a whole
and the single organization’ (Trist, 1979, p. 2). These inter-organisational domains form the
community / field that comprise social forums. Domains on one hand create social forums as

semi- ‘referent organisations’ that further the shared interests of the inter-organisational domain,

? The WSF Charter of principles specifies in point 5: ‘The World Social Forum brings together and
interlinks only organizations and movements of civil society from all the countries in the world, but it does
not intend to be a body representing world civil society.
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and on the other, once a ‘referent organisation’ as forum has been created, it expands the scope of
actors and networks in the domain, widening it. Each one of the diverse forums that have been
held in over 100 cities around the world represents the manifestation of an inter-organisational
domain specific to that geo-graphic region, while sharing in the development of a planetary

domain expressed through the WSF(P) as a totality.

Following the work of Weber, I use the term ‘counter public sphere’ to avoid the notion that
forums exist as neutral spaces for a gathering of civil society. They must be specified as
politically charged spaces in which groups come together to address common interests for
transformational change (Weber, 2005). The WSF(P)-AGM complex can be described as a
variegated yet emerging counter public sphere of planetary scope and scale (Juris, 2004; Reitan,
2006; Santos, 2006; Smith, 2008). This is in contrast to references to (global) civil society, which
as seen in the next chapter, is employed by a variety of discourses and which carry numerous

meanings, (see Chapter Two, part one).

Social forums are described in this thesis as event processes which provide a basis for existing
associational networks to come together to form better relationships, understandings and
collaborations toward enhanced mutual efficacy. I argue, at the most fundamental level these
emerging ‘counter-public spheres’ represent ‘social ecologies of alternatives’ (SEAs) comprised
of diverse organisational forms and perspectives, where actors find strength, meaning and
solidarity through relating and building bridges across differences, and potentially collaborating.
Forums do not mysteriously create the basis for such social ecologies, but rather facilitate and
support their development into stronger relational and collaborative systems, processes and
domains / publics. The common thread that brings actors and organisations into forum spaces is
the desire to inter-relate among those articulating and developing ways of being, thinking and
practicing that run counter to dominant modes of existence. By extension, forums are a direct
challenge to the cultural, political and economic fabric of the status quo. Far from a neutral civil
society, the socio-ecological domains which forums make visible are brought together through
their contestation and challenge of dominant publics, and can thus be understood as counter-

publics. (Discussed in Chapter Two, section two).

1.2.2 Mapping Ecologies: Analytic Strategies for the Challenge of Diversity

The second major theoretical challenge presents itself in an inverse relationship to the first, in the
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diversity of actors within the WSF(P)-AGM. Attempts (such as this one) to visualise, map, frame
or stabilise the WSF(P)-AGM as a totality, need to be problematised and tempered by a socio-

ecological appreciation for the diversity, complexity (and contradictions) that exist among actors.

For example, understanding what agency means within the WSF(P) is not strait forward, as social
forums have pronounced themselves as platforms for world changing / altermondialiste, yet have
equally disowned the role of the vanguard, and declined a representative (peak body) function,
deferring such responsibility to forum participants and organisations. We are faced with the
question of how the immense variety of forum participants create change, inside and outside of

forums, and what agency means for an AGM generally, given its size and diversity.

Secondly is the interrelated nature of structure and geography. While the WSF(P) has articulated
itself as a privileged space for GCS, standing apart from capital and the state, it not only has
implicated itself in specific forms of capital and state support (Bramble, 2006 p. 289; Gautney,
2010), but in addition to this, actors within the WSF(P) use available structures of power to
transform dominant cultural, political and economic (and other) structures. In addition to this is
the ‘planetary’ geography of forums, which exist in a variety of geo-graphic contexts. This begs
analysis of the uneven yet planetary ‘geo-structural’ dimensions of the forum process, and its

implication into diverse structures.

Thirdly, the challenge of diversity concerns how different actors within the WSF(P) conceive of
the stories of their struggles differently, not necessarily locating it in relation to neo-liberalism,
many narratives reach far deeper in time, and employ alternative themes to articulate a
meaningful story of their struggles. This, as well, relates to the heterogeneous definitions and
periodisations of globalisation within established alter-globalisation discourses. ‘World-changing’
means quite different things depending on either the discourse and the actors. While this thesis
does not extensively use macro-history, how the current era (as globalisation or other) is rendered

in historical terms is foundational to an understanding of AG.

Finally, the challenge of diversity includes understanding what futures means, in a WSF(P) that
disowns the teleology of (end of history) developmentalism and monologic of a singular future.
The sheer volume of voices and the complexity in the convergence of proposals, visions and

alternatives makes understanding this challenging.
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To construct a way in which to conceptually hold together this diverse complexity within the
WSF(P), and address the above concerns, I develop an analytic approach in Chapter Two, part
three that then runs through the thesis. To use another metaphor, the analytic approach I develop
is a type of ‘vessel’, to contain the ‘prismatic’ diversity of perspectives and processes which the
WSF(P) embodies, as well as analytically move through various aspects of this diversity in this
investigation. This ‘vessel’ is a framework that allows for an investigation of key dimensions of
both discourses for alternative futures of globalisation, my account of the WSF process, and the

accounts that emerged in the fieldwork I have been engaged in.

1.3 Summary of Chapters

In the next chapter I offer some of the conceptual foundations for understanding this area of
inquiry. I begin by looking at discourses for alternative globalisation. To begin to understand the
WSF(P)-AGM complex, we must begin with the discourses that help frame the debate. I thus
look at nine models for AG. I then develop a constructivist understanding of embodied cognition
and the WSF(P) epistemology, which shows the way in the WSF(P) expresses its positions in
relation to neo-liberal globalisation. I further develop the idea of the WSF(P) as domain
development, in particular as counter public sphere. I develop the explanatory and analytic
framework used throughout this thesis, based on five interrelated windows that address socio-
ecological dimensions of the study. These five dimensions are: of cognitions (knowledge systems
and epistemic considerations), of actors (and their expressions of agency), of geo-structures (the
structural coupling of geography with political-economy-culture), of histories (‘ontogenies’ /

histories of becoming), and of futures (aims, visions, teleologies, and prefigurations).

In Chapter Three, I discuss the methodology I have used in this research project. I begin by
explaining the disciplinary domains the research has drawn from: Critical Futures Studies,
Critical Globalisation Studies and Community Development, and the trans-disciplinary basis of
the inquiry. I provide some epistemological grounding interests in scholar activism. I explain the
initial design of the research, which was instrumental in identifying and developing ‘Alternative
Globalisation’ as a key discursive domain. I go on to explain my approach to field research,
informed broadly from the Action Research tradition. I discuss the approach and process I have
used in documenting the field research, forming textual accounts. Finally I discuss the various

groups I have worked with and the accounts themselves.
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In Chapter Four, I set the historical context for the thesis. I trace the historical origins of the
WSF(P) by looking at the key factors that led to its development, the hegemonic context of neo-
liberal globalisation which the WSF was an initial response to, and the history and social
processes of the actors that form much of the initial tapestry of the WSF. I then examine the
processes by which the WSF was invented, including what it was intended to do, and its birthing
experience. Next, I explore the processes of innovating a WSF, including factors that have led to
its success, and ways that it has been modified and transformed by stakeholders, constituents and

participants. Through this I describe the emergence of a WSF as process — the “WSF(P)’.

Chapter Five of the thesis analyses the projects and processes I’ve been part of. The analytic
framework developed in Chapter Two is used to shed light on dimensions of the accounts: 1) the
agency of actors, 2) their cognising processes, 3) the histories that they embody, 4) the futures
they struggle for and represent, and 5) the geo-structures they are implicated in. I analyse each
account and correlate across the accounts looking for patterns and insights. Using this framework
I analyse five accounts: the Melbourne Social Forum, Plug-in TV, Oases, Community

Collaborations and the G20 Convergence.

In Chapter Six I return to my original concerns. I ask, what are the possible futures for a WSF(P)
and what implications does this have for the AGM? I develop four scenarios that help to integrate
and synthesise many of the questions, tensions, concerns and issues that run through this thesis.
These scenarios and the concluding discussion aim to contribute to a broader understanding of

themes that emerge in the thesis project.
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Chapter Two: A Theoretical Framework for Social Complexity in the

Alternative Globalisation Movement

In the last chapter, I introduced the idea that the WSF(P) and AGM have co-evolved, and while
the WSF(P) is a subset of the AGM, and many other processes exist that can also be considered
world-changing / altermondialiste, the WSF(P) has in particular transformed our vision and
understanding of the scope and constitution of this AGM. In this chapter, I first identify and
analyse the discourses which provide the ideational direction for another globalisation. I then
build upon this by developing an understanding of the relational domains within which the AGM-

WSEF(P) co-construct makes better sense.

Before I begin to explain the core theory and frameworks for this thesis, however, I need to offer
a caveat in respect to the process by which Chapter Two came to be in the first place. Positivist
approaches to research often posit the need to, up front, put forward a hypothesis that explains the
phenomenon under study. Theory is positioned before fieldwork, and fieldwork is then supposed
to test, verify, modify or falsify it. This thesis, as an Action Research study, departs from this
research ‘convention’ or ‘orthodoxy’, because fieldwork and theory generation / hypothesising
walked hand in hand throughout the project. Moreover, many of the theories used were not
exogenous to the phenomenon (theories from without the WSF(P) explaining it), but rather
endogenous to the phenomenon (theories generated by those within the WSF(P) explaining it and

themselves).

Literature review, theory generation and fieldwork have been synchronic processes. Through this
I have moved through multiple iterations in my attempts to understand and explain the WSF(P),
and therefore theory is somewhat layered. Thus, while this chapter positions theory up front, this
is not the result of a traditional literature review, but rather the tail end of a long iterative process
of attempting to understand and explain the WSF(P) and AGM. This theoretical framework could
just as well have been positioned at the end of the thesis as the results of the fieldwork. As
‘organic theory’, connected to my ongoing experience, observations and attempts to explain this
experience over the course of the project, there will be ‘echoes’ in various parts of this chapter
that were generated at different points for various purposes. In an attempt to bring various layers

of theory together and integrate them into a more coherent body, I have brought them together
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here.

Part one of this chapter presents nine discourses for alternative globalisation. These discourses
were uncovered during the course of the project, from the very beginning to the very end, and can
be considered, from a certain perspective, an aspect of the ‘findings’ of the research. They are
presented in this chapter, however, to allow a sharper view of how AG is theoretically conceived,
and which allows us to use them to shed light on other aspects of the thesis. These include: 1)
Post-Development, 2) Reform Liberalism, 3) Cosmopolitanism, 4) Neo-Marxism 5)
(Re)localisation, 6) Networked Globalism, 7) Engaged Ecumenism, 8) En-Gendered

Globalisation and 9) Co-Evolution.*

In part two of this chapter, I develop the foundations for how we might understand the WSF(P) as
an embodied associational formation. I introduce the epistemological and ontological foundations
of this theoretical framework, drawing on the theory of ‘embodied cognition’, and linking this to
the Gramscian terminology of hegemony and counter hegemony. I draw an outline for how the
inter-organisational domain(s) of the WSF(P) contribute to and re-constitute an AGM as ‘counter-
public’. I go on to discuss the tensions it holds between the drive toward communion or unity and
drive toward diversity and autonomy. I follow this with an explanation of how this dynamic

process forms the ‘engine’ in the production of what I term ‘meta-formations’.

In part three of this chapter, I explore the socio-ecological characteristics of the WSF(P)-AGM,
examining aspects of its great complexity and diversity, and exploring five key dimensions of it:
cognitions, agencies, structures, histories, and futures. This lays the groundwork for an analysis

of the WSF(P) (Chapter Four) and analysis of the accounts from the fieldwork (Chapter Five).

2.1 Discourses for Alternative Globalisation

In the research I have conducted within the WSF(P), nine discourses or traditions stand out and
have been identified which extensively argue and / or articulate alternative globalisation futures.

This is not to assume that other categories or distinctions are not possible, one could develop

* Discourses are presented as ideal type models derived from ‘patterns’ and used to develop the conceptual
language for alternative globalisation. They are not reflective of the complexity of the thinking among the
authors that may contribute to them. While I cite certain authors as particular expressions of these models,
the work of authors is far more nuanced than what is rendered here.
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alternatives, and different taxonomies. The purpose here, however, was to draw out general
features and patterns which have emerged through my study of the WSF(P), which will then

provide the opportunity to correspond with the field research, linking theory with practice.

Toward Normative Futures of Globalisation

When I first began to identify discourses and literature for alternative globalisation, I relied on a
number of authors, who conceptualise globalisation in starkly different terms, with no single
‘taxonomy’. Held and McGrew’s discussion on ‘globalists’ and ‘sceptics’ was important in
identifying some key features in this study. Globalists are those who believe that globalisation is
real and that it represents a significant shift into a new era (Held, 2000b, pp. 1-45). This opened

up a pluralist view of AG as:

The globalist analysis gives equal status to other dimensions of social activity....a
differentiated or multi-dimensional conception of globalisation reflects a
Weberian and / or post-Marxist and post-structuralist understanding of social
reality as constituted by a number of distinct institutional orders or networks of

power. (Held, 2000b, p. 6)

The globalist view also supported the development of a ‘prismatic’ lens, as globalisation
processes unfold through ‘different tempos, with distinctive geographies, in different domains’,
and acknowledges ‘the particular spatial attributes of globalisation’ through different processes.
In addition to their commitment to exploring normative futures for globalisation, which is central
to this study, they also argue for a socio-historical analysis of global change, locating
contemporary issues within a longue duree, long term change and ‘world historical development’,

which is also central to this study (Held, 2000b, p. 6).

As I moved deeper into the literature, I began to develop an appreciation for how different
discourses frame globalisation and AG depending on the academic traditions from which they
come. Baylis and Smith, from an international studies / relations perspective, give a rather
conservative overview of the literature, dividing conceptions of globalisation into three schools:
the Realist, Liberalist and (marginally) World Systems perspectives (Baylis, 1997). In Sklair’s
account of schools of globalisation, he describes four approaches to globalisation research, World

Systems Theory, global culture, global polity and society, and global capitalism (Sklair, 2002).
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While Sklair’s account overlaps with Baylis and Smith’s in the mutual inclusion of the world
systems perspective, there is a stark contrast in the differing ‘taxonomy’ of globalisation as
research and knowledge traditions. Scholte offers a three-part conception of orientations toward
globalisation: neo-liberalism, reformism and radicalism (Scholte, 2000, pp. 284-285), however
what is left out of this framework is the qualitative nuance in various discourses. Mittelman, on
the other hand, argues there are fours ideological positions in globalisation discourses: centrist
neo-liberalism, reform neo-liberalism, historical materialist transformism, and development

transformism (Mittelman, 2004b, pp. 50-55).

While these authors helped to orient this study, I have been focused on identifying AG through
the WSF(P), and this has meant that fieldwork was as much part of discourse identification as

was literature review. Over the course of this research I have pieced together those discourses for
alternative globalisation that have emerged from my study of the WSF(P) - nine discourses for
AG. This approach follows in the footsteps of Critical Globalisation Studies (CGS), a
multifaceted dialogue and critique of discourses and processes of globalisation (explained in more
detail in Chapter Four) (Applebaum, 2005; Mittelman, 2004b, p. 40; Robinson, 2005b). As
explained by Mittelman, CGS can include: ‘professional and lay theorists, intellectuals who
prefer the contemplative life and scholar-activists alike... not wedded to any single worldview.
There is no universal agreement on how the critical conception should be understood or what

characterizes it’ (Mittelman, 2004a, p. 219).
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Agency Structure History Future Cognition
Localisation Behavioural Ecosystems / bio De localised life Re-localised and Deep ecology /
change, new regions / through industrial autonomous systems;
practices and communities / revolution and communities; post sustainable
projects; commons; diversity | globalising markets | growth society; loss | communities;
community action (economic, cultural, of diversity; indigenous
ecological) equitable society; knowledges
precautionary

Neo-Marxism

Class for itself;

Productive forces

Stages of capitalist

Socialism; universal

Empiricism, critical

counter hegemonic | (exploited by expansion; human rights; history; organic
block with help of Transnational Development from worker democracy, | intellectuals vs
organic intellectuals | capitalism) ‘class in itself” to democratised false consciousness
‘class for itself’ institutions
Cosmopolitanism | Interacting (Inter) state power | Westphalian dead Cosmopolitics; Kantian
institutions / law end, development Democratic human Cosmo-centric
State, NGO, civil society of the state and community; global academic
business, etc and indiv. rights governance for
communities planetary problems
Post- Autonomous Geo-political Colonialism and Post colonial; End Critical, post
Development innovation through | influence conquest to self of poverty; colonial ;
community Community determination and universal literacy; epsietmology of
development development / internal Broad development; | global south (de
empowerment development community, sousa santos)
spiritual; health
Reform The innovation of Economy From servitude to High level science, Economism
Liberalism individuals; Policy Civil society economic and technology and Liberal realism
mechanisms to Body politic political freedom; innovation to solve Social democratic
support poor; Aid; | Empire (Falk) development of problems; surpluses
reform of markets and re-distributed as
institutions economic systems mitigation of
problems;
MDGs
Global Networks Self organising ICT, CMC, global From Fordism to Exodus or flight Deleuzian
diverse resistance networks, internet, post Fordism; from capitalism; Complexity theory
P2P production relational web, Material to creation of and systems
Action ecologies noosphere immaterial autonomous pro-
production; sumer worlds; free
culture; common
knowledge regimes
Engaged Satyagraha and non | Transcendent Scriptural Unity of the family Hermeneutic
ecumenism violent direct action | spiritual reality Metaphorical and of humankind Critical
Moral community allegorical Eschatological Perennial
Apostolic Narratives
(En)gendered Savings, building Gendered, Patriarchy, Partnership society, | Gendered,
globalisation webs of solidarity, structural violence, | gendered global transcending embodied,
local alternatives, exploitation of system, survival of the standpoint theory,
contesting surplus present historically situated
hegemonic visions (re)productive value
Co-evolution Design, technology, | Gaia, species, Evolutionary Co-evolution to Geo, Bio, and
consciousness €OSmos inter-species Anthropo-logical /
sustainability Evolutionary
Sciences

Table 2.1: Overview of Alternative Globalisation Discourses
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An overview of the nine discourses is offered in table 2.1. I first examine post-colonial
development alternatives, which have challenged the Western development model, revealing it to
be an expression of geo-political power, and which argue for endogenously formed development
alternatives. Second I examine ‘reform liberalism’, the most conservative of the alternatives,
which puts forward a reform agenda in terms of the global economy, but does not challenge its
underlying structures. Third, I look at ‘cosmopolitanism’, a discourse concerned with the
development of global civil society, which puts forth a universal moral agenda based on global
democratic rights and responsibilities. Fourth, I examine neo-Marxist literature and proposals,
which offer succinct analyse of the ideological and structural dimensions of wealth, power and
class polarisation, and offer socialist globalisation as an alternative. Fifth, I examine localisation,
a more recent development, which aims to rebalance political power, economic production, and
cultural priorities from the global to the local. Sixth, I look at engaged ecumenism / spiritual
activism as a key dimension of alternative globalisation, as it is articulated by progressive
religious orders from around the world. Seventh, I look at network globalism, which features
networked and peer-to-peer production and collaboration as a key alternative. I conclude this
chapter with a discourse I term ‘co-evolution’ that draws from futures studies, and the

evolutionary sciences of anthropology, biology and geology.’

> Two notable emerging discourse formations within the AGM are not included in this chapter: the
globalisation of Indigenous (and untouchable) struggles and autonomism (or anarchism). Concerning
Indigenous alter-globalism, the WSF(P) has been a key platform through which both Indigenous peoples
and related ‘un-touchables’ co-articulate the racial-caste basis of global economic exploitation. At the 2004
Mumbai WSF, (Indigenous) untouchability was discussed by Indian, African, Japanese and other
representatives. At many other forums, including in Melbourne, Indigenous struggles have featured as a
critical voices of change. Likewise, the conflict between Indigenous people’s territorial claims and
ancestral lands and trans-national corporate efforts at expansion, in particular for mineral exploration and
exploitation, has led Indigenous peoples to be at the forefront of the struggle against corporate
globalisation. This is not expressed as an abstract global struggle, but as specific defences of the localised
basis of a people’s eco-sufficiency and livelihoods. Indigenous world-views and perspectives on
knowledge, nature and society offer a significant contrast to modernist visions, which should be
acknowledged, discussed and included in conversations on alternative globalisation. Yet, in this study,
given the great diversity between Indigenous people across the world, it has been difficult to generalise and
abstract Indigenous alter-globalism as a singular ‘discourse’. While there are parallels with the re-
localisation discourse and the work of the International Forum on Globalisation, as well as Salleh’s (2009)
discussion of a ‘meta-industrial class’, emerging Indigenous alter-globalism is left to other future studies.
Likewise, autonomism is an important AG discourse: among the protest movement, as critique of the
WSEF(P), as an important source of counter-forums, and as contrast to neo-marxism. As discussed in
Chapter Four, many of its advocates have excluded themselves from the WSF(P). While autonomists
weave themselves through aspects of the WSF(P), rendering an ‘autonomist’ discourse was not attempted.
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2.1.1 Post (or Alternative) Development

Practices of colonialism were supported by theories of economic development first developed by
Adam Smith (Campbell, 1997, pp. 41-43), later buttressed by an ideology of white superiority,
supported by pseudo-scientific theories of racisms (Inayatullah, 1997a, pp. 68-75), and resting on
‘Rise of the West’ assumptions that would later be turned into ‘development’ models (Marks,
2002, pp. 1-20, 150). A common assumption here presupposed the West helping otherwise
backward nations and peoples to advance, ideas reinforced by 19th century social theorists
(Campbell, 1997; Inayatullah, 1997a). Such ideas drew strength from the idea of ‘progress’, for
example August Comte’s idea of the march of knowledge, and later notions of material and
economic progress (Scharmer, 1997). These ideas were further underpinned by a worldview
which saw the non-Christian world living in sin - the West’s role to save the savages from

themselves (Sardar, 1993). Nandy calls this the ‘social-evolutionist model” in which:

Africa, Latin America and Asia, they are supposed to be societies on a particular
trajectory of history ... they are all supposed to be trying to be in the future what
Europe and North America are today. So, in that sense, technically there are no
options open to them in the future. They are today what Europe was in the past;

tomorrow they will be what Europe is today (Ramos, 2005b).

As a challenge to this, the post development discourse subverts the historical view that the West
has progressed through stages into the most advanced form of civilisation. For much of the world
(India, China, Indonesia, etc), colonialism ended relatively recently and the collective memory of
the colonial experience is that of being ‘de-developed’ and economically exploited by the West
(Marks, 2002; Sardar, 1993; Zinn, 2003). Historians like Marks turn this ‘Rise of the West’
conception of history on its head. For him the so-called ‘rise of the West’ is better understood as
conquest, theft and genocide on a grand scale, which allowed the West to ‘de-develop’ the non-

West, gaining key advantages in trade, technology, and transport (Marks, 2002).

After colonialism, ex-colonial countries or de facto spheres of influence (such as Latin America
under the ‘US backyard’ policy) attempted to develop economic autonomy from their ex-colonial
masters, through dependency economics which advanced import substitution as a pathway toward

economic development. Projects for Southern development emerged, such as the United Nations
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Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) which articulated a New International
Economic Order (NIEO), as well as the birth of the non-aligned movement (NAM). In this
context, led by the US, the West offered ‘development’ assistance to the global South. However,
this was often the economic carrot, and proxy war or assassination the political stick, that formed
parts of a strategy of containment (of socialism) and the extension of influence (of liberalism and

capitalism) (McChesney, 2004).

Factors in the post WWII period, under the shadow of the cold war, helped to rupture faith in a
top down, Western led developmentalism. A ‘neo-colonialism’ became increasingly visible, with
the US’s role in imposing a corporate-capitalist development, against other models, enforced
through CIA initiated proxy wars, clandestine economic influence and political assassinations
(Nelson-Pallmeyer, 2001). The US military-industrial complex as well became part of a proxy
war system, in which so-called development aid was linked to military assistance to support
favourable regimes (Galbraith, 1994, p. 180). Yet Western led development was not simply the
application of an economic model, or just ‘containment’, but part of a strategy of domination.
Military aid was entwined with a US military strategy of expansion to enforce economic interests
(Johnson, 2004, pp. 255-281). Aside from the great costs of military expenditure and aid, huge
debts were incurred by Southern nations through development economics inspired projects.
Perkins goes so far as to argue countries were deliberately encouraged to accumulate
disproportionate debts that could not be paid, as a form of geo-political control and an extension
of economic influence (Perkins, 2004). Overall development was increasingly seen as a way of
prying open third world economies for the benefit of large multi national corporations
(Newfarmer 1984, Radice 1975 in Boulet, 2007) as well as a form of cultural imperialism, the
imposition of Western technocratic / capitalist values upon the rest of the world (Wolfgang Sachs

1992 in Boulet, 2007).

The unfolding of the Western development approach laid the foundations for many of the
problems targeted in the alternative globalisation movement, such as the massive debt burden
suffered by many poor nations (Lernoux 1982 in Boulet 2007; Millet, 2004), the lack of
accountability by international institutions like the IMF and WB, and the green revolution, which
would have cascading ecological impacts (Shiva, 2000a). Bello eloquently charts the history of
the post WWII landscape in the struggle for the governance of the world economy, how the North
(G7) and South (through the UN) struggled over decades for the institutional apparatus to set

global economic policy, and the nature and direction of this development (Bello, 2004). The
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advent of neo-liberalism, (explored in Chapter Four), would deepen the crisis. For many countries
the application of structural adjustment programs (SAPs) would be a form of ‘de-development’
and re-colonisation (Bello, 1996). Many countries would transform their mixed economies into
export oriented ones, wrecking havoc on agriculture and ecosystems (Shiva, 2000a), accumulate
enormous debts that could not be easily repaid (Millet, 2004), and compromise their capacity for
food security and sovereignty. While the ‘Asian Tigers’ and New Industrialised Countries (NICs)
were used by development economists to show how they escaped from economic deprivation
through hyper-industrialisation, they were supported economically through this period by the US
(in its struggle against communism), used command economy models at odds with neo-liberal
theory, and presided over large scale environmental destruction and social displacement

(Goldsmith, 1996; Synott, 2004, pp. 167-172).

Alternative development thinkers see development as taking dynamic and plural forms. The
Western development approach is seen as obsessively reductionist in its bias for economic
growth, supporting the development of infrastructure (airports / roads), energy (dams), and trade.
By contrast alternative development thinking opens up many areas to development: health,
community, peace, food security, ecological health, citizen participation / engagement, public
space. Our fundamental ‘being-ness’ has many aspects to it, mutually considered when invoking
development as a goal. Neef’s distinctions in Human Scale Development are a good example,
where he uses categories such as subsistence, protection, affection, understanding, participation,
idleness, creation, identity, and freedom, to distinguish fundamental needs and satisfiers
(Seabrook, 1993, pp. 186-192). He distinguishes between ‘pseudo-satisfiers’ like economic
aggregates which purport to explain but cloud understanding of human needs, from ‘single
satisfiers” which offer instrumental solutions, to ‘synergic satisfiers’ which are considered
fundamental to human wellbeing (Seabrook, 1993, p. 187). This does not completely deny the
role of economic development, but rather qualifies it in a much broader view of what it means to

‘develop’.

With respect to agency, in alternative development thinking social change is initiated from within
communities, endogenously, or at least in equal collaboration with external agents. The history of
power relations between the West and non-West (or between proxy developers / ruling elites and

their peripheries) has meant that it has been the agency of the West that has won out in the model
of development. In contrast to this, an alternative development approach emphasises the

importance of the local stakeholders in any decision-making process. Power differentials are
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fundamental to the question of who develops what, and how. Development projects need to
emerge as part of human needs that a community identifies for itself as a worthy goal and aim,
not by outsiders who claim a community ‘lacks’ one thing or another. Agency can also be
understood in Freirian terms, as a process of conscientisation toward collective action (Freire,
1970; Freire, 1973). It is not conceived of in individual terms, as renegade innovation and the
achievement of individual security and private attainment (as per the US inventor myth of Edison,
Bell, etc). Broad and Cavanagh argue extensively that the alter-globalisation movement is
fundamentally a movement about transforming development, characterised by a shift away from

the power of the institutions of neo-liberalism, and toward grassroots and citizen agency, which:

prioritize the fulfilment of people’s basic social, economic, cultural and political
rights. They measure progress in terms of the improved health and wellbeing of
children, families, communities, democracy and the natural environment....
[which] involves the redistribution of political power and wealth downward.

(Broad, 2009)

Alternative development problematises the cultural projections occurring through ‘development’,
and seeks to open up alternatives, global South, and local visions of development. The
epistemology of alternative development challenges the ‘diffusion model’, in which ‘scientific’
and ‘expert’ knowledge, created in universities and poly-technics, is then diffused into society
(for example industrial agriculture), as embodied in modernisation theories such as that of Rogers
(1995). The linking of expert science with technology with development, which is then exported /
imposed from above on so-called ‘under-developed’ peoples is seen as a dangerous misuse of
power as well as a mis-representation of reality. In respects, Participatory Action Research, an
approach to research which makes primary the knowledge and experiences of those working to
‘develop’ themselves, embodies the epistemology of alternative development (Borda, 2002, p.
33). The expert from their university is no longer privileged with sole authority; rather it is the
local participants, in their own inquiry into development in their terms, which become legitimate
and authoritative knowledge. In this way a mono-cultural development is pluralised into many

heterogenous development approaches.

Alternative development thinkers call for a new ethic to development. One important aspect of
this is to shift from ‘development on’ to ‘development with’. For example, Goulet is concerned

with a development ethics, looking at the means by which development is conducted, its manner
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and appropriateness, as opposed to an exclusive focus on the ends. By coupling a commitment to
ethical reflection with development, a development which puts ‘human enrichment’ first could be

achieved:

The essential task of development ethics is to render development actions humane
to assure that the painful changes launched under the banners of development do
not produce anti-development, which destroys cultures and exacts undue
sacrifices in individual suffering and societal well being, all in the name of profit,
an absolutized ideology, or some alleged efficiency imperative. (Goulet, 1995, p.

27)

George argues, from a ‘critical development studies’ vantage point, an epistemological ethics —
the imperative is to make explicit key assumptions and value positions, to lay bare the underlying

interests at work in development:

I’'m not competent to judge whether a truly detached, neutral stance can exist in
mathematics, but I'm quite sure it can’t in economics, sociology or political
science. In the name of “neutrality” or “objectivity”, one usually gets the pre-
suppositions and the ideological framework of the reining paradigm. In our case
at the current moment, this will be the neo-liberal worldview...The responsibility
of critical intellectuals is to make explicit these pre-suppositions and visible this

ideological framework... (George, 2005, p. 6)

A number of authors provided an understanding of the violence of cultural projections in the
context of post-coloniality, and the power relationships that manifest through development
theories (Nandy, 1992, 1999; Ramos, 2005b; Sardar, 1993). An important part of this is to see
how superiority and inferiority play out through the imposition of the ‘social evolutionist’ model.
Thus in the alternative development discourse many have called for ‘decolonising the mind’, to
deal with how the psychological dynamics of colonialism, humiliation / humiliator and inferiority

/ superiority, can be addressed, or as Thiong’o argued:

The effect of a cultural bomb is to annihilate a people’s belief in their names, in

their languages, in their environment, in their heritage of struggle, in their unity,
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in their capacities and ultimately in themselves. It makes them see their past as

one wasteland of non-achievement... (Thiong’o, 1981)

In this vein, Sardar writes that the ‘future has been colonised’, the image of the future as
corporate globalisation and neo-liberalism has become so pervasive that, throughout the world, no
other future is possible (Sardar, 1999b, p. 9). In challenging a monolithic development vision, he
argues we must reject the teleological projections of Western development, and proponents and
pioneers of development alternatives must articulate the possibility of many futures, and many
experiments with development. It is possible for each and every country, and region, to follow
distinctive paths of development that reflect a people’s particular values and visions (Sardar,
2003, pp. 312-317). Escobar rearticulates this as a rejection of the abstraction of global policy,

and appreciation for the living alternatives that already exist in their local manifestations.

there are no grand alternatives that can be applied to all places or all
situations...One must then resist the desire to formulate alternatives at an
abstract, macro level.. the nature of alternatives...can be most fruitfully gleaned
from the specific manifestations of such alternatives in concrete local settings.

(Escobar, 1995, pp. 222-223)

2.1.2 Reform Liberalism

In sharp contrast to the alternative development discourse, which seemed to have been swept
aside by the onrush of ‘globalisation’, the highest profile advocates for an alternative
globalisation do not seek comprehensive social change or transformation, but rather a reform of
existing features of the neoliberal system, and can thus be considered ‘reform liberals’. For
Scholte reformism seeks modest change which shifts the emphasis from economic development
to socially oriented public policies through sub-state, state and supra-state mechanisms (Scholte,

2000, pp. 284-285).

Mittelman distinguishes between centrist neo-liberalism and reform neo-liberalism. Centrist Neo-
liberalism no longer advocates one model (such as the Washington Consensus) for each and every
country. It also acknowledges that globalisation creates winners and losers, and marginalises
some groups, and accepts a role for the state in the provision of services. However, like orthodox

neo-liberalism, it still argues that economic integration produces greater prosperity overall
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(Mittelman, 2004b, p. 50). Mittelman sees this as the current view of the World Bank.

Reform neo-liberalism, represented for example through the work of Stiglitz, Sachs, Soros and
Krugman, takes issue with centrist neo-liberalism and the institutions that convey these ideas,
arguing that, overall, global economic integration does not automatically lead to prosperity
(Krugman, 1996; Sachs, 2005; Soros, 1998 ; Stiglitz, 2002). These authors argue for a general
need to reform global institutions like the IMF and World Bank to make them more accountable
and transparent, and to create mechanism that can moderate the excesses of the global system
(Mittelman, 2004b, p. 51). Another variant on reform neo-liberalism might be considered the
concept of the Third Way, popularised by Giddens (2003). As well, even though Friedman is
often vilified by the left for pioneering neo-liberalism through the Chicago School of Economics,
he later came to criticise features of the operation of the global economic system (Mittelman,

2000, p. 233).

In many respects reform neo-liberalists trace their lineage to Keynesianism, or more broadly to an
approach which believes that economies and markets should be regulated, taxes should be
(somewhat) re-distributive, and governments should be (somewhat) interventionist in staving off
economic problems that lead to social ills, and to promote economic policies for social goods. In
its simplest form, markets don’t work well left completely to their own devises, and require smart
policy interventions for markets to be at the service of society, and not the other way around
(Stiglitz, 2002, p. 11). Stiglitz is the clearest example of this lineage. In his version of economic
development, key Bretton Woods institutions like the IMF and WB were initially conceived with
Keynesian assumptions, or as Stiglitz argues: ‘“The IMF was founded on the belief that there was
a need for collective action at the global level for economic stability...” (Stiglitz, 2002, p. 12). In
his view the IMF was created to prevent the possibility of another great depression, by reducing
the risk that countries would fall into depressions and later protectionism (precipitating a domino
effect and global depression), by providing support as liquidity to stimulate aggregate demand,
and to boost employment (Stiglitz, 2002, p. 12). As well, the focus of the WB was officially the

eradication of poverty, and WB development projects were initially conceived in this light.

As Stiglitz argues, with the elections of the Thatcher and Reagan administrations in the UK and
US, the policy orientation within these institutions was radically altered from a Keynesian model
to a neo-liberal one. The key feature of the neo-liberal approach was structural adjustment

programs (SAPs), jointly promoted by both the World Bank and International Monetary Fund.
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SAP ‘conditionalities’ meant that developing countries that wanted WB support were required to
accept IMF conditions on loans. SAPs required developing countries to make structural
adjustments to their national economic governance, by lowering trade barriers, slashing
government spending, (with the goal of eliminating government debt through strict fiscal policy).
The WB and IMF became instruments for integrating economically weaker and smaller
developing countries into a free market trade model, what came to be known as economic

globalisation (Stiglitz, 2002, pp. 13-14).

The key ontological assumptions within reform neo-liberalism reflect a mix of classical economic
assumptions together with Keynesian ones, in the changing context of globalisation. Markets are
still seen as fundamental, something that cannot and should not be fundamentally tampered with.
Sachs, before his make-over as a ‘Professor of Sustainable Development’ at Colombia University,
was best known for his role in introducing ‘shock therapy’ capitalism into Latin America
(Bolivia), Eastern Europe and Russia, which led to societal disintegration, anarcho-capitalism and
the rise of the ‘oligarches’ (Gray, 1998 pp. 144-145). Friedman’s analysis of Soviet society, for
example, provided the argument that the Soviet Union survived as long as it did because black
markets emerged out of necessity to do what the state had outlawed. Markets are not social
constructs, they are an intrinsic feature of any society (Friedman, 1980, p. 10). As well Stiglitz
may be highly critical of the functioning of global economic institutions, and may propose reform
of these institutions, but economic competition is still central, and ‘the agenda is to stabilise
global capitalism’ (Mittelman, 2004b, p. 52). Along with functioning markets comes economic
liberalism, the liberty of individuals to make economic decisions. The Schumpeterian engine of
transformation within economic liberalism rests upon this ‘creative-destruction’ brought about by
human inventiveness and entrepreneurialism, the ability to harness scientific and technological

developments in bringing forth economic innovation (Harris, 2009, p. 412).

Reform liberalism includes a variety of economic perspectives (Keynesian and post Keynesian),
which are highly specialised areas of training, largely based on quantitative research, but resting
philosophically on liberalism. There can be no doubt that it is a place for experts only. Krugman,
for example, reserves nothing but distain for what he considers ‘pop’ economists (Krugman,
1996). For him, non-economists are meant to be seen and not heard. Stiglitz expresses a greater
degree of openness through his Initiative for Policy Dialogue, which brings together social
scientists from around the world to discuss policy alternatives (Mittelman, 2004b, p. 51). Overall

economic decisions are too fragile and important to leave to the market alone, or in the hands of
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ordinary people, although they must include the value of people’s own micro-enterprise successes

and failures.

As the expert orientation of this group might indicate, agency resides in economic and social
science expertise, in the reform or innovation of institutions, and the development of policies that
can regulate and control economies, and deliver better social outcomes. Soros advocates for
reforming the very finance system he profited from (Soros, 2000), as well as supporting political
democratisation through his Open Society Institute. There is also a large role for aid, to deliver
programs for the poor parts of the world, for example by supporting the UN Millennium
Development Goals. Corporate social responsibility can also be seen as a key avenue for change
(Collier, 2005), an extension of this is seen through the UN Global Compact despite its
contradictions (Capdevila, 2008 ). The importance of economic, or financial contributions, be
they individual, corporate or national, are emphasised, taking to the streets in protest, and the role

of people’s movements are largely ignored.

One criticism is that the reformist goals of this group do not challenge the status of global
capitalism as a system, but rather (re)stabilise it through addressing the concerns that Robinson
and Sklair argue are central to the crisis of capitalism, class polarisation (the exploitation of the
majority of the world’s peoples), and the destruction of the environment (Robinson, 2005b, p. 14;
Sklair, 2005 p. 55). Capitalist globalisation is still the future, and is still expected to produce
shocks along the way, but better policies to regulate capital and taxes for re-distributive justice
through aid can alleviate extreme poverty. The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) are a
key expression of efforts to address extreme poverty through aid. Unfortunately the goal is not
the end of poverty itself. ‘Sustainable development’ is the vision, by balancing economic
concerns with environmental ones, but does not challenging the underlying causes of our eco-

social crisis.

2.1.3 Cosmopolitanism as Alternative Globalisation

Cosmopolitanism has become a powerful current in the development of alternative globalisation
discourses. Cosmopolitanism springs from strong moral intuitions. In the simple terms it
describes ‘the view that all human beings have equal moral standing within a single world

community’ (Hayden, 2004, p. 70). It is a moral-normative conception which gives direction to a
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number of variants (For example see Binde (2004)). Hayden writes that ‘legal cosmopolitanism
contends that a global political order ought to be constructed grounded on the equal legal rights
and duties of all individuals’ (Hayden, 2004, p. 70). There are also descriptive accounts which,
by contrast, focus on the way planetary governance is being constructed as ‘cosmocracy’ (Keane,

2005) “civil society going global’ (Kaldor, 2003) or as ‘sub-political” agency (Beck, 1999).

Cosmopolitanism as a discourse reaches as far back as ancient Greece. As McGrew explains, the
philosopher Diogenes saw himself as a citizen of the world, with the Greek stoic philosophers
later developing the idea that every person is both a citizen of a locality by birth, as well as a
citizen of a world community (McGrew, 2000, p. 413). The philosopher Immanuel Kant later
developed European cosmopolitan thinking in the context of his 1795 essay ‘Project for a

Perpetual Peace’. This came to inform a number of neo-Kantian articulations of cosmopolitanism.

As Held argues, at its core cosmopolitanism is based on the idea that, ‘human beings are in a
fundamental sense equal, and that they deserve impartial political treatment... [cosmopolitanism]
is a moral frame of reference for specifying principles that can be universally shared’ (Held,
2000a, p. 401). This view does not put the individual at the centre of global politics (in an
exclusively self-interested way) but rather re-articulates the individual as part of a global polity
with new rights and obligations. The notion of ‘autonomy’ within cosmopolitan discourse implies
a participation in a greater whole: ‘‘the ‘self’ is part of a collectivity or majority enabled and
constrained by the rules and procedures of democratic life... and entitlement to autonomy within

the constraints of community’ (Held, 1995 p. 156, Quoted in McGrew 2000, p413).

The free association of people, and its political expression, provides the basis for individual
autonomy, and reciprocally democracy forms the framework from which individuals freely
associate: ‘members of a political community — citizens — should be able to choose freely the
conditions of their own association...their choices should constitute the ultimate legitimation of
the form and direction of their polity. A ‘fair framework’ for the regulation of a community is one
that is freely chosen’ (Held, 1995, p. 145). Cosmopolitanism thus implies a new (global)
autonomy in a new polity, in particular autonomy for the socially excluded in a planetary polity

capable of re-distributing rights and power.

Cosmopolitan discourse sees history primarily as the shift from pre-national (Imperial) political

organisation to a national(ist) (Westphalian) state. Most recently (through globalisation) entry
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into a post-Westphalian world is implied (i.e. a planetary stage of political governance). The
crystallisation of a Westphalian model of statehood, and subsequent challenges to this model, can

be seen as historical landmarks.

The Westphalian model refers to the treaty of Westphalia of 1648, which ended the 30 years war,’
which is considered to be the historical origin of the state system in the West. This state system
developed in Europe over the past three centuries, and later spread across the world. For Held,
such a system has a number of features. For example ‘sovereign states recognize no superior
authority’, with ‘differences settled by force’, and with each state having absolute jurisdiction
over ‘law making, settlement of disputes, and law enforcement’ and in which ‘minimal rules of
co-existence exist’ between states (Held, 1995, p. 74). The Hobbesian inspired concept of the
Westphalian system of states is conceived as an anarchical system: ‘A war of ‘all against all’ is
taken as a constant threat, since each state is at liberty to act to secure its own interests unimpeded

by any higher religious or moral strictures’ (Held, 1995, p. 74).

With the aftermath of WWII and the creation of the UN system, despite the cracks that began to
show in this absolutistic concept of statism, the re-entrenchment of the sovereign rights of great
states through the UN system continued, with only mild modifications. Yet, as certain
cosmopolitan writers argue, the challenge to the absolute concept of sovereignty has accelerated
within a new era of globalisation. There are a number of problems associated with globalisation
which the nation state is failing to effectively address. Held cites as examples: ‘global financial
flows, the debt burden of developing countries, environmental crisis, elements of security and
defence [and] new forms of communication’ (Held, 1995, p. 268). He argues that ‘the hierarchical
structure of the states system itself has been disrupted by the emergence of the global economy,
the rapid expansion of trans-national relations and communications, the enormous growth of
international organisations and regimes, and the development of trans-national movements and
actors - all of which challenge its efficacy’ (Held, 1995, p. 268). Held and McGrew refer to this
as a ‘political deficit’, whereby ‘democracy, regulation and justice’ escape states’ abilities to
enforce an accountability of its actors: ‘As regional and global forces escape the reach of
territorially based polities, they erode the capacity of nation states to pursue programmes of

regulation, accountability and social justice in many spheres’ (Held, 2000a, p. 401).

¢ 1618-1648 AD

Alternative Futures of Globalisation: A Socio-Ecological Study of the World Social Forum Process



46

The knowledge foundations of cosmopolitanism are based on the Kantian moral principle of a
human community and polity of mutual concern and care. Other cosmopolitan thinkers like
Santos build upon this principle by addressing issues of social exclusion as it is manifested
through re-presentation, justice and globalisation. Santos specifically argues that for global justice
to be possible, we must create the possibility of global cognitive justice (Santos, 2006, pp. 44-45),
and shows how the WSF(P) offers the possibility of recognising the diverse experiences and

epistemologies of the Global South.’

Cosmopolitanism is both analytic and normative. Cosmopolitanism is a deeper reflection on
historical geo-political change that links analytical work with normative advocacy. McGrew
writes ‘It is both a reflection on the contemporary historical condition and also constitutive of it’
(McGrew, 2000, p. 415). Held argues it promotes ‘theorist as advocate, seeking to advance an
interpretation of politics against countervailing positions... [creating]... the possibility of a new

political understanding’ (Held, 1995, p. 286).

The key ontological assumptions that recur in cosmopolitan discourse concern a division of social
structures and the roles they play. In specific terms a tripartite division or distinction between
three spheres is often used: the political, the civil and the economic (Held, 1995, pp. 271, 279,
286). The political sphere is seen in formal terms, as the expression of concrete representation
and governance. Civil society is seen as the aggregate of the complex associative interweaving of
people from within a polity. Thus for some a healthy polity / democracy is underpinned by a
healthy civil society which is not undermined by non-associative influences — e.g. corporate
media, corporate political influence (Edwards, 2004). In some accounts, the economy is seen as
an aspect of civil society, as it is also based on freedom of association. Most accounts, however,

define the economic sphere as separate.

Transposing such notions onto the global stage, we can translate these divisions as global
governance (or lack thereof), global civil society, and the global economy. These spheres together
comprise systems of influence and power. Cosmopolitan thinking is concerned with the fair

distribution of this influence and power (Held, 1995, p. 267):

7 Santos is a good example of a scholar who straddles multiple discursive frames, cosmopolitanism,
Gramscian neo-Marxism, subaltern / post-development, etc, showing the dangers of identifying authors
with discourses. Many exhibit creative syncretism that moves through multiple discourses.
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The global order consists of multiple and overlapping networks of power
involving the body, welfare, culture, civil associations, the economy, coercive
relations and organised violence, and regulatory and legal relations. The case
for cosmopolitan democracy arises from these diverse networks — the different
power systems which constitute the interconnections of different peoples and

nations. (Held, 1995, p. 271)

The futures outlook of the cosmopolitan discourse has both descriptive / analytical and normative
dimensions. Some argue that cosmopolitan writers confusingly blur the distinction between
normative and descriptive accounts (Roudometof, 2005). Keane argues that ‘Cosmocracy’ is an
emerging empirical phenomenon, describing the development of planetary governance (which is

at once ad hoc and full of ‘clumsy institutions’ (Keane, 2005, pp. 34-51).

Falk considers a post-Westphalian scenario inevitable, and distinguishes between dystopian post-
Westphalian scenarios, unrealistic scenarios and desirable ones that are possible (Falk, 2004, pp.
26-28). Generally the normative thrust of the cosmopolitan vision aims to articulate the creation
of a ‘transnational, common structure of political action’, ‘a global and divided authority system —
a system of diverse and overlapping power centres shaped and delimited by democratic law’

(Held, 1995, p. 234).

In sharp (but not incommensurable) contrast to localisation discourse, the territorial ordering of
power flows ‘downward’ from the global to the local implying: ‘the subordination of regional,
national and local ‘sovereignties’ to an overarching legal framework...but within this framework
associations may be self governing at diverse levels’ (Held, 1995, pp. 233-234). Or as McGrew
writes, ‘it proposes the end of sovereign statehood and national citizenship as conventionally
understood and their re-articulation within a framework of cosmopolitan democratic law’

(McGrew, 2000, p. 414).

Both Falk and Held maintain that a post-Westphalian order does not eliminate the State in a stage
like transformation, but increasingly marginalises it from above (through global governance).
Especially for Falk, the normative direction of cosmpolitanism and the marginalisation of the
state system draw energy from ‘globalization from below’, grassroots movements to address the

pathologies of state and corporate power (Falk, 2005, p. 29).
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A cosmopolitan outlook sees agency as unjustly distributed, in some cases with oppressive
statism, and in other cases with the neo-liberal displacement of the state by finance capital and
trans-national corporations. A goal then is the just re-distribution of political agency (read as
influence). For Falk the engine and energies for this transformation are to be found among some
anti-globalisation forces pushing for ‘another globalisation’ from ‘below’, as well as high
powered international civil society actors, (an example being the grassroots to institutional
development the Rome Treaty for the ICC), and social democratic elites (Falk, 2005, pp. 19-20).
Alternatively, in Beck’s notion of sub politics, social movements are fundamental in exposing the
contradictions in late industrial society. In particular Beck shows how industrial societies’
manufacture risk by institutionalising a diffusion of innovations which have un-intended and un-
imaginable consequences (Beck, 1999, p. 67). Beck sees transformed and enhanced public
participation in what have otherwise been seen as state and ‘expert’ level issues. The public

sphere is empowered to act as an ‘open upper chamber’ (Beck, 1999, p. 70).

2.1 .4 Neo-Marxism as Alternative Globalisation

Neo-Marxist theories, which explore and articulate alternatives to status quo globalisation, vary
greatly. It might also be said that neo-Marxism has influenced so many spheres of inquiry and
social theory, as to render generalisations difficult. Here I outline some prominent neo-Marxist
discourses which apply to the topic of alternative futures of globalisation. I have identified these
as World Systems Theory, Global Systems Theory, and associated neo-Gramscian visions of a
global (counter hegemonic) civil society. The following explanation of neo-Marxism as
alternative globalisation will proceed by way of contrasting these related but different branches of

neo-Marxist alternative globalisation discourse.

World Systems Theory (WST) pioneered the conceptual link between capitalism (and its
alternatives) and world-historical dimensions of social analysis. As Sklair argues, WST
prefigured globalisation discourses, influencing early critical conceptions of globalisation (Sklair,

2002, pp. 40-41).

From the 1960s on, writers such as Wallerstein, Chase-Dunn and others developed WST into a

large body of scholarly work (Chase-Dunn, 1999; Chase-Dunn, 2005; Wallerstein, 1983). By
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contrast, Global Systems Theory (GST) is much newer, emerging in the mid 1990s through the
work of scholars such as Robinson and Sklair (Robinson, 2004; Sklair, 2002). GST shares key
features of WST, and possibly owes some of its intellectual foundation to WST; however, the two

diverge on certain key points (Robinson, 2004, pp. 8-9), which will be briefly explored.

The foundational structures that WST and GST describe are different in significant ways. In the
WST conception, the world system is founded on statist structures, divided between core, semi-
peripheral and peripheral nations which are locked into a global struggle for power and resources.
As with previous epochs in the history of capitalism, the modern system is a ‘stratification
system’, ‘driven primarily by capitalist accumulation and geopolitics in which business and states

have competed with one another for power and wealth’ (Chase-Dunn, 2005, p.46).

While earlier conceptions of WST were biased on the importance of the inter-state system (and
statist empires in the capitalist process of dispossession and ‘primitive accumulation’, or
conquest), more recent accounts acknowledge the importance of globalising capitalist interests

along side nationalist capitalist interests (Chase-Dunn, 2005, pp. 48-50).

By contrast, GST argues that nationally based capitalist structures of influence have been
fundamentally superseded by the process of capitalist globalisation (Robinson, 2004, pp. 11-14).
In such a conception of capitalist globalisation, the inter-state system no longer produces the
conditions for capitalism. Rather, the inter-state system is conditioned by the interests of capitalist
globalisation. Capitalist globalisation is maintained and extended through trans-national practices
which operate in three spheres: the economic (through TNCs), the political (through an emerging
trans-national capitalist class (TCC) and the cultural (the culture-ideology of consumerism)

(Sklair, 2005 pp. 58-59).

Therefore, while WST emphasises a historically evolving capitalism punctuated by inter state
rivalry, GST emphasises the new conditions within a capitalist globalisation, and the collusion

between various spheres of power toward its maintenance.

WST and GST also differ in their respective conceptions of history. WST is inspired by the
longue duree of Ferdinand Braudel (as a gradual world-historical unfolding of social, political
and economic change, starting from the first, or mercantile, era of capitalism). It sees the

capitalist system as following the rise and fall of empires, from the beginnings of European
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expansion in the 16th century, to the present era of ‘globalisation’. The present era of
globalisation is seen as a manifestation of US hegemony, the latest empire within the historical
development of the world capitalist system, fated to end as did all others (Chase-Dunn, 2005, p.
48). For WST the ‘globalisation’ discourse is hyperbole - recent historical shifts are a matter of

degree and not seen as a fundamental shifts (Chase-Dunn, 2005, pp. 49-50).

GST’s periodisation of history, on the other hand, conceptualises the development of capitalism
in qualitative terms. Robinson, for example, sees four fundamental epochs in the development of
capitalism: first, the early emergence of colonial / mercantile capitalism from the 16th to 18th
century; secondly, the era of classical capitalism that coincided with the industrialisation of
European empires in the 19th century; thirdly, the rise of corporate monopoly capitalism and
consolidation of a world market and nation-state system to the late 20th century; and fourthly, the

development of capitalist globalisation from the 1970s onward (Robinson, 2004, pp. 4-5).

Robinson argues that a shift has occurred from previous epochs of ‘extensive expansion’, in
which more and more peoples and nations were brought into the orbit of the capitalist system, and
‘intensive expansion’, the current epoch of capitalist globalisation in which the vast majority of
peoples of the world are already within the capitalist system, and it is the degree of integration, or
subjectification which is at issue (Robinson, 2004, pp. 6-7). The end or completion of extensive
expansion, and the acceleration of intensive expansion, corresponds to the migration of capital
from the nation state to a global de-territorialised sphere from the 1970s onward. As Robinson

writes:

nation-state capitalism — entered into a crisis in the 1970s, precipitating a period
of restructuring and transformation. Capital responded... by ‘going global’. This
allowed it to break free of the constraints that had been imposed on profit

maximisation by working and popular classes and by national governments in the

preceding epoch of Keynesian capitalism. (Robinson, 2004, p. 148)

The GST explanation of neo-liberal globalisation rests upon the Marxist-Leninist theory of
imperialism. Here, theories of neo—imperialism were based on the notion that even after formal
colonialism, capitalism would need to expand into new territories for markets, labour, and
resources, as older ones were exhasted. This gives rise to the ‘globalisation as imperialism’

school (Sklair, 2002, p. 30). From this perspective, the interwar period (between WWI and
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WWII) was merely an interruption in the general trend toward the expansion of the capitalist
system globally. Keynesian social democracy in the West, Communism in the East and
Dependency economics in the South only restrained or slowed the overall trend. As Harvey
argues, capitalism would be forced to find new geographic locales of accumulation, bursting from
the limiting constraints of the industrial nation-state. The new mode of global production thus
precipitates exploitation through new mechanisms of accumulation by dispossession which

become more systematically globalised (Harvey, 2005, pp. 93-94).

Neo-Marxism’s epistemic foundations are heavily influenced by the Italian neo-Marxist historian
Gramsci. Gramsci conceived of the scholar-activist which he termed the ‘organic intellectual’,
who would situate oneself in the struggle for emancipation among oppressed people. The organic
intellectual ‘is a product of an emergent social class, which offers that class some self
consciousness in the cultural, political and economic fields’ and ‘is the link between philosophy
...and working people ... unites theory and practice and what is more, is the central unifying
force that facilitates the development of an historic bloc’ (McNaughton, 2005, p. 39). Itis
organic intellectuals who are key to challenging hegemony through the ideological-cultural

struggle for the hearts and minds of ordinary people, thus enabling social transformation.

For Robinson the organic intellectual embodies a reflexivity which allows him or her to see social
reality as historically contingent, to ‘not accept the world as we find it as being in any sense
natural’, distinguishing the relationship between knowledge and power and understanding
located-ness in the production of knowledge. This individual asks: ‘whose mandarins are we?’
(Robinson, 2005b, pp. 13-14). This question of reflexivity then sets up a ‘preferential option’ in
which the organic intellectual is at the service of ‘the needs and aspirations of the poor majority
of humanity for whom global capitalism is nothing short of alienation, savagery, and

dehumanisation’ (Robinson, 2005b, p. 14).

The Gramscian conception embraces civil society as the primary location for social
transformation. Cox, for example, locates the possibility of change within a global civil society.
The dimensions of exploitation under globalisation link workers, peasants and indigenous people,
reformulating what it means to conceive of a counter hegemonic historic bloc (Cox, 2005, p. 118;
Robinson, 2004, pp. 168-170). Agency in this way is expressed through the ‘war of position’, in
which the conditions for an alternative hegemony are laid through intellectual-cultural labour,

undermining the legitimacy and credibility of a hegemonic political block from within.
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Other neo-Marxist accounts take a somewhat sceptical view of civil society (Axford, 2005 pp.
187-191; Robinson, 2005a; Sklair, 2002, p. 315), but retain the importance of culture and
ideology as a source of leverage in social change. Thus Sklair sees the transitional path to a
socialist globalisation through replacing the culture ideology of consumerism with a culture
ideology of human rights (Sklair, 2005 p. 62). The development of a counter hegemonic block is
still seen, in many accounts, as a primary road to social transformation. In this view a diversity of
struggles and social movements, without a ‘common political platform’ will suffer from inherent
weaknesses or limitations on action’ (Chase-Dunn, 2005, p. 54). Developing a unified platform is

a necessary leveraging which can allow ‘anti-systemic’ movements to be successful.

In this view political power must be wrested from power holders, and this means going beyond
‘the initial phase of protest, education, and networking’ to enter into a position of political
negotiation with the neoliberal power structure...” (Chase-Dunn, 2005, p. 54). Most neo-Marxist
accounts, including WST and GST, reserve a special importance for the agency of grassroots
social movements and struggles to enact change (Chase-Dunn, 2005, pp. 53-54; Sklair, 2005 p.
62; Wallerstein, 2004b).

Whether or not these movements are successful, what is central is the transformation of class
consciousness into a globally coherent, self conscious movement for social transformation. For
Sklair, a vision of socialist globalisation is not a rejection of all structures associated with
globalisation, but a transformed agenda emphasising human rights and social responsibilities.
This includes a ‘revival of the local economy, renegotiation of foreign debt, local economic
expansion, community control over the local economy, increased wages, an economy driven by
producers and consumer cooperatives, democratic unions of producer-consumer cooperatives and

a culture-ideology of human rights on a global scale’ (Sklair, 2002, p. 311).

2.1.5 Localisation as Alternative Globalisation

Localisation or re-localisation has become a powerful current of thought in the debate around
alternatives to economic globalisation. Recent proponents of localisation include the International
Forum on Globalisation (IFG) who, over the past 20 years, has published various texts in, and
brought together dozens of leading thinkers of, this discourse (Cavanagh, 2003; Mander, 1996,
2005). In addition is the New Economics Foundation (NEF) (Boyle, 2003) which came out of the

Alternative Futures of Globalisation: A Socio-Ecological Study of the World Social Forum Process



53

TOES summits (Schroyer, 1997). Hines gives the most elaborated argument for localisation

(Hines, 2002).

The term ‘localisation’ or ‘re-localisation’ is only the most recent and popular version of an
intellectual movement which goes back to the 1950’s, and which also draws upon ancient
traditions for inspiration. Kohr’s (1957) The Breakdown of Nations is given as the first instance of
such theory formation - an attack on the gigantism he experienced in the wake of WWII (Simms,
2003, p. 4). Schumacher is also cited as an important influence for Small is Beautiful (Simms,
2003, p. 3). Mumford’s (1964) The Myth of the Machine may also be seen to be an early example
of the critique of gigantism as manifest in technology and urban planning. The Club of Rome’s
Limits to Growth questioned assumptions regarding the sustainability of economic growth in a
world system. Daly linked key localisation concepts (i.e. subsidiarity) with a post growth, steady-
state vision of a global economy (Daly, 1977; Daly, 1994). Illich is also credited as a contributor
for Energy and Equity (Simms, 2003, pp. 5-6). Sale is significant as one of the pioneers of bio-
regionalism (Sale, 1996). Goldsmith has been an important contributor to the field, in particular
through his critiques of industrialisation and calls for de-industrialisation (Goldsmith, 1988).

Shiva has linked localisation with cultural and ecological diversity (Shiva, 2000a, 2000b).

The foundational categories of localisation include scale, diversity and energy. Scale is
foundational to localisation, its importance seen in a number of ways. Gigantism, or the
domination of the global over the local, is seen as one of the primary causes of harm to the world;
this can be through mega merger derived corporate monopolisation, to over sized development
projects pushed by the WB, or the ‘over-application’ of a-contextual knowledge by ‘experts’ on

‘locals’.

Different scales express distinct properties; sensitivity to the scale at which decisions are to be
made is central. From the point of view of governance, subsidiarity establishes a model of
decision-making based on territorial size. Decisions should be left to the most local, smallest unit
practical, and only ascending to a larger scale of governance when effective governance is no

longer possible at smaller scales (Cavanagh, 2003, pp. 107-120).

Diversity is another fundamental category. Heterogeneity of plant and animal species, cultures
and knowledges is seen as fundamental to a healthy world. In this view, the homogenisation of

culture, knowledge, and species is aberrant, a violation of basic principles of sustainment. The
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principle of diversity can be contrasted with what Hawthorn considers ‘contextlessness’
knowledge (Hawthorne, 2002, pp. 30-31); the view that there is knowledge (universal), goods
(standardised), norms (ethical principles of the good society) which stand above the particular and
are applicable and preferable across many or all domains. By contrast, ‘context’ grounds different
expressions of knowledge, biology, economy, community as time-and-place specific, and suitable
and appropriate, adapted or generated from local and specific instances, which gives them
coherence with(in) their environments (Hawthorne, 2002, p. 110). Development and governance
should be ‘bio-regional’, proceeding within regions based on its distinctive eco-systemic and

cultural characteristics (Sale, 1996).

Energy may also be considered a fundamental category, as localisation discourse is deeply
concerned with the use and sustainability of energy. Daly, for example, has long argued for a
steady-state economy. This economy does not need to constantly grow, does not rely on energy
from non-renewable resources, and can sustain itself in-perpetuity from renewables (such as the
energy from the sun) (Daly, 1977). A key problem, argues Daly, is the production of too much
energy, which is then used to exploit and process resources, overwhelming the bio-sphere’s

capacity to absorb such waste through ecological sinks (Daly, 1996).

The localisation discourse fundamentally challenges a belief in universal truths applicable in all
places and times. The Western system of knowledge is seen as ‘a local tradition which has been
spread world-wide through intellectual colonisation’ (Shiva 1993 p10, quoted in Hawthorne,
2002, p. 96). Knowledge is seen to be an expression of ‘systematic’ power (Hawthorne, 2002, p.
65) used for social control and influence. So where are we to find legitimate knowledge?
Knowledge is seen to be that which works in many different contexts, for many different types of
people, in a diversity of ways. Cultural diversity is seen as intrinsically good, a carrier of the
diversity of knowledge systems, the dignity of people, and practically valuable (Hawthorne, 2002,
pp- 106-107).

In addition to its locality, knowledge can also be ancient. Norberg-Hodge chronicles the life of
the Ladakh of Tibet, showing how this culture has developed knowledge that has enabled them to
sustain themselves in the face of a very harsh environment for hundreds and hundreds of years
(Norberg-Hodge, 1992). Shiva documented how local Indian agricultural knowledge of seed
varieties and farming have proved far better long term for farmers than industrial farming

approaches introduced by the West (Shiva, 2000a). Localisation affirms the value of knowledge
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systems that have proven their worth over time, with particular deference to those sustainable

cultures that know best how to live without the aid of energy intensive industries.

The Bretton Woods Agreement (that ushered in an era of US hegemony) is a foundational
moment for localisation theorists in conceptualising history. The agreement, which created
GATT, the IMF and WB, is viewed as the origin of the current global system. GATT would lead
to the formation of the WTO, and the development of a global (and globalised) economic system.
The WB would fund mega development projects across the world, and the IMF would push
growth oriented policies (Cavanagh, 2003, p. 18). As Cavanagh argues, the offspring of Bretton
Woods:

are bringing about the most fundamental redesign of the planet’s social,
economic, and political arrangement since the Industrial revolution. They are
engineering a powershift of stunning proportions, moving real economic and
political power away from national, state and local governments and communities
toward unprecedented centralisation of power for global corporations, bankers,
and the global bureaucracies they helped create, at the expense of national
sovereignty, community control, democracy, diversity and the natural world.

(Cavanagh, 2003, p. 19)

Localisation proponents argue for establishing a global commons, that which should be the
heritage of all people, what should not be bought and sold. Conceptually, it is that which all
people depend on, and which all people cannot live without (Cavanagh, 2003, p. 63). As the IFG
write: ‘some commons may be thought of as global, such as the atmosphere, the oceans, outer
space.... Others may be thought of as community commons: public spaces, common lands,
forests, the gene pool, local innovative knowledge with respect to medicinal plants, and seeds that
communities have developed over centuries’ (Cavanagh, 2003, pp. 81-82). According to
localisation advocates, these should be ‘off limits’- especially for corporations who threaten such
commons through privatisation and patents. This position is not a new one. The UN Charter (in
the 1960’s) developed the concept of a ‘common heritage of mankind’ which ‘exclude[d] a state
of private right of appropriation over certain resources and permit[ted] the development of those
resources, where appropriate, for the benefit of all, with due regard paid to environmental

protection’ (Held, 1995, p. 86).
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The localisation discourse also contains consideration of what futures are preferred. Much of the
literature acknowledges that current rates of consumption are not sustainable, and ‘sustainable
growth’ is considered an oxymoron (Daly, 1996). While authors such as Hamilton argue for a
post-growth model, Daly has argued for a ‘steady state’ economy, and Goldsmith has advocated
de-industrialisation (Daly, 1994; Goldsmith, 1988; Hamilton, 2003). The dual issues of peak oil
and climate change are exemplary, as the era of cheap transport, industrial agriculture (with its
high energy inputs), and cheap energy are seen to be almost over - the price of a carbon intensive
global economy will become unsustainable. In addition, the future must be constructed through a
‘precautionary principle’ that limits the introduction of a ‘practice or product [that] raises
potentially significant threats of harm to human health or the environment’ (Cavanagh, 2003, p.
76), which can be seen to have important correlates with Beck’s discussion of the production of

technological ‘risk’ (Beck, 1999).

The localisation view is not antithetical to national governance, but its vision is to devolve
governing powers to the smallest scale possible, so that people have maximum decision-making
power within their local settings. Subsidiarity entails redistributing power based on scales of
governance; it is an attack on the aggregation and concentration of power and wealth seen in the
latter half of the 20th century. Corporate globalisation, through the work of global institutions
such as IMF, WB and WTO, is seen to strip people of decision-making power, both politically

and economically.

Citizen social movements opposing corporate globalisation are invoked by some (Cavanagh,
2003, pp. 13, 56-59; Korten, 1999) as examples of where to look for agency.8 The political ideal
is active participation, taking back democracy through direct and engaged involvement in
community and world. Agency can also mean community action or empowerment as an
alternative to corporate globalisation, for example replacing WalMart type economic systems
with farmers markets where foods are locally sourced (or through other cooperative systems).
The personal dimension of agency entails becoming a local producer of a variety of possible
things, foods, services, goods, skills, knowledge / education — replacement for dependence on
global and industrial systems / processes. Behavioural changes (for example buying local, and
riding a bike) are seen as ways of de-coupling oneself from an energy intensive global lifestyle.

The mega scale global economy, made possible by our collective surrendering of productive

¥Notable was the International Forum on Globalization’s deep involvement in supporting the Seattle ‘99
protests - from fieldwork.
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energies and capacities, can be reclaimed through local community initiatives. Every small
project and step adds up to a great movement toward re-localised cultural and ecological

sustainment.

2.1.6 Networked Globalism

An increasingly influential approach to understanding and articulating alternative globalisation
expresses a vision of transformation through trans-nationally networked actors riding an

information technology revolution.

At its heart is a conception of global social transformation predicated on the emergence of post-
industrial network societies using Computer Mediated Communication (CMC). Through such
technologies, an alternative globalisation movement-process operates in a de-territorialised, trans-
national and global sphere. As such, we have seen the emergence of a multiplicity of actors inter-

linked in collaborative processes.

Castells is foundational in giving definition to this school of thought. His study of social
movements shows how networks, enabled by CMCs, are foundational in their structure and
operation (Castells, 1996). Regardless of their social values, which span from the fundamentalism
of al-Qaeda, the reactionary racism of the American militia movement, or the anti-capitalism of
Zapatistas struggling for indigenous justice, these new movements are enabled and structurally

coupled to CMCs and the network capabilities they make possible (Castells, 1996, pp. 71-156).

While it is the values and goals of people that form the basis of the type of network, for him, the
fundamental unit is the network itself, which allows for a broader accommodation of diversity
(Castells, 1996, p. 147). In reflecting on the ‘alternative globalisation project’ (Castells, 1996, p.
161), (which he also terms the ‘Global Justice Movement’), he argues that what binds this
movement is the vision ‘toward alternative forms of democratic representation’ (Castells, 1996, p.

156), as well as the counter-logic of the ‘anti-globalisation movement’:

The contradictory diversity of the anti-globalisation movement would make it an

impossible collective actor, except under the condition of its existence as a
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network. This is why the movement is the network, and this is clearly distinct from

being a network of movements. (Castells, 1996, p. 156)

The idea of a movement as network is a dramatic ontological departure from other conceptions of
movement (seen in their discursive variety in this study). What enables radical diversity to
become an identity is the horizontal logic of networks. In a similar fashion, Chesters refers to (in
Deleuzian fashion) a ‘plateaux’. These are the limited spatial-temporal points where networked
actors form new collective existences, and collaborate on particular projects (Chesters, 2004, pp.
334 -336). Castells, along with Hardt and Negri, believe that the strategy and practice of
domination characteristic of the network society is mirrored by agents who then resist

domination. Castells writes:

where new forms of domination emerge, new forms of resistance ultimately surge,
to act upon the specific patterns of domination. Therefore, the deployment of a
global, network society, characterized by the structural dominance of specific
interests and values, politically enforced and managed, ultimately came to be met
by the resistance of a global, networked social movement...” (Castells, 1996, p.
147).

Within these forms of resistance, and the agency of actors, are conceived in a diversity of forms,
which self-organise congruencies.” For Hardt and Negri the historical agent is a nebulous
‘Multitude’, a counter hegemonic swarm of actors based on the logic of networks, typified by the
emergence of ‘singularities’, new collective formations of identity and action, communing within

a greater common (Hardt, 2004b, pp. 127-129). Chesters and Welsh argue that the network

? Chesters and Welsh as well as Hardt and Negri, ontologically conceive this, in part, based on
philosophical writings of Deleuze and Guatarri. They use the metaphor of the rhizome, a conceptual tool
which points to a space free of ontologies, between essences, in which creativity free-forms. It is ironic to
speak of an ontology based on a metaphor of the Rhizome, as they reject ontology explicitly (Deleuze,
1987, p. 25). Yet their ‘Rhizomatic’ conception offers a window into how ontological assumptions are
conceived with this nascent school of alter-globalisation, in which autonomous actors are seen to self
organise to create new states (or plateaux), but in a non-linear fashion, within networks without a central
organising logic (such as the tree), but rather like a space of lattice structures that make up the semiotic
landscape, from which novelty (convergences) appear. As Deleuze and Guatarri write: ‘Finite networks of
automata in which communication runs from any neighbour to any other, the stems or channels do not pre-
exist, and all individuals are interchangeable, defined only by their state at a give moment — such that the
local operations are coordinated and the final, global result synchronized without a central agency.’
(Deleuze, 1987, p. 17).
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constellations of the alternative globalisation movement form ‘ecologies of action’, reflexive and
coordinated yet de-territorialised moments / movements of antagonism (resistance) and
protagonism (re-creation) (Chesters, 2006, pp. 91,153): Chesters makes this point more

specifically arguing:

Movement plateaux (summit sieges and social forums).... render visible the
iterative character and fractal patterning of overlapping networks and make
manifest processes of interaction and exchange between global locales, between
the virtual and the real, between new social actors and familiar forces of
antagonism. They are both geographically discrete and temporally bounded
“events” that are simultaneously extensive of space and time, stretched and
warped through interaction on e-mail lists, dedicated chat rooms, web logs, text
messages, and a variety of mobile technologies. As such, we conceptualize them
as moments of temporary but intensive network stabilization where the rhizomatic
substance of the movement(s) — groups, organizations, individuals, ideologies,
cognitive frames — are simultaneously manifest and re-configured. (Chesters,

2004, p. 335)

Chesters and Welsh develop this further, arguing an AGM expresses agency as ‘f(l)ight” (both
fight and flight) (Chesters, 2006, pp. 150-154). ‘Fight’ is the worldchanging / altermonialisme of
antagonism, while ‘flight’ is somewhat equivalent to Hardt and Negri’s ‘exodus’, a movement
inward, de-coupling and distancing from the system, typified by the internal composition of
alternative and endogenous modes of producing life (subjectivity, reference, culture, value)

(Chesters, 2006, p. 43).

For Hardt and Negri, this represents a historical shift in the organising principles of capitalism
and its practices of domination, as well as resistances to it. They point out how struggles against
hegemony have shifted through a ‘postmodern transition of organisational forms’ (Hardt, 2004b,
p- 85) from vertical command structures toward ‘distributed network structures with no centre of
command’ (Hardt, 2004b, p. 89), which emphasise: autonomy, horizontal structures, democratic
processes and communication across diversities (Hardt, 2004b, pp. 86-87). In their analysis,
projects of resistance evolved in tandem with the transformation from Fordist material industries

to post-Fordist informational industries.
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One fault line in this new landscape can be seen in the area of intellectual property. Wark argues
the forces of the appropriation of intellectual labour and monopoly control of immaterial property
(through TNCs) are the primary agents of a new feudalism, who monopolise content produced by
an informational ‘hacker’ class (Wark, 2004). Lessig argues existing Intellectual Property
regimes render people increasingly dependent on what should be a global knowledge commons.
Developing ‘Creative Commons’ as a legal alternative, he argues content must be liberated for its

perpetual transformation and ‘remix’ by the agents of ‘free culture’ (Lessig, 2005).

This de-centralised and interactive conception of agency emphasises networked collaboration
through intellectual labour, whereby disparate actors are able to ‘peer produce’ new knowledge,
products and services for common purposes, much like the human genome project or various
open source software projects have done. Agency manifests as ‘peer production’ through three
transformations: a shift in the logic of production from capital and state enterprise to production
‘through the free cooperation of producers [creating] use-value for a community of users’, a shift
in the mode of governance where production is ‘governed by the community of producers
themselves, and not by market allocation or corporate hierarchy’, and finally a shift in the logic of
distribution where ‘use-value [is] freely accessible on a universal basis, through new common

property regimes.” (Bauwens, 2006).

Resistance as agency rests upon subtle conceptions. Hardt, Negri as well as Mittleman draw on
Foucault’s conception of ‘bio power’, ‘bio politics’ and ‘micro resistance’ to explain this. Bio
power is the overt and covert power exerted on people, the production of subjectivity and
production of material life, by powerful interests for the purposes of social control, acting through
subtle ‘capillaries of power’ (Mittelman, 2004b, pp. 77-78). Bio politics is its contestation, the
alternative forms of resistance and production of alternate subjectivities against hegemonic
control, ‘biopolitical production’ (Hardt, 2004b, p. 78). This literally implies producing the means
of governing one’s own bios (life), through the endogenous / networked generation of media,

culture, knowledge, science, and other forms of intellectual labour.

Finally, this new informational space of networks has been labeled a ‘noosphere’, a ‘web of
living thought’ that has planetary reach (Julian Huxley cited in Arquilla, 1999, p. 13). Arquilla
and Ronfeldt argue for the emergence of a ‘noopolitik’, political action within and upon a

‘noospheric’ domain. On top of cyberspace, and a growing info-sphere, the noosphere, a realm of
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collective global consciousness, has emerged as a contested space of knowledge, values and
collective action. They site the emergence of networked NGOs and other groups as key actors in
this domain (Arquilla, 1999). In a similar way, Kellner argues a new form of politics has emerged
which he terms ‘technopolitics’ (Kellner, 2005). In this new type of politics, the networked space
of the internet becomes the battleground. He points out that the mainstream media has largely
failed to adequately deal with the globalisation debate. It has been social movements through
media spectacle that have made social justice, environmental and democracy issues public. In
addition, this new form of social activism differs from old party based socialism, as coalitions and
alliances between diverse groups in anti-capitalist networks ‘overcome the limitations of post-

modern identity politics’ (Kellner, 2005, p. 54).

2.1.7 Engaged Ecumenism

Religions form an important part of the globalisation process (Beckford, 2000; Lubeck, 2000) and
religious orientations have been an important part of the WSF(P). Some of the WSF(P) founders,
such as Francois Houtart and Chico Whitaker, have important roots in Catholic liberation
traditions (Sahabandhu, 2006)."° A survey of WSF(P) participants showed the majority belonged
to some religious tradition, which ‘seem[s] to point to the important role religion plays among the
social groups fighting against neo-liberal globalisation...” (Santos, 2006, p. 90). ‘Ecumenism’

pervades the WSF(P) and movements for another globalisation.

Ecumenism, a Christian concept, is expanded here to describe a pan-spiritual interlinking of
dialogue and action, inclusive of religious traditions around the world. One of the most striking
features of the social forums is the presence of a diversity of religious and spiritual organisations.
These range from Catholic liberation theology, Protestant churches (The World Council of
Churches), Ananda Marga / PROUT, Hinduism in the path of Gandhi, Engaged Buddhism
(including the Free Tibet movement), Muslim groups and many more. Because of the open nature
of social forums, groups that adhere to the charter of principles are assured a space in which to
present and collaborate. Thus, social forums have become a location for a deep ecumenical
convergence for Alternative Globalisation. Drawing from the broad religious inheritance of
humanity, spiritual political action follows in the footsteps of prominent leaders such as: Gandhi,

Martin Luther King, the Dalai Lama, P.R. Sarkar, Desmond Tutu, Thich Nhat Hanh, Cesar

19 From fieldwork, interview # 24
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Chavez and many others (Ingram, 2003a).

Gandhi is the seminal figure in this process; he had direct and lasting influence on spiritual social
activism globally. Other notable campaigns include: Martin Luther King’s leadership during the
US civil rights movement, the Dalai Lama’s struggle against the Chinese occupation of Tibet,
Thich Naht Hanh’s peace work during and after the Vietnam war and Cesar Chavez’s farm
worker justice campaigns in California. In this broader context Gandhi represents the marriage of
political action and spirituality, the offspring of which is non-violent ‘ahisma’ confrontation and

(non) participation (Schell, 2003, p. 117).

Spiritual ecumenicalists look at the inner world itself, bringing compassion to the psychological
projection of ‘enemies’, humanising those considered oppressors (and those considered different
or constructed as the ‘Other’). This spiritual standpoint sees the enemy as an aspect of the self
(Ingram, 2003c, p. 55). Deep ecumenicalism entails a movement away from religiosity, certainty,
fundamentalism and an uncritical faith in the righteousness of one’s beliefs (Schell, 2003, p. 117).
It embodies an awareness of how the mind is easily distorted by ideology (Galtung, 1995, pp.
122-123). This includes ‘sharply distinguishing itself between true spirituality and blind faith’
(Maheshvarananda, 2003, p. 146), and being critical of the historical trauma and suffering
religious fundamentalism has created (Mshana, 2005, p. 38). For Gandhi a spiritual orientation

was also a deeply ecumenical experience embracing all faiths (Fischer, 1962, p. 184).

Gandhi’s message, and spiritual ecumenicalism also speak in contrast to the economic
materialism of the world, carrying an anti-consumerist message (of simplicity) - that we do not
need excessive luxuries to be happy (Ingram, 2003f, p. 91). In a fundamental way, spiritual-
political activism critiques consumerism and material temptations, advocating for simplicity and

right livelihood (Ingram, 2003b).

The key ontological foundation of spiritual activism, following religious traditions, is a
transcendent reality, an understanding which provides frameworks to live life with integrity:
through acts of compassion, love and moral living. In different forms, religious traditions contrast
the material world and the spiritual world ‘between the force of mind and the force of
materialism’ (Ingram, 2003d, p. 26). Spiritual reality is the unity of all humankind: ‘The vision
behind [neo-liberal] globalization includes a competing vision to the Christian commitment to the

oikoumene, the unity of humankind and the whole inhabited earth’ (Mshana, 2005, p. 47), or in
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the words of the Dalai Lama: ‘[spiritual] practice brings the clear realization of the oneness of all
human beings and the importance of others benefiting by your actions’ (Ingram, 2003d, p. 24). As

Maheshvarananda writes:

The theme of the World Social Forum, ‘Another World is Possible’, refers to our
shared dream for a new world that could be described as post-capitalist, global,
Neo-humanist, etc. What must be emphasised is that humanity will only have a
future if we share the goods of the Earth and the fruits of human work
(Maheshvarananda, 2003, p. 220).

This vision of the oneness or unity of humankind can be seen in the understanding of what (from
a Buddhist perspective) Macy refers to as ‘co-dependent origination’ (Ingram, 2003e, p. 136).
From the physiological to the ideational, any entity that can be said to exist also owes its
existence to a myriad other sub-processes and factors; no one ‘being’ has an independent
existence. We are bound together from the beginning to the end of time, humans and non-humans

alike.

Gandhi’s conception of satyagraha (truth force), and ahimsa (compassion / non-violence),
expresses the core logic of engaged ecumenist agency. ‘Satyagraha’ (moral spiritual truth in
practice) was the force that moved people to accept change. This was not the ideal truth of one’s
campaign or convictions (which others must accept) but the truth revealed through a person’s
practice of living according to their conscience, which then moves other people’s conscience to

change.

It is not a truth reducible to words, but a truth expressed through action, and the power that action
demonstrates in the world. Ahimsa, non-violence, was the fundamental pre-requisite for the
effectiveness of satyagraha. Agency in engaged ecumenism is spiritual non-violent political
action, expressed at the social level through organised non-violent confrontation of political or
economic injustice directed at institutions complicit in structural violence. At a personal level,
ahimsa is expressed through forms of participation and non-cooperation, as well as (self) critical

moral reflection (Schell, 2003, pp. 126-127).

Ideas of non-cooperation and non-participation are central. Gandhi drew from figures such as

Thoreau (who demonstrated courage through civil disobedience). Schell argues that non-
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cooperation is not just a moral act, but also a weapon - not just a moral gesture, but an exercise in
political power (Schell, 2003, pp. 129-131). For Schell, individuals give away political power
through cooperation with dominant structures. Political repression and exploitation stem from
‘consent, and [the] cooperation that flow[s] from it...[which are] the foundation of dictatorship as
well as of democratic government’ (Schell, 2003, p. 130). It is also worth noting that ahimsa
coupled with the strategic use of media has proven useful - from Gandhi’s symbolic salt march to
Martin Luther King’s march on Birmingham, to anti-Apartheid struggles, Poland’s Solidarity
movement, the Philippines’ people power movements, and more recently anti-globalisation

protests (Ackerman, 2000; Ingram, 2003c, p. 46; King, 1967).

The temporal dimensions of engaged ecumenism are also particularly noteworthy. Macy speaks
of the ‘‘beings of the three times’ — past, present and future - and the need for reverence and care
for all these’ (Ingram, 2003e). Ecumenical political activism seems to contain both the past and
future within the present, in a tacit hermeneutical process not limited by scientific notions of time
and causality. The re-interpretation of scriptures in the context of globalisation is the historical
expression of ecumenical politics; futures emerge from foundational moral and spiritual
discourse, the key metaphors and narratives that constitute a religious tradition. The religious
vision of time is comprised of a perennial orientation that on-goingly re-interprets past and future
in the context of the present. Each tradition draws upon ancient writings and stories that allow a

comparison with the present. For example, as the World Council of Churches write:

the present form of a pernicious economic and political project of global
capitalism [has been] described as “neoliberalism” .... In the Bible, [this] system
of wealth accumulation that pushes people into poverty and destroys nature is
seen as unfaithful to God and the cause of preventable suffering. It is called

mammon, and characterized as the root of all evil. (Mshana, 2005, pp. 1,7,36)

Finally, spiritual ecumenicalism contains a faith in the human power of transformation based on
spiritual practice. This may be because many of these traditions already have enacted their
spiritual values through history creating alternative social orders at various levels. Many spiritual
communities, like Ananda Marga, the Kibbutz movement, Ashrams, and Christian or Buddhist
monasteries, represent living alternatives to mainstream societies. As unique communities with
alternative narratives and ways of being, they call forth the need to create social alternatives to

our living practice in the wider context of globalisation. So while an eschatological gestalt is
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present and immanent in the spiritual vision, everyday work is focused on what can be done in the
present to build concrete alternatives at scales manageable and possible by these communities.

This is succinctly expressed by Houtart, who said:

The struggle for Utopia is a struggle for hope, and that means it is not a struggle
for something impossible to get, but with the idea that ‘something which does not
exist today could exist tomorrow’ ... In the World Social Forum we have

discovered that alternatives exist in all sectors of the collective human life... That

means that the Utopia is possible and it is not just a dream. (Sahabandhu, 2006)

2.1.8 En-gendering an Alternative Globalisation

Alternative globalisation cannot be conceived without addressing the conditions and institutions
of structural violence within which many of the world’s women experience through patriarchy,
and the social structures that support it. An aspect of this is the power of voice and re-
presentation. Women’s voices are often rendered invisible by the un-equal gender constitution of
mainstream media. IPS reports that only 22% of news media is generated by women.'' In
locations of extreme structural (and literal) violence women suffer from fear and intimidation
leading to a de-vocalising of self."* In professional fields in the West, male or masculinist voices
can dominate. Salleh makes this point about the need for ‘gender literacy’ within WSF(P) and

alter-mondialisme:

the failure of gender awareness has been equally apparent at the World Social
Forum, cutting edge of the global movement of movements, whose Manifesto of
Porto Alegre 2005 was drafted by 18 white men and 1 African woman. Reflecting
on this, Santos suggests that the way forward is through acknowledgement,
voluntary self criticism, and putting measures in place to see that it does not

happen again. (Salleh, 2009, pp. 8-9)

"' From ‘IPS gender wire’. ‘TIPS wants to redress a huge imbalance that exists today: only 22% of the voices
you hear and read in the news are women's. Elections, health, education, armed conflicts, corruption, laws,
trade, climate change, the global financial and food crises, and natural disasters. IPS covers these frontline
issues asking an often forgotten question: What does this mean for women and girls?’

http://www ipsnews.net/genderwire/ accessed November 1, 2009 -

> Lecture by Lee Salamanca, of the Grassroots Women’s Empowerment Center (GWEC) in the
Philippines, at the Victoria University Community Research Symposium, October 5" 2009
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Milojevic states that hegemony and ideological control through ‘the imposition of a one-
dimensional ‘global’ futures vision’’ is a fundamental problem associated with masculinist
globalisation (Milojevic, 2000). Hawthorne argues as well that economic globalisation is deeply
gendered, and that ‘the dominant global forces at work are capitalist, masculine, white, middle-
class, heterosexual, urban, and highly mobile’... which propagates a false universalism and
homogeneity based on masculine, Western, scientific and neo-liberal ways of knowing

(Hawthorne, 2002, pp. 32-33). This is expressed at the domestic level where,

women in the ranks of the poorest of the poor find that their weltanschauung is
entirely filtered and mediated by a reified masculine expression of domestic
hegemony. As a result, there is a deep seated disconnection and social amnesia
about the real strategic role of poor women, one that is taken for granted and

denied even among themselves. (Podlashuc, 2009, p. 284)

Neo-liberal Structural Adjustment Programs (SAPs) have had a significant detrimental impact on
women of the global South. This includes: reduced school attendance among girls, worsening
gender equity, declining access to health services, as well as the ways in which women often
absorb the negative effects of this (Milojevic, 2005). Issues that women face in such
circumstances include, unemployment, underpaid work, economic debts incurred through
predatory money lending practices, forced prostitution, sex trafficking, sexual discrimination, and

discrimination against ‘illegitimate’ mothers and ‘illegitimate’ children, and domestic violence.

In the suburban and ‘middle class’ West, the traditional structures of community and extended
family has, for many, broken down. The experience of social isolation during child rearing is
common for many women; too often, a woman’s sense of anomie is considered her individual
psychological problem. Neo-liberal globalisation, in so far as it promotes individualised and
commodified forms of social life, rends the social and community fabric, the basis for
emotionally and physically healthy community-based child and parent care. It also devalues (or
appropriates the value) of work done by women. To the extent that globalisation is the expression
of the commodification of life through neo-liberal policy and accounting, the work and value of

what women do and provide is made invisible.
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As Salleh argues, ‘by the logic of men’s ‘exchange value’, he who bombs a forest with dioxin is
considered to generate worth and is highly paid accordingly, whereas the woman who builds her
hut of hand-cut wattle and daub, then births a new life within, creates only ‘use value’, is not
considered to be working or ‘adding value’ and remains unpaid’ (Salleh, 2009, p. 12). Likewise,
as Waring argues, orthodox indicators of ‘progress’ such as GDP and the UNSNA do not measure
what many women do (productive and re-productive — cooking, cleaning, care of children and the
elderly, domestic food production, etc.), or how women ‘absorb’ the costs and externalities
associated with economic rationalism. She argues that the systems used to measure ‘growth’,
‘development’, and ‘progress’ have excluded the majority of the work that women do (Waring,

2009).

The exploitation of natural resources that has typified neo-liberal globalisation threatens the
livelihoods of women, and their families, who survive through subsistence means and who
depend on local ecosystems for their present and future livelihoods: ‘ecological debt involves a
debt beyond the extraction of value from waged labour; it involves the appropriation of people’s
livelihood resources’ (Salleh, 2009, p. 4). Yet this debt should not only be seen in ecological
terms but also as: ‘the embodied debt owed north and south to unpaid reproductive workers who
provide use values and regenerate the conditions of production, including the future labour force

of capitalism...” (Salleh, 2009, p. 3).

Salleh introduces a new concept of class that allows for a sharper analysis of the neo-liberal
displacement of value (surplus) and costs (externalisation), which she calls the ‘meta-industrial
class’. She argues that this class not only suffers from industrial capitalism’s displacement
(externalisation) of costs, but this class is also ‘regenerative’ in that it underpins industrial
capitalism’s capacity to survive: ‘Meta-industrials include householders, peasants, indigenes and
the unique rationality of their labour is a capacity for provisioning ‘ecosufficiency’ — without

leaving behind ecological and embodied debt’ (Salleh, 2009, p. 6).

The eco-sufficiency of the meta-industrial class can be contrasted with the sustainability crisis
that industrial capitalism faces. Salleh notes that the energy consumption of industrial cities has
‘created a ‘metabolic rift’ ...with environmental degradation the result’, and as such the very
survival of capitalism is based on appropriating the meta-industrial class’s sustainability to
redress its own inherent un-sustainability: ‘the entire machinery of global capital rests on the

material transactions of this reproductive labour force’ (Salleh, 2009, p. 7). This includes the
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unacknowledged work of women of the global South.

The above epistemic inversion in the attribution of sustainability defines meta-industrial
knowledge and practice (and low impact sufficiency livelihoods) as ‘prefigurative’, giving it
critical ‘political leverage’ in the global policy debates (Salleh, 2009, p. 7). Likewise, Podlashuc
argues that women of the global South’s location in the global political economy positions them
as an ‘unconscious class’ and ‘the ‘poorest of the poor’ (which Marx referred to as
‘lumpenproletariate’) (Podlashuc, 2009, p. 268). Yet unlike Marx’s ‘misgivings about the
lumpenproletariate’, Podlashuc argues that the ‘atomised poor’ express the capacity for empathy
and solidarity in transforming their own lives and generating sufficiency and security (Podlashuc,

2009, p. 278). For this ‘unconscious’ class, producing eco-sufficiency is survival with dignity.

In programs like ‘Shack / slum Dwellers International’ (SDI), collective agency for women is
expressed through a neo-Freirian methodology, in which the practice of collective savings
becomes ‘a collective investigation of poverty...a collective grassroots research process into the
problems facing shack / slumdwellers... [this provides] dialogue between structure and agency,
grounding action in a critical reading of reality’ (Podlashuc, 2009, p. 278). This creates ‘webs of
solidarity’ by which poverty is collectively confronted: ‘little can be hidden and in this way
poverty is shared, discovered, understood and through this dialogue, defanged’ (Podlashuc, 2009,
p- 275). In a similar way Milojevic articulates subaltern agency in respect to women’s responses

to hegemonic globalisation. She writes:

In such a climate the less dominant social groups are left with two basic choices:
(1) to mainstream their own visions of desirable futures into a global vision, or to
(2) focus on developing alternatives within a localized context. Women have been

actively involved in both processes. (Milojevic, 2000, p. 188)

In envisioning a transformation of gender relations, challenging the social construction of history
is primary. History has been largely written by men, and women have been mostly written out of
history (Boulding, 1976). Reflecting historiographically, Inayatullah argues that the use or
exclusion of gender as a category fundamentally challenges existing historical constructions. He
writes, ‘Eisler emerges with a theory of stages where one gender dominates and stages where the
genders exist in dynamic partnership. [Elise] Boulding’s interest in the problem of units of

analysis lies in showing how these units themselves have removed women’s voices from history’
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(Inayatullah, 1997c, pp. 181-182).

Milojevic argues that in the area of futures studies, male representations have largely dominated,
with the effect of projecting and legitimising images of the future that marginalise women’s
issues and contributions. She writes: ‘the domination of the masculinist images of the future has
now reached a new peak’, emphasising notions of expansion, technology, control, and grand
concepts of progress (Milojevic, 1999, pp. 62,68), while ‘within ‘feminine’ guiding principles it
would most likely prioritise the futures of education, parenting, community, relationships and
health..” (Milojevic, 1999, p. 69). Envisioning an alternative globalisation that works toward
gender equity and values is fundamental. As an alternative vision of the future, various authors
articulate another world order based on Eisler’s vision of a partnership society (Korten, 2006;
Milojevic, 1999, 2005). In this view, masculine guiding values have dominated the last six to
seven thousand years, leading to a patriarchal cul-de-sac, a conflict ridden, hyper competitive,
unequal world that values technological-instrumental power over life. The partnership model, on

the other hand, balances masculine and feminine ways of knowing and being.

In the model of partnership or gylany, neither half of humanity is permanently
ranked over the other. This is a way of structuring human relations — be they of
men and women, or of different races, religions, and nations — in which diversity
is not automatically equated with inferiority or superiority. Here, we find a
different core configuration: a more equal partnership between women and men
in both the so-called private and public spheres, a more generally democratic
political and economic structure, and (since it is not required to maintain rigid
rankings of domination) abuse and violence are neither idealized nor
institutionalized. Stereotypically ‘feminine’ values can be integrated into the

social guidance system. (Eisler, 1997, p. 143)

The challenge of enacting transformation is made more different by the existing structural
positions that many women find themselves in. As Milojevic reflected, ‘our time and our energy
are shattered over the multiplicity of tasks necessary for adjustment and survival within
patriarchal societies’ (Milojevic, 1999, p. 63). This is also emphasised by Podlashuc, who argues
‘for the poorest of the poor the immediacy of need and urgency of poverty often prohibits any
consideration of the future’ and suggests that the way forward is through sustained endogenous

development processes in which women work together to change the structures of their embodied
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daily contexts (Podlashuc, 2009, p. 270), and as well through ‘local autonomy and resource

sovereignty’ (Salleh, 2009, p. 8).

when these savings collectives start generating utopian imaginaries, they
generally move from oppositional to dialogical intercourse and begin to establish

degrees of autonomy from the forces that limit them. (Podlashuc, 2009, p. 277)

2.1.9 Co-Evolution as Alternative Globalisation

A discourse on ‘co-evolution’ can be discerned through literature on world futures (which
preceded alternative globalisation research by decades (Jungk, 1969)), and futures studies, with
associated aspects of the evolutionary sciences. This emerging co-evolutionary vision
incorporates somewhat eclectic and wide-ranging influences. The evolutionary discourse is
valuable because it dramatically transforms of the ontological and temporal frames which are
generally used to make sense of human life (and as contrasted with other discourses in this study).
Unlike other discourses, it situates humanity outside of history, as part of millions / billions of

years of biological evolution, and thousands / millions of years of cultural evolution.

In conceptualising the dynamics of change, Laszlo and Raskin use concepts like ‘punctuated
equilibrium’ to describe movements from dynamic equilibrium states, turbulence and bi-furcation
points to new system states (Laszlo, 2001, p. 172; Raskin, 2002). Their frameworks correspond
with systems theories, complex adaptive systems, and complexity research, where the
evolutionary branching model is used (Gunderson, 2002). Agency in this respect can be seen as
humanity’s wise intervention and skilful action when faced with planetary (tipping) points of
turbulence, ‘bifurcation points’, and critical thresholds (Raskin, 2006). Such authors argue for
requisite consciousness toward planetary sensitivity in understanding potential tipping points in
the planetary system we live in as a species, for example Spratt and Sutton’s discussion on
potential climate change induced tipping points (Spratt, 2008 ). In this context, agency implies
co-evolution (Hubbard, 1983), expressed as wise or unwise co-evolution within the ecological
contexts of the species. The future is expressed as a vision of human co-evolution in and with an

evolving Earth (transcending anthropocentrism) and the development of planetary consciousness.

One metaphor often used is the Earth as ‘spaceship’ signifying humankind’s dependence and
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unity with Earth (Boulding, 1966 / 1995; Fuller, 1978; Ward, 1966). A less mechanistic metaphor
is ‘Gaia’, popularised by Lovelock (1979), in which Earth (as a totality) displays self regulating
and homeostatic qualities, in which ‘life maintains conditions favourable to the existence of life
on Earth’ (Jones, 1997, p. 152). The Gaia hypothesis is ‘a holistic theory of our planet as a living
organism’ (Jones, 1997, p. 157).

Viewed through these metaphors, the planet and its biosphere are considered absolute. This
position began to emerge in the early 70’s as a number of reports projected near future resource
depletion coupled with population growth, which would push the limit of the planets’ capacity to
sustain life (Meadows, 1972). Alternative world futures modelling efforts, in particular the
Bariloche team’s (1976) Catastrophe or New Society? suggested that Western over-consumption
was as foundational as population factors which were emphasised in the Club of Rome’s thesis
(Hughes, 1985, pp. 12-25). Nevertheless, both studies shared the ontological orientation that
offered the planet as a unit of analysis, or as Raskin writes: ‘Thought and action must rise to the
level of this emergent totality, as well as to its separate manifestations, ontologically,

epistemologically, and politically’ (Raskin, 2006, p. 2).

However, ‘planet’ is not just an exterior and material reality, it is also a mode of consciousness
brought forth by human beings; planetary consciousness itself is foundational. Thompson argues
we are undergoing ‘planetization’ — a shift toward a planetary culture involving the capacity to
cognize a global reality of mutual interconnectedness, and charts the evolution of human culture

and perspective, from antiquity to the present and future (Thompson, 1974, 1987b).

Harman also makes consciousness foundational by charting the paradigmatic shifts of three
metaphysical trends in human culture: from a sensate and matter based worldview, to a dualistic
mind-matter based worldview, and to an emerging creative-consciousness based worldview
(Harman, 1998). Likewise, Sahtouris articulates the need to rebalance indigenous inner
knowledge with industrial outer knowledge (Sahtouris, 2000). Hubbard argued for the need to
add a spiritual futures outlooks to the evolutionary and ecological crisis perspectives, to arrive at
a holistic view of human-planetary co-evolution (Hubbard, 1983). Weinstein argues that we are
experiencing a movement toward ‘creative altruism’ (as the ideational transformation which will
enable the self realisation of humanity) (Weinstein, 2004). Humanity’s evolving consciousness,

therefore, is seen as coupled to our emerging planetary predicament, as Henderson writes:
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This is the birth time of planetary human awareness and global citizenship. The
planet is our vast programmed learning environment — which faithfully mirrors
back to us all our errors and behavioral shortcomings. As we’ve learned —
planetary citizenship as part of the six billion member human family is a

cooperative affair. (Henderson, 2005)

The evolutionary and planetary view locates human beings as a species among species. In
Avadhuta’s vision of ‘Neohumanism’, all living beings have intrinsic or existential value,
regardless of their utility to human beings’ (Avadhuta, 2006). Neo-humanist discourse shifts
focus from inter-cultural categories (culture nationalism) to trans-cultural ones (species). Yet, the

anthropological view equally emphasises a cultural maturation. As Kapoor writes:

Human intelligence has been highly successful in relating to and mastering
nature, but, by the same yardstick, it has failed miserably in coming to terms with
the plural representations of its own self! It is in correcting this imbalance that a

wise path to the future lies. (Kapoor, 2006, p. 127)

The past is not seen through the lens of history so much as through evolutionary science
(corresponding with the fields of biology, anthropology, and geology). Biological and cultural
evolution are seen as foundational processes (with their correspondingly long time frames).
Laszlo, for example, argues humanity is shifting from a 10,000 year phase of ‘extensive
evolution’ where the species moved in physical space to inhabit and conquer the entire planet,
with ecological limits triggering an ‘intensive’ phase of evolution typified by the ‘development of
mind and consciousness and greater depth in the grounding of community life and inter-
community relations’ (Laszlo, 2001, p. 111). He argues we have experienced transformations of
human culture from mythos (mythic consciousness), to theos (theistic consciousness), logos
(rational consciousness) and now to an emerging holos (holistic consciousness) (Laszlo, 2001).
Generally, the evolutionary view of time is grand. In considering human sustainability, Tonn

writes:

Humans ought to believe and behave as if they and their descendants will inhabit
this earth many millions of years into the future. Humans ought to believe that it is

important to protect the environment and behave accordingly because we know
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today that we are unlikely to survive into the distant future if we fail on this point.

(Tonn, 2005)

Such an evolutionary view also reminds us that 99% of the species that have emerged on this
planet have also become extinct. From this grand evolutionary view, a sensitivity to humanity’s

tenuous place on the planet must emerge. In this vein, Lowe writes:

As to whether we will survive the twenty first century, if you were a gambler, you
wouldn't back us with stolen money. We show no sign as a species or as a
civilisation of even recognising the scale of the problem, let alone developing
solutions... In ecological terms, I don't think there's any doubt that we're booked

on the Titanic and steaming towards the icebergs. (Lowe, 2005)

Yet Elgin argues we must do more than just survive: ‘To be sustainable, a civilisation must
maintain the integrity of the physical, social and spiritual foundations upon which it is
established. To seek only to survive — to do no more than simply exist — is not a sufficient
foundation for long-term sustainability’(Elgin, 2005). In this respect, Elgin uses the metaphor of
human life cycle, arguing that humanity is undergoing a ‘growing up’ process. He argues we are
an adolescent species out of control, and must mature, so that we can create a ‘‘species-
civilisation’ on a planetary scale which lives in harmony with the rest of the web of life’ (Elgin,
2005, pp. 16-29). This species wide growing up process can be considered from the point of view
of the leadership within civil society. Civil society is conceived as a new force for planetary
change. For Boulding it was key in building a culture of global citizenship (Boulding, 1988).
Other authors argue the coping capacity required for humanity to deal with the mega-challenges
of the 21* century will depend on the quickening of a Global Citizen Movement (GCM)
(Kriegman, 2006; Raskin, 2006). As Raskin argues:

We are drawn to the judgment, then, that the development of global coping
capacity will be highly correlated to the parallel development of a GCM. One sees
a harbinger of such a movement in the explosion of international civil society
efforts on a host of global issues, conducted by spontaneous citizens campaigns
and tens of thousands of international non-governmental organizations. The

annual gatherings of the World Social Forum draw over 100,000 people in a week
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of celebration, education, and networking, an early suggestion of the immense

popular energy that might propel a GCM. (Raskin, 2006, p. 16)

2.2 Foundations of the Embodied Associational Formation of the WSF(P)

This section introduces the constructivist interpretation of knowledge which I use throughout this
thesis, and which draws on various traditions: action research, sociology, biology, and linguistics
(Lakoff, 1980; Latour, 2005; Maturana, 1998; Reason, 2001). The various ‘constructivisms’ I
draw from reject extreme forms of both positivist and postmodernist approaches to knowledge -

(see Chapter Three section three for a broader discussion of this position).

In this thesis, drawing upon these constructivisms, I locate cognition (discourse, mind, ideation),
in bodies (humans / animals, groups, associations), a formulation termed ‘embodied cognition’ or
‘embodied mind’. Embodied cognition is the idea that our cognising of the world around us is
located in us as individuals (cognising) and as groups (co-cognising). We are primarily social
beings interacting and co-cognising with others, ‘structurally coupled’ into cultural (e.g.
language, religion, tradition), and ecological / geo-graphic contexts (Maturana, 1998, p. 174). As

Lakoff and Johnson argue,

Understanding emerges from interaction, from constant negotiation with the
environment and other people.. the nature of our bodies and our physical and
cultural environment impose a structure on our experience...recurrent experience
leads to the formation of categories, which are experiential gestalts with those

natural dimensions. (Lakoff, 1980, p. 230)

The unique processes of becoming of collectives, from past into present, what Maturana and
Varela term ‘ontogeny’, are the structures the mediate cognitions (Maturana, 1998, pp. 74-75).
Applied to social groups, ontogeny is internalised as collective experiences of time through life
(histories / narratives). These collective histories are always a work in process, as experiences
and their collective interpretations arise and evolve as groups interact within their contexts, be
these challenges or opportunities. Ruptures from particular narratives occur amid challenges and
opportunities, as groups form new structural couplings into ever new formations, as diverse as the

challenges groups face are diverse, in a process called ‘auto-poiesis’ (self-organisation)
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(Maturana, 1998, p. 117). Auto-poiesis describes the way that disparate actors, in the process of
grappling with the issues they face, co-cognise themselves into newer shared / collective bodies /
formations more capable of grappling with the issues understood to be collectively shared. In this

thesis I describe such processes as ‘meta-formative’, discussed in more detail in this chapter.

In the course of the WSF(P), a great diversity of actors come together holding various theories,
discourses, explanations, models, practical know-how and understandings of the world. This field
of embodied ideation is referred to in this thesis as ‘knowledges’. Any one of these embodied
knowledges do not explain the WSF(P) or AGM as a totality, but rather explains how knowledges
guide the actions of the actors who hold them. These knowledges guide the way that actors
cognise their situations and interact in their situations, and are as diverse as the people and groups
that weave through the WSF(P). This diverse cognising expresses itself through the multiple ways
that actors think about agency (social change), the multiple ways that actors think about the
structures that need to be changed, the multiple narratives that actors hold about their histories
and struggles, and the multiple futures that actors imagine, strive for and prefigure. This diverse
confluence of actors is a great challenge, both theoretically and practically, yet it creates the
conditions and possibility for co-cognising (dialogue and debate) and auto-poietic processes, the
formation of new collective ‘meta-formation’. Empirical work within this type of constructivism
means appreciating the experience of diverse forms of embodied cognition, in both its cultural

and ecological dimensions.

2.2.1 Hegemonic and Counter Hegemonic Globalisation

Because this thesis is concerned with alternative futures of globalisation, and with the actors
struggling for a different globalisation from the present order, I use the Gramscian terminology of
hegemony and counter-hegemony. Hegemony refers to ideological power within the sphere of
culture, it does not refer to political empire and / or state violence (although hegemony is related
to these). Hegemony is a type of ‘soft’ power, in which the framing of an issue goes largely un-
noticed by those within the context of an issue, yet exerts a great degree of influence in terms of
maintaining status quo frames, understanding, language, and the practices and behaviours that
flow from this. Hegemony works toward naturalising, maintaining, strengthening and furthering
the legitimacy of those actors which are enfranchised and have vested interests in the status quo

socio-political condition. As Hansen writes:
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...hegemony means ideological control by one class or group over another to the
extent that structures of particular social systems are viewed as ‘natural.” The
active consent of major groups in a society to such moral and philosophical
leadership is implicit. Hegemony differs significantly from totalitarianism in that
consensual, voluntary and legitimate elements are central to the former.

Totalitarianism amounts to failure to achieve hegemony. (Hansen, 1997, p. 131)

I use the terminology of hegemony and counter-hegemony to give clarity to knowledges as
expressions of hegemonic power or counter power. Throughout the literature on globalisation,
there are some that have offered trenchant defences of status quo economic globalisation
(Friedman, 1999; Wolf, 2004), while others have offered blistering critique (Bello, 2004; George,
1999). Different articulations privilege certain visions of the global future over others. In short,
understanding the WSF(P) and AGM requires an analysis of how some knowledges legitimatise
the present order, while others de-legitimise it, what is often described in the literature as

‘hegemonic globalisation’ vs. ‘counter hegemonic globalisation’.

The embodied cognition of actors through the WSF(P) is foundational to understanding what
hegemonic and counter hegemonic globalisation means in the present era. The WSF(P), by virtue
of the groups and people that come, represents knowledges which have been marginalised or
obscured by the dominant and official liberalist discourse on globalisation (as inevitable,
necessary, progressive, developmental, etc). Santos argues that the WSF(P) represents an
'Epistemology of the South' (Santos, 2004b, p. 148), which expresses the legitimacy of the
(multiple) knowledge systems of the world's marginalised and the social experiences which
inform them. Whether they be Latin American indigenous groups struggling against the
incursions of trans-national corporations, African peasants struggling against subsidised
agricultural imports, Dalit (untouchables) struggling against an Indian caste system, Cuban
permaculturalists, Buddhists teaching meditation for peace, or climate scientists arguing for the
de-carbonisation of the global economy, together they represent knowledges coupled to diverse
experiences, which challenges hegemonic expressions of globalisation. Counter-hegemony
through the WSF(P) is fundamentally an expression of the embodied cognitions that diverse

actors express.

2.2.2 Composing a Counter Public
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The scale of the WSF(P) underlies the difficulty of understanding it as a whole. Easily, several
million people have participated in Social Forums." Over 200 forums have been held across the
world. (See Appendix B). My estimates suggest between 50,000-100,000 groups / organisations /
bodies / networks have also been part of it. In one instance alone, the March 15" 2003 Global
Day of Action against the planned US invasion of Iraq, between 15 and 20 million people were
directly influenced by it (Smith, 2008b, p. 75; Steger, 2009, p. 115). Thus participation is not
simple and one dimensional; it is multi-dimensional and complex. I have come to see the WSF(P)
as an example of epistemic and ontological complexity. Epistemic complexity refers to the
diversity of viewpoints, standpoints and worldviews that converge within the process.
Ontological complexity refers to the diverse array of organisations and groups and the issues they
address that converge as part of the process. This epistemological and ontological complexity
exists as part of what social forum participants are (the composition of participation), and as part
of what social forum participants aim to address (the composition of issues). This can be seen as

inner and outer dimensions of social complexity.

Internal composition of field
(participants)

External composition of vision
(issues)

Epistemic complexity

The array of ideological
positions, cultural standpoints
and worldviews that exist in
the actors and participants that
take part in the WSF(P) as a
convergence

The array of ideological
positions, cultural standpoints
and worldview that are
projected upon the various
issues that actors and
participants aim to address

Ontological complexity

The array of types of actors,
such as social movements,
NGOs, networks, ethnic
groups, diasporic
communities, and people as a
convergence

The array of issues that actors
and participants aim to
address, and how they are
systemically inter-locked and
related

Table 2.2: Four Types of Social Complexity at the WSF(P)

Adding to the challenge of social complexity (heterogeneous actors and cognitive frames) is what

is known as ‘problématiques, meta-problems or messes’ (Trist, 1979, p. 2), or alternatively

‘wicked problems’. In a wicked problem there are multiple views and definitions of ‘the

problem’, and ambiguity on the problem boundaries. To describe this Conklin draws from Horst

Rittel’s definition of a wicked problem, in which:

“The European Social Forum in Florence, Italy, reportedly brought together almost a million people alone.
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One cannot understand the problem without knowing about its context; one
cannot meaningfully search for information without the orientation of a solution
concept, one cannot first understand, then solve. Moreover, what “the Problem”
is depends on who you ask — different stakeholders have different views about

what the problem is and what constitutes an acceptable solution. (Conklin, 2006,

p.14)

In the WSF(P) the social complexity of actors meets the wicked problem of globalisation.
Conklin argues the combination of social complexity and the wickedness of problems is a recipe
for fragmentation (Conklin, 2006, p. 4). ‘Wickedness’ is expressed nowhere more clearly than in
WSF and AGM commentary. Some authors discuss how the WSF gathers counter hegemonic
energies (Whitaker, 2004), and others argue that it wastes these energies (James, 2004). As
highlighted in the discussion on discourses for alternative globalisation, for some the meta-
problem is neoliberalism, for others it is capitalism and empire, still for others it is patriarchy, and
for still others it is the industrial-corporate state. Both what the WSF is (internal composition),
and what the problems are that the WSF exists to address (external composition), depend on the
discourses and perspectives involved, and the embodied experiences of those groups and people
articulating these. Such diversity problematises constructions of an AGM based on locating
congruencies in either identity or antagonists, or a particular ‘telos’ and vision (Ponniah, 2006,

pp. 14-17).

2.2.3 Meta-Networks and Domain Development

As a response to the ‘wicked problem’ that the WSF(P) aims to address, Trist's research on inter-
organisational networks helps us understand what is involved in the WSF(P) as an emergent
domain (Trist, 1979). His approach shows the WSF(P) as an example of a process in the
development of 'meta-networks', which emerge to deal with meta problems - problems too
complex for single organisations to handle alone. The complexity of issues faced by people (the
domain of meta-problems) must be matched by the strength of an inter-organisational domain
(meta-networks). As he wrote, 'The issues involved are too extensive and too many-sided to be
coped with by any single organization, however large. The response capability required to clear
up a mess is inter- and multi-organizational' (Trist, 1979, p. 1). He argued that at a certain point
issues become 'field related' and a 'domain' begins to emerge. 'Referent organisations' fill the role

of coordinating and holding the space for this new domain of inquiry and action.
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more poweriul, coherent,
Efrategic and coordinate
formaiions ancl actions
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Existing social ecologies of A more developed

counter hegemonic actors inter-organisatonal
assistin the formation of ... domain, able to
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(e.g. sodal f'orums), which
fadlitate the formation of ....

MWard moverment - e
ronvergence of actors,
elaionship building, and
Hialogue helps in inemal
ponsiiution and coordinaton

Figure 2.1: Meta-problem(s) the Development of Inter-Organisational Domain in WSF(P)

In figure 2.1, I show how the meta-problem represented by the pathologies of neo-liberal
globalisation hastened the development of ‘domain related’ inter-organisational networks of
actors, which gave birth to the WSF as a 'referent organisation'. In Trist’s view, the functions of a
referent organisation includes, ‘regulation.... of present relationships and activities; establishing
ground rules and maintaining base values; appreciation... of emergent trends and issues [and]
developing a shared image of a desirable future; and infrastructure support... resource,

information sharing, special projects...” (Trist, 1979, p. 9).

Ornce... a referent organization appears, purposeful action can be undertaken in
the name of the domain. To be acceptable the referent organization must not
usurp the functions of the constituent organizations, yet to be effective it must

provide appropriate leadership. (Trist, 1979, p. 9)

His description of referent organisations helps to explain the peak WSF and satellite forums, and
the relational complexity of an emerging AGM. The organisational complexity of the WSF(P)
matches Trist's description of social movements, which he argued were more loosely structured,
consisting of un-centred networks (Trist, 1979, p. 8). Given that we have had hundreds of social
forum events and platforms, as a whole process there are multiple referent organisations tied

together more thematically than operationally. The WSF(P)’s complex domain development
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consists of drawing together un-centred networks through an open space methodology allowing
maximum autonomy and diversity, thus widening the field of actors. Following an ideology of
‘horizontalism’, social forum organising efforts restrain themselves in attempting to represent the
values and direction of such an inter-organisational domain, in effect disowning the (Old Left)

role of vanguard (see Chapter Four).

The diversity represented by the WSF(P) has confounded many, and yet the domain related meta-
problem(s) that actors come to address, however contested and debated ‘constitutes a domain of
common concern for its members’ (Trist, 1979, p. 1). The challenge the WSF(P) faces is to
respond effectively as a platform in which its ‘members’ can address the meta-problems they
face, through facilitating inquiry about these problems, which leads to an affective formulation of
actions and innovations. Trist argued long ago that ‘the cultivation of domain-based, inter-
organizational competence has become a necessary societal project’ (Trist, 1979, p. 2). Smith
argues in this vein the role of the WSF(P) in facilitating ‘shared analysis’ among heterogeneous

actors (Smith, 2008a, pp. 217-219).

‘Counter-public’ desoibes itas a ‘Sodal Ecology ' refers o its
whole domain with shared interests, inner constitution as a
knowlecges, and values relaional field of great

diversity anc complexity

Emerging inter-organisational
domain’ creates conditions for

visible and effcacious ‘Counter -
Puhblic'

Typified by tension between
comimunion and autonomy

Within this domain |
make five distincions
relating to this diversity:
cognitions, agendes,
stuctures, histories,
futlres

Fom this dynamic meta-
formations’ emerge

Figure 2.2: Social Forums as Emerging Counter-Publics

As seen in figure 2.2, I argue that the WSF(P)-AGM field is an emerging inter-organisational
domain. To understand it as a totality, I use the terminology of ‘public spheres’, and argue in the

footsteps of others (Juris, 2004; Santos, 2006; Smith, 2008a; Weber, 2005) that it constitutes a
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‘counter-public’ (counter hegemonic public sphere) of shared or overlapping interests, values and
knowledges. So as to not flatten and make one-dimensional this complex and dynamic process,
and to appreciate its diversity, I adopt Trist and Santos’ language of ‘ecologies’, to display it as a
relational field of great complexity. This diversity-in-communion / communion-in-diversity,

creates the conditions for dynamic emergences and innovations I call ‘meta-formations’.

2.2 4 Building Counter Publics for Another Possible World

The WSF(P) process is not a neutral space for GCS, but a well articulated counter hegemonic
response that creates a privileged space for aspects of GCS. It is not only deliberately counter-
posed to the Davos WEF and transnational capital, the WSF charter has established an official
distance from state and corporate power (though in practice problematic). The construction of
forum communities rests partly on such a deliberate cleavage. The WSF charter of principles has
facilitated a global mimeses of local and regional forums (Byrd, 2005 ). This ‘social forum
model’, with its utopian orientation, cultural congruences and boundary setting mechanisms (of
who can be in and out), acts as ‘strange attractor[s]’ (Chesters, 2004). The WSF cannot be
understood as only a meeting of GCS; the WSF(P) emerged as a more coherent effort to contest

neo-liberal globalisation, and develop alternatives for ‘another world’.

As Weber argues, ‘alternative globalisation’, including both protests at key economic summits, as
well as social forums, cannot be adequately understood by conventional approaches to global
civil society, in particular the neat intellectual segregation between ‘state / economy / civil
society’ (Weber, 2005, p. 194). He argues that alternative globalisation needs to be seen as a
‘counter-public’, which is a more substantive challenge to ‘the status quo and its institutional
setting’ (Weber, 2005, p. 193). Teasing out any useful generalisation about GCS is simply too
difficult when faced with the plurality of interests from which the category is comprised. He
argues that: ‘complexity abounds to such a degree which can make the search for emancipatory
sociopolitical agency and its contents look futile in the face of the sheer plurality of interests,
motivations and orientations’ (Weber, 2005, p. 196). This plurality and complexity is dealt with
by conceiving of ‘public spheres’, with varying qualitative characteristics and potentials.

Following the work of Dewey and Cochran he writes:
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Public spheres thus conceived share with states the pragmatist definition of their
purpose: ‘a shared interest in controlling indirect consequences that affect those
associated.’ It is upon this outlook that publics have traits of a state’. Each
public can thus be seen as a ‘tool, which serves the specialised function of helping
individuals, through cooperative social inquiry, to work towards more effective
control of the indeterminate situations in which they share common interests.’

(Weber, 2005, p. 199)

Public sphere is therefore another way to construe Trist’s concept of a domain, where members
share interests, developing inter-organisational meta-networks to deal with shared meta-problems.
In Weber’s reading of trans-national public spheres, contrasts are seen reflecting the unequal
relations in a capitalist system. Dominant publics reproduce the ‘Dominant Social Paradigm’ of
unequal relations of domination and subordination. Even among the dominated, normalised state
society relations are manifest through struggles for social change which take the institutional and
organisational foundations of the social system as a given, and allow for ‘a relatively small range
of antagonistic forms of struggle, biased from the outset towards the ‘incorporation’ of collective
claims via compromise ‘solutions’ (Weber, 2005, p. 197). This might be thought of as a
‘reformist public’. Finally, the alternative globalisation movement, identified as a counter public,

is conceived, which relies on meta-political practices:

Meta-political practices are most pronouncedly what differentiate an approach to
collective agency that includes a working notion of the counter public sphere from
approaches which focus on access and participation from an institutional
perspective.... The focus on counter publics brings to the attention of political
analysis practices of collective agency directed at politicising the dominant mode

of political engagement itself. (Weber, 2005, p. 203)

Weber argues meta-political practices emerged in the ‘68 student revolts which aimed at a
‘comprehensive disruption of the dominant order’ (Weber, 2005, p. 202). Meta-political practices
continued with the New Social Movements, in particular challenging the modern states
legitimacy and monopoly on violence. He argues today such a counter public can be seen
through ‘the diversity of creative challenges which query the dominant logics of globalisation:
from the ‘copyleft’ movement, and alternative ‘subaltern’ news media, to street protests and other

symbolic events, such as the Social Forum gatherings’ (Weber, 2005, p. 205). The antagonistic
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relationship between a sub-altern counter public and the dominant public sphere parallels the
Gramscian analysis of the struggle for hegemony (Weber, 2005, p. 201). While the alter-
globalisation counter public engages in a discursive attack on the foundations of the dominant
order, through proposals for participatory democracy (Ponniah, 2006), workplace democracy
(Albert, 2003), post-consumerism (Lasn, 2000), and the politicisation of social institutions
(Teivainen, 2007, pp. 71-72), the ‘industrial-capitalist’ sphere equally engages in the discrediting

of counter publics:

From the perspective of the dominant form of ‘publicity’ reinforced by the
business interest of mass media and the attempt of powerful actors to control, or
at least shape and delimit the possibilities of public debate, counter public
movements must be neutrilized (not necessarily ‘suppressed’). Neutralization can
take many different forms, but the identification of, for instance, ‘alter-
globalisers’ with incurable romantic luddites, anti-modern forces or adolescent

hooligans in ‘public’ discourse is a fine example. (Weber, 2005, p. 204)"*

In Weber’s analysis counter-publics define their own terms of living outside the norms of the
dominant system. The emergent relational networks, made visible and strengthened through
social forums, are such emerging counter publics. In the next section, I discuss the tensions within
such emergent counter publics, between the proliferation and impetus toward diversity /

autonomy and the impetus toward communion, unity and coherence.
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Figure 2.3: Relationship Between Forum Convergence and Formation of Counter Public

" Witnessed in the account I describe as the ‘G20 Convergence’. (See Chapter Five).

Alternative Futures of Globalisation: A Socio-Ecological Study of the World Social Forum Process



84

Figure 2.3 simplifies this development of a counter public. In part one we see how an emerging
relational field of diverse actors prefigures any social forum event; as Trist argued, it may indeed
bring it forth as a ‘referent organisation’. In part two, the forum as referent organisation helps to
catalyse better connections and collaborations between actors there, strengthening their capacity
to work together toward achieving shared interests. In part three, an ‘inter-organisational domain’
emerges as a more efficacious relational field, which can be considered a counter-public sphere.
Understanding an AGM entails evaluating how referent organisations (the WSF being just one of
various within an AGM) help to construct domains of inquiry and action, (this evaluative task is
taken up in Chapter Four’s discussion of the development of the WSF(P) and Chapter Six’s

discussion of alternative futures of the WSF(P) through four evaluative scenarios.)

2.2.5 Dynamic Tension - The Engine of the WSF(P)

The WSF(P) expresses an ongoing tension within the AGM between efforts to create a total and
coherent response and future agenda (often described as ‘verticalism’), and a diversity of actors
that represent variegated social alternatives and alternative futures (often called ‘horizontalism’).
The WSF(P) sits dynamically between attempts at a unification of visions and between a dialogic
and strategic process with lived and embodied social alternatives (Tormey, 2005). The quest for a
single vision (teleological future) is dismissed, whether it is the right wing dream of a global free
market, or the left wing dream of a classless society. In the WSF(P), a single manifesto is
rejected. Rather, many existing social alternatives, or visions of a different world, share space
together in this emerging relational field, as diverse ‘manifestations’ (Ramos, 2006b, p. 12). I
argue that this dynamic tension is nothing less than the ‘engine’ powering the ship of alternative
globalisation. Diversity gives the dynamism in the movement, with the multiplication of actors
which have threaded through the WSF(P) expanding its thematic and organisational dimensions
(a ‘totality’ difficult to characterise and generalise), while the impulse toward solidarity around
shared interests, coherence and collective action is what is needed to make such relational
networks more efficacious. Such a dynamic facilitates new ‘commons’, new collective diagnoses
of meta-challenges, collective formations, new solidarities, new reciprocations (pragmatic

relationships), and concrete collaborations.

In this thesis I call these emergent collective formations ‘meta-formations’. An example of an
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organisational ‘meta-formation’ through the WSF(P), where diverse actors unite toward common
inquiry and goals, is the Assembly of Social Movements (ASM). ‘Meta-formation’ is in-process
as the transformation of the single (ideologically consistent) vanguard into a prismatic, pragmatic
and multi-dimensional force, similar to Chesters and Welsh’s ‘ecologies of action’ (Chesters,
2006, p. 153). Shared declarations (manifestations) include the Porto Alegre Manifesto or the
Bamako Appeal (see appendices D, E and F). ‘Manifestation’ is the transformation of a
universalising ‘manifesto’ into an iterative and situated proposal-in-process (Ramos, 2005 ). By
avoiding the extremes of trying to create one unified movement or (everlasting) manifesto on the
one hand, and avoiding the fragmentation typified by identity politics on the other, the WSF(P)
helps to facilitate the emergence of meta-formative potentials at different levels and in varying

thematic contexts.

2.2.6 Social Ecologies of Alternatives and Meta-formative Dynamics

Social Forum communities bring into view the relational complexity in the ‘co-presencing’ of
actors who struggle for ‘another world’. I argue this relational complexity can be understood as
localised ‘Social Ecologies of Alternatives’ (SEAs). In their diversity, organisations bring forth
unique proposals, initiatives and examples of alternative social models, at different scales, within
and across a multitude of thematic parameters. Yet besides the piecemeal alternatives (existent or
imagined) that are brought into the WSF(P) by each organisation, such spaces are more
intentionally places where meta-formative innovation can happen. Forums as spaces create the
potential for a complex composition of actors to co-cognise, co-construct, co-strategies and co-

innovate alternatives toward the aim of systemic transformation.

One metaphor that can be used to give language to this relational complexity is the ‘bee and the
flower’. The bee and the flower both have unique ontogenetic features (one coming from insects
and the other from plants). Yet at some point a reciprocally beneficial relationship developed, as
flowers relied on insects like bees to carry their creative genetic material, and bees relied on
flowering plants for nutrients. While they do not communicate in the strict sense, they relate
signifiers and indicators that allow for a broader process of structural coupling. Their ontogenetic
differences do not preclude either the codes needed for structural coupling nor a tacit shared
interest. As presented in this thesis as in others (Juris, 2004, pp. 440, 453; Reitan, 2006), complex
‘structural coupling” and meta-formation occurs across ontologic diversities (organisations doing

different types of work), epistemological diversities (organisations / groups with different
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worldviews) and thematic diversities (organisations working in thematically different areas),

creating ‘ecologies of innovation’.

Reitan provides the best explication of global meta-formation (as a process of ‘scale shift’) in her
analysis of the development of global anti-debt networks, Via Campesina, Our World is Not for
Sale, and Peoples Global Action (Reitan, 2006). As well, William’s ethnographic account of
alter-globalisation activism in Southern France may be seen as one examples of a SEA (Williams,
2008). Like Juris’ account of trans-national anti-corporate network activism (Juris, 2004), in this
thesis I present accounts of a localised SEA (Melbourne, Australia) woven into a planetary SEA.
(The implication of the local into the global, and visa versa, is taken up in a subsequent section

discussing ‘planetary geo-structures’.)

The innovation of social alternatives is a collaborative affair, a process strengthened by the
diverse set of actors that weave through WSF(P). The WSF(P) is in part a confluence of
incomplete alternatives, in varying degrees of development. The experimental space of the
alternative is emergent, carried by organisations and proponents looking for opportunities to birth
and nurture their alternatives into the world. It is through the collaborative potentials strengthened
by an emergent SEAs, much like SDI’s ‘webs of solidarity’, through which the precarious
innovation of alternative existences is enabled (Podlashuc, 2009). The epistemological and
ontological complexity that exists in the WSF(P) makes a unified movement harder, but enhances
the potential for collaborative meta-formation between diverse actors. ‘SEA’ helps give language
to a relational dynamic of support and solidarity between diverse actors, struggling within their
variegated projects, yet working ‘together’ to make each other more mutually efficacious and

viable as counter publics of shared interests, values and visions.

2.3 Analysing Social Ecologies of Counter Publics

In the previous section I provided some frameworks through which we can conceive of the
WSF(P) and AGM as a whole, through the language of ‘domain’ and ‘counter-public’, explaining
some of the underlying dynamics involved in the construction of Social Ecologies of Alternatives
(SEAs). In this section my attention shifts toward developing an approach that appreciates the
immense diversity represented by the WSF(P), as well as developing an analytic framework that

can address some of the core concerns of the thesis project.
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To do this I draw on various authors and frameworks, which include Galtung and Inayatullah’s
macro-historical analysis (Galtung, 1997b), Boulet’s theory of structuration (Boulet, 1985),
Latour’s Actor Network Theory (ANT) (Latour, 2005), and Santos’ sociology of emergences
(Santos, 2006). The work to recuperate the ‘socio-ecological’ diversity implicit in the WSF(P)
and to valorise it as a living ‘insurgent public sphere’ has been most extensively developed by
Santos, who by virtue of his sociological sense-making through the WSF(P) developed a specific
sociology for it, called the ‘sociology of absences and emergences’. I draw on his concept of the
‘sociology of absences’, to show how hegemonic ‘monoculture[s]’ make invisible or discredit
alternatives, or as he writes: “The sociology of absences consists of an inquiry that aims to
explain that what does not exist is, in fact, actively produced as non-existent, that is, as a non-

credible alternative to what exists’ (Santos, 2004a, p. 238).

Santos likewise argues for replacing these monocultures with ecologies that give vision,
awareness and richness to counter hegemonic alternatives through a sociology of emergences.
The sociology of emergences addresses how present processes indicate or signpost alternative
futures or changes, and relates directly to one of the core concerns of this thesis, envisioning
counter hegemonic alternative futures of globalisation. He writes: ‘although declared non-
existent by hegemonic rationality - the sociology of emergences aims to identify and enlarge the
signs of possible future experiences, under the guise of tendencies and latencies, that are actively
ignored by hegemonic rationality and knowledge’ (Santos, 2004a, p. 241)."” In this way he
argues the WSF(P) represents an epistemology of the South that runs counter to the mono-cultural

‘epistemicide’ of hegemonic rationality (Santos, 2006, p. 3).

" The AFG discourses identified in this chapter represent an important aspect of this, these were the
discursive patterns identified in my experience of the WSF(P).
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Figure 2 4: Five Aspects of the Social Ecology of Counter Publics

In order to ‘capture’ the complexity of the phenomena expressed by the WSF(P), I have
developed a conceptual picture to appreciates its diversity, while focusing on aspects of this
diversity. As seen in figure 2.4, the framework addresses five dimensions of the social ecologies
that run through the WSF(P). These dimensions should not be considered ‘essential’ to the
WSEF(P), but rather constructed here to address the concerns I have held within this project. It has
emerged from fieldwork and therefore contains strong echoes of later chapters. By order in this
section, these five dimensions included: the cognitive dimensions of actors, the modes of agency
expressed by actors (how x changes y into z), the structures which are articulated as foundational
for these actors, the histories that actors self articulate, and the visions of futures that actors hold,

prefigure and struggle for.

2.3.1 Social Ecology of Cognitions (of Knowledges, Discourses and Epistemes)

Discursively, articulations of alternative globalisations substantiate their truth claims differently
(eg empiricism, social constructivism, critical history, concientisation, etc), as well as recognise
those who are privileged with the truth. Are trained experts who employ statistical modelling the

only people capable of revealing the truth, or is it organic intellectuals, or do the experiences of
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indigenous communities count as well? In each approach to AG, assumptions exist about whose
knowledge is valuable or real and whose isn’t, who has knowledge and who lacks it, how valid
knowledge is produced, and the wrong way to produce it. As Mittelman, Robinson and George
argue in respect to developing a Critical Globalisation Studies, an examination of the embodied
perspectives that espouse AG allows us to look more deeply at both the dispositions, viewpoint
and epistemes from which a discourse assumes a world, but as well its location in the world in
respect to geography, economy, culture and political power (George, 2005; Mittelman, 2004b;
Robinson, 2005b).

This dimension of the analytic framework, therefore, examines the cognitive aspects within the
WSEF(P), what counts as knowledge, and the discursive and epistemic standpoints actors work
from. Social forums and the wider alternative globalisation movement / process bring together
knowledges, discourses and ways of seeing the world that draw from diverse experiences, which
Santos argues amounts to an ‘epistemology of the South’ (Santos, 2004b, p. 148). Santos’
conception of an ‘ecology of knowledges’ attempts to address (and counter) the monoculture of
scientific knowledge and rationality (identified in his sociology of absences), which eradicates,
makes invisible or subordinates other (Southern) knowledges in a process Santos terms
‘epistemicide’ (Santos, 2006, p. 3). This is addressed by making the diversity of knowledges
visible. This ecology is a recognition of the variety of knowledges that move through and interact
among actors within counter hegemonic globalisation processes, and which inform diverse social
practices of resistance and transformation. Santos argues, social practices involve a variety of
knowledges, and therefore of ignorance — not just one (Santos, 2006, p. 19). Any one type of
knowledge is incomplete, as one type of knowledge is (often) ignorance of another. He argues
that “‘modern capitalist society’ favours scientific knowledge — and ignorance of science
disqualifies one’s credibility (Santos, 2006, p. 19). In hegemonic terms, the real world
interventions that scientific practices afford are favoured and their contradictions accepted as
inevitable (Santos, 2006). As well scientific knowledge is not evenly or equally distributed, thus
real world interventions favour those with access to this scientific knowledge. Yet like all
knowledges, scientific knowledge has ‘intrinsic limits’ in terms of its ‘real world interventions’,
which are the result of scientific ignorance. The ecology of knowledges is concerned with the
‘identification of other knowledges and criteria of rigour that operate credibly in social practices’
(Santos, 2006, pp. 18-19), as opposed to the ‘monoculture of knowledge and rigour of

knowledge’ which deems only techno-science as credible (Santos, 2006, p. 16).
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In light of this, Santos concerns himself with examining how the knowledges which confront
each other through the WSF(P) must display ‘contextual credibility’ (Santos, 2006, pp. 18-19).
He argues, knowledges participate in epistemological debates with other knowledges, in
particular with scientific knowledge. This does not, however, imply a negation of science or
relativistic conceptions of knowledge, for example, the legitimacy of non-scientific knowledge
does not imply the illegitimacy of scientific knowledge. Both must engage in epistemological
and pragmatic debates. The legitimacy of non-scientific knowledge rests on the counter
hegemonic use of science, as well as a scientific pluralism (itself embodying epistemic diversity),
and diverse non-scientific knowledges. He argues we must promote inter-dependence between
scientific and non scientific knowledges, not based on notions of equal relativism, but
confrontation, debate and dialogue between them - acknowledging and overcoming internal
(parameters of interventions) and external (recognitions of alternative interventions based on
alternative epistemic positions) limitations of each, as ‘the utopia of inter-knowledge is learning
other knowledges without forgetting one’s own’ (Santos, 2006, pp. 19-20). The aim here is to
valorise the diversity of knowledges which run through the WSF(P), and examine the
interactions, conflicts, debates and complementarities in the knowledges that run through the

WSF(P) and counter hegemonic globalisation in this study.

2.3.2 Social Ecology of Actors and their Expression of Agency

One of the primary questions in this study pertains to how social change is enacted by different
types of actors that flow through the WSF(P) and are part of AGM. As seen in the discussion on
discourses for AG, different theories and practices of AG conceive of agency in distinct ways,
which help to stabilise and contour their different potentialities. This question is compounded by
the grand scale on which alternative globalisation is conceived. Globalisation, in its various
intellectual manifestations, is conceived within various discourses with differing time scales.
However these discourses all share a pre-occupation with an emerging grand scale of change,
which is 'global' or 'total', in respect to transforming, reforming, evolving or revolutionising
globalisation. A question naturally arises in respect to the who and how in the transformation or
modification of large or persistent historical formations and structures. This is one of the primary
interests of this thesis; to explore and articulate community empowerment and responses to the

global issues that people face.

Understanding the diversity of actors and their forms of agency is a particular challenge within
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the WSF(P). To address this, Santos articulates an ‘ecology of recognitions’ that allows for the
mutual recognition of ‘equal differences’ or ‘an ecology of differences comprised of mutual

recognition’:

The ecology of recognitions has become a structural innovation of the WSF owing
to the social and cultural diversity of the collective subjects that participate in it,
the different forms of oppression and domination they fight against and the
multiplicity of scales ... of the struggles they engage in. This diversity has given a
new visibility to the processes that characterise the differentiated and unequal
dynamics of global capitalism and the ways in which they generate different types
of contradictions and struggles, not all of which may be simply integrated into or
subordinated to class struggle, and which do not necessarily take the nation as

their privileged arena. (Santos, 2006, p. 24)

Linking Actors with Agency

For the purposes of this analysis an actor is an entity, through self-definition, expressing agency -
the capacity to interact with the world and indeed change in it various ways. To give expression
to the plurality of ‘actors’ and their expressions of ‘agency’ in the WSF(P), we can also draw
from Latour, who takes a wider view of what an actor is as °...anything that does modify a state
of affairs by making a difference is an actor — or, if it has no figuration yet, an actant’. He asks
rhetorically ‘Does it make a difference in the course of some other agent’s action or not?’
(Latour, 2005, p. 71). For Latour, then, actors and agency are interrelated. Further, Latour’s
concept of ‘actor networks’ guides the identification of agency as a complex manifestation
between entities / identities. Agency is not understood atomistically as the activity of solitary
subjects or independent organisations, but rather as a web of inter-activity co-constructing the
worlds that we inhabit, never in the singular, but part of a web of causality, such that ‘An actor is
what is made to act by many others’ (Latour, 2005, p. 46) and ‘action is not done under the full
control of consciousness; action should rather be felt as a node, a knot, and a conglomerate of
many surprising sets of agencies that have to be slowly disentangled’ (Latour, 2005, p. 44). In
this view tracing (collective) agency should produce uncertainty about the nature and origin of
causality: ‘If an actor is said to be an actor-network, it is first of all to underline that it represents
the major source of uncertainty about the origin of action...” (Latour, 2005, p. 46). Thus a more

authentic social is known through opening up who / what counts as actor, and what is the origin
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of action. This tangle can include a wide variety of possible actors, people, meta-networks and
‘metaformations’, ideas and ‘manifestations’, artefacts, machines, infrastructure, ecosystems.
Latour argues the categorical impulse in social theory is to eradicate our capacity to see a
diversity of actors / agents. Tracing actor networks is thus the discipline necessary to give them
(in their particular circumstance) their due visibility, to show how they make the world, and to
clarify how the social comes into being as an associative process. Santos’ ‘ecology of

recognitions’ re-iterates the need to analytically make visible:

the social and cultural diversity of the collective subjects that participate in
[WSF]..., the different forms of oppression and domination they fight against and
the multiplicity of scales (local, national and transnational) of the struggles they

engage in... (Santos, 2006, p. 24)

Frames of Agency

How human beings have transformed their environments through time, anthropocentric
conceptions of agency, exist in great variety, for example through the leadership of civil society
(Kaldor, 2003), social movements (Moyer, 2001), and the diffusion of innovations (Rogers,
1995). For Toynbee, it was a 'creative minority' from within a civilisation which allowed
civilisations to renew themselves (Galtung, 1997a), while for historian of antiquity Ibn Kaldun,
change comes from outside of civilisation, from those that have struggled outside of power from a
marginal position, and have developed collective integrity, resilience and cohesion (asabiya)
(Inayatullah, 1997b). Drawing on the phenomenal growth of international NGO's, and their
somewhat progressive (though normatively problematic) orientation toward the new social
movement values of peace, women's empowerment, human rights and the like, some authors
show how civil society itself is a force for change. Boulding argued that civil society
organisations are key in building a culture of planetary citizenship (Boulding, 1988). For
Kreigman and Raskin, it is from within civil society where the quickening of a Global Citizen
Movement emerges that has the power to create dramatic change (Kriegman, 2006; Raskin,

2006).

Peoples capacity for leadership, transcendence and transformation often feature as key agent in
global change. Henderson articulates agency through creative capacity for social innovation, in

the context of the problems associated with economic globalisation (Henderson, 1996). For her,
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our capacity to individually and collectively develop new social forms and arrangements,
alternatives to the landscape of the status quo, is what enables change. Caldicott likewise argues
self actualising conscious and caring people are key in creating global change (Caldicott, 1992).
In Freire’s concept of critical historical consciousness, he called for a conscientising education
that would allow people to see the stages within history and the outline of a future epoch.
Through a process of ‘temporal conscientisation’, we are able to address the critical issues of the
present (Freire, 1973; Ramos, 2005a). In a similar way, P.R. Sarkar articulated wise and spiritual
leadership as key for social change, embodied by 'sadvipra’, those who transcend 'the

contradiction of the ages":

The sadvipra are universal agents, transcending and working across the spectrum
of institutional forms.... Developing the consciousness of the leader must precede
any specific change to the structures of social organisation.... The sadvipra
represents ‘a new type of leadership conscious of the pattern of history and the
structures of power that gives us our selves.’ (Floyd, 2005, pp. 50-51, quoted from
Inayatullah 1999, p 1973)

Transforming the Vanguard

Inayatullah calls this the role of the vanguard: 'a complete theory of macrohistory also requires
the links through which the pattern of history can be transformed' (Inayatullah, 1997c, p. 187).
Agency in this respect concerns what discourses say about who is able to change the patterns of
history or structures of society, or alternatively, who is marginalised, silenced, dismissed or
discredited in terms their capacity for enacting change. Santos addresses such a politics of agency
in his sociology of absences, discussing the logic of social classification which works toward a
monoculture in the ‘naturalization of differences’, and the use of categories that ‘naturalize
hierarchies’ which are part of the reproduction of domination (Santos, 2006, pp. 16-17). As
Santos writes: ‘According to this logic, non-existence is produced as a form of inferiority,
insuperable inferiority because natural. The inferior, because insuperably inferior, cannot be a
credible alternative to the superior’ (Santos, 2006, p. 17). Santos argues ‘this practice goes hand
in hand with the disqualification of agents’ (Santos, 2006, p. 23), as ‘the coloniality of Western
modern capitalist power...consists in collapsing difference and equality, while claiming the
privilege to ascertain who is equal or different’ (Santos, 2006, p. 23). Recuperating a recognition

of diverse actors is central to recuperating an understanding of diverse forms of agency, or as he
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writes:

Feminist, post-colonial, peasant, indigenous peoples’, ecological, and gay and
lesbian struggles have brought into the picture a wide range of temporalities and
subjectivities and have converted non-liberal conceptions of culture into an
indispensable resource for new modes of resisting, formulating alternatives, and

creating insurgent public spheres (Santos, 2000, p. 24)

What is remarkable in the WSF(P) is thus how the concept of the vanguard has been pluralised.
This analysis aims at appreciating the diversity of actors that are part of the WSF(P), recognising
who they are, how they act, cohere and re-make the world. Latour’s Actor Network Theory
supports this by challenging us to open our notions of agency to the realm of the non-human. For
him °...anything that does modify a state of affairs by making a difference is an actor’ (Latour,
2005, p. 71). As such agency can both be conceived as social / endogenous to humankind, or non-
social / exogenous. Notions of non-human / exogenous agency challenge humanist assumptions
about the centrality of human beings in the causation of change. From a self-regulating Earth
which has intentionality (Jones, 1997; Lovelock, 1979) to complex adaptive (biological) eco-
systems (Gunderson, 2002), we need to challenge the assumption that the non human world
behaves in a mechanical or predictable way, as well as more deeply examine the reflexive
potentialities in the production of technological innovations and systems we design, which then

design us (Fry, 1999), disturb us (Rogers, 1995) or reflexively transform us (Beck, 1999).

2.3.3 Planetary Geo-Structures

In this section, I discuss the coupling of human structures and the eco-systemic spaces in which
they interact. This is the context in which counter publics (and the SEAs which make them up)
are situated. The theoretical combination of structure and geography, is referred to here as ‘geo-
structure’, and follows an emerging body of literature that attempts to integrates our
understanding of human and ecological systems (Latour, 2005; Raskin, 2006; Robbins, 2004;
Salleh, 2009). This is depicted in figure 2.5 through what Raskin calls ‘Human Ecological

Systems’.
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Figure 2.5: Raskin’s (2006) Model of Human-Ecological Systems

There have been over 200 social forums since the first in 2001 (see Appendix B). They have been
as thematically diverse as the world is culturally and ecologically diverse.'® They have taken
place across five continents and in over 120 cities. Such geo-graphical diversity, located across
space and time, makes generalising such a process very difficult. We cannot locate a universal
statement of the WSF ‘vision’ or its alternatives from only one place and one time. Social forums,
and the alternatives that are presented through them, differ depending on the context. The Karachi
forum reflects its social ecology, while the Caracas forum reflects the context there. Social
ecologies of counter hegemonic actors do not reflect one unitary ‘system’, or one vision, but
rather a tapestry of social ecologies of counter publics, each which emerges from the uniqueness
of the structural (cultural, political, economic, etc.) and ecological (geo-graphic) contexts they

exist in. This requires a movement away from abstract universalism.

Figure 2.6: Raskin’s (2006) Model of Human Ecological Sub-Systems

163ee Appendix B for list of social forums since 2001
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As seen in figure 2.6, a variety of ‘subsystems’ are part of a larger planetary geo-structure. Each
forum community exists in a particular context, what Raskin calls a ‘Human Ecological
Subsystem’. Each subsystem has its attendant ecological makeup and attendant human structures
(e.g. cultures, political processes, economic systems). Understanding forum communities also

requires an appreciation of the diversity of human-ecological systems and subsystems.
Toward a Multi-Spatial Vision

Santos addresses the ‘logic of abstract universalism and global scale’ through what he calls the
‘ecology of transcales’ (Santos, 2006, p. 25). The ecology of trans-scales aims at ‘recuperating
both hidden universal aspirations and alternative local / global scales that are not the result of
hegemonic globalization’ (Santos, 2006, p. 25), and challenges ‘the monoculture of the universal
and of the global’ as ‘the scale adopted as primordial determines the irrelevance of all other
possible scales’ (Santos, 2006, p. 17). He argues, the discourses for hegemonic globalisation
attempt to portray unity and convergence around core western concepts linked to neo-liberal
globalisation, such as the primacy of the ‘market, democracy, rule of law, individualism and
human rights’, which are in fact fraudulent and excessive universalisms that do not correspond to
an empirically problematic globalisation (Santos, 2006, pp. 25-26), as ‘the knowledge we have of
globalisation...is less global than globalisation itself” (Santos, 2006, p. 14). His sociology of
absences attempts to show what has been hidden as scale, by recuperating both, ‘hidden universal
aspirations’, and ‘alternate scales’. In contrast to the representation of (universal) convergence,
this aspect of the sociology of absences shows divergences (Santos, 2006), where what is
revealed as alternate universal aspirations are — social justice, dignity, respect, solidarity,
community, cosmic harmony.....” (Santos, 2006, p. 26). He argues universalisms are located in
particular social contexts — and this ‘expands the scope of localised clashes among alternative or
global aspirations’ as ‘there is no globalisation without localization... as there are alternative
globalisations there are also alternative localizations’ (Santos, 2006, p. 26). Just as ‘world’ social
forums reflect local concerns, ‘local’ social forums reflect global concerns.'” In this way Santos
refers to the ‘alternative localisations’ that have hidden global aspirations, and which make up

diverse articulations of ‘alternative globalisation’.

""The validity of honouring local struggles and alternatives within WSFs now has a bona fide tradition, in Porto Alegre
with participatory budgeting, in 2006 with Bolivarian undercurrents, 2007 with African struggles, 2009 as Amazonian.
(While the Melbourne Social Forum has been especially concerned with climate change, transport and indigenous
justice as examples.)
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This allows a view of ‘localised globalism’ to emerge, as both ‘the impact of hegemonic
globalisation on the local’ as well as the disempowerment of the local, and the locals’ relegation
to a secondary effect / epiphenomena of ‘global forces’. Through Santos’ sociology of absences,
we seek to understand what in the local is not just ‘reducible to the effect of the impact’ as well as
detecting ‘oppositional globalizing aspiration[s]” (Santos, 2004b, p. 26). The local is re-
constructed as both that which resists assimilation into global capitalist production and culture,
and that which impacts upon the global as a force in its own right, with its particular and
contextually specific aspirations for an alternative globalisation(s). As well, the ecological
challenges that localities face are foundational in revealing the ‘political ecology’ (Robbins,
2004) that is implicated in such challenges and which actors aim to transform. What has
empirically emerged in this study has been the way that different geographies / localities express
distinct social ecologies / relational fields of counter hegemonic actors, processes and visions,
depending on the geo-structural contexts they are situated in, as well as the real yet tenuous
relations and associations between differing social ecologies embedded in far flung planetary geo-
structures, (for example between participants in Australian Social Forums and those at World

Social Forums or Asiatic forums).

This is underlined by Latour, who argues we must ‘localise the global’ (Latour, 2005, p. 173), as
‘global’ is often used in social theory as a surrogate ‘actor’ capable of any force, of any structure,
or any dynamic a social theorist imagines. Instead, Latour argues we must find the local
correlations among any proposed ‘global’ dimensions. For Latour there is no casuality, no
agency nor actor without its locality. A global context should not be assumed a priori, but must
be traced and connected across localities: “There exists no place that can be said to be ‘non-local’.
If something is to be ‘delocalized’, it means that it is being sent from one place to some other
place, not from one place to no place’ (Latour, 2005, p. 179). Its reciprocal movement entails
‘redistributing the local’, meaning a locality is in no sense local in itself, but generated from a
network of connection which are non-local. Interactions are not local in various senses: they are
not isotopic (‘what is acting comes from many other places’); they are not synchronic
(interactions embody ‘folded’ time); they are not synoptic (not all the actors and interactions are
visible, nor countable); they are not homogeneous (interactions come from heterogenous
sources); and finally they are not isobaric (they do not exert equal pressure or influence). Thus he
writes: ‘the notion of a local interaction has just as little reality as global structure’ (Latour, 2005,

p-203). ‘Stretch any given inter-action and, sure enough, it becomes an actor-network’ (Latour,

Alternative Futures of Globalisation: A Socio-Ecological Study of the World Social Forum Process



98

2005, p. 202) beyond the categorical certainties of both local and global.
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Figure 2.7: Aspects of Geo-Structural Locale

I attempt to capture this in figure 2.5, in which we can understand locale as both based in local
geo-graphic / ecological contexts (upper right), and local human structures - cultural, political,
economic - (upper left); but as well it is in relationship with non-local geo-graphic / ecological
contexts (bottom right), and non-local human structures (bottom left). Each forum community, as
an expression of an emerging social ecology, reflects a locality that is situated across these four

aspects of geo-structure.

By extension, social forums as expressions of localised counter hegemonic aspirations are
interlinked with each other in complex relational fields as part of the AGM, which are neither
purely local or global, but 'planetary'. As Latour suggests, so called 'local' actors may be non-
local, refer to non-local social issues and problems, may use open source software developed by a
‘global’ / de-territorialised community, may have important links with non-local actors, may be
composed of non-local resident / migrants, may have been inspired by examples from 'abroad'.
Thus in the WSF(P), social alternatives emerge as part of a planetary process in which many
localised counter publics, some more dense or formed than others, are embedded in diverse geo-
structures across the world. These localised counter publics are at once connected to other nodes

and networks in the planetary matrix, linking them together, while each is bound to communities
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that are tied into geo-graphic locations, bioregions, and political economic regimes. As Santos
argues, ‘alternative localisations’, expressions of counter hegemonic SEAs, are foundational in
making possible the more abstract concept of alternative globalisations, and an AGM as a

cognitive generalisation.

Cognising Structures

Once we become aware of how actors as part of this process are contextually-geo-graphically
situated, we can more easily appreciate how they cognise structures in context-specific ways. The
alternative localisations that contain alternative global aspirations contain a diversity of ways in
which structures are cognised by different actors. Our cognition of structures pertain to how we
conceive of formative aspects of reality, through the categories that are used to distinguish social
life, the notion of structures / deep structures / superstructures that underpin societies, ‘units of
analysis’, metaphors that frame the world we see, and generally what are considered essential,
unchanging and perennial aspects of the world. They are as diverse as the concepts of race, caste,
class, gender, state, nature, species, etc, They arise from our embodiment in the world, social
groups, disciplines, cultures, and more generally are expressions of the worldviews we are

embedded in. As Thompson writes:

All narratives, artistic, historical, or scientific, are connected to certain
unconscious principles of ordering both our perceptions and our descriptions

(Thompson, 1987a, p. 13).

Inayatullah uses the term 'unit of analysis' to describe how such orderings play a role in
conceiving of social change; they are not universal features of reality, as 'cultures universalize
their own categories onto other cultures; their success is based on political, technological and
economic factors, not a priori universal factors' (Inayatullah, 1997c, p. 180). He argues we need
to look at the construction of categories and ordering, 'how... the ordering of knowledge differ
across civilization, gender and episteme'. He asks: 'what or who is othered' and 'how does it
denaturalize current orderings, making them peculiar instead of universal' (Inayatullah, 1998, pp.
818-819)? An appreciation for embodied actor cognition of the structures they are implicated in
and the structures they aim to change challenges essentialist or definitive notions of specific

structures and scales that are specific to the WSF(P).
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Linking Agency and Structure in the Development of Counter-Publics

To better understand localised actors in geo-structural contexts, Boulet’s framework for
understanding levels of ‘action contexts’ is useful. In his study of community development
interventions Boulet developed an approach to conceiving of social reality based on levels of
‘action-determinants’ within a consideration of structure and agency, which acknowledges that
distinctions of space / time should not be seen as separate essential domains, but rather as
‘holographic’ contexts (Boulet, 1985, pp. 234-235). He argues: ‘Levels... are not precisely and
accurately separable; they interpenetrate and are in themselves and between themselves mobile
and dynamic...” (Boulet, 1985, p. 244). His approach is to conceive of the whole and the parts
simultaneously, to show the micro in the macro, and the macro in the micro, ‘to construct a
framework allowing to avoid false dichotomizations and “specializations” and to perceive
interventions not only on the most proximate level, (e.g. “either” micro “or” macro), but in their
implications on all levels / contexts of constitution of acting’ (Boulet, 1985, pp. 234-235). In this
way Boulet conceives of three levels in the constitution of ‘acting (or “structuration”, or of
[re]production of global society, or of explication of the overall implicate order) which exist as a
“virtual” and holographic order’ (Boulet, 1985, p. 245). This includes the ‘everyday acting /
structure’, the ‘political economic acting context’, and the ‘level of institutional mediation’

(Boulet, 1985, p. 245).

Levels Expression

Macro: Political- The abstract economic and political systems that determine the flows of

Economic capital and social goods, and the ‘re-generation of this system, through
education, socialisation, consumption, and (class) consciousness’ (p270-
271).

Meso: Institutional Institutions reify ‘norms, rules and values’, which ‘co-determine

interaction and modes of acting’ of exploitation and appropriation or
which widen ‘the action margins for particular groups or “positions™’

(p248-256)
Micro: Subjective / The existential dimension of the self, and the embodiment of social
Personal motives and purposes, as the fragmented pursuit of money or the

emancipatory re-connection across life-worlds (p248).

Table 2.3: Boulet’s (1985) Three Levels of Action Contexts

Within the various geo-structural locales where counter publics emerge, we can see these virtual
levels as windows into how political economic regimes, institutional domains, and fields of
subjectivities work simultaneously in a dynamic process of mutual re-enforcement, sustainment
and reproduction. As an extension of this view, an analysis of diverse counter publics needs to

acknowledge how actors are complexly implicated in structures of power.
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What I have observed through the WSF(P) was the way in which powerful institutions indeed
underpinned both the capacity for the WSF(P) to succeed, and made possible alternative
movements of change and counter-power within the macro spaces of social or political-economic
regimes. While the WSF charter prohibits governments and corporations from entering the forum
space, (and cultural institutions and actors are indeed privileged, along with social movements
and intellectual celebrities) ‘progressive’ economic and political institutions, which share values
through the WSF(P) and alter-globalisation, have in many ways provided the foundations for such
a process to succeed and continue. A structural focus through this analytic lens allows an
identification of the institutions within particular geo-structures which support counter hegemonic
actors, or more ambitiously how structures can contain / embody alternatives and form part of a

field of counter hegemonic actors.'

Implication in Power

The movements for another globalisation are fundamentally concerned with both politicising and
transforming power structures (Teivainen, 2007). We therefore need a way to think about what
structures of power mean in respect to globalisation. For example, in Sklair’s analysis, the current
global system is composed of three main spheres of power, the economic, political and cultural,
and through this we witness the emergence of new structural synergies of domination (Sklair,
2002, 2005 ). This is carried forth economically through transnational corporations, politically
through an emerging transnational capitalist class, and culturally through the ideology of
consumerism (Sklair, 2005 pp. 58-59). As Mills explored half a century earlier through his
analysis of the circulation of power in the US between economic, military and political domains
(Mills, 1956), Sklair points out the emerging structural synergies in capitalist globalisation.
Korten, in a similar fashion, points out his vision of needed structural (cultural, political,
economic) alternatives (Korten, 2006). In table 2.4 I use both Sklair’s and Korten’s distinctions as

examples of how alternatives presented within the AGM are structural in nature.

'8 Institutional examples of the AGM are diverse. See Chapter Five for local examples and Appendix U for
some WSF examples.
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Capitalist Globalisation Alternative Globalisation in AGM (Korten)
(Sklair)
Economic | Trans-national corporations Local Living Economies
and their interests Fair Share Taxation and Trade
Democratising Workplaces
Cultural Culture-Ideology of Post Patriarchy Feminine Leadership

consumerism - worth based on | Narratives of an Earth Community
possessions and accumulation Spiritual Inquiry

Political Trans-national capitalist class Democratising Structures of Governance
- plutocratic systems of Participatory and Open Media
governance Precautionary Policy Making

Table 2.4: Capitalist to Alternative Globalisation, Sklair (2002) and Korten (2008)

The WSF(P), as an expression of AG, is a platform for economic, political and cultural
transformation. More importantly, however, social alternatives do not exist in the somewhat
ambiguous territory of (global) civil society, but are directed at a variety of structures (Robinson,
2005a; Sklair, 2002, p. 315). For counter hegemonic alternatives to have the possibility of
becoming social realities necessarily requires that institutional anchors are created. The ‘ecology
of productivities’ articulated by Santos’ (Santos, 2006, p. 27), which includes alternatives toward
participatory democracy, fair trade and equity, are alternatives that require structural
transformations to occur. The development and sustainment of alternatives must also find its
structural synergies across these domains of economy, politics and culture (and other categories),
albeit as counter or different to the dominant system. Indeed, Ponniah discusses the “WSF vision’

as the radical democratisation of these spheres of power (Ponniah, 2006).

Thus while the WSF espouses a privileged domain for ‘civil society’, the substantive direction is
in both providing the space and possibility for new ‘structural couplings’ — synergies — to emerge
between key spheres, such that a field of self-politicising counter power can emerge, become
resilient and influential in democratising core aspects of institutional life. In this sense alternative
globalisation means linking both non-institutional counter publics (such as forum spaces) and
structural synergies of counter power that are also institutional. This view presents the WSF(P) as
a tapestry of interlinking social ecologies which facilitates alternative formations of structural
power. As an interactional domain, forums express a ‘critical’ methodology in building social
capital (Gilchrist, 2004, pp. 4-7; Mayo, 2005, p. 50), by opening up opportunities for interaction,
informational exchange and collaboration as a counter point to the elite social capital represented
by the Davos WEF (Lapham, 1998). Both counter hegemonic synergies of structural power in

combination with non-formal and grassroots spaces and mobilisations are needed to make counter
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publics, and the SEAs within them, viable, durable and potentially transformational."

2.34 Social Ecology of Histories | Ontogenies

There exist different temporal renditions of globalisation, historicisations of when globalisation
started, as well as varying periodisations of it, the accounts of the stages in its unfolding or
turning. Scholte synthesises the arguments into five basic positions. The first position argues
globalisation has ancient origins, starting with the dawn of human civilisations. The second
position sees the origins of globalisation as lying at the beginning of the world capitalist system,
the onset of the European colonisation of the Americas and other parts of the world. The third
position sees the onset of globalisation with the beginnings of the industrial revolution. A fourth
position sees its initiation at the beginning of the 1950’s, at the start of US hegemony. Finally, a
fifth position sees globalisation as a modern phenomenon, beginning in the 1970’s as part of the
rise of late-modernity, post modernity, neo-liberalism and other more recent features of change.
While Scholte sides with the last two conceptions of the inception of globalisation, arguing it has
only been until recently in which the scale of interaction across the world has been sufficient to

be called global (Scholte, 1997, p. 16).

Problematically, a-historical conceptions of globalisation are more likely to embody liberalist
assumptions that the West was its inevitable (and beneficent) catalyst. Marks challenges these
views arguing that interactions between civilisations were robust and intensive long before
European expansion (Marks, 2002). Sardar, Alvarez and Nandy argue the narrative of Western
progress distorts both the history of colonisation and the deep inter-civilisational connections that
existed prior to Western expansion (Sardar, 1993). Likewise Synott positions the historical
origins of globalisation as a process of interaction between ascendant civilisations such as the
Hellenic, Chinese, Indic, Islamic and Eurasian, through various processes and exchanges in
trade, technology, philosophy and ideas (including religion), diplomatic missions, early
exploratory missions, and conquests (Synott, 2004, pp. 56-70). Finally Modelski locates the
opening period of globalisation around 1000 AD with the emergence of Islam through its
geographical reach, intensive trade in goods, and unparalleled knowledge production / archiving,

and its position between continental formations, which linked much of the world for the first time

" For example the development of cultural media alternatives such as TeleSur, were supported by alternative political
actors (Cuba, Venezuela, Argentina, Brazil), while participatory economic governance in Porto Alegre, Brazil was
supported by the Workers Party of Brazil.
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(Modelski, 2000, p. 49).

As seen in this chapter, discourses for alternative globalisations, because of their grand scope,
both temporal and spatial, are an expression of existing approaches to world history,
historiography and macro-history. Theories and discourse on AG cannot be conceived without
tacit or explicit theories of history that are global in scope and which describe longue duree
patterns of change. Whether or not AG discourses acknowledge how, theories of long term
historical global change rely on historio-graphically distinct constitutions. Importantly, the
historiographies of alternative globalisation are expressions of the politics of knowledge - one
foundation in the construction of counter hegemonic knowledge (and action) or as part of the neo-

liberal de-politicisation of history.

An important distinction, between historiography and historicism, expresses the level of
reflexivity of historical vision displayed within different accounts. Simply put, some accounts
display little reflexivity, and express a naive faith in their own version of the unfolding of history
(a historicist account). This historical unfolding, moreover, will determine a given future, not
open it for dialogue between competing temporal visions. Nandy suggests this is part of the
difference between the tyranny of one utopia, and a healthy dialogue between many utopias
(Nandy, 1992). Alternatively, some accounts will acknowledge that their use of history was a
particular choice, not necessarily the only one, and that other versions of history are possible,
which likewise make other futures possible (a historiographically reflexive account). As Nandy

argues:

By history as oppression I mean not only the limits which our past always seems
to impose on our visions of the future, but also the use of a linear, aggressive,
cumulative, deterministic concept of history - often carved out of humanistic
ideologies - to suppress alternative worldviews, alternative utopias and even

alternative self concepts. (Nandy, 1992, p. 46)

Historicism is often ethnocentric and leads to a 'deliberate restriction of the imagination', as well
as negating or invalidating alternative futures which do not fit within its ‘rhythms’, ‘patterns’,
‘laws’ or ‘trends’. It often offers poor and incomplete explanations of causal mechanisms in
history, and it carries assumptions about our ability to extrapolate from past to future (to see the

future as a simple extension of the past) (Goldthorpe, 1971, pp. 275-277). Most significantly, it
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puts history and change completely outside of human influence, negating human agency and

innovation. Historicism plays a role in closing down or 'colonising' the future.

Alternatively a reflexive approach to historiography allows for a diversity of views, and open up
avenues for understanding agency and alternative futures. Inayatullah argues that looking at
alternative pasts (and futures) allows for an understanding of 'which interpretation of past is
valorized', and 'what histories make the present problematic', as well as 'which vision of the future
is used to maintain the present' and 'which explodes the unity of the present' (Inayatullah, 1998,

pp- 818-819). He argues:

..history in itself should, like the future, be pluralized and placed in a nexus of
self-interpretation.... Macrohistory should not close the debate of science,
interpretation, temporality, power and spatiality; rather it should make it
increasingly diverse. To be transformative in creating alternative politics and
alternative futures, macrohistory must make necessary and important links with

the present and the future. (Inayatullah, 1997c, p. 198)

Santos argues hegemonic globalisation is in part based on the logic of a monoculture of linear
time, which through its narrative of techno-scientific progress makes the non-West residual or
‘backward’ and ‘suppresses’ or ‘renders unintelligible’ alternative conceptions of time. He writes:
‘domination takes place by reducing dominated, hostile or undesirable social experience to the
condition of residuum’ (Santos, 2006, p. 22). Inayatullah argues in a similar vein that, * [the]
linear pattern alone leads to imperialism, wherein particular collectivities can be placed along the
ladder of economic success' (Inayatullah, 1997c, p. 187). As part of the ‘ecology of

temporalities’, Santos argues:

different cultures generate different temporal rules... societies are constituted of
various times and temporalities. . .once these temporalities are recuperated and
become known, the practices and sociabilities ruled by them become intelligible

and credible objects of argumentation and political debate. (Santos, 2006, p. 23)

Explicating nine discourses for AG has been part of broader effort at the ‘recuperation’ of

temporal diversity. In this thesis AG discourses express plural historicisations - conceptions about
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the unfolding of history and its periodisations, and how ‘globalisation’ is situated in this. The
very notion of an alternative globalisation assumes the possibility of transformation or change;
but this cannot be conceived without an idea of its historical emergence. A diversity of historical
vision is key in breaking through the limits of mono-cultural time. Is globalisation something
totally new, simply the last of 'four epoch' of capitalist transformation, or just a layer on top of an
ancient process? Is the seminal historical moment in the development of the world system the
Bretton Woods conference that established US hegemony, the Treatise of Westphalia, or was it
from the initiation of European expansion and world conquests starting from the 15th century?
The question of what should change is, in part, dependent on how globalisation is conceived as a
historical process. Any ‘prescription’ rests on the diagnosis, which in this case is based upon how

various actors and writers historicise globalisation.

In a similar way, the heterogeneity among actors within the ambit of the WSF(P) and an AGM
pertains to, on the one hand, the histories of the struggles various movements, campaigns, groups,
ethnicities and organisations have been part of, and on the other hand, the longitudinal nature of
the projects for change that each propose. Temporality is fundamentally ‘ontogenic’ in the sense
of being embodied in the living practices of actors that rest on a cognising of their own (self
referencing) histories and the direction and meaning of their collective aspirations. As discourses
for alternative globalisation have different pasts and futures, so too do the variegated actors that

form the tapestry of counter hegemonic globalisation. As Santos argues:

Building coalitions and organising collective actions across different time rules is
no easy task... Only by learning from each other and thus through multitemporal

literacy will such difficulties be overcome.‘ (Santos, 2006, p. 23)

2.3.5 Social Ecology of Alternative Futures

The WSF(P) is intensively engaged in a process of articulating and demonstrating substitution
and replacement of that which is critiqued in many dimensions of social life: as dis-functional,
exploitative and un-ethical. Part of the significance of the WSF(P) is its explicit call for
alternatives, with the proclamation that ‘another world is possible’. The language of ‘another’,
‘alternative’, or ‘difference’ is woven through both the popular ‘otro mundo’ pronunciations, as

well as academic literature on ‘another’ or ‘different’ globalisation. While the WSF was first
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articulated as a critique of the ‘One Truth’ of neo-liberalism (Santos, 2006, p. 47), it has become
a convergence of many alternatives on many scales and for multiple contexts. ‘Alternatives’ is
therefore the dominant mode through which the future manifests itself: hence an ‘alternative’
globalisation movement - AGM. In this thesis, I am concerned with the alternative futures of

globalisation that emerging from the WSF(P) and AGM.

Knowledge-power and the Image of the Future

The issue of knowledge-power is fundamental to understanding temporality: whether a future is
used to justify or legitimise the present order and its injustices, or whether it casts doubt upon and
de-legitimises the present order. As Inayatullah argues, understanding the future requires a
discursive appreciation for 'distance’, by looking at 'which scenarios make the present
remarkable', 'unfamiliar', 'strange' or 'denaturalize it' (Inayatullah, 1998, pp. 818-819). If the
world at the present is experiencing ecological destruction and social dislocation, is it still
justified as a necessary sacrifice for a better future, the inevitable growing pains of ‘progress’,
‘modernisation’ or ‘advancement’? Therefore, how the future is ‘used’ is fundamental, whether
the future represents one industry, one culture, or an elite group’s triumph (over others), who is
erased from the future, who is privileged in that future, and how the image of the future has been

‘colonised’ (Sardar, 1999a).

In the discourses for alternative globalisation examined in the last part of this chapter, theorists
and writers articulate an alternative to the present order, and a shift in the trajectory of change.
Thus, AG concerns the future in fundamental ways; in these AG discourses, the future is not an
explicit subject of inquiry, but rather a tacit feature of the overall discourses, and the future in
these discourses remains un-explicated. Various discourses carry different epistemological
stances regarding what ‘the future’ is. They might be located along a ‘spectrum’ between
pluralistic and deterministic conceptions of the future. Many carry ‘teleological’ assumptions, the

idea that the future has a specific trajectory or direction.

Critical Futures Studies (CFS) has attempted to subject such discursive projections of the future
to critical scrutiny (Inayatullah, 1998; Sardar, 1999b; Slaughter, 1999). It has (by and large)
contested deterministic visions of the future, arguing instead for the idea of alternative futures, an
incorporation of human agency, an acknowledgement of structural in-determinancy, the future as

interpreted and constructed, as an expression of cultural hegemony, and as foresight which is
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embodied (Floyd, 2009; Ramos, 2004a, pp. 51-56; Ramos, 2005a). By rejecting the singular and /
or hegemonic future, CFS attempts to create the possibility for a dialogue between civilisational

visions (Nandy, 1992, p. 18).

Alternative futures is therefore a more empowering and empirically consistent discourse to
conceive of ‘that which is yet to be’, acknowledging the role of human agency, challenging
hegemonic narratives of the future, and articulating plural visions for ecologically and socially
sustainable futures. Santos’ concept of the ‘ecology of temporalities’ captures this — ‘the idea that
the subjectivity or the identity of a person or social group is a constellation of different times and
temporalities...which are activated differently in different contexts and situations’ (Santos, 2006,
p. 22), [and challenges the] ‘monoculture of linear time, the idea that history has a unique and
well known meaning and direction’ (Santos, 2006, p. 16). As alternate futures of globalisation
are, in part, contingent on the futures of the WSF(P), the WSF(P)’s futures itself should also be
pluralised, rather than proclaimed as singular and set. (I thus take up the futures in and of the
WSEF(P) in subsequent discussions and build synoptic scenarios for alternative futures of the

WSEF(P) in the concluding chapter.)

Alternative Futures in the WSF(P)

Early in the thesis journey I began to explore the idea of alternative futures within the WSF(P).
Using an analytic approach which combined Causal Layered Analysis with complex adaptive
systems research (Gunderson, 2002; Inayatullah, 1998; List, 2004), I looked at how projects of
change through the WSF(P) expressed different scales, time horizons and speeds of change.
These varied from fast moving and short term tactical actions to medium speed strategic and
structural change efforts with a medium term time horizon, as well slower changing processes of
worldview shifts, and onto very slow and seemingly glacial shifts in the core narratives of
cultures and human identities (Ramos, 2006a). I found that the WSF(P) embodied variegated
projects that relate to variegated temporal horizons: as a space for coordinating resistances and
tactical responses to issues, such as the March 15", 2003 Global Day of Action which brought
together between 15-20 million people in protest against the planned US invasion of Iraq,
(coordinated from the Florence ESF and Third WSF) (Smith, 2008b, p. 75; Steger, 2009, p. 115),
as well as protest movements against Free Trade Agreements. As an expression of medium speed
change with medium time horizons, it is a locus for groups proposing institutional reform or

deeper structural changes in law, such as proposals to reform or de-commission the WB and IMF,
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and proposals such as the Tobin Tax and the reform of lending systems, or even longer projects
toward developing a post-Bretton Woods global order (fits into a 50-100 year time frame).
Finally, as an expression of a new worldview of planetary solidarity and ‘epistemology of the
South’, with new narratives for multi-ethnic integration and a planetary society. And dealing with

issues of racism that have 500-1000 year time frames (see Appendix U).

Rate of CLA - Panarchy — World Social Forum Process:
change Inayatullah & Gunderson & some examples
List Holling
Fast Litany Policy / contracts | Global Day of Action against Iraq
/ fashions / fads war
Struggle against Free Trade
Agreements
Medium Structures / Laws / Tobin Tax / Coordinated
systems Institutions — 5 to | campaigns
50 years Reformed lending systems and
institutions (World Bank / IMF)
Slow Worldview / Traditions / Spiritual Politics
Ideology / constitutions 50 - | Epistemology of the South
Epistemology 100 years Global Cultural Commons
Participatory Culture
Very Myth / Culture — 100 to Building a planetary society
Slow Metaphor — 1000 years Narratives of cross-cultural
Core narratives; integration
Macro-history People’s social justice heroes

Table 2.5: Correlations between CLA, Panarchy and the WSF process

The inclusiveness of the WSF(P), its geographic, cultural and epistemic diversity indicates a
diversity of time orientations on the part of actors there. Some actors have used the WSF(P) to
serve shorter term tactical goals, while others to propose and develop alternatives to neo-
liberalism, others to discuss a transition to a post-industrial world, still others to address the
millennial problem of castism and racism. As seen in table 2.5, the various projects (and their
attendant discursive elements) that weave through the WSF(P) express a temporal heterogeneity.
As Santos argues: ‘the time diversity of the movements and organizations participating in the
WSF is inviting the development of a new kind of time literacy, which I would call multi-

temporality’ (Santos, 2006, p. 23).

Embodied futures

The distinction concerning whether an alternative is one that is proposed (to be enacted in future)
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or one which is embodied (it exists today and is ‘prefigurative’), is central to the question of the
future within the WSF(P). In other words, the logic of ‘alternatives’ and of substitution is
expressed through the way an alternative is either articulated as a future possibility or
demonstrated as a present actuality — or a combination of both. Articulations of alternative futures
of globalisation, are at times explicit (as in AG discourses), but at other times must be inferred
through proposals and positions (for example proposals to reform the global financial system).
Yet these are fundamentally different in character from working alternatives, which embody AFG
by prefiguring wider change, for example through the development of workers cooperatives
(Albert, 2003) or the Open Source software movement (Lessig, 2005). As seen in Chapter Five,
‘prefigurative politics’ (Smith, 2008a, pp. 199-200), initiatives, collaborations, actions,
experiments and innovations which embody alternative futures are a crucial element in the World
Social Forum Process, and the active collaboration toward praxis aimed at bringing about desired
social change is central to the WSF(P). The meaning of the future through the WSF(P) includes
its embodiment through active experimentation, co-innovation in meta-formative and

‘heterotopic’ space (Juris, 2004, pp. 453-454).

Santos uses the term ‘ecology of productivities’ to describe the economic aspect of such
alternatives. He argues they are a challenge to the logic of capitalist productivity which ‘confronts
directly both the paradigm of development and infinite growth and the logic of the primacy of the
objectives of accumulation (over the objectives of social justice and sustainability), characteristic
of global capitalism’ (Santos, 2006, p. 27). He argues we must recoup and valorise ‘alternative
systems of production, popular economic organizations, workers cooperatives, self managed

’

enterprises, solidary production...’, in every sphere which include social movements for land
rights, housing, forest stewardship, anti-castism, movements against privatisation of resources
and social welfare which stand for other modes of productivity at odds with capitalist market

interests (Santos, 2006, p. 27).

Santos broadens the concept of ‘economy’ to include ‘democratic participation; environmental
sustainability; social, gender, racial, ethnic equity; and transnational solidarity’ (Santos, 2006, p.
28). Thus we can include many social alternatives and the futures that these alternatives
potentiate, for example activities in cultural production, such as (de-commodified forms of
education, research and popular media), political production (construction of new modes and
models of governance — participatory, communitarian, cosmopolitan, direct and deliberative

democracies) (Mayo, 2005, pp. 39-45), and democratic economic production (fair trade
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businesses, cooperatives, participatory economics) (Albert, 2003). While some alternatives exist
as cultural formations (in intellectual labour, media production / re-presentativity) and do not
position themselves as economic alternatives, they still must survive in capitalist political
economies and market contexts. As well, political alternatives, both as modes of governance and
policy content, focus on different visions for governance, which need to take into account

economic considerations, but are not economic alternatives in and of themselves.

If an alternative can work in the present, it signals the possibility of its survival, expansion and
the ‘seed’ of an alternative future. In this sense embodiment is prefigurative; if it works today in
one context, it can therefore be adapted for other contexts. Can it do the same thing differently
and better at the same time, substitute the dominant and hegemonic with something new?
Articulated / proposed alternatives (see appendices D, E and F as examples) on the other hand
have a much harder task, as they do not exist outside of their ‘creotic’ form, they are blue prints
or the ‘DNA’ for novel and different approaches, and as such there is no evidence (or only
archival / historical evidence) that they will be / can be economical, democratic and meaningful,

nor proof that they will not descend into a mire of more problems than solutions.

I argue, the process which links these two forms of proposed / articulated and embodied /
prefigurative is the process of popular and participatory experimentation and evaluation whereby
pilot projects, social experiments and demonstrations can test and validate (or invalidate)
localised alternatives® that can then be scaled up (or down) and articulated for larger / broader /
more general scales and contexts of application, or scaled down for newer and bolder social

experiments.”'

Toward a Multi-Temporal Vision for Alternative Globalisation

The complex commingling and potential interlinking of projects across different time horizons,
speeds of change, and historical conceptions within the WSF(P) is both a theoretical and practical
challenge. Neo-liberalism is only the most immediate, and visible, manifestation of a
'problematique' which actors through the WSF(P) articulate. A deeper appreciation for the many

discourses for AG, proposed alternatives at forums, and the embodied alternatives that prefigure

“In this sense localised alternatives will prefigure their ‘planetary application’ and thus alternative
localisations in Santos’ sense are significantly constitutive of alternative globalisations.

*'This is also contested as one banner at the Sustainable Living Festival in Melbourne (2009) stated ‘can we
really afford to call it alternative energy’?
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alternative futures, is vital to deepening and broadening our sense of anticipation (short term to
long term) and its potential (from a teleological future to many alternative futures). This also
reflects Wallerstein's view that the alternative globalisation movement needs to address different
issues at different times scales: first 'an open debate about the transition we are hoping for',
second 'short-term, defensive action, including electoral action', 'third middle-range goals' toward
the 'progressive de-commodification against neoliberal attempts to commodify everything', and
last 'to develop the substantive meaning of long-term emphases, most crucially a world that is

democratic and egalitarian' (Hayden, 2005, p. 15; Wallerstein, 2004a, pp. 272-273).

Alternative Globalisation and the Reconstruction of Civilisational Visions

The utopian energies which the WSF(P) channels through its call 'Another World is Possible' can
be seen as part of a multi-civilisational reconstruction of the image of the future in light of the
futures scholarship of Polak and Boulding (Boulding, 1978; Polak 1961). In Polak’s analysis,
cultures that have lost a dynamic and compelling image of the future eventually lose cohesion and
direction. The fall of a civilisation corresponds with the loss of a transcendent and utopian future
(Polak 1961, pp. 15-57). He argued that when a culture carries a dynamic combination of a
transcendent future with a more rational utopian one, it animates a culture, generating cohesion
and energy toward those preferred visions. For him, 'the image of the future' has its own

organising power and dynamic which 'pulls' people toward it. As he argued:

Bold visionary thinking and imaginative projecting are in themselves the pre-
requisites for effective but gradual social change and piecemeal amelioration to

take place through political programs and measures. (Polak, 1961, p. 65)

Boulding extended Polak's analysis, reflecting on the emergence of futures studies, counter-
cultural shifts and new utopian sentiments which emerged in the latter half of the 20th century
(Boulding, 1978), and which the WSF(P) can be seen as an extension of (see Chapter Four). In
this light, the utopian imaginations that weave through the WSF(P) are a necessary element in
addressing the civilisational challenges we face. The WSF(P) has facilitated the emergence of a
prismatic, complex, multi-layered process of reconstructing images of possible futures, an
imaginative and practical process which is a vital in calling forth transformational change. Santos
argues in this way that the WSF expresses an anticipatory logic, and acts in a field of social

expectations 'to radicalise expectations based on real possibilities and capacities here and now'
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and create a 'new semantics of expectations'. The WSF, he argues, fosters 'anticipatory
consciousness' in a new horizon of possibilities, valorising social facts 'as pathways toward

discussing and arguing for concrete alternative futures' (Santos, 2004b, pp. 27-28).
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Chapter Three: A Journey of Action as Inquiry for Social Change

The approach to research I have taken in this thesis falls within the broader Action Research
tradition. Action Research, however, is also an expression of deeper shifts, containing a myriad of

context specific approaches (Reason, 2002).

Boulet describes social research as an as emergent ‘journey’, the research project must
necessarily evolve in order to grapple with the subject, problem, or issue which the research aims
to address. In areas that are not well understood, areas where orthodox stabilising frameworks do
not readily exist (Latour, 2005, pp. 165-172), and areas typified by discursive complexity, the
research will not necessarily have a pre-figured path laid out and ‘The road [must be] made by
walking’. Boulet thus describes methodology from its Greek etymological roots, ‘meta’, ‘hodos’,
and ‘logos’, literally meaning ‘change’ (meta), ‘travel’ (hodos), ‘discourse’ (logos), literally the
logic of the journey of change on a road or path. Thus, this chapter describes the rationale /
discourse of the research journey that I have taken in respect to the study of the WSF(P) and

AGM, not necessarily as I planned it, but as it unfolded. *

This chapter shows how my research embraces larger epistemological developments, as well as
Action Research approaches that are more specific to the concerns of this thesis. The
implementation of the research itself can also be considered a ‘scholar activist’ journey in
community development. The methodological structure of this project thus applies Action
Research as Community Development to various settings that converge upon the World Social
Forum Process (WSF(P)) and Alternative Globalisation (AG), from which accounts and case

studies were drawn.

As a Constructivist-Participatory approach to research which follows in the footsteps of both
Action Researchers (Reason, 2002; Wadsworth, 2008) and Constructivist Epistemologists
(Lakoff, 1980; Latour, 2005; Maturana, 1998), my research journey has been a search for ‘mind
in life’ (Thompson, 2007). This means that my research attempts to understand the embodiment
of thinking in the context of particular communities and our / their social practices. Such an

approach implies a constant movement between theory and practice.

2 From personal communication with Jacques Boulet march 2006
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This journey has unfolded through a series of recursive processes. It has not been typified by
linear movement through distinct phases, but rather by non-linear movements through
overlapping sub-processes. Such overlapping sub-processes reinforce, interact with, and influence

each other to create an overall movement or research process.

There are different way of understanding how sub-processes interact. In ecological systems some
sub systems change and iterate more quickly than others, and the relationship between fast cycles
and slow cycles is fundamental (Gunderson, 2002). In social systems we understand that fads will
be short lived, while policy and legal changes will be more durable, and cultural change will be
arguably slower (Ramos, 2006a). In research processes, while we move diachronically through
time (from moment to moment and day to day), aspects of the research (literature research,
analysis, fieldwork) very often happen synchronically (converge upon similar time(s)). It may be
more accurate to say that exploratory action research, as in this thesis, happens through
‘synchronic phases’ that are diachronic in their unfolding. Yet, so as to not torture the reader with
this endless complexity, it is easier to depict traditional aspects of social research (literature
review, fieldwork, analysis) as sub processes interacting with one another. In this research these

sub-processes included:

1. Developing Foundations - Drawing on emerging traditions and formulating stance, position
and perspective. While I have worked consciously within specific disciplinary domains, I
have also discovered domains which I have been tacitly working in, including Critical
Futures Studies, the larger theoretical work within Critical Globalisation Studies and the
practical field work that belongs within Community Development. It is difficult to call each
of these three ‘traditions’, as each one of them are composite formations that carry multiple
discourses across a number of fields of both theory and practice. This research can thus be
more accurately described as located within social science in a trans-disciplinary field of
inquiry. As well, the notion of disposition entails my personal perspective, research
perspective and my key grounding interests (e.g. community empowerment in relation to
global futures). The perspective, disposition and standpoint that I draw from in this research
is described as a ‘participatory worldview’.

2. Research Design - This describes the movement from conception of the research to
application of the research. While this research has unfolded as a journey, an initial research
design was developed to guide the journey. The development of a research design was a very

important step in conceptualising the research area, aiding in the ‘domain development’
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process by providing an initial starting point. Research design is normally associated with
quantitative research. Nevertheless, the establishment of a research design has allowed this
project to be formulated in a cohesive way, even if the application of the research has
departed from its initial design conceptions.

Domain Development - This describes the process of identification of the key focus areas,
ideas and sources of literature guiding the project, to the formation of a comprehensive body
of discourses (Chapter Two, section one) to which the project belongs. Because this research
was not situated within one established field or discipline, and because globalisation is
typified by paradigmatic pluralism, the domain within which the research sits has had to be
somewhat constructed. As it stands, ‘Alternative globalisation’ does not exist as a field of
study. It is rather the emergent category that has become the meta-discursive domain of the
thesis.

Experiential Research - This process has entailed participatory research in a number of
projects, from which the textual accounts (or case studies) were drawn. The research has
entailed active and participatory experience in projects for social change that can be
considered part of both the social forum process and / or alternative globalisation. The
experiential work undertaken has enabled me, as a researcher, to grapple with the issue of
agency in the context of creating an alternative globalisation. Various approaches to, and
methodologies which were drawn from, the action research tradition were employed in a
context specific, context sensitive manner.

Writing Textual Accounts - The writing of textual accounts entailed the documentation and
development of accounts of the various projects I have been involved with (which were
connected to alternative globalisation and the WSF(P)). In the writing of accounts, the
emphasis was on ‘tracing associations’, a practice described by Latour as an inclusive
approach to depicting the associational processes that comprise the social.

Analysis - Throughout the research journey, various analytic strategies have been employed
to better understand the area of study. I discuss the various analytic approaches I have used
through-out the research, from Inayatullah’s CLA, to Galtung and Inayatullah’s macro-
historical analysis, Boulet’s analysis of actor-context structuration, and Santos’ ‘Sociology of
Emergences’. I describe the development of the organising analytic framework used in this
thesis.

Integration — A movement from understanding the (re-conceptualised) parts of the study area,
to achieving a greater understanding of the whole has entailed efforts to explicate links

between discourses for AG and the analysed accounts in the field (Chapter Five), as well as
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developing synoptic scenario vignettes that clarify the key issues that emerge in the thesis

(Chapter Six).

3.1 Foundations

The research draws upon three core areas: Critical Globalisation Studies, Critical Futures Studies,
and Community Development. Each of these emerging traditions can also be seen as trans-
disciplinary projects, reflecting a concern for contemporary social dilemmas and challenges. Such
traditions engage with both social theory and embedded practice. They are examples of engaged

scholarship, and are broadly situated within the social sciences and the humanities.

3.1.1 Community Development

The thesis work is an example of community development. Community Development (CD) is a
practice oriented discipline concerned with community well being / empowerment in the face of
wide ranging issues and challenges. International CD aims to address the needs of diverse
communities in the ‘developing world’, tackling development issues through the lens of global
issues and policy. In this research project a number of CD approaches were taken, explained in

subsequent sections of this chapter.

In community development the notion of engagement is key; the aim is often to draw people into
a greater connectedness with their community, and to find avenues for agency with respect to the
world of issues people live within. Some community development initiatives aim to address
specific grievances (such as the marginalisation of certain groups, for example, refugees), while
other initiatives tend toward more general ‘capacity building’, or enabling, approaches. Ife has
argued that CD approaches are especially needed in a globalising world where neo-liberal
ideology has reduced government programs (forcing communities to be more pro-active in

addressing immediate social and ecological challenges) (Ife, 2002).

CD has often involved local initiatives run by community members rather than initiatives
imposed by external sources. CD aims to rectify exclusivity in the exercise of power, projects and
initiatives are run in an open and participatory way. In many cases this can be seen as an

expression of participatory democracy, and this thesis mirrors the CD ethic that participation
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transcends decision-making; participation should be deep, active and creative.

The strategies used in community development include (but are not limited to) non-violent direct
action; the organising of gatherings, festivals and forums for networking; the development of
local economic initiatives; the establishment of literacy initiatives (including economic literacy
and computer / media literacy); the seeding of cooperatives and community run associations;
infrastructure development and construction through community-based management; popular
critical and political education programs; preventative approaches to health problems; networking
initiatives; and campaigns and advocacy for better rights and conditions. Participatory Action
Research (PAR) is a common approach to such work within communities. It allows community
members to run and manage their own research / inquiry, that is aimed at addressing the issues

they face (Borda, 2002; Lykes, 2001; Reason, 2002).

3.1.2 Critical Globalisation Studies

In addition, the research draws upon global and international studies, and in particular, the field of
Critical Globalisation Studies (CGS). CGS is a recently articulated approach to the study of
globalisation (Applebaum, 2005; Mittelman, 2004b, p. 40; Robinson, 2005b). It is a multi-
disciplinary, multi-perspective convergence of scholarship on ‘globalisation for the common

good’.

CGS is not only concerned with the empirical dimensions of globalisation, but also the
standpoints, epistemological assumptions and frames used to establish cultural hegemony. These
include an awareness of the political and material conditions that correlate with globalisation
research; the historical origins / social interests that influence globalisation research (including
the reliance on Western perspectives in constituting a perspective on globalisation); examinations
of the historical (and ahistorical) constructions of globalisation; local / regional discourses of
globalisation; the crossovers between different academic branches of globalisation research; and
counter hegemonic, emancipatory visions for a transformational globalisation (these include
alternative political-economic approaches within an ethos of global sustainability, global

democracy, and global social justice (Mittelman, 2004b, pp. 40-41).

CGS draws from discourses such as Neo-Marxism, International Relations, Post-Development,
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Cosmopolitanism, Localisation and Global Network conceptions. It seeks to broaden the
globalisation debate by introducing a variety of critical viewpoints. CGS does not presume
consensus between critical viewpoints, but is concerned, rather, with opening debate between
them. CGS is concerned with understanding some of the key issues of globalisation - the reasons
why this era is marked by an increasing polarisation between people’s welfare, poverty and
injustice, as well as rampant ecological destruction. It also seeks a broader dialogue about

solutions and strategies for positive social change.

CGS scholarship has been an essential component of this research project. It has allowed me to
examine the role of the World Social Forum Process (WSF(P)) in the development of alternative
globalisation - as a platform for the critique of existing conceptions of globalisation and the
articulation / enactment of emancipatory futures for globalisation. It has been an important pool
of scholarship in supporting this research project in examining the role of the World Social
Forum Process (WSF(P)) as a platform in the development of alternative globalisation, the
critique of existing conceptions of globalisation and the articulation and enactment of

emancipatory futures for globalisation.

3.1.3 Critical Futures Studies

Finally, Critical Futures Studies (CFS), and in particular the critical / participatory branches of
Future Studies, has been an important area of study in the development of this thesis project.
Critical Futures Studies emerged as a way to understand how the future is framed from cultural
viewpoints, communities of practice, or cognitive interests, often expressions of cultural
hegemony. As a field, it is concerned with the way communities of practice and knowledge
construction shape perceptions and images of the future, as well as the way social interests can
mediate the image of certain futures as possible or impossible, desire-able or dangerous, sane or
irrational (Dator, 2005; Inayatullah, 1998; Nandy, 1999; Ramos, 2003; Sardar, 1999b; Slaughter,
1999; Wagar, 2002).

CFS aims to develop authentically emancipatory alternative futures through a critique of cultural
dispositions, unconscious ways of knowing, current paradigmatic boundaries and the interests
that lie behind the propagation of various images of the future. Slaughter’s layered critique of
futures work and Inayatullah’s causal layered analysis are two of the key models used within the

field (Inayatullah, 1998; Slaughter, 2002a). It also reflects a multi-civilisational vision of futures

Alternative Futures of Globalisation: A Socio-Ecological Study of the World Social Forum Process



120

(i.e. it engages with the notion of ‘meta-history’, critiquing Western modernism and post-
modernism while embracing the legitimacy of non-Western futures) (Nandy, 1999), and how the
construction of our images and discourses of futures are often ‘gendered’ (Milojevic, 1999,

2005).

3.1.4 The Participatory Worldview

As Wadsworth argues, action research emerged through a number of ‘strands, streams and
variants’, which while at one time may have been considered distinct, are increasingly seen as
part of a more broadly articulated and converging domain of theory and practice (Wadsworth,
2004, p. 39). Reason and Bradbury’s Handbook of Action Research is, to date, the most
distinctive and ambitious attempt to draw the many approaches into a cohesive whole (Reason,
2002). Throughout the thesis project the research I have undertaken has been broadly informed by
many approaches, ideas, and practices of action research. The view is taken that as a tradition,
Action Research conceives of ontology, epistemology and methodology as a complex of meaning
and practice that is better understood in its generalised features. It avoids the simple application
of techniques or methods without respect for context. As Reason and Bradbury argue: ‘these are
fundamental differences in our understanding of the nature of inquiry, not simply methodological

niceties’ (Reason, 2001, p. 3).

Reason and Bradbury propose that action research is based on the fundamentally distinct
assumptions of the ‘participatory worldview’ (Reason, 2001). They argue this worldview stems
from a historical shift in ideas; for example, the movement from positivism to alternative
epistemological positions, such as post-modernism / post-structuralism. In their view positivism
corresponds to eras of historical crisis, a longing for intellectual certainty during times of
upheaval. It is a ‘naive realist’ grasp for certainty and foundational universal principles. For them

action research stands distinct from positivism because, as they argue:

action researchers agree that objective knowledge is impossible, since the
researcher is always a part of the world he or she studies, and point out that
knowledge-making cannot be neutral and disinterested but is a political process in
the services of particular purposes, and one which has been institutionalised in

favour of the privileged. (Reason, 2001, p. 6)

Alternative Futures of Globalisation: A Socio-Ecological Study of the World Social Forum Process



121

Reason and Bradbury are equally critical of post-modern and deconstructive perspectives. While
they accept the ‘linguistic turn’ (the important role of language, text and culture in the
constitution of a perceived and phenomenological world) they also point out that there is ‘little
concern for the relationship of all this to knowledge in action’ and ‘neither ask what the text is
actually for’, nor does it appreciate ‘our embeddedness in the more-than-human-world’ (Reason,

2001, p. 6).

If we in the West were alienated from our experience by the separation of mind
and matter introduced by Descartes, we are even more alienated if all we can do
is circle round various forms of relativist construction: any sense of a world in

which we are grounded disappears. (Reason, 2001, p. 6)

The position I take corresponds to Reason and Bradbury’s view while also following other
constructivist approaches (Lakoff, 1980; Latour, 2005; Maturana, 1998; Thompson, 2007). I
validate the empirical and practical nature of knowledge as well as the way that epistemic
assumptions, language, culture (cognition) also shape the nature of the world that we see. There is
an inescapable materiality bound up in the cognitive dimensions of social reality, and the material
features of our lives are interpreted through social constructions, dispositions and standpoints. As

Bradbury and Reason argue:

A participatory view competes with both the positivism of modern times and with
the deconstructive post-modern alternative.. ..[yet] it also draws on and integrates
both paradigms: it follows positivism in arguing there is a ‘real’ reality, a
primeval givenness of being (of which we partake) and draws on the
constructionist perspective in acknowledging that as soon as we attempt to
articulate this we enter a world of human language and cultural expression.

(Reason, 2001, p.7)

Thus, there is a dance between our psychological self and the world the self perceives and
interacts with. This world is not mechanic, static or given, but dynamic and interactive in such a
way that the so-called subjective constitution of the self finds its corollary partnership with a

complex and dynamic world calling forth new subjectivities.
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As Varela and Maturana have argued, our very being (ontogeny) brings forth a world through
language and cognition - what we see is also an expression of ourselves. In their auto-poietic
systems research, the very nature of being is bound up in biological ‘structural coupling’ and co-
production which is at once material and cognitive (Maturana, 1998, p. 174). Any single being is
contingent on complex interactions that participate in its coming into being (Maturana, 1998, p.
75). Identity and structure are emergent properties, neither essential categories, nor purely
imagined. This emergence is not reducible to a priori categories, but requires an immersion into
the complex domain of the constitutive inter-actions and actors. Latour echoes this constructivist
view writing: ‘An actor is what is made to act by many others’ (Latour, 2005, p. 46). This
participation is relational in a way that escapes the human-non-human dualism, ‘Relationships do
not only mean those with other humans, but also with the more than human world’ (Reason,

2001, p. 10). Or as Latour argues:

...the social is not a type of thing either visible or to be postulated. It is visible
only by the traces it leaves (under trials) when a new association is being
produced between elements which themselves are in no way ‘social’. (Latour,

2005, p. 8)

Such a view acknowledges our located-ness within an evolutionary process, our biological
interdependence on ecosystems, our recent technological productions of machines and artefacts
which have created new inter-causal systems, and the devastation humans have inflicted on the
earth’s ecosystems. Reason and Bradbury argue this amounts to an ‘ecological imperative’ which
demands we form a new worldview that can address humanity’s relationship with the non-human

in new ways (Reason, 2001, p. 10).

Likewise with the ‘linguistic turn’ there is a deep acknowledgement of our locatedness in culture
and that which connects us to out deepest moral visions and calling for service through spiritual
and religious traditions. We inherit the millennial civilisational development of human
knowledges, myths, rituals, intellectual / philosophical / ethical traditions, sciences and
spirituality. A participatory worldview acknowledges our participation in culture, how this
informs us from epistemic, ideological and moral standpoints. Such a cultural vision, enfolding

the individual into collective processes, challenges modernist notions of a self apart from its
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culture, and any one (essential) ‘society’ apart from the cultural development of humankind as
millennial process. Like the ecological vision, this cultural vision acknowledges a deep

interconnection of ideas, philosophies, views and language on a planetary scale.

Participation as Implication in Action

The participatory worldview also suggests that to understand this cultural and ecological ground
as a social researcher, we must be immersed in the world we wish to know - as actors in that
world, or in Latour’s sense, to ‘trace actors’. This knowing-being is expressed through practical
action and know-how. As Reason and Bradbury write: ‘All ways of knowing serve to support our
skilful being-in-the-world from moment-to-moment-to-moment, our ability to act intelligently in
the pursuit of worthwhile purposes’ (Reason, 2001, p. 8). Reflecting this, Maturana and Varela
have written, ‘All doing is knowing and all knowing is doing’ (Maturana, 1998, p.27).Ina
similar vein, Lewin argued that the best way to understand a system was to try to change it
(Schein, 2001, p. 233). Latour, echoing such sentiments, argues ‘[analysts] have to first engage in
the world-making activities of those they study. It will not be enough to say that they — the
analyst — know in advance who the actors really are and what makes them really act’ (Latour,

2005, p. 57). One becomes a knower through the process of becoming an actor.

Reason and Bradbury argue that the movement towards a participatory worldview is about the
‘re-sacralization of the world’. The underlying motive is not a ‘search for truth’, but rather to
‘heal the alienation, the split that characterizes modern experience’ (Reason, 2001, p. 10). The
standpoint of an epistemology of ‘healing’ contrasts sharply with the dominant view in the West
which directs investigation / research as a quest for truth as factual certainty. In this respect, it is

much closer to an Indian view of knowledge as explained by Inayatullah:

The Indian tradition is first of all a tradition that has therapy as its primary focus,
the resolution of a specific problem. The goal is to end pain, to transcend
suffering. The realization of this goal is the same as Truth. (Inayatullah, 2002, p.
39)

This shift in perspective reframes the conventional criteria applied to validity in research. In this
view validity is see through the alleviation of suffering and promotion of healing, and ‘veracity’

is the integrity of the practice in suffering’s alleviation, and health’s promotion. Thus, ‘true’
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knowledge supports practices of healing.

Correspondingly, in Reason and Bradbury’s view this means validating: 1) ‘emergence and
enduring consequence’ of the research (as opposed to non-interference); 2) ‘practice and
practicing’ in ‘authentic / life enhancing’ ways that works well (as opposed to formalistic notions
of research protocols); 3) ‘plural ways of knowing’ that emerge in the research and how they
relate to each other (as opposed to a notion a right / wrong perspective); 4) ‘relational practice’
that embodies a democratic quality of interaction that appropriately addresses power dynamic
between participant and investigator (as opposed to the imposition of an expert / participant
hierarchy); 5) the validation of ‘significances’, what ‘values have been actualised’ and the
‘meaning and purpose’ expressed through the research (as opposed to the notion of the value free

observer-investigator) (Reason, 2001, pp. 11-12).

3.1.5 Research as Scholar Activism

From within this participatory worldview, this thesis can be seen as an example of action research
expressed as scholar activism. This has entailed practical collaboration and action with many
others in the WSF(P) and AGM. My journey also parallels Reitan’s twining of Participatory
Action Research and Critical Globalisation Studies, as well as Juris’ activist anthropology, thesis
projects which where both concerned with furthering alternative globalisation, and where the

researcher was also an actor in the process of enacting social change (Juris, 2004; Reitan, 2006).

In addition to discussions on the worldview of participatory research, two more points need to be
made that run counter to positivist objections to research and scholarship which is ‘involved’ with

those researched (participatory research critiqued as compromising so-called ‘objectivity’).

First, in the area of social science research, deep involvement and participation are needed for a
depth understanding of aspects of the social. Not only is an understanding of social processes
made possible through an attentiveness to the symbolic dynamics of groups (Geertz, 1973), which
requires co-habitation, but agency is also required in understanding the social, as both Lewin and
Latour have argued. Thus my involvement has been of great benefit in terms of challenging
existing pre-conceptions I have held. A process of questioning one’s practice in light of critical

historical reflection, and engaged practice, has informed this thesis. Many assumptions I have
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held about the nature of the social (and of change) have been challenged by both experience and

by those I have collaborated with.

Secondly, the participatory worldview suggests that we are always involved and located
somewhere, and thus it is our choice as to what we do with this position, this knowledge, or this
power (George, 2005). Those in privileged positions with knowledge or power (generally
influence) whether great or small, have a responsibility (ability to respond) to contribute actively
to addressing and solving social problems. Those with influence who shirk from this response-
ability in the face of social repression and ecologically destructive policies and practices are

indeed complicit in the continuation of such practices.

Only to a certain point can one choose to segregate oneself from the social as a ‘professional’
seemingly cut off from the pressing challenges we face. The presumption that the researcher (i.e.
the individual who identifies problems and looks for solutions), the same researcher who holds
significant power and social standing in their community, is fully justified in his / her social dis-
engagement, appears misled. Scholars and researchers have a choice — they can also choose to
regard as their responsibility the expression of their knowledge and power through action. They
can be active, expressing ‘activism’ in many ways through the interface of knowledge and action,

and transforming theory through practical social experimentation.

I also base this view on the concept of ‘process ethics’, an approach which asks us to continually
question our ‘response-ability’ in the face of ever developing and evolving situations and
challenges (Fisher, 2006; Varela, 1992). Rather than locating ethics as a ‘code’ of principles,
response-ability necessarily evolves depending on our perception of ourselves and the world
around us. In drawing from engaged traditions of scholarship, this thesis aims to strengthen our

collective ‘ability-to-respond’ to the issues that we face.

3.2 Research Design

The design process spanned approximately one and a half years, from the initial proposal put
forth in late 2004, to the stage II report submitted in mid 2005, to the submission and presentation
of a comprehensive research design as part of the confirmation of candidature in early 2006, to

initial application of research. Initial implementation of the research began at the tail end of the
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research design process after initial ethics approval.

An apparent / perceived asymmetry helps to highlight the research problem. On the one hand, a
number of emerging global (futures) issues have become more visible (e.g. climate change, the
production of technological risk and the ecological crisis) (Beck, 1999). More people than ever
before are working to create alternatives to neo-liberalism and corporatism (Applebaum, 2005;

Steger, 2009, pp. 97-129).

On the other hand a ‘democratic deficit’ has emerged, as global governance has remained an elite
enterprise and state-based political processes and culture have come under the influence of
corporate interests even as nations continue to federalise (Korten, 1996; Nader, 1996). A greater
need for collective citizen agency and decision-making power has correlated with a decrease in
formal avenues for political influence and change — a type of structural estrangement. Grass roots
concern over planetary / global issues has strengthened over time, while global governance has
become more corporatised and institutions like the WTO and G8 / G20 (and IMF / WB
extensions) have failed to live up to democratic principles. Indeed, an overlapping commitment of
the AGM and ‘global justice movement’ is a movement for global democratisation within
different structural spheres (culture, economy, politics) and different scales — a commitment
articulated by many proponents for a different globalisation (a discussed by various authors in
Chapter Two part one).
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Figure 3.1: Research problem and normative direction

Alternative Futures of Globalisation: A Socio-Ecological Study of the World Social Forum Process



127

Figure 3.1 shows how the initial research problem was concerned with the need for community
empowerment in the face of planetary challenges, addressing deficits in democracy (bottom right
of figure). This encapsulated both an inquiry into emerging global issues (the domain of futures
studies) and inquiry into community agency in addressing these challenges (the domain of
community development) (upper right of figure). The left hand side of figure 3.1 expresses two
dystopian possibilities if awareness and agency are not enabled. Critical globalisation studies
became important, as the body of work linking grassroots concerns, critical historical analysis,
analysis of global structures with the agenda of transforming globalisation. Together, these

constitute a pathway of inquiry into addressing this research problem.

Because the WSF(P) is discursively situated within the anti-globalisation / alter-globalisation
movement(s), and as ‘globalisation’ is the (arguably) dominant (though not uncontroversial)
discourse of the moment (Held, 2000b; Steger, 2009, p. chap 2), it made sense to articulate the
study as an inquiry into alternative futures of globalisation as they are embodied through the

WSE(P).

As a Masters’ Graduate in Strategic Foresight / Future Studies, I had a background in emerging
global issues. My intuition led me toward a more empirical focus on the normative field from
within which the WSF(P) operates, and specifically the alternative futures of globalisation (AFG)
embodied there. My original research questions therefore applied such concerns to a specific set

of processes (the WSF(P) and AFG), asking:

1) What are the operational and organisational dimensions of the World Social Forum
Process, and what does this mean / signify for AFG?

2) What are the strategies, dynamics and processes by which individuals and collectivities
through the World Social Forum Process work to create desired social changes, and what
does this mean / signify for AFG?

3) What are the alternative (normative) futures of globalisation articulated and embodied

through the World Social Forum Process, and how does this connect with AGM?

These research questions led to the proposal of the following process:
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* action research with key groups associated with the WSF(P)
* case study building based on this work

* cross analysis of cases — explicating AFG from this

* situating of WSF(P) within historical analysis

* interpreting links between actor strategies and practices and visions for AFG

3.3 Discourse Formation and Domain Development

While literature on the WSF was found in abundance, developing a body of literature on
alternative globalisation (AG) has required extensive excavation. This is because AG does not
exist in the explicit discursive sense; only a handful of theorists and a handful of movement actors
refer to ‘alternative globalisation’ or alter-globalisation / altermondialisme. As seen in chapter
two, alternative Globalisation (AG) exists, rather, as a tacit feature of the processes that run

through the literature on globalisation, and activities / discourses within the WSF(P).

The identification of alternative globalisation as a major and primary theme of the research
occurred initially in the confirmation of candidature stage. Its construction as a meta-domain has
been ongoing and dynamic, emerging through the interplay between literature review and
fieldwork. Engagement with actors who are part of the social forum process (SFP) has been one
primary mode by which I have identified the various traditions and discourses for AG. It is only
through this dynamic interplay between fieldwork and discourse formation that a ‘domain
development’ has been possible. In addition, such a movement between discourse formation and
field work has ensured a strong resonance between theory and practice, and in the constructivist
sense it has helped to locate discourses as ‘embodied’ in actor networks — as the narratives and

ideas which guide actors and action.
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Figure 3.2: Theory-Practice Dialectic

AG can be seen to have both discursive and movement dimensions. While it is a somewhat
artificial separation in some cases, such a distinction helps to clarify what and how discourses
guide actors and projects. AG can also be unacknowledged, tacit. Make Poverty History (MPH)
is a case in point. This campaign shies away from the term ‘alternative / alter-globalisation’.
Nonetheless, MPH considers itself a campaign to alter the inequities represented by neo-liberal
trade policies at the global level. As seen in Chapter Two, part two, the ‘tacit-ness’ of alternative
globalisation, can also be seen within discourses that, while not using the label ‘Alternative

Globalisation’, nevertheless have a message of global change in intent and character.

Discourse Practice
Tacit Early Anti-globalisation / Critiques | Make Poverty History / UNGC / MDGs
of Neo-liberal / ‘De-globalisation’ / Peer to Peer Production, Opensource
Explicit Alternative Futures of Globalisation | Anti/ Alter-globalisation Movement /
/ Visions For a Different Counter — summits and WSF(P)
Globalisation or World System

Table 3.1: Conceptual Family of Alternative Globalisation

In this thesis, my aim was not to prove, disprove or test theory. Rather, I have attempted to link

theory and practice: how ideas, theories and assumptions shape practices and guide actors, and
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how practices then shape the cognitive sphere, as a dynamic process. Linking theory and practice
means examining the interplay between the discourses for alternative globalisation and their
embodied practices within the AGM. Simply put, alternative globalisation is a form of
simultaneous theory-practice, expressed as discourse / articulations and embodied through

thousands of projects, movements and other initiatives.

Discourse formation was demonstrated through the constitution of ‘alternative globalisation’ as
an emergent ‘meta’ domain of inquiry and action. Informed by the research I have undertaken, I
identified nine core discourses which were the most prominent in this research project within its
respective locales. Alternative globalisation emerges through a wide variety of social theories
and discourses. Diverse and important normative directions for change are together co-

constructed into an emerging ‘meta’ domain of inquiry and action.

For the empirical dimension of the study, I focused on action research projects with those actors
that have some association with either the WSF(P) (such as global or local social forums) or who
work within or identify with the AG movement. Some of the individuals with whom I worked
were only lightly and infrequently associated with the AG / WSF(P) movement (e.g. they may
have participated in one social forum but do not view themselves as part of a global process).
Some were committed to, and heavily involved in such social action; they frequently participated

in social forums and being part of a global movement was a key aspect of their identity.

In the process of articulating the beliefs, values and goals of AG / WSF(P) actors, finding
common language to describe experience is key. Semantics can easily obfuscate issues. There are
those that find the term ‘global justice movement’ meaningful, for others ‘global democracy’ is
the issue at hand. There are those who still do not connect with the idea of a ‘global’ movement at
all. I use term ‘alternative globalisation’ (as a meta-category) to link the various terms people use
to describe their activities. Nonetheless, it is important to remember that the definition of key

terms should be viewed as a fluid part of an ongoing debate.
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Alter-globalisation World Social
movement Forum Process
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AGM but not part of far SFP and AGM but not part of for

not supportng SFP supportng AGM

Figure 3.3: The Identity ‘Boundaries’ or Normative Field(s) of the Research Area

Figure 3.3 shows the conceptual and normative field in which the study is located. Actors
included in this study came from the three possible categories illustrated. Normative field thus
includes: 1) those who identify and take part in social forums, but who do not consider
themselves part of or do not identify with AG; 2) those who reciprocally consider themselves part
of AG, but not part of the SFP; and, 3) those that consider themselves part of both the WSF(P)

and AG. This may be considered the empirical ground of the research covered in my fieldwork.

3.4 Experiential Research

Experiential research as a sub-process involved applying action research approaches in
participatory settings, and drawing textual accounts from such experiences. Field research,
domain / discourse development, the writing of textual accounts and analysis all functioned as

simultaneous processes.

As the discourse developed, new fieldwork opportunities could be seen and could be followed.
For example the initial confirmation of candidature and subsequent discourse development
highlighted the importance of networked media as an important aspect of alternative
globalisation. Thus, engagement in this space of activity (as fieldwork) became more important.

Reciprocally, fieldwork helped uncover new dimensions of discourse that were embodied in
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practices, guiding actors.

I needed to search for ways to understand the complexity before me. Consequently, analytic
approaches were continually developed to assist in sense making. Fieldwork proceeded in
tandem with analytic sense making, a ‘parallel process’ with other sub-processes. A diversity of
approaches were used in order to accommodate the very different contexts and locales of the
research. The approach to fieldwork might be broken this three such levels, from broad to
specific. First, a ‘layered’ action research approach was taken, employing First, Second and Third
person modes of action inquiry. Secondly, practitioner research (as a sub-branch of AR) was a
primary mode of engagement. Finally, a number of methods and specific approaches were used:
Network Development, Open Space Technology, Auto-Ethnography / Narrative Research,
Anticipatory Action Learning, Empathic Interviewing, Document Analysis, and Scenario

building.

3.4.1 Layered Action Research

Using the action research tradition as a philosophical base, a number of principles helped to guide
my research efforts. I was committed to participatory involvement and review — I believed that
those being studied or written about should have opportunities to review and add their perspective
to the final research. I was actively involved with ‘the researched’ in processes of social change.
Being ‘embedded’ ensured an experiential basis for research; theory formation was informed by
practice. Lastly, the research expressed a heuristic process insofar as the projects I was involved

with used iterative characteristics of review and re-conceptualisation post experiment.

While, as an individual participating in a group process, I could not insist on a ‘pure’ PAR cycle,
many of the projects were iterative and I advocated for the evaluation processes. I was
committed to assisting the groups that I was part of. Unjust power relations, the grievances of
marginalised or exploited groups, and solutions to community problems in the face of entrenched
institutionalised power — these were some of the issues my groups engaged with. As a researcher
I have been roughly aligned with the interests of the researched. I have tried to ensure fair and
democratic processes within the groups I’ve worked with. I have followed principles draw from

the rich body of work within the AR tradition (Reason, 2002).
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While the approach I have taken for this project was broadly based in the action research tradition
and its principles, I also draw from new integrative approaches in the development of what might
be called a ‘layered’ action research methodology. Layered action research methodology has been
developed by a growing number of researchers ((CILS), 2005; Torbert, 2001; Reason, 2001).
Layered action research implies an integrative methodology approach that specifies three core

categories / frames of inquiry.

Torbert argues for the need to integrate knowledge categories: subjective, inter-subjective and
objective frames into action research (Torbert, 2001, pp. 250-260). Reason, Bradbury and Torbert
employ distinctions between First, Second and Third person action research to open up the
domains of: individual experience, the critical reference groups’ world and interests, and larger
socio-historical processes at work, respectively. The distinctions offered in this section through
First, Second and Third person action research should not be seen as essential categories, and

reified into domains, but rather windows into aspects of methodological experience.

First person action research is involved with personal lives, concerned with subjective experience
and agency. It is primarily about fostering critical subjectivity; it has encouraged me to locate
myself as ‘the researcher’ through journaling and reflection (Gallagher, 2004). How is ‘the
researcher’ (me) and ‘the researched’ (they) ‘socially and politically situated’? Does this alter,
silence, and influence the way research subjects express themselves - and what is expressed?

(Gallagher, 2004, p. 210).

Reflective practice has been developed as a way of drawing upon subject based practical
knowledge. Personal action / experience is seen as a complimentary strand in theory formation.
This process involves turning tacit and un-reflected assumptions into more explicit
understandings of experiences, by testing personal assumption within a widening arc of
communication (Heen, 2005; Mann, 2005; Marshall, 2002; Nolan, 2005; Ramsey, 2005). The
particular practice I followed was regular journal writing which culminated in an auto-
ethnographic account (see appendices T and U) and document of my journey through the WSF(P)
/ AGM.

Second person action research occurred through ‘interpersonal dialogue’, and my involvement

with communities or organisations (Reason, 2001, p. xxvi). Here the aim was to improve mutual

Alternative Futures of Globalisation: A Socio-Ecological Study of the World Social Forum Process



134

understanding and work toward collective action and innovation with (what is commonly referred

to in action research circles as) the ‘critical reference group’ (CRG). By participating in meetings,

workshops, conferences and group work, we worked to address emerging issues within the

normative field of the WSF(P) and AG.

Third person action research is concerned with what Reason and Bradbury call ‘political events’.

Such ‘events’ are not spatially or temporally proximate. They can be large organisations,

networks of groups, social and historical processes. A good example of such an ‘event’ may be

the G20 Convergence studied in this thesis. Such inter-organisational spaces imply network

development with organisations where social processes function either remotely or without

opportunities for dialogue. The WSF(P) in its totality can be said to exist in this ‘third person’

category. My involvement in local social forums also expressed this, insofar as it is impossible to

conduct meaningful dialogue with all 300-400 participants, while it is still possible to enable

social forums to happen, or analyse the overall constitution of social forums.

Action — participation
spaces

Who and what was
researched

Methods used

1st person: subjective,
personal micro world of
the individual, litany of
fads and fashions

Myself, as aspect part
of the research,
community
development and
activism in AGM and

Reflective practice / journaling. My
experience of being an actor and
collaborator in the process
Auto-ethnography / narrative work

WSEF(P)
2nd person: inter- Groups and Interviews of actor in their practices and
subjective, inter- organisations knowledges of world-changing

personal meso world of
the community / group /
institution,

working for multi-
systemic change
‘alternative
globalisation’ or in
WSEF(P)

Practitioner / Clinical Inquiry, case studies
which express group-collective experience
and practice

The broader processes of network
development

Anticipatory Action Learning

3rd person: objective,
impersonal macro world
of the global, historical /
speculative

The World Social
Forum Process and
broader alternative
globalisation
movement

Large group intervention / open space
Remote events — WSFs, G8 / G20 etc
Theorist of world futures and alternative
globalisation from multiple traditions (seen
in Chapter Two on AG discourses)

Reports and commentary on the WSF(P)
and AG through on-line media

Critical historical inquiry into the process
of local and global social change

Scenario development (Chapter Six)

Table 3.2: Layered Approach to Action Research, Reason, Bradbury, Torbert (2001)
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3.4.2 Practitioner (or ‘Clinical’) Research

The fieldwork I’ve conducted can be seen as ‘Practitioner Research’. Also known as ‘Clinical
Research’, it is described by Schein as a form of action research where the subject has initiated or
invited the involvement of a researcher, rather than a more traditional conception of research

where the researcher or consultant initiates involvement (Schein, 2001).

This approach contrasts with other action research models where the action researcher is seen as
the initiator / facilitator setting up a broad process of inquiry (even if this facilitator role is
transferred over to participants later). ‘What distinguishes [this] most clearly is that the joint
inquiry is launched by the needs of the participants who now become ‘clients’ not research
subjects’ (Schein, 2001, p. 230). The verb ‘to help’ is key to the conception of clinical research.
‘Help’ cannot be defined from the outside in: ‘the person invited in to help must have helping
skills and must focus, at least initially, on the areas of concern defined by the client’ (Schein,

2001, p. 231).

Schein argues that client initiated research provides a unique depth in understanding a particular
group or organisation’s issues and dynamics (through the researcher’s own exercise of agency
and collaboration from within). He cites Lewin’s dictum: ‘one can understand a system best by
trying to change it’ (Schein, 2001, p. 233). On one hand, the client defines and initially limits the
researcher’s role to that of a problem solver functioning in a well-defined organisational /
operational capacity. On the other hand, the researcher (as a participant-collaborator) enters the
world of the research domain, becoming embedded in the lived dilemmas and issues encountered

therein as part of the world-making ‘agentic’ processes that groups undertake.

Schein has argued that: ‘not only should data-gathering based on helping be considered legitimate
research, but such data [is] often deeper and more valid than any data gathered in the researcher
initiated models’ (Schein, 2001, p. 231). While the positivist stance tries to distance itself from
any involvement, Schein claims that deep collaboration is a pre-condition for deep understanding;
‘most of the relevant data surfaced as a consequence of some specific intervention... intervention
and diagnosis become two sides of the same coin... every intervention reveals new data’ (Schein,

2001, p. 233). Following Lewin’s stated criteria of validity, Schein argues the quality of the data
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improves as the quality of the researcher help / intervention improves: ‘the quality of their data
improves as they become helpful to the organization in which they are working’ (Schein, 2001, p.
235). He goes so far as to argue that this approach to research is ‘more empirical’ than research

relying on ‘second and third order data’ (Schein, 2001, p. 236).

This approach to research implies certain responsibilities that are different from the way ‘normal’
social research is often conceived. As a researcher I entered into a tacit ‘contract’ with the client,
and bounded my actions within the scope of the groups’ projects. Because my involvement was
‘driven by the clients’ agenda, not the researcher’s’, as a researcher I was ‘psychologically
licensed by the client to ask relevant questions which can lead directly into joint analysis and,
thereby, allow the development of a research focus that is now owned jointly by the helper and
client’ (Schein, 2001, p. 233). I had to ensure that collaborative intervention happened, and that
such collaborative interventions either worked, or were part of a process of problem solving and
development that led to better outcomes for the groups I was involved with. This required

adapting to the needs of the ‘client’.

Schein puts a great emphasis on the researcher’s own capacity for critical self reflection. He
argues that the researcher must be sceptical of his or her own perceptions, and identify their own
assumptions and hypotheses, so that these can be disconfirmed, confirmed or modified by
experience and observation. This includes (as much of the action research literature stresses) that
the process of assumption / hypothesis disconfirmation, confirmation or modification should be a
collaborative one. Yet unlike more formalistic approaches to AR where such clarification and
assumption breaking / building is researcher initiated, this process takes place more informally as
a working understanding of collaborative interventions. Schein is very critical of positivist
research approaches, and ‘the degree to which researchers ask essentially rhetorical questions,
and the degree to which they try to remain mysterious and distant from the subjects’ (Schein,

2001, p. 236).

Thus a key aspect of good research, along with the imperative to help and improve the situation
of critical reference groups, is critical subjectivity, as well as critical inter-subjectivity (co-
challenging assumptions). As a collaborator my role was not simply to do whatever the client

wanted, but to challenge and be challenged by the many people I worked with.
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3.4.3 Network Development

Network development (ND) is the other major methodological path I have taken. Network
development is a process by which people work to create networks which facilitate flows of
information and allow coordination and cooperation between otherwise disparate groups of

people.

Network development involves the linking or associational formation of disparate actors into a
network, with the aim of helping the constituency to develop and meet its goals. Participation in
networks range from the passive (e.g. members in name only) to the active (e.g. through active
involvement in collaborative projects). It can be located as both an action research practice
(Chisholm, 2001) and an approach to community development (Gilchrist, 2004). Trist (as well as
Carley and Christie) were early developers of the thinking and practice of inter-organisational
network development (Carley, 1993; Trist, 1979). Gilchrist locates it as a core community
development practice and role, while Chisholm argues it is a type of action research practice. It
became one of the core approaches employed in this thesis project, used in conjunction with or
between regional networks and organisations and associations displaying network logic. As
alluded to in previous sections, network development as a practice was already part of my ‘job

description’ as a social forum organiser.

Carley and Cristie describe inter-organisational work, and network development with
organisations aimed at sustainable development through ‘action centred networks’. These use
action research strategies to solve complex sustainability dilemmas (Carley, 1993, p. 180). In
their approach to ‘human ecology’ and ‘socio-ecological systems’, they argue that ‘meta-
problems’, alternatively known as ‘wicked’ problems’ (Conklin, 2006) are at the heart of many of
the modern problematiques we face: ‘metaproblems both exist in, and are the result of, turbulent
environments which compound uncertainty, the root of the word problematique’ (Carley, 1993, p.

165).

This era’s meta-problems overwhelm the capacity for single organisations to cope with the
challenges they face. What is required, they argue, is the development of ‘action centred
networks’ that develop ‘connective capacity’ and undertake ‘collaborative problem solving’

(Carley, 1993, p. 171). These networks can offer a variety of solutions; regulation, problem /
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trend appreciation, problem solving, support, political / economic mobilisation, and development
projects (Carley, 1993, p. 172). They argue for ‘linking pin’ organisations - organisations that
provide a structure or platform for communication and coordination across groups, and thus can

become a network of networks (Carley, 1993, pp. 172-173).

They argue that if potential conflicts within action centred networks are properly managed, such
networks can lead to the capacity for innovative responses to meta-problems collectively faced.
This innovation requires linking ‘anticipation’ (drawing from Godet’s ‘La Prospective’) with
collaborative mobilisation and practical and strategic action. They specifically call for action

research approaches that develop such action centred networks (Carley, 1993, pp. 180-181).

Overall, the networked nature of the Social Forum process is practically and theoretically
complementary with action research-style interpersonal and inter-organisational network
development, and complementary with the practical work employed by many of the organisations
within the AG movement. The issues within the WSF(P) and AGM overlap with theoretical

considerations developed by Trist, Gilchrist, Carley and Cristie, and Chisholm.

Inter-organisational ND was a window into the practice of social change, the examination and
formulation of alter-globalisation proposals within the social forum process, the formation of
‘prismatic organisational structures’ and higher order identities and meta ‘domain’ development.
Thus, ND helped me to understand how WSF(P) networks deal with meta-problems, and how
alter-globalisation is advanced in the common / not so common spaces of its articulations. This
aspect of the research thus asked what meta-issues are from a practical development perspective,
while at the same time assisting (by being part of) the development of meta-networks that can

deal with these very same issues, looking for leverage toward social change.

3.4.4 Specific / Discrete methods

Within the broad contours of AR, through practitioner research and network development, I also
used specific research methods in a variety of settings. The following chart shows the various

accounts that are developed, and the methods employed in each.
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Methods used

Local Social Forum

Open Space
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Network Development
Active Participation
Document Analysis

Local Documentary Film Network Development
Network Interviews

Active Participation
Local Educational initiative Interviews

Active Participation
Document Analysis

Local Activist Strategy Group | Interviews

Anticipatory Action Learning
(CLA)

Active Participation

G20 Week Open Space Technology
Interviews

Active Participation
Document Analysis

WSF(P) Account Auto-ethnography / reflective
practice,

Document analysis,

Scenario development

Table 3.3: The Specific Methods or Techniques Used

Open Space

Open Space methodology has been in use for a number of years. It can be seen as part of the
action research tradition of large group intervention (Martin, 2001), with its own distinctive
advocates (Owen, 1997). The WSF has increasingly adopted an open space approach and
conception for organising its events, but it is not clear where this impetus came from. Open space
is used extensively in social forum processes around the world, giving participating organisations
an opportunity to conceive of, and run, their own workshops in forums. The content of forums is
primarily generated through the community of interest that participates, and can be seen as a

grassroots form of content and issue generation.

Anticipatory Action Learning

Anticipatory Action Learning (AAL) is an approach that facilitates an understanding of the
critical issues that may impact on a community or organisation in the future, as well as the core
models or narratives people hold about these futures. It has been developed by a number of

people in practical settings, and entwines futures inquiry with action learning (Inayatullah, 2007;
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Stevenson, 2006).

AAL draws upon information from consultations, workshops and discussions within a
community or organization, which is futures oriented, involving both empirical / extrapolative
exploration of futures issues (drivers), cultural-moral considerations (the weight of history), and
normative visions of better futures (the ‘pull of the future’). AAL was used in one case, using
Causal Layered Analysis (CLA) in a participatory ‘re-framing’ exercise (Inayatullah, 1998). It
was helpful for participants in analysing how the group was situated historically and through
popular narratives, and as a re-framing exercise in the spirit of Lakoff’s concept of framing

(Lakoff, 1996).

Semi-Structured Interviews

I used semi-structured interviews in a number of settings for a number of different purposes.
Firstly, to examine the world of individual alternative globalisation advocates and proponents
(including those who articulate alternative policies / visions, social innovators / entrepreneurs,
and networkers that address meta-issues). Secondly, interviews were used as tools in participatory
review processes (to evaluate projects). Finally, interviews were used to complement account

building.

Interviews allowed me to ask people about agency and change - how as individuals they find
power and leverage in addressing large scale global issues, as well as what, how and why they
specifically create / advocate for change. Twenty three individuals were interviewed in the two

year period.

Interviews were empathetic, based on the approach articulated by Fontana and Frey (Fontana,
2005). In this approach the interview is seen as a collaborative effort, where interviewer and
interviewee co-construct the conversation. This often required some prior knowledge on my part
regarding the interviewee’s background, the key issues they faced, and the context of the issues

that that person was addressing as a counter hegemonic actor. As Fontana and Frey write:

the interviewer becomes an advocate and partner in the study, hoping to be able
to use the results to advocate social policies and ameliorate the conditions of the

interviewee... (Fontana, 2005, p. 696)
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This empathetic approach makes the axiological and ethical dimensions of the research explicit:
‘We do not research as dissociated knowers, but as people who care about others, and seeking a
redress’ (Fontana, 2005, p. 697). This ‘redress’ was a generative dialogue which sought to
understand how (as actors) they help to create just and sustainable futures in their given contexts.
One example of this type of interview (with an AG advocate) is Barsamian’s interview with well-

known global justice campaigner and writer Arundhati Roy (Barsamian, 2004).

3.5 From Case Studies to Textual Accounts

I initially assumed that case studies would come from the various action research projects I
involved myself in. Over time, however, I found that ‘case’ was not an appropriate term, as it
implies something strongly delineated. The social projects I was part of defied a strict bounded-
ness. Nevertheless, following Silverman the broad contours of the case study research were to
initially include: 1) Correlating cases with theory; 2) looking for / finding deviant (unique) cases
(in this case the G20 Convergence); and, 3) changing samples during research based on research

heuristics (Silverman, 2005, pp. 130-133).

Case studies needed to combine with theories and assumptions, be diverse enough to allow
comparison, and evolve with the research. This involved ‘collective case study’ (Silverman, 2005,
p. 127), in which five case studies were planned. Using what Silverman calls ‘purposive
sampling’ (Silverman, 2005, p. 129), I intended to involve myself in organisations that participate
in some way in the WSF(P), and / or who may be said to be engaged in the process of creating or

articulating alternatives (futures) for globalisation.

This approach to case study building was originally informed by Stake as a contextualising
research that explicates and elucidates the historical, cultural, physical, social, economic,
political, ethical and aesthetic dimensions of the case (Stake, 2003, p. 449). Latour later
challenged my view that a ‘case’ can be easily bounded. Latour challenges the notion of multiple
‘contexts’ informing case studies. He argues ‘context’ acts as a surrogate ‘agent’ which closes
down the rich associational connections within an area of study (Latour, 2005, p. 167). For him,
we must write accounts that are as open ended as the actors which are depicted. It is the tracing of

‘actor-networks’ which must replace any ‘context’; context should not be imposed as a surrogate
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agent, it must be ‘traced’.

As Latour has argued, actor networks display diachronic time, and a heterogeneity of possible
actors, such that ‘context’ must be replaced by ‘connections’. Latour calls disciplined tracing of
actor networks as a scripting of ‘risky accounts’ (Latour, 2005, p. 121). Categories such as
‘historical, cultural, physical, social, economic, political, ethical and aesthetic’ should not
prefigure the composition of accounts, but emerge from tracing (and re-assemblies of actor-

networks themselves). Latour writes:

[Actor Network Theory (ANT)] claims to be able to find order much better after
having let actors deploy the full range of controversies in which they are

immersed. (Latour, 2005, p. 23)

This means (as in Participatory Action Research) actors are empowered as primary definers and
articulators of their worlds: “...actors are allowed to unfold their own differing cosmos, no matter
how counter intuitive they appear’ (Latour, 2005, p. 23). Unlike PAR, for ANT actors are non-
social as well, and their ‘tracing’ by researchers provides the opportunity for creative controversy:
‘As soon as some freedom of movement is granted back to non-humans, the range of agents able

to participate in the course of action extends prodigiously...” (Latour, 2005, p. 77).

Problematising and reconceptualizing agency in a diverse but rigorous tracing of associations
underlies the writing of risky accounts, and this in turn renders a new vision of the social
possible. Latour writes ‘[ANT] draws the relativist, that is, the scientific conclusion that those
controversies provide the analyst with an essential resource to render social connections
traceable’ (Latour, 2005, p. 30). Actors are thus given broad potential diversity of form, but with

3

a specific mandate, because °‘...anything that does modify a state of affairs by making a
difference is an actor’ (Latour, 2005, p. 71). The deeper we venture into the complexity of
causality tacit in apparent forms, the closer we get to uncertainty about action: ‘the interesting
question at this point is not to decide who is acting and how but to shift from a certainty about
action to an uncertainty about action...” (Latour, 2005, p. 60). Latour’s re-conceptualisation of
the social through the explication of complex actor networks prefigures any documentation of

accounts, to reveal the controversy within our understanding and interpretation of the world of

causality.
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For Latour this also means that we need to take into account the writer, his or her conditions and
situation in the act of accounting; what he refers to as the ‘laboratory’. And while acknowledging
that many accounts are written under duress and unfavourable conditions, the key difference in
the quality of accounts is not whether they are scientific or literary, but whether such accounts are
well written in that connections are traced and associations come into view (Latour, 2005, pp.

123-125).

Latour rejects textual accounts as mere narratives, arguing that they should refer to objects, be
accurate, and in this way express uncertainty (Latour, 2005, p. 127). As previously indicated, for
Latour the social can only come into being through the uncertainty embedded in actor networks.

Thus a rich account of actor networks is a prerequisite of a good account:

In a bad text only a handful of actors will be designated as the causes of all the
others, which will have no other function than to serve as a backdrop or relay for

the flows of causal efficacy. (Latour, 2005, p. 130)

Networked A community media An educational initiative
organisation production network The
Organisational | A monthly ‘think tank’ A local social forum G20 week / process
network for activists from

diverse organisations

Table 3.4: Accounts of Networks and Organisations in as part of the WSF(P) / AGM

In the spirit of ANT, I traced five ‘accounts’, which provide a cross section of examples from the
AGM and WSF(P). The two main distinguishing categories are whether the accounts in question
were an example of a ‘networking organisation’ (an organisation which requires or conducts
networking for its own benefit or self-organisation), or an ‘organisational network’ (a group of

organisations or people that are part of, or have formed, a larger network).

These textual accounts, because of the impetus to trace networks, were too detailed and long to
put into the thesis. However, I have inserted abbreviated versions later in this chapter. Rather than
a flood of raw data, Chapter Five is an analytic attempt to explicate the controversies, tensions
and key points that emerge, in relation to the core concerns of the thesis using the framework

presented in Chapter Two, section three.
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3.6 Analysis and Integration

Despite Latour’s call to abandon frameworks that potentially obstruct the empirical appreciation
of connections, analysis has been an ongoing heuristic process of deploying organising
frameworks for sense-making purposes. This process began before the PhD and continued

through the write up of this thesis.

My initial introduction to the WSF was at the Mumbai WSF in 2004, and this began my
analytical explorations (Ramos, 2004b). Thus a tension can be said to exist between the need to
fully appreciate the associational complexity within the WSF(P) / AGM, and a need to make

sense of / stabilise such complexity through existing analytic language and strategies.

Reform-Transform

One of the first distinctions I used to understand the spectrum of activism at the WSF was that of
distinguishing ‘conservative’ proposals for change (‘reformism’), and transformative proposals
(‘radicalism’) (Ramos, 2004b). This distinction is a common one used to analyse both WSF(P)
agendas (Smith, 2008b) as well as positions for AG (Mittelman, 2004b; Scholte, 2000). As
Santos argues, it is often indicative of the historical cleavages within the West - between for
example militant revolutionaries and reformist unions (Santos, 2006, pp. 111-113). It therefore
delineates between ‘reformist’ proposals to democratise the institutional landscape of power in a
piecemeal fashion, and ‘radical” proposals that argue that ‘current global trends, including
growing poverty, and inequality...and deteriorating environmental conditions, are structural
effects of the world capitalist system itself and, therefore, global capitalism should be abolished’
(Smith, 2008b, p. 85). This distinction can be seen in Chapter Two, for example between reform

liberal and neo-Marxist discourses.

The distinction, however, became increasingly problematic as the thesis progressed. As a
dualism, it pre-supposes one of two possibilities, obscuring an underlying spectrum. As Santos
argues, it can obscure the multiple strategies employed by movements which contain both
reformism and radicalism, and it can be polarising to frame debates using this distinction (Santos,
2006, pp. 171-172). In my fieldwork experiences I was confronted by the diversity of actors and

creative modes of participation through the WSF(P) / AGM, indicating the extent to which many
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thematically specific or small scale alternatives are ‘radically’ deconstructive and reconstructive
of the life-world’s they are immersed in (as seen in Chapter Five). In an alternate definition,
positions which disown the role of the state and capital in an AGM and / or WSF(P) can be seen
as just the opposite of ‘radicalism’, rather as the maintenance of its status quo, (which comes into
clearer view in scenario one of Chapter Six). Indeed, we may find proposals emerging from
industry and the business community as truly ‘revolutionary’, such as the development of post-
shareholder-driven business models (White, 2006) and Cradle-to-Cradle design (Braungart,
2007).

3.6.1 Embodied Prefigurations vs. Manifestations

Another distinction related to ‘reform-transform’ is the difference between embodied social
alternatives / innovations and manifestos / manifestations, discussed in Chapter Two, section
three. This concerns the difference between existing embodied social alternatives and proposals
that do not yet exist — imagined visions of ‘another world’. Embodied alternatives are also

referred to in the literature as ‘prefigurative’ (Smith, 2008a, pp. 199-200).

Single theme focus Multi theme focus
Embodied prefiguration Open source laboratories Ceres environment park (see

Perma-culture practices Chapter Five — MSF)

Economic cooperatives Wiserearth.org (website)

A Space Outside (see Chapter
Five — G20 Convergence)

Manifestations World parliament (Monbiot, Porto Alegre 19
2003) Bamako Appeal
World Environment Belem Declaration
Organisation (Held, 2005) (See appendices D, E and F)

Table 3.5: Embodied Alternatives or Blueprints, Singe issue or Multi-issue

As seen in table 3.5, embodied alternatives and blueprints can also either be single theme focused
or multi theme focused. While these four distinctions are not used explicitly in an analytic
framework, they nevertheless provide some nuance to the language used in this thesis in relation
to what ‘alternatives’ mean. This distinctions relationship to ‘reform-transform’ is not strait
forward. Structural critiques (e.g. of global capitalism) can favour multi-theme manifestos /
manifestations (the ‘prescription’ matching the ‘diagnosis’). Yet transformism or ‘radicalism’ can
likewise lead to bold experiments in deconstructing and reconstructing multiple life-world’s, as

seen in Chapter Five and in other studies (Smith, 2008b, pp. 97-104).
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3.6.2 Horizontalism and Verticalism

The distinction between horizontalism and verticalism is common within the literature of
alternative globalisation and the WSF(P) (Juris, 2004; Tormey, 2005). This distinction points to
cultural dynamics within the AGM, and denote tendencies toward either ‘command logic’
(verticalism), or participatory ‘network logic’ (horizontalism). This distinction is mixed in with
the aforementioned distinction between embodied prefiguration and manifestation, examples
being Whitaker and Salleh’s different critiques of the ‘Porto Alegre Consensus’ of 19. This
dynamic is explored in more detail in Chapter Four, and a key operative logic in the concluding

scenarios.

3.6.3 Causal Layered Analysis

Causal Layered Analysis, originally developed by Inayatullah (Inayatullah, 1998), and now used
by many others (Inayatullah, 2004), was used throughout the thesis as a way of analysing live and
textual discourses. Its first use was to explicate the different layers of the wide-ranging discourses
on globalisation (confirmation document 2006). Its second use was to analyse the various
processes and speeds of change throughout the WSF(P). This was one of my first attempts to
analyse social alternatives that were present in the WSF(P) (Ramos, 2006a). Its third use was as a

facilitation method in one of the accounts (Chapter Five — ‘Community Collaborations”).

Throughout this process, CLA was a guiding method for appreciating the ontological and
temporal heterogeneity within AFG. In itself, however, the four layers of CLA were not a
complete match for either the temporal and thematic diversity of actors, nor for the discourses
emerging in fieldwork. However, what CLA was able to provide was refined analysis of
discourse, worldview and episteme, and how these help to categorically organise understandings

of alternative globalisation.

3.6.4 Normative vs. Descriptive Globalisations

Globalisation discourses were also analysed from the point of view of their normative content vs.

their descriptive content. This was one essential strategy by which I began to construct the meta-
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domain of alternative futures of globalisation (as opposed to just globalisation discourses, of
which there are endless varieties) (Applebaum, 2005; Baylis, 1997; Held, 2000b; Scholte, 2000;
Synott, 2004).

This began the process of sifting and sorting, whereby I looked for examples where authors were
proposing ‘another’ globalisation, or a ‘different’ globalisation, or ‘futures’ for globalisation. As
discussed, explication and identification of discourses also emerged from fieldwork. Within the
WSEFE(P), discourses that articulate alternative futures of globalisation, as well as actors that
struggle for them, are heterogeneous. AFG emerged as a meta category for this convergence of
viewpoints. The process of pattern recognition and discourse construction, through literature
research and fieldwork, yielded the nine discourses for AG presented in Chapter Two, section

one.

3.6.5 Developing the Core Analytic Framework

In developing a framework for exploring AG discourses, I originally drew heavily upon the work
of Galtung and Inayatullah and their examination of macro-historical theories of social change
(Galtung, 1997b). This analytic approach aimed to develop an understanding of the key aspects of
social change, which stem from the viewpoints embodied in actors. Inayatullah’s analysis of
macro-historians was particularly useful, and helped me to construct a framework for combing
through the discourses for alternative globalisation (Inayatullah, 1997c, pp. 159-202). This
devised framework initially included the five categories of episteme, agency, structure, history,

and future.

Because discourses for AG provide complex, dynamic and organically conceived visions, it is
important to note that one category cannot so easily be separated from another category.
Therefore, as a summary of the approach, table 3.6 provides some considerations concerning the
interactions between these categories when looking at a discourse. The table describes how I
originally conceived this analytic framework, in part to address the research questions posed in
this study. This analytical framework does not imply an essential structure for AG, but rather a
devise by which to make sense of an enormous and complex area. At the time, the intention
behind the use of these distinctions was to clarify key constituent assumptions that go into the

production of conceptions, and strategies for AG. Each discourse I analysed is a complex and
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cohesive whole that cannot so easily be so easily generalised and torn apart through analysis.

Nevertheless, by moving through these five categories, I originally attempted to provide an

analytic strategy that addressed the core concerns of the project.

(3=Acts upon)

History (H)

Future (F)

Structure (S)

Agency (A)

or make absurd
certain historical
claims
(development,
progress), by
showing their
contradictions in
view of emerging
limits and
potentials

potential for
transformed
structures and
alternative or
emergent
categories in
nascent form,
projecting what is
continuous and
enduring, or
challenging
present orderings

History # ---- provides the shape, | embodies the key contours the scope
the stages, the structures through | for the movement
trajectory, and what is seen to be of potential actors,
position from akey ‘unit’, and locates and
which the future is | changes slowly or | qualifies actors in a
contoured and remains broader and longer
interpreted and continuous and scheme of change
seen to unfold essential through

time
Future % can modify, justify | --- can reveal the can show the

potential influence
of certain actors, or
close down the
potential of others,
as well as provide
the vision for what
can be enacted and
what cannot.

Structure ¥

provides the
groundwork by
which History can
be written
according to a
coherent
movement of time
not lost in detail

prefigures the
future through the
stabalisation of
categories of
reality, and
provides the
template for what
can change

provides the
categories and
boundaries within
which actors can
act, and constitutes
the actors
themselves as
located and
positioned

Agency *

provides the
potential from
which the patterns
of history can be
modified or
transformed

is what makes the
future different
from the present —
actors creating
change at different
scales, in a variety
of ways

works within the
proscribed view of
ontological
categories and
must be seen in
such categories to
exist, but can
choose to also
modify them (but
not ignore them!)

Table 3.6: Overview Chart of Interaction Between Structure, Agency, History and Future

As I grappled with the need to analyse my experiences in the WSF(P), I drew upon Santos’

‘sociology of emergences’ and socio-ecological understanding of the WSF(P) (Santos, 2006, p.
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241). 1 later realised the correlation and convergence between his ‘ecologies’ (of knowledges,
recognitions, temporalities, productivities, and trans-scales) and the framework I had originally
conceived based on the work of Inayatullah (as above). Other considerations also haunted me, in
particular the issue of structure, political economy and geo-graphy. I thus drew from authors such
as Sklair, Robinson, Boulet, Raskin and Robbins to help conceptualise a ‘geo-structural’
understanding (Boulet, 1985; Raskin, 2006; Robbins, 2004; Robinson, 2004; Sklair, 2002). The
conceptual framework that I presented in Chapter Two, part three is a synthesis of this process of
devising analytic strategies in various parts of the thesis. This is then applied as an analytic

approach to understanding the five accounts presented in Chapter Five.

3.6.6 Scenario Development

The final method applied within the thesis was an approach to scenario construction, based on the
work of Inayatullah (2008) and Nandy (1992). This method was analytic in its exploration of
alternative futures of the WSF(P), and constructed four scenario vignettes that explore factors in
the social complexity of the WSF(P). In addition, it was used as an integrative approach, to distil
the implications of the themes that run through the thesis, and to provide a synthesis of the issues

which emerge.

Nandy developed an approach to ‘evaluating utopias’, which critiqued the extent to which a
utopia closes down the social imaginary, arguing ‘a utopia must be able to take criticism from

other utopias’ (Nandy, 1992, p. 8), and incorporate seeds of reflexivity, as:

no Utopia can give a guarantee against its misuse by overzealous ideologues, but
an Utopia can build conceptual components which sanctify self-doubts, openness

and dissent. (Nandy, 1992, p.7)

Nandy challenges the pretensions of utopians (held by those on the left and right alike) claiming
certainty based on pseudo-scientific theories of social development, modernisation, and progress,
which insulate themselves from the impact of their visions on the world. He thus argues that
‘visions [should] include an element of self-destructiveness’ and toward the development of
visions ‘which tend to self destroy when used against demands for justice, compassion and
freedom’ (Nandy, 1992, p. 10). Thus, for the WSF(P) too, there must be an ‘escape cause’
(Nandy, 1992, p. 2) by which to challenge or question the ideological construct which is the
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WSF(P) today, and which allows alternative futures of the WSF(P) to emerge. As Nandy argues,
for utopias to have any merit they must engage in a dialogue with alternate utopias and include
the critiques of their rivals. Thus we can ask in this vein, what must the WSF(P) internalise
‘either as an internal ally or as a critic’ (Nandy, 1992, p. 6)? To be evaluated, the WSF(P) as a
utopian construct also needs to be problematised by such voices, its current trajectory seen as one

of a number of possible futures.

Inayatullah (2008) drew inspiration from the social psychology of Nandy, in developing an
approach to understanding of the cultural and organisational logics in the imaging of the future.
Inayatullah’s application of this is to explore four futures for organisations, the dominant self
concept (what I term ‘success formula’), the disowned self of an organisation, the integrated
organisation, and the outlier. Chapter Six presents four scenario vignettes as concluding
‘snapshots’ of alternative futures of the WSF(P), and explores issues and implications that arise

from these.

3.7 Summary of Accounts

The fieldwork conducted as part of this thesis has been with organisations and networks that were
in some way connected with the WSF(P), and which could be construed to be part of a movement

toward alternative globalisation.

As noted, one distinguishing feature of these are whether the accounts in question are examples of
a ‘networking organisation’ (an organisation which requires or conducts networking for its own
benefit), or an ‘organisational network’ (a group of organisations or people that are part of, or

have formed, a larger network).

Another of the distinguishing features of these accounts is the way in which they are, in
variegated ways, prismatic in their compositions. We see heterogeneous / plural actors, visions
and processes: be this from the position of global politics (e.g. alternative globalisations),
education, media, events, or the like. ‘Prismatism’ in these accounts describes ontological and
epistemological complexity (diversities) contained in organisational forms and spaces. What
emerges is diversity and coherence that exist simultaneously, with their attendant contradictions,

tensions, paradoxes and controversies.
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The deviant account in this study is the G20 Convergence. In this example, the G20 consisted of
various loosely affiliated networks and meta-networks which never cohered into a self referential
totality (as with the other examples). It was a convergence based on the situational context of the

meeting of the G20 countries and their finance ministers.

A sixth account, of the WSF(P) as a totality, is offered in Chapter Four. Yet a ‘complete’ account
of the WSF(P) is difficult - it is vast and complex (including as an example over 200 forums
around the world — see Appendix B). To draw together an account of the WSF(P), in Chapter
Four, I weave together literature research, interviews and my personal involvement in two WSFs
(Mumbai and Caracas) and the Melbourne Social Forums. However the challenge of the
WSEF(P)’s complexity combined with the limitations of this research project means that the
representation of the WSF(P) must be qualified as an expression of the embodied cognition of

this author.

The five accounts provide examples of complex prismatic composition from the AG movement
and the WSF(P). The first account explores the development of a local social forum. The second
account involves a network of community media producers, who focus on making short
documentaries on social justice, indigenous, environmental and other issues. The third account
involved a ‘think tank’ of local community organisers and activists. The fourth account involves
an initiative to develop integrative and transformative education at the post graduate level outside
of the existing university framework. The fifth account, ‘G20 Convergence’, involves the week of
events that coincided with the meeting of finance ministers from the G20 group of nations (an

extension of the G8).

These accounts demonstrate a heterogeneity which comes together to create a new commons
through ‘prismatic’ formations in the (re)composition of alternative localisations and

globalisations.

3.7.1 The Melbourne Social Forum

The first account explores the process of network development in a local social forum. My

involvement in this local social forum predates the commencement of this research project. My

role with this group varied over time, but the consistent theme of network development ran
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throughout my involvement with the group. I collaboratively undertook new roles in

‘sponsorship’, ‘outreach’ and ‘media’ that further deepened my specific involvement.

In this example, network development was both situational and ongoing. Social forums are
examples of situational opportunities for participants to interlink and network. For the organisers
network development is ongoing, and cannot happen without the creation of specific network
development roles. This account is largely based on my internal involvement in the organisational
process. Through this process, I also experienced the rich convergence of organisations that
compose the social forum ‘community’. This convergence represents the prismatic quality of

social forums in general.

The MSF emerged as an expression of the rich networks of counter hegemonic actors in
Melbourne. This included groups supportive of the WSF initiative, as well as groups and people
who advocate or articulate for post-neo-liberal and post-capitalist visions. Initially, the MSF
founding group was inspired by the shared experience of the Mumbai WSF in early 2004, that led
to the first MSF in late 2004.

The forum has had modest attendance over the past five years. Events have been held in 2004,
2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, and 2009, bringing together an average of between 300 and 400
participants, and hosting between 30-50 workshops per event. The initial forum in 2004 was a
one day event (which expanded to two days in 2005). In 2006 the MSF ran the G20 Alternative as
part of the G20 Convergence. 2007 saw the largest MSF event attendance (with approximately

450 participants). This was followed by a mini form in 2008, and a larger two day forum in 2009.

Over the six years of its existence the MSF has brought together many well known green / left /
alternative writers and activists located in Melbourne/Victoria, and some inter-state visitors as

well.” In addition, the variety of groups that have weaved through the forum are also diverse.”

“Speakers have included: Thomas Pogge, David Spratt, Phillip Sutton, Susan Hawthorne, Verity
Bergmann, Helena Norberg-Hodge, Frank Fisher, Stephen Mayne, Humphrey McQueen, Joseph Camilleri,
Rod Quantok, Valerie Plumwood, David Risstrom, Kenneth Davidson, Kevin Bracken, Tony Biggs,
Robbie Thorpe, Donna Mulhearn, Lillian Holt, Geoff Davies, Cam Walker, Ben Neil, Bob Phelps,
Shanaka Fernando, Kerryn Wilmot, Tanya Ha, Kirsten Laursen , Mosese Waqa, Sue Kenny, Mary
Crooks, Graham Dunkley, Merrill Findley, Jess Whyte, Janet McCalman, Jacques Boulet, Damien
Grenfell, Mike Cebon and others.

* This includes groups like: Friends of the Earth, Greenpeace, International Socialist Organization, Ananda
Marga, Greenpeace, Latin American Solidarity Network, Women’s International League for Peace and
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During or after each forum organisers have conducted evaluations of the events, both formal and

informal. The forum has consistently received positive reviews from participants.

Organisers, however, have always hoped that the social forum in Melbourne would draw more
people. The MSF has not succeeded in breaking into mainstream audiences, (or even what might
be considered the *progressive’ ‘cultural creative’ audience). This has occurred despite increased

efforts at outreach and media promotion.

Several generations of organisers have built and sustained the forum through its iterations, yet the
sustainability of the effort has often been tenuous, given the challenge of organising such events

as volunteer efforts.

3.7.2 Plug-in TV

The second account involves a network of community media producers who focus on making
short documentaries on social justice, environmental and other issues. Like the third account

(below) my involvement in this group commenced after the thesis project began.

My involvement was precipitated by the group’s need for assistance in the area of team-building,
network and community development. As with the first account, my role in network / community
development runs throughout this account. This role also required me to become a content
producer, a creative writer, do legal work, provide facilitation, and apply conflict mediation at
various times. The issues that this group cover, as well as the many groups it has documented, are

very diverse. They cast a distinct light on the myriad of projects for change in both Melbourne,

Freedom, Australians for Native Title and Reconciliation, Engage Media, Plug-in TV, Coalition for Justice
and Peace in Palestine, Australian Venezuela Solidarity Network, Resistance, Polisario Front in Australia,
Western Buddhist Order, Cultivating Community, Australian Center for Democracy and Justice, Madpride,
Sea Shepherd, EnergyBulletin, Prosper Australia, EarthSharing Australia, Share International, Aid/Watch,
Global Trade Watch, the Australian Jewish Democratic Society, Democratic Socialist perspective, Beyond
Zero Emissions, Pacific Islands Network, Reconciliation Victoria, Medical Association for the Prevention
of War, Gene Ethics, Life Poets Simplicity Collective, Oases, Be the change, Western Region
Environments Centre, East Timor Women’s Association, Australia East Timor Association, Nuclear Free
Australia, Engineers Beyond Borders, Peace Brigades International, Refugee Action Collective, The
Understandascope Institute, Aduki Independent Press, Union Solidarity, GreenLeap Strategic Institute,
Queer Activist Network, Lentil as Anything, and many other groups.
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Australia and the world. (See Appendix J).

Plug-in TV emerged about the same time as the Melbourne Social Forum. Indeed one of the first
projects Plug-in TV undertook was a documentary on the first MSF. Plug-in TV began as a TV
program for community television on Melbourne’s Channel 31. As the group grew, it began to
document a broader variety of issues. It began to use the web for distribution, in particular using

EngageMedia.org as a distribution platform.

Members and producers came from diverse backgrounds; Australians, Latin Americans, North
Americans, South East Asians, and Europeans have been involved. Developing documentaries in
a participatory style, Plug-in TV addressed a diverse set of social and ecological issues. These
included: indigenous rights, environmental campaigns, the arms industry, forest protection,
community radio, neighbourhood sustainability projects, corporate abuses, cycling, climate
change, regional Australian military interventions, public transport, industrial relations,

alternative education and human rights issues overseas.

Incorporation, finding an office, public liability insurance, allowed Plug-in TV to establish itself
as an organisation. Subsequent to this Plug-in TV, through some projects, began to do to paid
work for not-for-profit organisations that needed support in media production. While this never
became a great source of income, this at least provided a small revenue stream that allowed Plug-

in TV to have a modest studio.

Due to the dramatic diversity of its members, and the sometimes ideologically oriented directions
they took, Plug-in TV experienced organisational teething problems over the years, and this
required a more conscious effort to formalise structures that would mitigate against future
disputes. A focus on developing networks of both members and non-member relationships has
allowed Plug-in TV to expand and remain a fluid and diverse group. But the same fluidity has
become a double-edged sword, given the challenges of maintaining the integrity and coherence of

the group’s activity and sustainability over the years.

Plug-in TV has attempted to make video production accessible to the person on the street. It
attempts to reduce the barrier between expert and non-expert — so common in highly technical
environments such as media production. Its vision has been to make grassroots media production

a common literacy. For the benefit of the community, Plug-in TV aims to build community
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capacity by facilitating the telling of stories (and the documentation of issues) from a popular, or
‘vox pop’ perspective. It has done this by taking a community building approach to media
production, emphasising the need for knowledge sharing, mutual support, resource sharing, and

collaborative approaches to organising, producing and distributing media.

3.7.3 Community Collaborations

The third account involved a group of local community organisers and activists. Meeting
monthly, this group of people focussed on information sharing and strategy development on
pertinent issues that various activist, community and advocacy groups face. Prismatically, the
group brought together well known community organisers, representing dozens of groups that
work in the area of social justice and ecological sustainability. My involvement in this group

commenced after the thesis project began.

Community collaborations initially emerged as an effort to coordinate the development of an
Australian Social Forum. A committee was formed which began to meet in Melbourne, this drew
together a variety of activists and community organisers from across a number of groups. The
group developed organically through personal invitations, and had a strong ethic of solidarity
based on the trust put in personal relationships and associations. The group eventually gave up its
plans for a pan Australian social forum, but continued to meet as a knowledge sharing
‘waterhole’. This facilitated some strategic dialogues that allowed for better communication and

understanding across some of the activist projects in Melbourne.

Toward the end of its life, members began to ask questions about the purpose of the group, and
several processes were undertaken. The first was a workshop to explore the neo-liberal framing of
human rights, where members discussed how values are articulated (e.g. appropriated) for
political economic interests. This led to a short manifesto-like statement which articulated the

need for a dramatic re-conceptualisation of the framing of human rights. (See Appendix L).

The second was an evaluation conducted with ten of the participants, with the aim of looking for
new ways forward for the group. The final process was an experiment in community storytelling,

incorporating the previous two processes.
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3.74 Oases

The fourth account involves an initiative to develop integrative and transformative education at
the post graduate level outside of the existing university framework. This initiative was informed
by precedents, educational initiatives such as Noosa, the California Institute for Integral Studies,

and Schumacher College, to name a few.

Thematically, the initiative was based on a vision of integrating the ecological, spiritual, social,
and aesthetic facets or dimensions of reality into a student centred learning process. It too is
prismatic, as through its participatory development process it is composed by many different
people from many different education backgrounds (disciples, fields or domains). My role in this
initiative differed over time, from process participant to contributor to curriculum development,

and included some simple budgetary work and some media / communications work.

Oases (as an educational initiative) was started in 2004. The Oases program focussed on creating
a type of adult / tertiary education that differed from the dominant institutional model of modern-
day academia. As such, it aimed to create an educational process and environment that was

broadly transdisciplinary and multi-modal (through ‘the organic integration of the aesthetic, and

social, ecological and spiritual dimensions of our existence’).

Oases began as a collaboration between the Augustine Center and Borderlands Co-operative in
Hawthorn, Melbourne. The Augustine Centre has been a centre for trans-personal development
and spirituality, and Borderlands a centre for community development, social research, and

activism. Between them they drew together a wide variety of practitioners and participants.

Oases has developed in a number of ways. It has become an accredited Masters program in
Integrative and Transformative Learning in the state of Victoria. In addition to this, it runs
popular community learning programs that are open to anyone with an interest in the variety of
activities offered. It is also home to an emerging research and learning facility. It has attracted a
broad variety of participants into its programs, who are focused on ‘learning for personal, social

and global responsibility’.

Because the curricula were developed in a highly participatory style (involving the influence and

inclusion of academics and non-academics) the learning pools are very diverse. Learning includes
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things like: the role of colour in psychology, the vision of self in community, archetypal
psychology, ritual interaction and theatre, the coherence of communication and vocality, post-
coloniality and development, organisational development, cultural processes, human fulfilment,
innovation for sustainability, enchantment and connectedness to the world, social movements,
spiritual life, human potential, the exploration of conscientising media and therapeutic knowledge
and action. The educational program draws these together through experiential and dialogic

learning in an action-reflection pedagogy.

3.7.5 G20 Convergence

The fifth account involves the G20 week of events that coincided with the meeting of finance
ministers from the G20 group of nations (an extension of the G8). Like the G8 meeting at
Gleneagles previously held in the UK, the Nov. 2006 G20 events in Melbourne attracted a

diversity of activity from critics of neo-liberalism.

This is a situational account of events leading up to, and including, this week. These include
activity by Make Poverty History, an autonomist formation called A Space Outside, the StopG20
coalition which organised the anti-globalisation protests, and an event conducted by the
Melbourne Social Forum called the G20 Alternative. Other activity included news coverage by

the Indymedia collective, a Human Rights Observe Team and public statements of joint bodies.

My role in this event was that of MSF liaison between different networks, groups and individuals
involved. I was also an organiser for activities during this week of actions, in particular the G20
Alternative. Again, this account is prismatic in its situational containment of diverse and
competing organisational and social identities. They push for different visions of social change,
and use different tactics and strategies. This account raises the serious issues of social
fragmentation, and casts light on the way in which alternative globalisation is enacted and

mobilised through a diversity of meta-formative practices.

The G20 week of action and events included [paraphrased from event literature]:

Media of Dissent Forum at Trades Hall: aimed at organise alternative media / media strategy for

the G20 (Nov 12, 12pm - 6:30pm).
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A Space Outside: Active Interventions Within: a temporary collective to critique and experiment

with alternatives to capitalism (http://www.aspaceoutside.org) (Nov 12" to 17").

Public Forum: Creating a Fairer World, What should the G-20 do? A forum presented by Make
Poverty History, at the Melbourne Town Hall, Swanston St, Melbourne

(http://makepovertyhistory.org.au/melbForum.html) (Nov 16, 10am-5.45pm).

Corporate Engagement Day - decentralised actions: a chance for affinity groups to focus on their
own issues concerning the corporate harm done to people and the planet. Venue: Various

corporate offices around the CBD (Friday Nov 17).

Generation 2015 Make Poverty History Concert: Hosted by Australia's Make Poverty History
Coalition, at the Sidney Myer Music Bowl (http://makepovertyhistory.org.au/melbConcert.html)
(Friday Nov 17, late).

Carnival Against / Beyond Capitalism: a gathering in the city which included speakers, street
theatre, etc, culminating in a rally and Carnival Beyond Capitalism street party. Location - State

Library in Swanson St, Melb. CBD (http://www.stopg20.org) (Sat Nov 18, 12-6pm).

Make Poverty History Festival: Free All-Ages Daytime Community Education Festival.
Featuring Bands, Fair Trade & Sustainable Living Stalls, Workshops, Global Beats Chill Zone,
Speakers, Roving Performers, MPH info stalls, International Food and Children's Activities (Sat

Nov 18).

The Melbourne Social Forum G20 Alternative: a forum open to the public, exploring alternatives
to neo-liberalism and democratising global economic governance. RMIT Swanson St Campus,

(Sun, Nov 19, 10 am to 5 pm).

Help the Police Quarantine the Greed20 Virus: street theatre concerning the Greed20
virus/inoculating ourselves against capitalist-led globalisation. Venue: As close to the Grand

Hyatt as the Police Quarantine allows. More info: (http://www .stopg20.org) (Sun Nov 19).

Two major clusters of activities broadly defined the G20 Convergence: the networked activities

to protest the G20, and Make Poverty History’s extensively coordinated programme for that
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week. The media portrayed these different clusters quite differently. Based on organising styles,
they can be described as ‘Controlled Engagement’ vs. ‘Autonomist Protest’, although many
variations exist in between. On the ground, organisers for both clusters often knew each other
very well (and indeed many from each ‘camp’ participated in the others events). Obvious
differences existed in terms of tactics, strategy, and aims. The G20 Convergence, including
activity between and within each cluster, can be seen as an example of social fragmentation.
Nevertheless, I consider both examples of the movements and processes for an alternative

globalisation.

Autonomist Protest

The autonomist formation ‘A Space Outside’ (ASO) squatted in a building in the Melbourne
inner city. This is where a number of solidarity and encuentro style activities took place, and
where some of the preparations for the protests were made. The groups that made up ASO were

eventually evicted by the police on the Thursday of the G20 protests.

Somewhat associated with this were the larger ‘StopG20° protests on the Friday and Saturday of
the G20 week, which brought together about three or four thousand people. This umbrella

formation included dozens of well resourced groups. The aim of these organisers was to create a
non-violent sit in (or dance in!) street party on the streets of the Melbourne CBD in the tradition

of Reclaim the Streets (Klein, 1999, pp. 311-324).

Despite these aims, a lack of discipline and coordination allowed a small minority of protesters to
vandalise property and antagonise police (with insults, taunts, light objects, water, etc). The
police eventually lost their original restraint and forcibly attacked and removed protesters, in

some cases violently.”

The MSF’s activities, in which I participated in organising, might also be positioned as

autonomist. MSF engaged in the ‘antagonism’ of Saturday’s actions by using an army truck with
a DJ sound system, creating a rave party at one end of the police blockades. On Sunday MSF ran
the G20 Alternative festival / forum, that brought together approximately 300 people for an open

Space event.

»Human rights observers were present at the protest and documented in great details the interaction
between both sides.
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Overall, autonomist network activity was marked by antagonism with police. Following clashes
between protesters and police on Saturday police retaliated the following day, targeting people
they believed had perpetrated the violence and vandalism, raiding houses. This included a secret
police squad which abducted a number of ‘suspects’, including from the MSF event. The
Victorian Government proceeded to prosecute 19 people they claimed were associated with the
violence and vandalism, a process that lasted over three years. Autonomist protesters received
mixed media coverage, from excoriating condemnation from the mainstream media, to positive
reviews from community and alternative media. The fallout from this was a fracturing of trust and
cohesion between the tenuous coalition that had been built, leaving the network of networks

weakened.

Controlled Engagement

Make Poverty History (MPH) organised three popular events during the G20 week - a forum on
the Thursday, concerts on the Friday and a Family Festival on the Saturday. Each was meant to
appeal to a different constituency. The Thursday event was aimed at policy debate, Friday

concerts were aimed at celebrity followers, and the Saturday events were aimed at families.

MPH was very adept at attracting high profile personalities; government and musical celebrities
bolstered MPH’s mainstream credibility. MPH coordinated and managed the campaign very well
and received very good press from the media. They came out of the week looking far more
respectable than the horizontalist network they had officially disassociated themselves from - and
far more progressive than the G20 group itself, which spent little time addressing issues around

poverty and climate change.

This account was not only unique in its organisational composition, the social fragmentation
which typified the G20 Convergence also diverged significantly from the other accounts. For this
reason, this account provides an important window into the challenge of developing an AGM in
conditions of social complexity. Indeed, this account forms the basis for the final scenario

presented in the concluding chapter.
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Chapter Four: Hegemonic and Counter Hegemonic Contexts of the

World Social Forum Process

In this chapter I chart the hegemonic and counter hegemonic contexts within which the WSF(P)
was born. I weave together the story of hegemonic globalisation, the movement(s) against
hegemonic globalisation, together with the story of the WSF(P). This spans from colonial
imperialism to the present context of neo-liberalism / militarised globalisation. I then explain
some of the key contextualising factors in the emergence of the WSF(P). These include the ‘Old
Left’, its rejection by the post ‘68 new social movements (NSMs), and the differentiation of
campaigns and causes that coincided with the exponential rise of international non-government
organisations (INGOs). In addition, over 30 years of ‘counter-summits’ provide the milestones in
the emergence of a complex anti-globalisation movement. Together these processes helped to lay
the foundations for creating a solidarity-in-diversity among the many actors that struggled
increasingly together against this global hegemony. I go on to describe the subsequent WSF

processes that emerged.

4.1 Neo-Liberal Contexts and the Birth of the WSF(P)

Pro and anti globalisation positions can be seen as popular level ‘binary’ discourses. Thus, they
often express over-stated positions and over-simplify issues. They can also be seen as ideologies
which guide ‘norms and values’, and which are expressions of ‘the exercise of power with regard
to collective decision-making and the regulation of social conflict’ (Steger, 2009, p. 6). As
‘discourse’ or ‘ideology’, this binary parallels Gramsci’s conception of hegemony and counter
hegemony. Pro and anti globalisation discourses are as much features of the media’s
characterisation of the debate, as they are reflected in literature that advocate for these binary
positions. Both pro and anti binary positions express economic liberalisation as de facto
globalisation. Wolf, for example, typifies globalisation as economic liberalism, and what he calls
‘anti-globalisation.com’ as incoherent and fragmented groups brought together only by what they

are against (i.e. economic globalisation) (Wolf, 2004).

The neo-liberalist position sees the globalisation of the marketplace as a panacea for all social ills

(an ideological oversimplification), what financial speculator turn critic Soros refers to as ‘market
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fundamentalism’ (Soros, 1998 p. xx). On the flip side of this approach we see polemics against
economic globalisation. These see a myriad of global problems, which are nearly all attributable
to (or in some way connected with) economic globalisation. This is also an ideological

oversimplification.

4.1.1 Pro-Globalisation Polemic

The pro-globalisation view came to dominate definitions of globalisation through earlier
economic liberalist shifts in the late 1970’s and 80’s. Popular ‘boosterist’ literature through the
1990s continued this trend. These referred to economic globalisation, or the integration of

markets into a global economy.

Historically, the Bretton Woods accord laid the foundations for the modern global economy, by
bringing into existence global peak bodies, such as the World Bank, International Monetary Fund
(IMF) and the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), which culminated in the
creation of the World Trade Organization (WTO) (Korten, 1996).

Stiglitz argues these institutions followed Keynesian economic principles up until significant
policy shifts during the Reagan-Thatcher administrations. The Thatcher government in the United
Kingdom, from 1979, began a program of economic monetisation, deregulation, and the
privatisation of national industries. As a follower of Friedrich von Hayek, she re-introduced
classical economic liberalism, a way of thinking that up to the 1970s had lost all credibility, and
formulated the well known “TINA’ proposition, that ‘There is No Alternative’ to the liberalist
vision (George, 1999). On the other side of the Atlantic, Reagan’s administration in the US had
also begun a program of deregulation (in areas such as finance and telecommunications) and had

begun privatising industries.

The influence these two leaders had on global policy was profound. Under this Anglo-American
alliance the policies of peak economic bodies such as the IMF and WB shifted from their
Keynesian orientation to a neo-liberal one, and they began promoting structural adjustment
programs (SAPs) globally (Stiglitz, 2002). The influence of SAP’s (backed by the WB and IMF)
would be key in forcing down trade barriers and tariffs, and in establishing a new orthodoxy of

global financial integration (Broad, 2009, pp. 16-17). The GATT / WTO and OECD maintained
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the normative trajectory of neo-liberalism through numerous trade rounds and the proposed
Multilateral Agreement on Investment (Goodman, 2000). Using tools like ‘Structural Adjustment
Loans (SALSs), through the 1980’s these institutions promoted a ‘simple formula: Copy the export

oriented path of the newly industrialising countries (NICs)’ (Broad, 2009, p. 15).

American triumphalism followed the implosion of the Soviet Bloc and the conversion of China to
the market economy system (Falk, 2004, pp. 26-27). The American system had prevailed where
the Soviet and Chinese communist system had failed; this was seen as final proof of the
superiority of the US system - and evidence that it should be adopted universally. The fall of
communism saw US economists such as Jeffery Sachs introduce / impose ‘Shock Therapy’ on
Eastern European economies (Broad, 2009, p. 72). This resulted in mafia led ‘anarcho-capitalism’
which had devastating social consequences (Gray, 1998 pp. 144-145) ultimately leading to
Russia’s market oligopolies (Yergin, 2002, p. 298).

The same year that the Berlin Wall came down, Williamson articulated his famous ‘Washington
Consensus’ (which spelled out the neo-liberal suite of policies point by point, as the new global
policy prescription for market liberalisation) (Held, 2005, p. 98). Fukuyama’s ‘End of History’

thesis also became part of this ideological movement, arguing that world historical development
led inevitably to the US’s model of economic and democratic liberalism (Fukuyama, 1989). The

mix of Western style capitalism plus democracy had triumphed.

In the early 1990’s the term ‘globalisation’ (which up to that point had been a remote academic
discourse signifying a variety of processes) was appropriated by journalists to describe global
economic integration (Steger, 2009, p. 13). This was linked to a technology oriented discourse
around the ICT revolution, as pundits like Friedman argued that the world wide web would
integrate people and markets into a ‘golden straitjacket’ (a benign form of global market
liberalism from which there could be no escape) (Friedman, 1999). The dot.com boom was seen
as proof of the fruits of the free market. An increasingly consolidated right wing media advanced
the notion of ‘market democracy’; the idea that an unfettered economic regime represented a pure

democracy through consumer choice which political democracy could not match (Frank, 2001).

4.1.2 Popular Crisis of Legitimacy
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The World Economic Forum (WEF) became a key platform for re-legitimising neo-liberalism, in
particular as the IMF and WB came under serious pressure from a variety of critics. In the
aftermath of the Asian Financial Crisis, the International Financial Institution Advisory
Commission (know as the Meltzer Commission), a US federal government bi-partisan
commission established to review the IMF and WB’s performance, concluded that both
institutions not only failed in their espoused aims, but that they were complicit in exacerbating
poverty, and suggested a partial to full de-commission of the institutions (Meltzer, 2000).
Pressure from global justice advocacy groups and protesters (which culminated in the media
spectacle of ‘the Battle in Seattle’) also contributed. Walden Bello has detailed and analysed this

crisis of legitimacy succinctly:

Davos, high up in the Swiss Alps, is not the center of a global capitalist
conspiracy to divide up the world. Davos is where the global elite meets under the
umbrella of the WEF to iron out a rough consensus on how to ideologically
confront and defuse the challenges to the system. Meeting shortly after what many
regarded as the cataclysm in Seattle, the Davos crew in late January composed
the politically correct line. Repeated like a mantra by personalities like Bill
Clinton, Tony Blair, Bill Gates, Nike CEO Phil Knight, and WEF guru Klaus
Schwab, the chorus went this way: "Globalization is the wave of the future. But
globalization is leaving the majority behind. Those voices spoke out in Seattle. It's

time to bring the fruits of globalization and free trade to the many. (Bello, 2000)

Apart from bringing on board celebrity guests like Bono, as well as heads of state such as Tony
Blair, the popular repositioning of the WEF and neo-liberalism generally included the
development of the UN Global Compact (UNGC) - what Bello describes as a divide and conquer
strategy for rewarding the ‘good’ NGOs and disciplining the intransigent ones (who would be
locked out of the system of power). Bello argues the UNGC amounted to a co-optation by the
corporate sphere of the UN’s historic role of promoting human centred development (Bello, 2000;
Capdevila, 2008 ). Bello claims that, in the wake of a crisis of legitimacy in ‘Third Way’
globalisation, global elites have developed what he calls ‘Washington Consensus Plus” - a
slightly modified version of neo-liberalism which apologises for the shortcomings of the past, but

which essentially promoted the same failed policies (Bello, 2007a).
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In addition to this, media characterisations of those opposed to neo-liberal globalisation has often
depicted them as ‘anti-globalisation’ luddites, and violent and anarchistic troublemakers. After
the terrorist attacks of 9/11, the protest movement was increasingly criminalised and conflated
with terrorism (Steger, 2009, pp. 112-113). The construction of ‘anti-globalisation’ is to some
extent attributable to popular media, which can be understood from within the political economy
of global media (Herman, 1997). ‘Anti globalisation’ is deeper, broader and more complex in its

critique of globalisation than is popularly portrayed:

The strongest advocates of globalization are the remarkable and unprecedented
global justice movements, which get together annually in the World Social Forum,
and by now in regional and local social forums. In the rigid Western-run
doctrinal system, the strongest advocates of globalization are called ‘anti-
globalization.” The mechanism for this absurdity is to give a technical meaning to
the term ‘globalization’ [economic] .... In the dominant propaganda systems,
those in favor of globalization that privileges the interests of people, not
unaccountable concentrations of private power, are called ‘anti-globalization.’
The fact that this ridiculous terminology has come into common usage is a tribute

to the great influence of concentrations of state-private power. (Chomsky, 20006)

4.1.3 Anti-Globalisation Polemic

Despite the fact that ‘anti-globalisation’ is, in part, a partial media construction, AGM actors have
continued to employ a strategy of constructing media spectacles to raise the profile of the
movement. This strategy creates a tension between the vulgarised messages that reach larger

audiences and the erudite critique of issues.

This dynamic reflects the increasing prominence of mass communications as an arbiter of public
opinion (and the need to work within complex interpretive audience patterns) as well as the
importance of media within the context of Gandhian inspired strategies of non-violent civil
disobedience. Activist practices such as ‘culture jamming’ and ‘adbusting’ (Klein, 1999; Lasn,
2000) have also worked to challenge and subvert popular hegemonic messages, as part of a large

process of ‘technopolitics’ (Kellner, 2005).
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The Zapatista uprising in 1994 was one such orchestration of spectacle. By coupling an uprising
against the Mexican state with the beginning of NAFTA, the action carried maximum
communicative impact. Zapatistas have been notable in their strategic use of mass
communications and symbolic intervention (Castells, 1997, pp. 72-81). The Zapatista media
strategy arguably became the de facto strategy used within anti / alter-globalisation movement
and WSF(P). Within the West, The Reclaim the Streets movement also used spectacle, to protest
against the privatisation of public space through a comic disruption of public streets using socio-

dramatic strategies, music and theatre (Klein, 1999, pp. 311-324).

Anti-globalisation protests, which had up until the mid 1990’s been a latent force, have erupted
across the global stage. In the so-called ‘Battle in Seattle’ (30th Nov, 1999) at least 50,000
people gathered to shut down the WTO Third Ministerial conference (Steger, 2009, p. 105). Since
then, over 50 major protests have taken place to date (see Appendix P). These protests have been
aimed at almost every institution and meeting that represents neo-liberal and corporate
globalisation. The power of Seattle-like protests was not its nuanced intelligibility, as they
brought together, like the WSF(P), actors with heterogeneous (yet shared or overlapping)
interests. Rather protests were able to communicate the sense of crisis expressed through the

orchestration of spectacle and strategic (or sometimes naive) use of popular media.

After Seattle, Indymedia became a global platform for the web publication of globalisation issues,
extending grassroots activism to the burgeoning domain of participatory media production
(prefiguring web 2.0 and peer-to-peer processes). Alongside the explosion of short critical
documentaries within Indymedia communities, larger productions became part of the litany
arsenal. Directors such as John Pilger (War on Democracy), Michael Moore (Roger and Me),
Erling Borgen (The Debt of Dictators), Errol Morris (The Fog of War) Joel Bakan, Mark Achbar
and Jennifer Abbott (The Corporation), Franny Armstrong (McLibel), Jacque Servin and Igor
Vamos (The Yes Men), Naomi Klein and Avi Lewis (The Take), Robert Greenwald (Outfoxed),
Danny Schechter (Weapons of Mass Deception), Stephanie Black (Life and Debt), Adam Curtis
(The Power of Nightmares), and many others have led the vanguard of critical documentary

media.

The WSF was established as a counter summit; the message ‘Another World is Possible’ (AWP)
contrasted sharply with the teleological certainty of the neo-liberal suite of messages: Thatcher’s

TINA (There is No Alternative), the ‘Washington Consensus’, Fukuyama’s ‘End of History’, and
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Friedman’s ‘golden straitjacket’. The AWP slogan was arguably part of an overall discursive

strategy that also fed on spectacle. ‘Another World is Possible’ can be seen as culture jamming.

The French terms altermondialisme emerged in this context as part of an effort to reframe the
media’s portrayal of the anti-globalisation protest movement. These campaigners and academics
use the term altermondialisme (literally ‘world changing’ but translated into English as ‘alter-
globalisation’). This highlighted the protest movement as pro-globalisation and internationalist
for a positive agenda (a peaceful, just and ecologically sustainable globalisation). This ‘re-
branding’ involves the struggle over what Lakoff terms ‘framing’ (Lakoff, 1996) (through media

channels) of the anti-globalisation movement.

Like neo-liberal ideologising, anti-globalisation, anti-corporatism and anti-capitalism can also
oversimplify issues and create binaries (between true and false, friend and enemy) (Watkins,
1964). Both pro / anti binary positions are impoverished if they disown important aspect of
globalisation altogether (whether cultural, ecological, economic), and to the extent they fail to
acknowledge globalisation as plural ‘globalisations’ with different definitions, processes, costs

and benefits (Chase-Dunn, 1999; Held, 2000b, pp. 3-8). As Inayatullah reflects:

Globalization has certainly changed in its historical meanings. Once, it was
associated with internationalization, a plea for planetary citizenship, to a world
united by humanity and not by war and nationalism. Now, however, globalization
is generally associated with economic liberalization, meaning the reduction of the
power of particular nation-states to regulate their national development policies

through public ownership. (Inayatullah, 2009)

4.1 4 Neoliberal Research and Critical Evaluation

While everyday media can form the basis of common-sense popular perceptions of globalisation,
social policy is generally expected to be based on ‘credible’ research from ‘legitimate’
institutions. Hegemonic social policy therefore draws upon research legitimising the present order
and supporting its practices of renewal. Support for the global policy status quo (and for
privileged actors which benefit from existing neo-liberal policy regimes) draws upon the research

of prominent institutions and social science researchers.
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Key global institutions have provided the scholarly muscle for legitimising the neo-liberal
project. The OECD, World Bank, IMF are well resourced producers of research - this is a core
aspect of their operations. The WTO, WEF and G8 / G20 are not extensively involved in research

programs, but still produce reports with strong pro-free-trade messages.

The OECD (originally the administrative arm for implementing the Marshall Plan) evolved into a
platform for synchronising economic policy and development between its mainly Western
constituents. It uses a consensus based process of developing policy which is largely tilted in the
favour of empowering large industries. In 1997-1998 it attempted to implement the Multilateral
Agreement on Investment (MAI), which would have strengthened the rights of international
financial speculators, a process successfully defeated by a coalition of INGOs (Goodman, 2000).
It is a widely respected body in the production of statistical research, and therefore an important
source of legitimacy. The World Bank is also extensively engaged in research on development
along side their ‘on the ground’ development work, ostensibly with the aim of reducing poverty
in poor countries. Its sister organisation, the International Monetary Fund, is the key global lender
for large development projects and for crisis intervention. The IMF is also extensively involved in
research, in particular economic modelling. Both the IMF and World Bank, (known as the
Bretton Woods twins) are largely controlled by the G8 group of countries. The most powerful
member of the two institutions is the US, which holds de facto veto power in the IMF, and the

largest share in the World Bank (15.85%).

The WTO, whose origins go back to the failure of the International Trade Organisation (ITO),
and parallel the establishment of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), is a
platform for negotiating trade liberalisation at a global level. While the WTO is not a research
body per se, it nevertheless issues reports with a pro-liberalisation message. The World Economic
Forum (WEF) is an organisation that brings together the world’s largest corporations and
business people into a process of strategic dialogue. While it is not a research bodys, it also
produces reports favourable to the interests of corporate globalisation, collaborating on research
for ‘environmental protection and global sustainability’ (Esty, 2008 p. 8). Respected research
centres such as the Chicago School of Economics (the intellectual home of Milton Friedman and
Fredrich Hayek), and organisations such as the Institute for International Economics, from where
John Williamson articulated his famous Washington Consensus, or the Adam Smith Institute

which advocates for Public Choice Theory, or Australia’s Institute of Public Affairs, play
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important roles in promoting the neo-liberal vision through research and policy advocacy.

Bello argues these institutions form the basis for legitimising or re-legitimising the neo-liberal
project. They have dealt adeptly with various crises of legitimacy in skilful ways (generally by
re-packaging policy prescriptions in new clothes) (Bello, 2000, 2004, 2007a). The Asian
Financial Crisis became a flash point in this struggle for legitimacy, with clear evidence that
financial liberalisation created the conditions for instability, and that IMF-led interventions had
failed and compounded the problem (Stiglitz, 2002). During the crisis, nations that rejected IMF
assistance and conditional loans (Malaysia, Taiwan, China) fared better than those that did not

(Thailand, Indonesia, South Korea).

Following these embarrassments, as well as the failure of Sach’s ‘shock therapy’, the IMF and
WB began to repackage SAPs using the discourse of sustainable development, and developed
policy based on its Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs). This added institutional reform
and stakeholder consultation to existing development policy, while leaving unaltered the
underlying neo-liberal suit of loan-development conditionalities (Bello, 2007a, p. 2). Through
2007-2008, and through the global credit crisis, the IMF and WB have continued to pursue neo-
liberal agendas (BWP, 2008). Bello argues these are attempts at reforming, or more
pessimistically salvaging neo-liberal economics, without challenging the underlying logic of

capitalist expansion with its contradictions.

The UN has been a complex and contested space for the development of social and economic
policy. Voices within UN organisations like UNESCO have been highly critical of the neo-liberal
and Western development model. In the 50s the New International Economic Order (NIEO)
project emerged from the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) as
a challenge to Western development. Bello argues developing ‘Southern’ nations attempted to use
the UN as a platform to force more equitable trade relations through UNCTAD, but were stifled
and defeated by the G6 / G7 block led by the US (Bello, 2004; Glasius, 2004, p. 191).

One of the main roles played by INGOs that advocate for social and ecologically centred
development, has been the undertaking of research which evaluates the actions and policies of the
dominant institutions. These INGOs also conduct alternative research within local communities,

advocating for policies from local perspectives. Organisations like the Trans-national Institute,
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Focus on the Global South, Friends of the Earth, Third World Network, Greenpeace, World
Watch, the Bretton Woods Project and many of the INGOs that form part of the WSF
International Council (IC) (see Appendix C), undertake research independent of national and
corporate interests within the sphere of the G8. As the New International Economic Order
(NIEO) project waned with the weakening of the United Nations Conference on Trade and
Development (UNCTAD - established to promote the interests of developing nations), these
INGOs emerged as critical voices in evaluating and advocating for ‘people and planet’ centred

development approaches.

Many often survive on shoe string budgets, and cannot compete in output with the army of
professionally paid researchers employed by Bretton Woods Institutions and G8 based
administrations. Nonetheless, they are notable in the diversity of issues they address, and often
attract, house, or are established by prominent academics who are career experts in their fields. A
struggle over the legitimacy / illegitimacy of hegemonic globalisation takes place in the context
of such social research, and dissenting views often come both from within academic research
institutions, or NGO groups that are outside the political economy of the dominant systems of

power (see Chapter Five as a local example of this dynamic).

Critiques of status quo hegemonic globalisation have come from prominent political scientists,
economists and post-colonial writers, to people's movements, labour, and environmental activists.
These include: the scope and reach of Trans-national corporations and the way these impinge on
the democratic process in many countries (Greider, 1992; Korten, 2001 ; Nader, 1996); social and
economic contradictions in the imposition of SAPs (Bello, 1996); volatility created by global
financial integration (Stiglitz, 2002); the erosion / privitisation of common / public space (Klein,
1999); the development of media oligopolies (Herman, 1997); the emergence of global shadow
economies which are connected to illicit trade in organs / body-parts (Kimbrell, 1996),
prostitution, people smuggling, weapons, money laundering, and internet scams through
increasingly sophisticated linked to centres of economic activity within the global capitalist
system (Nordstrom, 2004); the GM industry, the corporatization of agriculture and the loss of
biological diversity (Shiva, 2000a); global inequalities and the widening gap between the very
rich and the desperately poor (Singer, 2002); the perpetuation of unjust and onerous sovereign
debts (Millet, 2004) the imposition / perpetuation of debt on developing countries as an
instrument of control (Perkins, 2004); the process of economic globalisation and subsequent loss

of cultural diversity (Norberg-Hodge, 1992); contradictions within the logic of economic progress
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(Hamilton, 2003); dysfunction of the world’s peak economic institutions (Stiglitz, 2002); growing
threats to the global ecological commons (Daly, 1994); the use of overt and covert military force
to impose economic liberalism (Johnson, 2004). Without such critical research, which has greatly
expanded our understanding of contemporary global issues, there would be almost no way to

engage in a study such as this.

4.1.5 From Economic Globalisation to Militarised Globalisation

Different authors provide various descriptions of the shift from neo-liberalism to a more
aggressive stance; that of militarised neo-liberalism (Johnson, 2004; Klein, 2007; McChesney,
2004; Steger, 2009). Johnson argues that the late Cold War posture of the US under Reagan (i.e.
the period during which which neo-liberalism emerged) could be seen more clearly as militarised
globalisation after the end of the Cold War. The post Cold War world saw a steady rise in US
military posturing (Johnson, 2004, pp. 255-281). The Project for the New American Century
(PNAC) had been articulated; this brought together prominent neo-conservatives in a joint
statement asserting the need for the US to remain the sole dominant power in the 21st century.
Though such a trend had been discernable for quite some time, the September 11th 2001 attack
on the US (and the US response through the ‘War on Terror’ - the invasion of Afghanistan and
Iraq) signposted a fundamental shift toward what Steger describes as ‘Imperial Globalism’

(Steger, 2009, pp. 51-95).

Elements of this shift include the US doctrine of pre-emptive strike, a re-construction of the
enemy through the ambiguities of terrorism, a disregard for human rights conventions and the re-
introduction of torture as a legitimate ‘device’, the use of blanket terror laws for social control
(Whyte, 2006) and the criminalisation of social protest and dissent. These led to a re-appraisal
among political and social theorists, in which liberal explanations of US power were challenged
by more critical explanations (McChesney, 2004). Literature that had existed for years in leftist
circles (Chomsky, 1987; Galtung, 1971; Wallerstein, 1983) began to find a broader audience, and

the concept of ‘US as Empire’ gained increased currency.

Terms such as ‘militarised globalisation’, ‘armed globalisation’, ‘disaster capitalism’, and
‘imperial globalism’ thus describe a more pernicious form of US led capitalism, but may also
indicate a broader shift in the behaviour of great powers (e.g. China and Russia). Klein developed

the idea of the ‘shock doctrine’, which describes the policy of using natural and constructed
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disasters (i.e. the South East Asian Tsunami, Hurricane Katrina, and the invasion of Iraq) as
opportunities to liberalise economies, opening up development opportunities for large companies
and Western government agencies (Klein, 2007). Alternatively, the emergence of a militarised
and interventionist neo-liberalism potentially signals the failure of soft imperialism through
SAPs, leading to a more blatant ‘accumulation by dispossession’ (Harvey, 2005). As Galtung

commented years ago:

Only imperfect, amateurish imperialism needs weapons, professional imperialism

is based on structural rather than direct violence. (Galtung, 1971, p. 91)

Much of the world has chosen to reject IMF loans, SAPs and the Washington Consensus. The US
has nationalised large sectors of its economy in the wake of the 2008 credit crisis. Consequently,
neo-liberal policy is all but discredited. Despite this, the WB and IMF have been able to re-
package their policies as ‘sustainable development’ (Bello, 2007a; BWP, 2008). The WEF has
worked hard over the past decade to co-opt the UN and dissenting voices from within civil
society, promoting economic globalisation as benign and the WEF as the vanguard of change

(Bello, 2000). It is in this context that the WSF proclaimed ‘Another World is Possible’.

4.2 Historical Developments in the Emergence of the WSF(P)

The WSF(P) and movements for another globalisation emerged through complex historical
interactions and (as described earlier) the composition of the WSF(P) is multifaceted and
complex. In this next section, I attempt to demonstrate the relationship between counter
hegemonic struggles and the WSF(P). While it is important to note that comparisons are made
between the WSF and older left / anti-colonial movements, the most important factors in the
emergence of the WSF(P) are new leftist influences. These include the emergence of the New
Left after *68, the development of the New Social Movements (NSMs), the cultural shift from
verticalism to horizontalism, counter-cultural utopianism emerging in the 1970s, and the parallel

development of Zapatismo and the anti-globalisation movement.

4.2.1 Utopianism and the Ideology of Horizontalism™

% This section draws text from a previously published article (Ramos, 2006b), however, I have retained
original references in this thesis.
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Any discussion on hegemony is not complete without an examination of the concept of ‘utopia’.
Indeed, hegemony as expressed through neoliberal ideology contains what some have called a
‘conservative utopianism’ (which negates the possibility of alternative futures) (Santos, 2004b, p.
10). In this section I examine the development of a ‘critical utopianism’ through the WSF(P) and
AGM that maintains a commitment to opening alternative futures (Nandy, 1992, pp. 1-19; Santos,

2004b, p. 8).

Kumar argues that utopianism largely waned during the early and middle part of the 20th century,
as the result of two horrendous world wars, the shadow of nuclear apocalypse, and the cold war.
This period saw a dramatic shift (expressed by writers such as H.G. Wells and Aldous Huxley)
from optimism to pessimism, and the emergence of a popular dystopian imagination (Kumar,
1987, pp. 380-390). While fictions like Orwell's 1984 critiqued totalitarianism, Popper linked
totalitarianism with ‘historicism’ - the belief in a determined direction to history (Popper, 1957).
The resurgence of utopian thinking in the latter half of the 20th century reflected post '68 and post
statist visions. In contrast with technocratic visions of post-industrial society (such as those of
Daniel Bell and Herman Kahn), a counter-cultural imagination began to blossom (Boulding,

1978; Kumar, 1987, p. 381; Steger, 2009, pp. 2-4).

Marcuse sign-posted the resurgence of a counter-cultural utopianism in his book ‘The End of
Utopia’. His analysis of state violence and endorsement of counter culture movements called for
the actualisation of a utopia that links the personal with the political, the liberation of

consciousness with a new morality and life practice (Kumar, 1987; Marcuse, 1970).

The intellectual and counter culture movements of the 60s and 70s also saw the emergence of
new ways of thinking, with the concept of the global village and global media as popularised by
McLuhan (Mcluhan, 1967), the Club of Rome’s Limits to Growth (Meadows, 1972), and an
awakening of planetary consciousness that was championed by people such as Thompson and
Fuller (Fuller, 1978; Thompson, 1974). A growing awareness emerged of global inter-
relationships within the world system, a ‘paradigm shift’ in the conceptualisation and self-
understanding of humankind’s role on the planet. These were mirrored by a growing body of

research and literature in the area of World Futures (Hughes, 1985).

The term ‘spaceship earth’ began to be used (Boulding, 1966 / 1995; Fuller, 1969; Ward, 1966).
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E. Boulding later pioneered research on global civil society and the concept of global citizenship
(Boulding, 1988). Synott argues that the Friends of the Earth slogan ‘Think Global, Act Local’
embodied a prefiguring conception of the global (Synott, 2004, p. 40). This era gave birth to a

utopian imaginary concerned with global futures.

As Kumar argues, the two great utopian projects of the 20th century were US techno-liberalism
and the socialism of the USSR (Kumar, 1987, p. 381). Gray restates these as two rival
enlightenment utopias (Gray, 1998 pp. 2-4). In Gray's analysis, the utopia of global capitalism
had its roots in the European enlightenment, with philosophers such as John Locke and Adam
Smith. While much of Europe has already embraced post-enlightenment positions, Gray argues
that the US (after the Soviet collapse) has remained the world's last enlightenment regime, in
which liberalist assumptions such as the enduring principles of laissez-faire markets, Western

development and universal human rights, are commonly held.

Gray further suggests that this utopianism can be seen through the neo-conservative ascendancy
in the 1980s and 90s. He argues neo-conservatives were successful at linking America's identity
with corporate priorities. This linked US values with the imperative of developing a universal and

global market (Gray, 1998 pp. 100-132). He writes:

Today's project of a single global market is America's universal mission co-opted
by its neo-conservative ascendancy. Market utopianism has succeeded in
appropriating the American faith that it is a unique country, the model for

universal civilisation which all societies are fated to emulate. (Gray, 1998 p. 104)

Mittelman also argues, the negation of alternatives evident through Margaret Thatcher's ‘TINA’
pronouncements indicates neo-liberal globalisation as a market utopia. A global free market has
never really existed, and previous attempts at its implementation have failed to be realised, yet its
proponents believe it is the only possible future (Mittelman, 2004b, p. 89). This utopianism is

seen in Fukuyama's ‘End of History’ thesis (Fukuyama, 1989).

The WSF(P) emerged as an antithesis to the claim that there is no alternative to neo-liberalism,
itself embodying a counter-cultural and global South utopianism. This shifted, however, with the
emergence of neo-conservative power in Washington. As a consequence the WSF(P) has become

polarised as the antithesis of US imperialism (and to an extent statism), neo-conservatism and
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militarised neo-liberalism. As Whitaker expressed:

The WSF...asserted that the ‘one truth’ thinking of triumphalist capitalism —
which brought the lords and masters of the world together in Davos — could be

contested by the utopia of ‘another possible world’ (Whitaker, 2007, p. 16).

4.2.2 From an Old Left to a New Left

Leftist struggles and history are foundational to the existence of the WSF, yet as will be argued,
the WSF(P) is (in part) a rejection of an ‘Old Left’ tradition, expressive of far more diverse and

complex counter hegemonic movements.

The ‘Internationals’ that held together the early Socialist (and later Communist) movements in
Europe are important precursors to the WSF(P) for several reasons. First, they expressed an
important cosmopolitan concept of solidarity, insurgency and anti-imperialism - a legacy taken up
by aspects of the WSF(P). Secondly, they demonstrated the process of holding together or
coordinating across diverse groups and geo-graphic regions in order to build a coherent agenda
and movement for change. This is another legacy which parts of the WSF(P) express. Finally,
participants at WSF(P) can be very broadly conceived as left in orientation (Santos, 2006, pp. 85-
109; Smith, 2008b, pp. 80-90), a social phenomenon which can be partly attributed to the
historical success of the labour union movement and the Internationals. Yet, the WSF(P) cannot
be conceived as a new International because of its foundational rejection of the Old Left after

1968.

The International Working Men’s Association (IWMA), the first International, was founded in
1864 as a revival of the labour movement in the aftermath of its demise in 1848. Karl Marx
himself played a major role in drawing into its fold diverse elements of socialism, from trade

unions to anarchists, in order to develop a socialist program of change (Johnstone, 1983, p. 234).

Despite opposition from anarchists, the IWMA was, after the Paris Commune of 1871,
transformed into a political party in which ‘the conquest of political power becomes the great
duty of the proletariate’ (Johnstone, 1983, p. 234). Because congresses were places where binding

decisions were made about the direction of the movement in general, this led to factional (and
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ideological) struggles for the heart of the IWMA that would eventually lead to its operational
demise a decade later (Hollis, 1998, pp. 8-9). The IWMA is an important precedent, in that we
see the yoking together of counter hegemonic actors in the service of the development of a
coherent program of change. Yet we also see the challenge of uniting diverse actors within a

disciplined party structure.

The second International (founded 1889) was a much larger (and looser) federation of unions and
parties across Europe, acting as a coordinating body rather than a party. It promoted joint actions
such as May Day rallies to advocate for an 8 hour workday, and debated policy, in particular
leading to fierce debates between right, left and centrist versions of socialism. Importantly, it
articulated an internationalist solidarity against ‘capitalist colonial policies [which] must, by their
nature, give rise to servitude, forced labour, and the extermination of the native peoples’
(Braunthal 1966 pp. 319 in Johnstone, 1983, p. 235). This Federation eventually ruptured with
the outbreak of WWI, as parties and unions were split among nationalist lines. Like the first, the
second International showed the challenges and possibilities of broad solidarity between diverse
counter hegemonic actors. It also articulated a bold anti-imperialist internationalism, a theme
expressed through the WSF(P), even while being rend apart by the very nationalism it was

attempting to transcend.

The Third (Communist) International (or ‘Comintern’) was founded in Moscow in 1919 and had
as its aim the implementation of Marxist-Leninism globally, and in particular focused on building
a ‘World Union of Socialist Soviet republics’ (Degras 1971 vol.2, p. 465, in Johnstone, 1983).
Under Lenin, it also articulated an anti-imperialist agenda in solidarity with the non-West: ‘its
task was to liberate working people of all colours’ (Johnstone, 1983, p. 237). The Comintern
played a major role in supporting Socialist resistance to Fascism in Europe, yet increasingly, it
adopted absolutistic doctrines, rejected ‘reformist’ and ‘bourgeois’ forms of socialism, and ‘gave
its full support to Stalin’s purges of the 1930s’ (Johnstone, 1983, p. 238). In reaction the
totalitarianism of Stalin, what Trotsky condemned as ‘counter-revolutionary’, a Fourth
International was formed from Trotsky’s followers, but which fragmented along many lines and
never achieved cohesion (Johnstone, 1983, p. 238). Trotsky inspired non-party groups remain

involved in the WSF(P).

While anti-fascist and anti-colonial struggle are themes shared by the WSF(P), authoritarian

tendencies in the first two Internationals came to full fruition in its eradication of ideological and
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programmatic differences through the ‘iron discipline’ it increasingly imposed on its members in
various parts of the world (Johnstone, 1983, p. 237). These forms of authoritarianism are

specifically rejected by the WSF (see WSF Charter of Principles).

In the wake of WWII, the centre of political-ideological struggle arguably shifted to the non-
West; these were often manifested as socialist inspired anti-colonial struggles. The conference of
Bandung (Asian-African Conference) helped give birth to the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM).
This was an important expression of non-Western state socialism(s). Bandung was a conference
of the South, calling for greater access for Southern countries in global economic matters,
expressing a general rejection of the notion of alignment with the great rival powers of the Cold
War, as well as opposition to colonialism.”” As an organisation it is comprised of over 100 states,

most of which were former colonies.

Hardt compares Bandung and the WSF in an attempt to understand how the WSF is thematically
distinct from previous counter hegemonic movements (Hardt, 2004a, pp. 230-236). He argues
that the spirit of the WSF (a cosmopolitan alternative globalisation) is at odds with the nationalist
agenda expressed through NAM. Unlike the WSF, Bandung was a conference of the political
leaders of the South, an expression of statism rejected by the WSF. On the other hand, the
WSEF(P) expresses a diversity of anti-colonial and post colonial positions, and some of the
ideological variants expressed at Forums trace themselves back to the struggle for independence

in former colonies.®

As Glasius and Timms point out, dating back past the 1970s were anti-colonial struggles in the
context of a ‘New International Economic Order’ which explicitly articulated a desire on behalf
of former colonial states to exercise management of their own economies as well as global
economic affairs (Glasius, 2004, p. 191). Bello argues (since the end of colonialism) there has
been an ongoing struggle for dominance between the North and South over global economic
governance. In addition to NAM, this has been expressed through the anti / alter-globalisation
movement and WSF(P) (Bello, 2004). Thus like the WSF(P), Bandung expressed a common

articulation of more equitable North-South relations.

*” The five principles of NAM: 1) Mutual respect for each other's territorial integrity and sovereignty, 2)
Mutual non-aggression; 3) Mutual non-interference in domestic affairs; 4) Equality and mutual benefit, 5)
Peaceful co-existence.

* Interestingly the ‘Bamako Appeal” was launched at (not by) the 6th Polycentric WSF, to mark the 50th
anniversary of the Bandung Conference.
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4.2.3 From Old Left to New Social Movements®

While the WSF(P) is generally an expression of the left, and has been supported by a spectrum of
left groups throughout its history (the Workers Party of Brazil, Communist Party of India and
Bolivarian supporters in Venezuela, as examples) the WSF(P) departs substantially from the ‘Old
Left’ in vision and methodology (Wallerstein, 2004b). In particular, the WSF was not conceived
of as a decision-making body for political (instrumental) action. Santos points out that the WSF is
a non-Western creation that sits outside of the West’s epistemological ambit, while still sharing

its leftist traditions (Santos, 2006).

One of the key distinctions that can be made is the departure from class as the formative historical
agent, a dominant conception within the communist-socialist Internationals. This can be
contrasted with the New Social Movements (NSMs), associated ‘movement organisations’ and
the NGOs of the 70s and 80s which departed or rejected ‘Old Left’ class orientations,

diversifying into alternative categories of struggle (gender, environment, peace, indigenous, etc).

The WSF(P) can thus be, in part, located as a confluence of the New Social Movements (NSMs)
and NGOs that emerged from a rejection of the Old Left after 1968. Wallerstein offers a historical
account of this shift. According to him the WSF can trace its roots to debates within the anti-
systemic movements of the 19th century, between Marxists and Political Nationalists who
insisted that capturing state power was essential to social transformation. Others, like Anarchists

and Cultural Nationalists saw this as a diversion, or a form of co-option.

Marxists and Political Nationalists won the debate; according to Wallerstein they were
‘spectacularly successful’ in the early to mid 20th century. The East had become Communist and
the West had accepted Social Democracy (Wallerstein, 2004b, p. 631). What Wallerstein terms
the ‘“World Revolution of 68° was a reaction within anti-systemic movements to the perceived
failure of the ‘Old Left’ — the ‘Old Left’ had failed to deliver social transformation, leading to

subsequent criticism(s) as characterised by Wallerstein:

* This section draws text from a previously published article (Ramos, 2006b), however, I have retained
original references in this thesis.
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you promised social transformation when you came to power, you have not
delivered on your promise. The world, they said, remains deeply inegalitarian,
worldwide and within our countries; our political systems are not really
democratic; there exists a privileged caste (a nomenklatura) within our regimes.

Far less has changed than you said would change. (Wallerstein, 2004b, p. 630)

Wallerstein argues that anti-systemic movements were forced to evolve when the revolution of

'68 was put down across the world. Three strategies emerged:

1) Multiple forms of Maoism came into being. Taking the Chinese Cultural Revolution as a
model. After the collapse of the Chinese Cultural Revolution (when the full extent of its horror

was revealed) these movements splintered and died.

2) A ‘New Left’ emerged, this included Feminist, Green, movements representing oppressed
ethnic minorities or indigenous populations, and movements to pursue the rights of those that
deviate from sexual norms or abilities (i.e. "dis-abled"). This ‘New Left’ movement essentially

rejected the centrist, state orientation of the ‘Old Left’.

3) Through the 80s various groups articulated human rights as their core issue (though in
variegated forms — e.g. campaigns and the formation of NGOs such as Amnesty International).
This variant argued that the Old Left failed to ensure human rights ‘in their struggle for state
power, and even more in their practice following the achievement of state power, when

governments in power actually violated such rights’ (Wallerstein, 2004b, p. 631).

Reflecting this, Osava writes:

...democracy, sexual freedom, gender equality, recognition of civil rights for
blacks in the United States, or the survival of indigenous peoples worldwide ...
[this] era also marked the beginning of environmental movements, campaigns to
reform psychiatric hospitals and to integrate people with mental or physical
handicaps into larger society. The ... consequence was a dispersal of the
progressive forces into isolated movements, reflected in the proliferation of

[NGOs], each dedicated to specific actions or issues, such as feminism, human
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rights, street children, or cancellation of the foreign debt. With the [WSF], it
seems that cycle is ending and a process of convergence is getting underway.

(Osava, 2001)

Wallerstein argues that these post '68 shifts form the backdrop of the anti-globalisation movement
which emerged in the 90's, which would later become ‘altermondialiste’ (Wallerstein, 2004b, p.

632). He argues the birth of an AGM can be seen through:

1) The revolt of the Zapatistas (EZLN) in Chiapas, Mexico, which symbolically began on the first
day of the implementation of NAFTA on 1*, January, 1994.

2) The activist protests against the WTO that became known as the ‘Battle in Seattle’ in 1999.

3) The first meeting of the World Social Forum in Porto Alegre in 2001 (Wallerstein, 2004b, p.
632).

1968 was symbolic of the emergence of modern utopianism, the origins of the NSMs, and
alternative / plural trajectories of social struggles.” One can see the WSF(P) as a dynamic
convergence of this diversity. The WSF(P) is situated politically toward the end of the two great
utopian projects of the West. Its challenges include an embodiment of heterogenous utopianism, a
culture inclined toward the co-existence and co-construction of visions based on a process of

building profound solidarities based on radical diversity.

4.2 4 Counter Hegemonic Developments after 1968

The famous UN summit in Stockholm on the environment highlighted the emergence of global
social movements, not confined to national or ethnic struggles . Falk argues the emerging
transnational new social movements (NSMs) there challenged the legitimacy of State power and
were critical in initiating an alternative global policy debate, a cosmopolitan challenge to the

legitimacy of states in protecting fundamental human interests. (Falk, 2005).

Global movements diversified into social struggles on a number of thematic fronts (feminist,

* The connection between NSMs and the WSF(P) (and its values and practices) is supported by survey
research conducted by Bramble at Sydney and Brisbane (Australia) social forums (Bramble, 2006 ).
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environmental, peace, anti-nuclear, disability rights, sexual rights, human rights, indigenous
justice, anti-apartheid etc.). Moyer argued these ‘fronts’ form the basis for an anti-globalisation
movement with various sub-movements (NSMs) (Moyer, 2001). Cohen and Rai reflected on this
multiplicity of movements, and challenges in constructing coherence toward an alternative world
order. They concluded that: ‘without a transnational framework — a global public space or forum
— the possibilities for opposition and protest are seriously weakened. We need to think of the

possible emergence of an alternative global civil society’ (Cohen, 2000, p. 16).

INGOs and UN Summits

Smith estimates transnationally organised social change groups grew from 200 in the early 1970s
to over 1000 in the late 1990s (Smith, 2008b, p. 17). Boulding estimated the number of INGOs
rose from 176 in 1909 to 20,000 by 1986 (Boulding, 1988, p. 35). Others estimate INGO number
at approximately 13,000 as of 2001 / 2002 (Anheier, 2002). The meaning and implications of this
(e.g. leading to global civic culture (Boulding, 1988) or new economic order (Henderson, 1996))
is widely debated. However, INGO global participation in a variety of processes, including UN
processes, is contributing what Keane calls ‘cosmocracy’, the complex matrix of forces that co-

construct planetary governance (Keane, 2005).

While INGOs are an important part of the WSF(P), where they are located, whether as an aspect
of ‘civil society’ or ‘counter public’, as well as the organisations and groups that comprise ‘it’,
NGOs or ‘Civil Society Organisations’ (CSOs) is also complex and contested (Axford, 2005 ;
Chandler, 2005; Edwards, 2004; Falk, 2005; Keane, 2003; Robinson, 2005a; Weber, 2005).
Moyer argued that NGOs represent the institutionalisation of social movements as ‘movement
organisations’ (Moyer, 2001). This shift has been described in the positive (the embedding of
social movement values in institutional structures), or negative (the taming of social movements)

(James, 2004).

As Klein argued, INGOs aid agencies can represent a new form of domination (Klein, 2007).
Some dismiss the importance of NGOs as agents of change, noting the breadth and ambiguity of
what comprises ‘civil society’, as well as contradictions in the ‘non’ portion of the term.
Robinson’s analyses of US ‘civil society’ actors in Latin America, for example, shows how many
are backed (or established) by government agencies or business interests. These asymmetrical

relationships of state power, with pseudo-civic organisations promoting national interests,
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complicate discourses on civil society (Robinson, 2005a).

Regardless, NGOs / INGOs / CSOs represent an important strand of participation at forums.
Glasius and Timms write that INGOs, through the 1990s, began the custom of attending,
engaging and participating in large global meetings, such as international UN summits. The Earth
Summits of Rio in 1992 and Johannesburg in 2002, by way of opening up to increasing levels of
extra state participation, allowed them a place in meetings, even if officially outside it. Attending
summits became a norm for many working within INGOs (Glasius, 2004, p. 191). Critically,
Smith argues disatisfaction with years of ineffectual UN conferences (Rio / Beijing /
Copenhagen) led to a desire for an alternative venue, prefiguring the important of the WSF(P)

(Smith, 2008b, p. 17).

The formation and work of particular INGOs like CIVICUS and the Third World Forum’s (TWF)
World Forum for Alternatives closely parallel the formation of the WSF. CIVICUS was
conceived as a global alliance for citizen participation, a strengthening of civil society and
participation in the public sphere. Since 1995 it has held bi-annual world assemblies with over
600 member organizations in over 100 countries.”' It is also very active in the WSF(P). The
TWEF’s World Forum for Alternatives was also an early process to develop a framework for
alternative globalisation. It was intended to create a network of progressive organisations that
were positive in orientation (proposing alternatives, not just critique). It produced a manifesto for
alternative globalisation in 1997 which foreshadowed the alternative globalism of the WSF

(Glasius, 2004, p. 191).

The ‘Other’ Summits

Alternative summits critiquing orthodox economics date back to the early ‘80s, prefiguring the
WSEF by decades. The Popular Summit, held in Ottawa in 1981, was one of the first of such
meetings (this Summit was again held in 1995 in Halifax, Canada). An alternative to the Ottawa
Economic Summit, it attracted some 60 organisations representing peace, environmental and left
issues.” Protests held in conjunction with the Summit attracted over 5,000 people, many voicing
opposition to the US’ support of the then repressive government of El Salvador (with its School

of the Americas (SOA) trained assassination squads). ‘The Other Economic Summit’ (TOES)

3See: http://www.civicusineurope.org/history.htm
2See: http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.htm1?res=9BOSEODF163BF933A15754C0A967948260
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followed this; TOES as an event was run concurrently with the G7 meeting of countries (as an
alternative event to that meeting). TOES / UK became the New Economics Foundation, a key

proponent of ‘relocalisation’.”

While TOES only intended to hold meetings every 7 years, from 1988 to 1996 it held meeting
every year, in France - in the UK, US, Japan, Germany, Italy, Australia and elsewhere (Schroyer,
1997). TOES was remarkably similar to the WSF(P) in various ways. It was a critique of
orthodox economics from a variety of perspectives, presenting alternatives to the existing global
policy regime. Like the WSF, TOES was a counter forum (aimed at the G7 rather than Davos). It
became an ongoing process, an ongoing space where people could gather and deliberate. In fact,
many of the individuals active in TOES also became active in the WSF(P). The alternatives
presented at TOES are echoed, in part, through the WSF(P). Unlike the WSF(P), however, TOES

took place in the wealthy and industrialised ‘North’.

Another very important precursor to the WSF(P) was the ‘Other Davos’ Summit in Zurich (28-
29" Jan., 1999). This aimed to develop a coherent resistance to the neo-liberal project. The four
organisations that organised this were the Coalition against the OECD backed Multilateral
Agreement on Investment (MAI), the Structural Adjustment Participatory Review International
Network (SAPRIN), the World Forum of Alternatives and ATTAC (Association for the Taxation

of Financial Transactions for the Aid of Citizens).

This meeting brought together over 60 representatives from various organisations opposed to neo-
liberalism, seeking greater clarification of positive propositions. The group produced a manifesto-
like document called ‘For Another Davos’. The Other Davos demonstrated the possibility of
convergence on shared frameworks, processes and content. It also foreshadowed the WSF’s role

as a counter-Davos forum (Houtart, 2001, pp. 80-112).

Rise of ‘Anti’ Globalisation: Zapatismo and the Protest Circuit

The ‘Battle of Seattle’ in 1999, in which a rainbow coalition of diverse actors came together to
shut down the WTO meeting, is often credited as the beginning of an ideologically diverse anti-
globalisation movement. In fact, resistance to neo-liberalism prefigured the Battle of Seattle by

decades. Protests against IMF / World Bank efforts to introduce or maintain SAPs, (which

See: http://www.ese.upenn.edu/~rabii/toes/ToesIntro.html
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accompanied TNC acquisition of privatised resources), emerged in South America, Africa and
Asia in the 1980s and 1990s, in the ‘countries that have been most deeply impacted by
globalization’ (Smith, 2008b, p. 15).

Protests against the G6 / G7 (now G8 / G20) group of countries date back to before the World
Economic Summit meeting in Versailles in 1982, which have been continuous and ubiquitous for
almost 30 years (see Appendix P). However the defeat of the MAI in 1998 (Goodman, 2000) and
the disruption of the WTO meeting in Seattle in 1999 signalled a new level of integration between
counter hegemonic actors. First was an emerging willingness between very diverse groups to
work together against a ‘common enemy’ and toward shared interests, through tactical resistance
to neo-liberal initiatives. Secondly was a new integration between Northern and Southern spheres
of activity. Since the Battle in Seattle in 1999 a ‘summit hopping’ protest movement has
continued to disrupt international meetings, with varying degree of success and failure in cities
such as Genoa, Melbourne, Washington DC, Prague, Quebec, Barcelona, Chiang Mai, Zurich,
Hong Kong and many other locales (see Appendix Q). (See the account of G20 Convergence in

this thesis as one example.)

Anti-globalisation protests drew inspiration and knowledge from the Zapatista uprising in
Chiapas, Mexico. The Zapatistas launched their armed struggle on January 1* 1994, the first day
of the North America Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), as a statement against racist treatment by
the Mexican state, and against the threat posed by corporate globalisation to their livelihoods.
Their strategic ‘global framing’ through new media approaches communicated a prismatism that
prefigured the WSF(P) — theirs was a local struggle and a planetary one, a 500 year struggle
against colonialism and racism as well as a contemporary one. Their uprising catalysed
international solidarity, which culminated in 1996 in the First Intercontinental Meeting for
Humanity and Against Neo-liberalism (Steger, 2009, p. 102). Their savvy use of (digital) media,
poetic culture jamming, and extensive networking prefigured the ICT intensive strategies used by
the anti-globalisation movement (and AGM) (Castells, 1996). They were dubbed by the New
York Times as the first ‘postmodern revolutionary movement’ (Gautney, 2010, p. 40). Zapatismo
as a cultural formation was also foundational, leading to the formulation of key organisational
‘hallmarks’ in the nascent AGM which defined ‘the network as one without formal membership
or leadership, and emphasized a shared commitment to decentralized, autonomous (independent)
modes of organization and opposition to capitalism’ (Gautney, 2010, p. 40). Their ideas for a post

neo-liberal world that contained organisational diversity and pluralism, a horizontalist
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utopianism, clearly prefigured the utopianism of the WSF(P) (Smith, 2008b, p. 20). The
Zapatista inspired Peoples Global Action (PGA), a network which emerged from the 1996
encuentro in Chiapas, became an important cornerstone of the new network processes in the anti-
globalisation movement (Gautney, 2010, p. 40). The WSF(P) contained organisationally what the
AGM expresses culturally: a movement toward a diversity of struggles in relationship, rather than
a unitary movement with a set agenda. Tormey explains the cultural logic of horizontalism this

way:

The movement not only resists neoliberal capitalism, but incorporation into an
ideology and movement dedicated to overcoming neoliberal capitalism. Symbolic
of this double-negation, this Janus face of the movement, was the issuing by
Marcos in 2003 of a declaration entitled ‘I Shit on all the Revolutionary
Vanguards of this Planet.” (Tormey, 2005, p. 2)

Thus one of the key historical shifts that links the WSF(P) to the AGM is a movement away from
fixed agendas or singular visions, whether from the left or right of political persuasions. The
AGM contains a diversity of actors despite political differences, struggling to work together.
Culturally, the AGM expresses resistance to assimilation into any single ideology - indeed its
epistemological diversity stems from the inherent ontological diversity of its construction. The
WSEF(P) addresses the challenge of this social complexity through a variety of strategies, open
space approaches and an espoused inclusivity (via an ideology of ‘horizontalism’), which is

explored in the next section, and problematised in the concluding chapter.

4.3 Invention and Innovation of the World Social Forum Process

I now examine the invention of the WSF (why and how it was created) and its subsequent
political innovation (what I term the WSF process). A number of accounts chronicle the
emergence of the WSF (Fisher, 2003; Gautney, 2010; Glasius, 2004; Leite, 2005; Mertes, 2004;
Patomaki, 2004 ; Santos, 2006; Schonleitner, 2003; Sen, 2004; Smith, 2008b). This discussion is

a composite of existing literature, lectures, unpublished accounts and some first hand experience.

4.3.1 Political Invention of the WSF*

* This section draws substantially from a public talk by Chico Whitaker hosted by the Melbourne Social
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Chico Whitaker (cofounder of the WSF) in describing the emergence and development of the
WSF, invokes the poet Machado: ‘Caminante, no hay camino, se hace camino al andar. Al
andar se hace el camino,” (we make the path by walking, by walking we make the path). There
has never been a grand plan for the WSF; through cyclic iterations the WSF process has become
robust and complex.” The WSF is a way of ‘innovating political action’ in order to address the
need to change the world ‘as rapidly as possible’. The WSF brought together new ideas on the
creation of change (the process by which it happens) rather than the content of ‘change’.
Whitaker argues that new conditions necessitate the development of ideas (around the ways in

which change can be ‘made possible’).

The idea for the forum came from a friend of Whitaker, Oded Grajew (Leite, 2005, p. 78). Grajew
was a Brazilian entrepreneur of Jewish ancestry (who was born in Israel but immigrated to Brazil
at an early age). Originally a toymaker, Grajew worked in the area of children’s social justice
issues and social responsibility in enterprise. He was also the head of the Brazilian Association of

Entrepreneurs for Citizenship.

While Grajew was in France (during the 2000 Davos WEF) he saw how much press coverage it
received, and noted how the official discourse assumed capitalism as a finished / perfect product,
with ‘end of history’ assumptions. He also saw how the ‘owners of the world’, corporations, came
together yearly to discuss ‘how to dominate the world’, and that they also invited popular social
movements, journalists, and media, to hear what the ‘owners want to say to us’. He felt that there
were many people, in all parts of the world, struggling to change things - not necessarily at the
global level, but at different levels (including local levels) and in varying capacities and contexts.
He saw an opportunity to bring together all these people who were trying to change society. This
would be an event that was like Davos in its outer form, but radically different in content. He also
felt that the WSF should run concurrently with Davos, to attract media attention, and to create a

‘mirror’ of alternatives.

Whitaker and Grajew took their conversation to Bernard Cassens of Le Monde Diplomatique.

Together with others they were able to sell the idea and build the early commitment of other key

Forum and Borderlands Cooperative in Melbourne 2005.

$Caminante, son tus huellas, el camino y nada mds; Caminante, no hay camino, se hace camino al andar.
Al andar se hace el camino, y al volver la vista atras, se ve la senda que nunca, se ha de volver a pisar.
Caminante no hay camino, sino estelas en la mar.
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groups, the government of Porto Alegre (as potential host) and the eight organisations that
became the founding and constituent groups that formed the WSF organising committee (OC)

(Leite, 2005, pp. 78-79).%

Whitaker states that ‘all types of bait” were considered with the aim of making the forum a
success. A primary strategy was to invite big celebrity activists and writers (who would in turn
attract others). A second strategy was to invite as much media as possible, to create visibility. A
third strategy was to contrast the WSF with the WEF, by changing only one word (Economic to
Social), by holding the event at the exact same time, and by contrasting the ‘fatalistic’ ‘End of
History’ discourse of the WEF with the pronouncement ‘Another World is Possible’. It would
also contrast with the WEF through openness, instead of the US $20,000-$30,000 plus entrance
fee for WEF, it cost organisations $25, and individuals 30c to join. The fourth strategy was to
hold the Forum in Porto Alegre Brazil with the support of the Workers Party (PT) (to highlight
how they were / are experimenting with participatory democracy). Thus, there was a good deal of

entrepreneurial pragmatism involved in making the event a success.

The WSF emerged from existing movements and groups that had been gathering strength for
many years (Houtart, 2001), but it required ‘political invention’ and institutional

entrepreneurialism to become a reality (Leite, 2005, pp. 77-102).

4.3.2 Social Innovation of the WSF as Process

The WSF is known as large events (a convergence of ‘civil society’). Yet the WSF as a Process is
of equal or greater importance. A number of authors have distinguished the process dimensions of
the WSF (Santos, 2006; Sen, 2007; Smith, 2008b; Teivainen, 2007). I distinguish the WSF
Process from the WSF in a number of ways. First it is the process by which the WSF (as events)
have globalised (for example by moving to new countries such as India, Venezuela and Kenya).
Secondly, the way that the methodology of the events has changed over time (from its inception
as a celebrity driven program, to the rise in prominence of open space, to the more recent move

toward an action oriented processes). Thirdly, ‘process’ describes the localisation and

% These included eight key founding groups: Brazilian Association of Non-government Organisations
(ABONG); Association for the Taxation of Financial Transactions for the Aid of Citizens (ATTAC);
Brazilian Justice & Peace Commission (CBJP); Brazilian Business Association for Citizenship (CIVES);
Central Trade Union Federation (CUT); Brazilian Institute for Social and Economic Studies (IBASE);
Centre for Global Justice (CJG); Landless Rural Workers Movement (MST), (Leite, 2005P 78-79).
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regionalisation of social forums (i.e. the proliferation of over 200 local and regional social forums
since 2001, the majority of which have been organised spontaneously and outside the ambit of the
WSF). Fourthly, ‘process’ also describes the development of governance of the WSF, its political
evolution as a decision-making body, as a representative body, and its continual re-invention of
itself (Santos, 2006, pp. 46-84). Fifthly, ‘process’ is the means by which social forums co-exist
with other actors and events, within a broader spectrum of counter hegemonic convergences.
These have emerged with other counter hegemonic processes such as summit sieges at elite
forums, as well attracting counter forums. Finally, ‘process’ refers to how social forums help
facilitate relationships and collaboration between certain actors and aspects within ‘civil society’
that assists in the formation of ‘counter public spheres’ (Weber, 2005). This last process is
foundational, as I argue in this thesis we see a remarkable relational process between a diversity
of the actors involved in ‘mutual recognitions’ toward collaboration, which Santos refers to as the
‘work of translation’ (Santos, 2006, pp. 127-147). Social forums are part of a process in the
formation of counter hegemonic ‘social ecologies of alternatives’ (SEAs). This is the process of
‘structural coupling” (Maturana, 1998, pp. 75-80) between the thousands of social alternatives /
actors within the WSF(P) / AGM orbit engaged in practical and discursive exchanges toward

‘metaformative’ coherences.

4.3.3 Internationalisation of the WSF

The first World Social Forum was held in January of 2001, in the city of Porto Alegre, Brazil.
This gathering brought together 4,000 delegates, 16,000 registered participants, and 1,870
journalists from 117 countries. The number of participants exceeded the expectations of the
organisers, but more importantly, organisers also felt that they had shown that a new type of
politics was possible: one that was focused on alternatives and solutions (as opposed to critique
and protest), and one that transcended the problem of single issue vangardism and the identity

politics which often typified resistance to neo-liberalism (Leite, 2005, p. 83).

The juxtaposition of the WSF with the Davos WEF aided media coverage and gave the event
global visibility. The success of the event prompted calls for follow up forums. Subsequently, the
next two forums (again in Porto Alegre) brought approximately 50,000 participants in 2002, and
100,000 participants in 2003 (Santos, 2006, p. 85). The WSF, having attracted a dynamic mix of
global activists and social movements, as well as celebrities and politicians, established itself as a

pre-eminent event, bringing together key actors that were challenging status quo globalisation.
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From early on there were calls to internationalise the WSF (Secretariat, 2003). It was felt that, if
the WSF was to achieve its goal of catalysing global change, it would have to be held in other
locations of the Global South where the struggle against neo-liberalism was equally urgent. To
further internationalise the process, the WSF began exploring the possibility of holding the forum
in India. The Indian organising process became the most dynamic and complex that had been
conducted, engaging groups and organisations that had not been engaged in Porto Alegre forums
(Gautney, 2010, p. 60; Santos, 2006, p. 73). While Latin American organisers had wanted an
Indian forum to happen in 2003, it was delayed a year and finally held in Mumbai in 2004,
bringing together approximately 115,000 participants from across India and the world (Santos,

2006, p. 85).

The WSF returned to Porto Alegre in 2005, with attendance peaking at 155,000 participants
(Santos, 2006, p. 85), but the commitment to internationalise the WSF had become strong, and
subsequently the WSF experimented with a Polycentric form of organising. Forums were
consequently held (in 2006) in Mali, Venezuela, and Pakistan. Many felt that a WSF had to be
organised within Africa, as so many of the issues championed through the WSF were especially
acute there, and in 2007 a WSF was held in Nairobi, Kenya, attracting 40,000 people, ‘a third of
what the organisers expected’ (Gautney, 2010, p. 76). The Nairobi forum earned controversy
because of alleged corruption, profiteering, favouritism, a convoluted registration process and

exclusionary practices for which the local organising committee was criticised.”

Criticisms had existed early on that there were too many WSFs, and that this was taking too much
energy from existing movements and organisations. By late 2006 the IC made the decision to
hold WSFs every other year (Gautney, 2010, p. 77). In the off years, the WSF would help
facilitate localised actions (highlighting local and regional forums and actions). Thus a ‘Global
Day of Action’ (GDA) and week long mobilisation was held in January of 2008, and hundreds of
localised actions took place around the world (see account of MSF for a Melbourne based
example). Unlike the 2003 GDA protesting the planned invasion of Iraq, this one did not make an
impact in the media (Gautney, 2010, p. 77). The 2009 Forum was held in Belem, Brazil,
attracting approximately 133,000 people, and a large contingent of Amazonian tribes people. An

important metaformation, the Belem Declaration, emerged on the last day of the forum through

7 From interview #12 and see: (Gautney, 2010, pp. 75-77)
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an Assembly of Assemblies (21 thematic assemblies — a methodological innovations of the Belem
forum), allowing for reflections, alliances and proposals for action, lauded for the coherence of its

anti / post-capitalist vision (see Appendix F).

4.3.4 Open Space Methodology or Ideology?

Because the OC of the first WSF made the strategic decision to deliberately invite celebrity
activists and scholars, to help generate media interest, it became an unprecedented meeting place
of many of the leaders and pioneers of change from around the world. In the process, however, it
also created a celebrity (‘VIP’) circle within the event. The main forums were also planned by the
OC, together with those organisations most closely connected with the organisers. At the same
time, an open space methodology was used in such a way as to allow other groups, outside the
ambit of the WSF OC to self organise events. This open space approach was the other side to the

success formula of the event.

In addition to drawing forth high profile personalities, this openness helped to swell and diversify
the forum. The methodology for community-generated content is not new, for example Owen
articulated open space technology (OST) (Owen, 1997), and generations of action researchers
have for many years experimented with ‘large group interventions’ (Martin, 2001; Weisbord,
1992), but this had never been conducted on the scale of the various WSFs. The success formula
of the WSF was thus in part bound up with two contradictory practices: drawing upon the
popularity of celebrity speakers (tacit verticalism) and public inclusivity through open space

methodology (tacit horizontalism).

Open space, in a more political and ideological vein, concerns the representation and decision-
making for the Forum as a whole. According to this view, while a WSF OC is responsible for
event planning, it does not advocate for any specific proposals and does not intend to present
itself as a body representing ‘world civil society’, nor is the WSF a deliberative space where
decision are made for the WSF as a whole. It therefore disowns the role of the vanguard of
historical change, and is only an agent insofar as it facilitates a space for change. Instead, a broad
charter of principles sets thematic parameters for the event and process, and an open space
approach is used where organisations and individuals can take control of the running of their own
events and networking activities (Leite, 2005, p. 10) (also see the WSF Charter of Principles in
Appendix A).
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It is ostensibly up to participants to be the agents of change, both in the forums and outside of the
forums - they gain status as the key actors, to create the agendas and the change they want to see.
Whitaker has been one of the strongest defenders of a non-hierarchical forum-as-space, arguing
that the ‘most recent political discovery [is the] power of open, free, horizontal structures’
(Whitaker, 2004, p. 112). Yet while the forum-as-space can be seen as a renunciation of the role
of vanguard, the WSF has, in fact, become an agent of change. It cannot disavow a level of
strategic responsibility as a key ‘actor’ within the AGM, and its methodological dictates influence

the character of the AGM (see scenarios in Chapter Six for potential implications of this).

Of the six commissions set up by the International Council (IC), Whitaker argues the
methodology commission faces the biggest challenge of innovating methodology. Social forums
have changed dramatically since the first forum was held in 2001. The first forum was focused as
a convergence of big names, and key social movements and groups, while subsequent forums
have shifted more and more toward self organised open space. The early forums were a mix of
thousands of self organised events and large panels with bigger name speakers. Therefore,
criticism has come from the WSF(P)’s sphere of stakeholders for what is perceived as
organisational hypocrisy - the WSF espouses horizontality, while it organises special addresses
by predominantly male leaders (and / or of European descent) from the socialist vanguard such as

Lula, Chavez and ‘VIP’ speakers (Santos, 2006, p. 52; Smith, 2008b, pp. 28-48).

This popular critique has pushed the WSF to adopt an increasingly open space format. It is an
irony that the ‘bait’ that was used initially, and which was instrumental in its success, is ill fitted
to the ideology of horizontalism which has been espoused and enshrined, and increasingly put

into practice.

Despite horizontalist discourse, structural disparities and inequalities exist within the WSFs. The
WSF is a multi-tiered meeting place, with a VIP celebrity circle (Nobel Laureates and Presidents)
(Smith, 2008b, p. 45), a wider circle dominated by social movements and the IC circle of
organisations, and a periphery of ‘participants’ that are not ‘enfranchised’ as WSF insiders
(Santos, 2006, pp. 51-55). What agency means for social forum actors (participants, delegates and

organisations) is mediated by such a tiered ‘structure’ of social / relational capital.

Teivainen argued a ‘tyranny of structure-less-ness’ has the potential to emerge, as open space and
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horizontalism give no prescriptions for how to deal with real power wielded in existing (informal)
social contexts people are embedded in (such as the market), and thus ends by furthering existing
disparities and distinctions (e.g. which NGOs / people have the most money to travel / promote
their causes).” This in fact echoes criticisms of the liberal conception of social capital (Mayo,

2005).

In addition, an increasing number of critics point out that the thousands of workshops and groups
of the WSF(P) still do not constitute a direct and coherent challenge to corporate globalisation or
capitalism. Some point to the inefficacy of the forums; they make no proposals, they coordinate
no actions (Smith, 2008b, p. 42). Others argue that the ‘many alternatives’ over-appreciation for
diversity, and presence liberal INGOs, falls into the trap of fragmenting and diverting coherent
anti-imperialist struggle and political alternatives (James, 2004, pp. 246-250). In this view, the

WSF diffuses and wastes counter hegemonic energies.

Such tensions were seen in the controversy over the so-called ‘Porto Alegre Manifesto’ or ‘Porto
Alegre Consensus’ in which 19 prominent scholar-activists developed and signed a manifesto for
an alternative globalisation, delivered at the 2005 forum (See Appendix D). Whitaker, and many
others, apparently criticised the manifesto as contradicting the open space principles of the event,
privileging a small group of (mostly European male) intellectuals and their proposal over the self
formulation of many proposals within the WSF (Gautney, 2010, p. 66; Salleh, 2009, pp. 8-9;
Santos, 20006, p. 124; Smith, 2008b, p. 42). In line with the desire for a ‘manifesto articulating’
and position taking forum, an increasing number of people have pushed for the forum to become
a platform for concrete actions and projects (‘forum-as-movement building platform”). While
proposals that the WSF should transform itself into an action-oriented process are controversial,
one can see an evolution toward the forum-as-movement, reflected in the 2008 WSF Global Day
of Action, as well as the discursive coherence among social movements in the 2009 Belem

Declaration (See Appendix F).

The conception of forum-as-space attempts to transform both what democracy and participation
means. Inspired by the example of the city of Porto Alegre, which experimented with
participatory budgetary planning, the WSF has attempted to avoid formalistic notions of

participation based on membership and voting, and rather facilitate a deeper engagement process.

B Erom lecture by Teivo Teivainen at RMIT university, 2009
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In this space of interaction, social forums offer participants unique opportunities for relating, trust
building and collaboration. This includes the formation of alliances, solidarities, new
relationships for collaboration, and the innovations that emerge from such a dynamic space.
Social forums pluralise forms of participation. Individuals are not simply presented with the
representational ‘join / don’t join’ - they have a diversity of possible projects, groups, and new
relations to participate in ongoingly. The WSF(P) has de-formalised, deepened and made

participation dynamic.

I argue this dynamic participation helps to create ‘social ecologies of alternatives’ (SEA), a
‘structural coupling’ (Maturana, 1998, p. 75) of initiatives which help make each alternative more
self sustaining, able to resist external threats and pressures, and able to co-create strategies of
efficacy. The flip side of this, however, is competition among groups for the hearts and minds of
activists and participants, manifested by the struggle for agenda setting and prime forum space,
and active pamphleteering at forums. While forums are opportunities for collaboration, the
development of meta-networks, joint strategies and actions, many groups simply use the forum to
promote their particular agendas - condemning themselves and the forum process to a crisis of
fragmentation and identity politics (see scenarios one and four in Chapter Six as extrapolations).
As Bergmann suggests, the history of counter hegemonic struggles (e.g. anti-globalisation
movement) that gave birth to the WSF(P) should not be lost (Bergmann, 2003), and ‘cognitive
mapping’ is needed to put the diversity of struggles, strategies and visions into broader context

(Bergmann, 2006).

4.3.5 Regionalisation and Localisation

The WSF at first resisted the creation of local and autonomous social forums, but people around
the world re-created the formula at various scales anyway. As of 2009, there have been over 200
social forums held in well over 120 cities worldwide, with several million participants in all (see
Appendix B). Regional and thematic forums have been partially organised in coordination with
the official WSF organising process. Local forums, on the other hand, have been almost
completely autonomous in their organisation. They have simply reflected a grassroots
groundswell of organising that has not been sufficiently analysed. (See account of MSF in
Chapter Five as example). Such local social forums indicate a plurality of SEAs in the various

geo-graphic domains that support and find value in these local forums.

Alternative Futures of Globalisation: A Socio-Ecological Study of the World Social Forum Process



194

While the WSF has been able to draw massive numbers of participants and generate great
interest, local and regional social forums are just learning how to organise effectively and tap into
smaller local networks for alternative development. Coherent networks of local to regional to
global forum communities are yet to develop,” and the WSF process website only emerged
recently, in 2006, to help address the far flung process-mess that the WSF(P) has become, with

limited impact.*

While I believe a real time global action-learning network is needed, this will require the
emergence of resourced organising capacity that can foster coherent networks and collaboration
between far flung SEAs. At the moment there is a chasm between the local forums and the WSF.
In my experience there has been a very low level of integration or collaboration between local
social forums in Australasia and between them and the world / regional social forums, an
observation also made by Bramble (Bramble, 2006 ). While a scale shift toward the trans-
nationalisation of activism is a visible phenomenon in the AGM (Reitan, 2006), local and global

forums remain un-integrated. (See accounts of the Melbourne Social Forum as example).

4.3.6 Governance and Decision-making: Reinventing Representation

In an action research process, a group of local community stakeholders meet to address a
common concern through planning, action and reflection; the WSF also follows many of the same
principles. It has engaged increasingly wider circles for formulating proposals through successive
iterations, modified its methodology over time, has conducted reviews and evaluations, and
invited critique. In this way, Santos argues the success of the WSF is in the process by which it

has been able to reinvent itself (Santos, 2006, p. 81).

The WSF’s International Council (IC) emerged in mid 2001 after the first WSF. It was created to
deal with several problems. It was an attempt to bolster the legitimacy of the WSF, by
establishing a consultative process with credible, global and powerful NGOs, social movements
and other groups, and an attempt to build the globalising and strategic capabilities of the WSF
(Santos, 2006, p. 48).

*1 conducted a workshop at the 2006 Caracas WSF, which the organisers of the Houston SF attended, and
which led to an attempt at a local forums network through riseup.net, but which never took off.
“See: www.WSFProcess.net/
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The IC is primarily composed of international organisations (Glasius, 2004, p. 199), most of
which are federations or umbrella organisations (Schonleitner, 2003, p. 131). There are
approximately 160 of these (see Appendix C). Its major responsibilities include making decisions
regarding the future of the WSF, and the discussion of methodology and general political issues
(Glasius, 2004, p. 191). Excluded were ‘national level organizations in order to avoid ‘the logic
of nation states’ that is seen as potentially harmful to an essentially global process’ (Schonleitner,

2003, p. 131)."

The IC was conceived to legitimate the WSF, yet the IC’s own legitimacy departs from formal
and technical systems of representation. Sen argues the ‘representativity of the IC will result from
its ability to take the WSF to the world level, and to give it roots, organic-ness and continuity’
(Sen, 2004, p. 251). Leite argues that the IC should represent the ‘fight against capitalist
globalisation’ (Leite, 2005, p. 97). Thus there is technically no limit to IC membership so long as
it fulfils its mandate to address regional imbalances of representation. Yet it cannot become a
bureaucratic structure, and cannot represent world civil society, and no other mechanisms besides

consensus decision-making exist to expand the IC or resolve disputes about representation.

While the first two forums were organised by the OC of the WSF (now called International
Secretariat or IS), the IC later began to play a greater role. The OC expressed resistance in giving
up its decision-making control, and was the dominant party in the first three forums. Criticisms
mounted and tensions rose between the OC and IC, for example when ‘decisions made by [IC]
coordinators of the thematic areas were not always respected by the [OC]” (Santos, 2006, p. 49).
It was not until after the second WSF in which the IC gradually began to exert more influence in
decision-making and became a larger driver of the process (Leite, 2005, p. 98), giving strategic

direction and ‘orienting political guidelines’ (Schonleitner, 2003, p. 132).

Despite decision-making power shifting toward the IC, Schonleitner argues questions remain
related to the legitimacy of its representativeness, in particular whether the IC requires an elected
leadership to have greater executive power, something resisted by the OC / IS for fear that power
disputes would emerge (Schonleitner, 2003, p. 132). Representativeness in the IC also depends on

who is invited or able to attend meetings (social and economic capital) as well as who can survive

“IThe membership of the Australian Council of Trade Unions (ACTU) within the WSF IC is a clear
exception, an organization which has taken little interest in local Australian forums, despite requests for
support from the MSF.
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the consensus decision-making process to the bitter end (Juris, 2004, pp. 445-451).

4.3.7 Democratising the WSF(P)

To what extent is decision-making in the WSF(P) democratic, representative or simply
autocratic? There have been three lines of criticism directed toward the WSF. The first is
criticism against the OC / IS, (about autocratic tendencies within the OC). The second is about

the representativeness of the IC, and third is criticism about the WSF events.

Critics have contended the OC / IS is autocratic (Schonleitner, 2003). It is comprised of eight
influential groups that have had de facto power to make decisions about many of the WSFs.
Santos defends this by pointing out that the OC / IS carried the responsibility for organising the
first three forums, and that, since the 2004 Mumbai forum, the status of the OC / IS has been
effectively subsumed (Santos, 2006, pp. 50-51). In India an India General Council organised the
2004 WSEF, as process which included 135 groups. In 2005 the organising committee was
expanded to 23 groups (Gautney, 2010, pp. 60, 64). The separation of the IS from local
organising committees has further subsumed the IS, as at least two OCs (Brazil and India) now
share IS responsibilities (Santos, 2006, p. 50). Thus the IC sets the direction of the WSF(P), and
local organising committees (Brazil, Indian, Kenyan, etc) organise global and regional forums,
with the support of the IS. Yet it is still unclear to what extent the OC / IS is able to counter (or
resist) decisions made by the IC or other WSF organising committees, and what groups retain

interests and power in the OC / IS.

The second critique is directed towards the issue of representation within the IC. While the IC has
a mandate to expand its own composition based on various geographic and social criteria
(ensuring Southern participation for example) and adherence to the Charter of Principles, the
acceptance of any one new member is predicated on universal consensus from all IC members. If
just one member vetos a nomination, that potential member cannot join. Further, there is no

formal mechanism to dispute a decision made by the IC, neither through arbitration nor tribunal.

This critical issue came to a head when Proutist Universal (PU), a group which supports the
‘worldwide educational, cultural and activist organization promoting the Progressive Utilization
Theory (Prout), an alternative socio-economic model for a better world ... registered [as an] NGO

with the United Nations since 1991°, was denied membership during the April 2004 IC meeting
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in Italy. Reasons were never given for this, though the IC promised to allow an appeal. Since the

initial rejection, however, neither an explanation nor an appeal opportunity has been forthcoming.

IC insiders confided to PU that Indian members, in particular the committee for WSF India,
blocked Prout’s entry on grounds that have been proven false in Indian and Australian courts of

law (terrorism). Two representatives of PU, in a letter to the IC, wrote:

Because of the IC’s denial of our application to join, the European Social Forum
rejected PU’s requests for workshops. When asked why, one organizer said they
knew that the IC had denied PU’s application, but admitted they didn’t know the
reasons why. The ESF refused to reply to any of our requests for an interview or
to give a written reply. .. Since the April 2004 meeting, Bruce Dyer has sent more
than two dozen email messages to Chico Whitaker asking for a written reply to his
application, with no response. When Dr. Michael Towsey, a Proutist from
Australia met with Chico Whitaker and his wife during their visit to his country,

Chico told him that this rejection by the IC didn’t matter and we should forget it.*

The IC’s apparent failure to fairly deal with this issue indicates problems (or lack of) internal
processes of adjudication that deepen a crisis of representation. It demonstrates the weakness of a
consensus based system, where counter balancing mechanism of resolution do not exist, when
one member decides to ‘block’ or ‘veto’. This ‘crisis of consensus’ has been experienced by other

groups using ‘horizontalist’ processes (see MSF account in Chapter Five).

Instead of being inclusive of a great diversity of groups, in this case the IC appears as a closed
clique. In addition, there is the question of the legitimacy and credibility of the INGO members of
the IC (many of which receive money form Western governments). There is also the issue of the
small size of the IC compared to global civil society, as compared with even one INGO like
CIVICUS, not to mention the imagined totality of the global ‘counter public’. From these
considerations, the question of the IC’s credibility and legitimacy as a peak body of the WSF

appears more acute. It is unclear to what extent this ‘crisis’ has been addressed.

The last critique is directed against the WSF events themselves. Schonleitner points out that only

“2 Interview # 3
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some people can afford to come to the WSF, let alone an IC meeting (Schonleitner, 2003, p. 131).
This creates the situation where those who can afford to go to such a meeting become the global
collaborators.* In addition to this, within the forum itself are large discrepancies in the power
relations between groups and people, between well funded INGO groups (with many delegates)
and grassroots groups where participants walk 500 km or hitchhike to get to an event (such as the
Dalit of India in WSF 2004); between those with well developed networks and connections, and
those without; between the celebrity activists and ‘ordinary’ participants. WSFs have thus been
criticised for creating activist ghettos within the events, for example its Youth Camps (Gautney,

2010, pp. 46-83).

While Santos argues the WSF is successfully evolving to meet these challenges (Santos, 2006,
pp- 85-109), the question of democratisation within the WSF remains open. As Wallerstein points

out:

...while the idea of a horizontal, non-hierarchical structure may be meritorious,
somehow decisions, important decisions, are in fact made. Who makes them, and
how? The critics say that there is insufficient transparency of the decision-making

process, and therefore it verges on the undemocratic. (Wallerstein, 2004b, p. 635)

Questions related to the transparency and representativeness of the IC, OC /IS and WSF in
general prompted Teivainen to present a twenty-two point challenge to the IC Strategy
Commission on the ‘Problems of Democracy in the World Social Forum’ (Teivainen, 2004) (see

Appendix V).

4.3.8 (Trans) Counter Hegemonic Convergences, Counter Forums and Alternative Spaces

As previously mentioned the WSF is a counter-summit of the Davos WEF, and follows a long
line of other counter summits and forums over past decades (TOES against G6 / G7, the Other
Davos against Davos, etc). Yet ironically, the WSFs have also attracted their own counter forums
that exist as an explicit protest to the WSF, or as an alternative to it. Counter forums critique the

WSF on various grounds, and an examination of this help one to understand the ideological

# T am indeed a good example of this, as a relatively privileged member of global society, I was able to
self-fund my trip to the Mumbai WSF.
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landscape of the AGM which the WSF(P) sits.

Counter-forums have come from the two hard edges of the socialist tradition (anarchists and
Marxists) but also from other groups who reject the organisational structure of the WSF, or who
simply want to organise events their own way. Self organised autonomous spaces and counter
(protest) forums have become part of the loose, decentralised, yet overlapping network structure

of these events (Glasius, 2004, p. 208; Smith, 2008b, pp. 45-46).

In 2002 the Intergalactika Laboratory of Disobedience, organised within the WSF Youth Camp
(associated with PGA / Zapatista supporters) held their own meetings and workshops. They also
staged a guerrilla protest of the WSF, by storming, water bombing and occupying a VIP lounge
that had been set up for special guests, chanting ‘We are all VIPS! We are all VIPS!” (Juris, 2004,
p- 400; Smith, 2008b, p. 45).

During the European Social Forum (ESF) in Florence in 2002, groups organised a Space Beyond,
which was connected to the ESF, composed of yet smaller autonomous groups: Eur@action Hub,
No Work-No Shop, Italian Dessobbedientes, Thematic Squares, and Next Generation. The 2003
WSF had even more autonomous groups and events, such as Z Magazine’s Life After Capitalism,
and GLAD (Space Towards the Globalisation of Disobedient Struggles and Actions) (Glasius,
2004, p. 208).

At the Mumbai WSF of 2004, visitors (including myself) were greeted at the airport by a Marxist
group boycotting the WSF, who held a counter forum near to NESCO grounds (in protest titled
‘Mumbai Resistance 2004’). Mumbai Resistance’s (MR) protest of the WSF stems from distrust
of many of the donors / agencies involved in funding it (such as the Ford Foundation and the
Heinrich Boll Foundation), as well as the presence of many liberal social democratic NGOs. They
saw the WSF as a co-option of anti-imperialist movements into a ‘quietist bourgeois
reformism’.** They claimed that, because the WSF doesn’t allow the participation of armed
groups and political parties, and does not formulate a social movement agenda and takes no
political positions, it can never create any real political change - a meaningless civil dialogue

which pulls people away from a true revolutionary path (see scenario two in Chapter Six as an

“ From: Krantilari Lok Adhikar Sangthan, Uttranchal, India 16 Jan. 2004
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extrapolation of this position).” Wallerstein summarises the criticisms of Marxists:

The criticisms of this group are multiple. The WSF says another world is possible;
it should say that socialism is the objective. The WSF is an open forum; therefore
it is nothing but a talk fest. It doesn’t engage in action; therefore it is inherently
inefficacious. It accepts money from foundations and NGOs, hence, it has sold
out. It does not permit political parties to participate; hence it leaves out key
groups. It does not permit groups engaged in violence to participate; but violence
is legitimate for oppressed groups who have no alternative. (Wallerstein, 2004b,

p.635)

At the WSF in Caracas (2006) an Alternative Forum was held, the Peoples Movements Encounter
I1, in particular because many felt the socialist Chavez government had co-opted the WSF.

Wallerstein correspondingly summarises the criticisms from anarchists and autonomists:

It is that the WSF is, de facto, a new international with a hidden hierarchy who
make the important decisions. But in the end this variant says the same as the Old
Left variant. The leaders of the WSF are using their authority to sell out the
militants. (Wallerstein, 2004b, p. 635)

This highlights the tension between ‘horizontals’ (those who reject Old Left hierarchies) and
‘verticals’ (those who embody Old Left hierarchies — parties, governments, businesses), a theme
that runs through the AGM (Juris, 2004; Tormey, 2005). This climaxed with struggles fought for
the heart of the ESF process (European Social Forum) during its 2004 London gathering, during
which ‘horizontals’ organised a whole series of events (Glasius, 2004, p. 209) in protest at the
apparent takeover of the forum by the Socialist Workers Party and the Greater London Authority
(Gautney, 2010, p. 63).

The counter hegemonic convergences that accompany the WSF(P) shows how the AGM is tacitly
broader than the WSF(P). As a subset of a broader AGM, the WSF(P) sits between two binary
(but related) movements, toward diversifying and autonomising (horizontalist) struggles and

toward developing a coherent and coordinated movement as a totality (verticalist) (Ramos,

* See: www.mumbairesistance.org
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2006b). The effective use of this tension can form the basis for dynamic coherences and

metaformations, but is also fraught with challenges.

4.3.9 (Trans) Counter Hegemonic Collaboration

The context within which the WSF sits is the movement or process for another globalisation
(AGM). This is the raison d'étre of the WSF(P). To the extent that the WSFs can facilitate such
transnational collaboration and claim a degree of efficacy in midwifing ‘another world’, it is

vindicated. This is the default criteria for its legitimacy (Santos, 2006, p. 48).

While the WSF is not necessarily about uniting disparate actors into a unitary structure or
program, it can be equally said that it is not just a gathering of differentiated actors all pursuing
their own particular agendas. Agendas are shared, they overlap, and collaboration is the by-
product of the encuentro between actors who may be ontologically different, but who may share
critical interests, and be connected by what they struggle against (and also what they struggle
for). Reitan’s study of trans-national activists shows how the WSF(P) has been both an example
and facilitator of ‘scale-shift’, as localised struggles have created cross border networks and
formed new planetary identities and organisations (Reitan, 2006). Yet this process is far from
easy or complete. While Reitan shows a ‘scale-shift’ process across struggled that are in many
ways thematically congruent, linkages across themes and ideologies is more fraught. The
controversies over the ‘Porto Alegre Consensus’ and ‘Bamako Appeal’ are exactly about the
challenge of broader meta-formation, tensions between the impetus to include the diverse groups
that make up the AGM, and a need to come to shared understandings, strategies and actions. Can

the ‘vehicle’ which is the WSF / WSF(P) deliver this?

Santos argues a ‘work of translation’ is fundamental to the WSF’s counter hegemonic coherence
(Santos, 2006, pp. 131-147). Because groups at forums are ontologically diverse, they must enter
into a process that can produce mutual intelligibility. He argues for the need to avoid collapsing
differences (what the current open space structure of the WSF(P) does well), while equally being
able to form mutually coherent understandings, actions and projects (what the WSF(P) has
struggled to achieve). The possibility the WSF(P) creates for a ‘shared analysis’ (Smith, 2008a),
‘cognitive mapping’ (Bergmann, 2006) and shared positions / actions can only be realised
through such a ‘work of translation’. Yet given the ecological and social crises we face, but will

this be too slow?
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4.4 Conclusion

To draw this chapter to a close, I would like to highlight the somewhat dialectical process

between the AGM and WSF(P) discussed in this chapter.
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Figure 4.1: AGM - WSF(P) Dialectic

The dialectic between the WSF(P) and AGM, as depicted in figure 4.1, can be seen as a
movement from a tacit understanding of AGM actors, frames and visions, to its explication via
forum convergences, an expanded vision of what an AGM is and means, which then allows for an
evaluation and re-conceptualisation of the WSF(P)’s role as facilitator / enabler of the AGM.
Before the WSF(P), the anti-globalisation movement and other counter hegemonic forces were

actively resisting neo-liberalism and neo-imperialism, yet the depth and breadth of an AGM was
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not clearly visible, and attempts to formulate joint analysis, strategy and action had not been
comprehensively attempted. Ten years of the WSF(P) in hundreds of locales have explicated the
diversity and depth of the AGM, its actors, its visions and discourses (examples of which are seen
in Chapter Two); and critically it has revealed the challenges (and possibilities) inherent in
facilitating coherence, collaboration and metaformations between ontologically and
epistemologically diverse actors situated in every part of the world. Now, given the various
voices within the AGM, their critiques of the WSF, the challenges we see the WSF(P) facing,
AGM actor’s desires and intensions for another world, and methodological differences, we can
turn the spotlight back on the WSF and ask, How might the WSF(P) change to support the
effectiveness of an AGM in creating another possible world? I take up the task of evaluating the
WSEF(P), and suggesting alternative futures for it in the concluding chapter. Before doing this,
however, I deepen this study of the WSF(P) and AGM by looking at its manifestation in one

particular locale.
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Chapter Five: Analysis of Fieldwork

In this next section, I analyse the fieldwork which took place in networks and organisations that
were part of the social forum and / or alternative globalisation process in Melbourne. Australia. I
use the analytic strategy developed in Chapter Two, section three and explained in the
methodology section on analysis. The five ‘windows’ I use to understand social ecologies of

alternatives (SEAs) include:

* Social Ecology of Actors (and their Forms of Agency)
* Social Ecology of Geo-Structures

* Social Ecology of Cognitions

* Social Ecology of Histories and Ontogenies

* Social Ecology of Alternative Futures

Rather than analyse each account one by one, I examine each of these ‘windows’ as singular
aspects across all five accounts. While this has the effect of rending each account apart, it also
enables a closer and more focused examination of different aspect of the SEA, and is more useful

in coming to thematic clarity.

5.1 Analysing the Social Ecology of Actors and Agents

This analytic window, discussed in Chapter Two, examines the relational diversity of actors
within the accounts, and explores the way that actors create change. The primary themes that
emerge include: 1) the transformation of participation from formal to dynamic, 2) a movement
toward collaborative agency, 3) a cycle (still incomplete and under-integrated) between inward
composition (the mutual recognition of differences and shared interests) and outward
collaboration (efficacy of joint formulations and projects), and 4) the importance of

organisational strategies to underpin and integrate the inward-outward movements.

5.1.1 Agency within the Melbourne Social Forum

The Melbourne Social Forum, as a complex formation of over a hundred ‘entities’ (organisations

/ networks) and hundreds of participants has expressed agency in complex ways. The first
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distinction that can be made is between the MSF organising group, and the community of actors
that make up MSF events. Social forums are co-constructs, in which forum organisers facilitate a
process in which the ‘forum community’ comes together. Without a community of counter
hegemonic actors, there could be no social forum;* yet without social forum organisers, there
would be no social forums under the banner ‘Another World is Possible’. This does not preclude
other types of counter hegemonic events bringing actors together, of which there are a variety,
that have pre-dated and that will post-date social forums.*’” Rather the somewhat mythic notion of
‘self organisation’ needs to be challenged and problematised.* Organising a MSF has taken great
effort and planning in most cases, often leaving organisers in states of exhaustion and burnout
after events. Self organisation relates more to the open space nature of the event, and in this
regard more to the ‘ecology of actors’ that do not organise an MSF but participate and interact
within it. While not completely distinct, we can distinguish between the actor network that
initiates and organises the events, and the participants (people and their organisations) who

partake in and use the events.

Actor network of organisers

The MSF emerged within an experiential and normative community. Six of the core organisers
were present at the Mumbai WSF, and other organisers had attended the WSFs in Porto Alegre.
Mumbai is somewhat significant in that it offered a shared experience of a social forum,
knowledge of what it is or can be, and an ideological connection to a broad movement, the ‘fuzzy
logic’ of alter-globalisation.” Importantly, however, more than half of organisers had never
experienced a WSF. Organisers go beyond single issue activism move between complex multi-
issue normative terrain. Thus, organisations that have been both active supporters of the WSF
process, and embody multi-issue orientations have been natural organisational partners.” The
Centre for Education and Research for Environmental Strategies (CERES), where the main MSF
events have been held, has been a significant partner is this respect, a prefigurative and prismatic

correlate. CERES is thematically integrative and crosses the social justice / labour movement /

% And hence, the existence of a social ecology of actors must prefigure the event.

47 Bioneers, Melbourne’s Sustainable Living Festival, Climate Camps, are some examples.

* In some literature, forums are described as spontaneous emergences akin to the popular self propelling
energy machines that somehow create energy out of nothing. My experience is closer to Susan George’s
comments (George, 2005).

* The term ‘alter-globalisation’ has never been a standard term among MSF organisers. Indeed I seemed to
be the only one to use it. Other organisers have used terms like ‘global justice movement’ and ‘global
democracy movement’, or ‘anti-capitalist’ movement — hence the notion of ‘fuzzy logic’.

% Two examples being Friends of the Earth and Borderlands.
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environment ‘divide’. It provided a place to ideationally stabilise the event.

The ‘actor network’ of forum partners expanded from initial ‘natural supporters’ to a developing
social ecology of groups that was later (2005 and onward) actively developed as partners and
sponsors. This collaborative field exists between different groups with similar attitudes and
values, such actors make event organising more possible and generate ‘inter-alternatives’ and
layers to the forum.” So the first aspect of agency is collaboration among actors with a broadened
conception of what a normative field may mean - interlinking toward a broadening collaborative

process.

The second aspect of agency for the MSF entails its methodology. There are two aspects of this,
‘midwifery’ or the MSF as that which ‘creates a space’ (arguably the dominant mode and self

definition before 2008),” and recessive mode of disruption, antagonism and spectacle.”

The first is agency as ‘space creating’ and platform development, (the orthodox organisational
format as seen in scenario one, next chapter).” Thus agency means ‘midwifery’, giving space for
the community to ‘birth’; bring forth its alternatives, agendas and concerns. In this sense agency
is the agency of others. As such agency for MSF is via event methodology — to the extent that this
methodology works and is valuable to the community. The shift from dialogic process to action /
innovation oriented process within the WSF(P)” — and from single issue to collaborative - is
important, and corresponds to Santos’ analysis of the overall evolution of WSF methodology as a
core constituent element in its viability and value. In this sense methodological design / evolution

is an expression of agency.

The secondary or recessive mode of agency for the MSF is through antagonism, disruption and
spectacle that is more closely associated with the global protest cycle, culture jamming and local
solidarity activism. The MSF’s involvement in the Nov 2006 G20 protest in Melbourne entailed
the use of a six wheel army truck dressed in pink lace and red love hearts that occupied one end

of a police blockade, at which point a rave scene reminiscent of ‘Reclaim the Streets’ was

°! Engage Media and Lentils As Anything are two good examples.

32 Methodology and self definition has arguably shifted toward action / mobilisation oriented methodology
(2008 GDA) and a (more) coherent anti-capitalist platform (Belem, 2009).

3 Note: what is left out is representation, advocacy and political implication. Also what is left out is social
innovation as an explicit agenda — it is instead a by-product.

>* See: WSF charter (Appendix A), MSF charter (Appendix I)

»See WSF process web: www.wsfprocess.net
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performed using the truck’s mobile DJ sound system. MSF activity during this aspect of the G20

meant participation in mass disruption / interruption / jamming (see scenario four, next chapter).”®

Interestingly, the MSF became part of WSF 2008 actor network through the WSF’s call for a
Global Day of Action in Jan 08. The MSF was contacted by one of the WSF’s media coordinators
who asked MSF to hold an event or action. A debate ensued within the MSF organising group
whether to do an event on Jan 26th, as had been requested, or alternatively to join the ‘Invasion
Day’ march, joining the historical struggle of indigenous rights in Australia. The decision to not
hold an event on Jan 26 (as requested by WSF) was controversial because of relational factors.
Jan 26th was the first day of the WSF GDA, but for a much longer time it has been known in the
indigenous justice movement in Australia as ‘Invasion Day’, a re-branding of what it is
commonly known as ‘Australia Day’ (the day captain Cook ‘discovered’ Australia). The MSF
had been warned not to disrespect this day of indigenous struggle in Australia. A tension existed
between the MSF’s desire to hold an event in connection with WSF(P), and between sensitivity to
local culture and history. Local context, timing and the WSF’s call for a GDA combined to turn
MSF into a solidarity partner, changing the nature of the agency, which entailed collaboration
with Socialist Alliance (a political party) and Share the Spirit (a festival). MSF organisers
participated in an ‘Invasion Day’ march and at the festival held an MSF stall (as participant!).
The form of transcendence found was to facilitate the Melbourne ‘Invasion Day’ march
organisers and ‘Share the Spirit’ festival to symbolically join (at least in name) the WSF GDA.
The inversion of the MSF from platform to participant is significant in highlighting horizontalist
approaches which ‘de-vanguardise’ actors. This can be considered a nascent example of scenario

three in the concluding chapter (WSF 2.0).

MSF': The actor network of participants and their organisations

The actors that have participated in the MSF have been diverse, with close to 200 organisations,
networks and groups.” Modes of agency have been correspondingly diverse. These modes of
agency are inferred from workshops and activities that participants bring to the forum, (not what

they do at the forum).” Here I group the core types, and give some examples.

%It is important to note that this divided the group, (though not divisively), between those that wanted to
participate in this and those who did not.

°7 See Appendix G

% Otherwise we would conclude that agency at social forums is holding a workshop, which while true, is
only the MSSF event activity, not what groups do in the world.

Alternative Futures of Globalisation: A Socio-Ecological Study of the World Social Forum Process



208

Modes of agency can be distinguished into that which was outer focused, on change initiatives
within the world, and those that are inner focused, on initiatives that aim to develop and
strengthen the SEA: participant’s relationships, thinking, knowledge and practice - both ‘world-

changing’ and ‘SEA-changing’.

In this first broad category of ‘world-changing’, modes of agency included: campaigns, policy
development and advocacy, direct action / protest organising, web / online activism, and
witnessing / legal enforcement.” In the second mode of agency, which aimed to build
relationships, thinking, knowledge and practice within the forum community, a number of modes
of agency were seen, including: solidarity / alliance building, community development /
convergence organising, craft / production / ‘freecycling’ / art / cooking / food production,
personal development / meditation / despair work / non-violence training, exploring alternatives /
agency / dialogic learning spaces, de-constructive / social constructionist / alternative history or

micro history (critical / creative thinking) work.

In this ‘inner’ directed aspect of forum workshops there was a tendency toward embodying
changes (a ‘prefiguration’ of broader change), through the endogenous development of alternative
practices. This focused on ‘recreating self” into a more expanded concept of self. Solidarity work
to recreate the normative associations of struggle, craft to recreate production and consumption,
meditation and non-violence training to recreate one’s capacity to interact with the world, de-
constructive thinking to re-create the frames through which we see problems. Strengthening the
forum community and SEA also includes practices of expanding political space.” This internal
‘re-creation’ would seem to be as prominent in forums as the outer focused ‘world-changing’

dimensions.

Finally and arguably, at the interface between building the (forum) community and ‘world-
changing’ was movement building, which links the two modalities: building the internal strength,

knowledge, and power of SEAs seeking change, and the diverse modes of agency used by SEAs

* See Appendix H-1

% The idea of “political space’ came from interview #11. It means that within various socio-political
contexts, groups have different levels of ‘space’ that allow for expressions of dissent, protest, voice.
Political space is seen to widen and shrink depending on the social processes at work. Non-violent direct
action is meant to widen political space by establishing the legitimacy of a movements aims and
methodology, while de-legitimising its oppositions use of force or terror.
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in the enactment of structural and worldly change.”' The inner ‘SEA-changing’ / community-
changing modes of agency are crucial for the success of the outer world-changing modes of
agency. A strong connection can be discerned between the inner SEA development and outer
‘world-changing’ efficacy. Some links that can be discerned include between campaigning and
policy change, or between meditative practice and non - violent confrontation and fasting. A
complementarity of agencies is seen between inner and outer capabilities, as potentiating an

overall movement building process.

Yet while this is ‘felt’ in the forum community,” it is not explicit, and hence Santo’s call for a
University of Social Movements may also be relevant here, to make actors and their agencies
explicit and to make the emerging SEA a more coherent and powerful one. Likewise, the MSF
has been so thematically diverse, it is not clear to what extent the MSF has played a role in

facilitating the development of particular campaigns or social movements in Victoria or Australia.

Finally, a major theme in the MSF’s expression of agency involved the re-construction of
participation. The more orthodox role for event participants as observers, audience, spectators,
voters, and the passivity associated with many types of event participation is fundamentally
changed and challenged, and the participant is engaged as collaborator, co-innovator and
communicator. Participants often become quickly involved in the activities and work of the

groups that come to the forum.

5.1.2 Agency within Plug-in TV

Plug-in TV has been part of a broader network of actors from the beginning, and such networking
with diverse groups has been more than an ‘add-on’ activity, but rather central to its development.
The founding members relied on support from local community TV (Channel 31), a local
community production house (OpenChannel), the sponsorship of a university (Swin TV) and
training support from the government (the Unemployment Benefits Scheme), all of which were
different types of enablers. For the generation of content Plug-in TV early on became part of the

larger field of ‘alternative left’ counter hegemonic actors in Melbourne — and with this it entered

% Workshops on movement building included movements for global justice, the anti-sweatshop movement,
opensource movements, international solidarity movements (Palestine, Western Sahara), indigenous,
Bolivarian, anti-war, labour, health equity, anti-corporate, alternative energy, independence movements,
social forum, climate and voluntary simplicity ‘movements’

62 ‘Felt’ here refers to a community where tacit understandings are ‘sensed’ as well as spoken.
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into Melbourne’s SEA.* This also included connections with the MSF (Plug-in TV filmed the
first MSF, as well as MSF 09), as well as with the Transmission network. Transmission was a
loose network of independent documentary film makers that prefigured the creation of
EngageMedia. EngageMedia created the open source Plumi video sharing platform, on which
WSF.TV is based. To continue running in season two, Plug-in TV drew from a variety of new
sources such as Arts Hub, and connections with grassroots groups such as Engage Media.
Establishing an office, getting public liability insurance and incorporation as an association
institutionalised it, which enabled new forms of agency — allowing for grants, office use, larger
productions and work at festivals. Use of a systematic network development approach also
contributed to a widening network of connections. Relationships and collaboration with key
bodies and initiatives remained an important aspect of Plug-in TV’s synergistic development of
initiatives within the SEA. This entailed strategic interlinking within both the institutional sphere

and grassroots.

To produce a season of shows, Plug-in TV’s strategy has been based on creating a community,
using the embodied experience, skill, knowledge, and technological resources of new and old
members. With no budget or established structures, it required focused facilitation and
coordination of people who are already ‘conscientised’. Plug-in TV relied on networking to
attract motivated people wanting to produce something, rather than those who only want to
volunteer time, (volunteers had consistently been problematic). Purposefulness to create change,
based on activist ‘self knowing’ and worldly knowledge has been the ‘fuel’ required to make
productions work. Even the nascent ‘producer’ transforms a skill or knowledge deficit into
merely a logistical problem, while the volunteer mentality would turn a deficit into an obstacle.
Facilitating collaboration between established and nascent producers has been key. This mutual
education was a basic process for collective enablement and agency. Skill and knowledge sharing
was fundamental in the creative and problem solving process. This demonstrated the extent to
which it was a producer driven experience that also required the active development of a learning
community. This is underscored by an unresolved tension in the organisation of production,
whether as peer-to-peer horizontalism (e.g. Indymedia’s model) or as production-house

verticalism (older models).

My analysis is that multiple strategies are needed simultaneously — and indeed different

5 See DVD resources in Appendix J
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knowledges to support these practices (media production and community development). The
media producer’s inclination is toward a small and focused team, while the community
developer’s inclination is toward network openness to create popular involvement. Experience
suggests it is very challenging to have all the means of media production operating at once —
networking, production and coordination. Thus agency here is connected to the different views

held regarding the strategies of how media is produced.

The next aspect of agency within Plug-in TV relates to the transformation of the historic
relationship between producers and consumers of media. For most of the 20th century, filmic and
video media production was a wieldy, expensive and complex process. The last two decades has
seen a technological revolution enabling the possibility of high quality production using low cost
technologies. Riding this wave, Plug-in TV reflects a social shift to ‘Become the Media’, by
developing internal capacity in the mediation process. Deepening the analysis, three types of
agency can be identified: organisational, productive, and distributive. Agency can be seen as
autonomising production in this mediation process, from concept and team formation, to filming,
post-production (editing), compression, and distribution (by DVD, TV and through the Web).
‘Autonomous’, however, does not mean Plug-in TV relied on no other entity, but rather the
capacity and potential enabled through enmeshment into the emerging SEA, that allowed for

enhanced community-based mediation (EngageMedia, C31, Creative Commons, WSF.TV, etc.).

While Plug-in TV videos have been autonomously organised, produced and distributed, it is
difficult to say what influence these (40+ short documentaries) have had on the world. The
significance of Plug-in TV and the thousands of other micro-media initiatives, is its potential as
prefigurative alternative to big media (TV, Hollywood), and the possibility of its emerging
collective agency. Can it challenge and beat corporate media at its own game, and replace it?
Plug-in TV as a ‘networked production house’ was / is an example of the pre-figurative
embodiment of the process of emergence of community-based autonomous production platforms

globally.

Finally, Plug-in TV also tried to make the audience an agent by showing how they could be
involved in the organisations and campaigns being documented, hence the term ‘Plug-in’, trying
to facilitate audience engagement. More intensively, documentaries have focused on activist
experience, their knowledge of change agency, or counter hegemonic knowledges with these

organisations, why they do what they do, who they are and how they are changing the world for
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the better. Thus an important aspect of agency here is Plug-in TV’s focus on showing the power
of people in creating change by allowing a platform by which people can tell the story of their
struggles. This may lead to an idea of agency as the reproduction of actors, providing avenues by
which people can become that which they see on TV / the web, a processes which arguably

underpins the long term sustainability of an AGM.

5.1.3 Agency within Community Collaborations

Community Collaborations (CC) emerged in 2004 through a meeting at the Brisbane Social
Forum (BSF) as a working group for an Australian Social Forum.* However, by the time I had
been introduced to the group in late 2005 it had evolved into the group ‘Community
Collaborations’, where a wide variety of activists from different types of campaigns, projects and

organisations came together to share and network various projects they were doing.

The ethos that drove CC was both about collaboratively cognising a wider landscape in which
change was happening, as well as scope-ing out collaborative possibilities. The modus operandi
of the group was thus to share, bridge issues and collaborate, or as one participant expressed it,

CC was a: ‘Conduit... [with] lots of people doing lots of things, its where the rivulets of water

meet, from various streams. It is not [about] trying to agree or work together. It is about finding

out what people are doing....””

Perhaps because CC brought together relatively more experienced leaders that had been mainstay
activists in many areas for many years (labour, human rights, environment, women’s rights,
disability), there was a recognition and knowledge of the history of social change, where this
emerged from and how it happened - in particular as based in social and community solidarities.
People and organisations were not seen as solitary actors but as part of a larger history of
struggle. For activism to be sustainable, it was felt these histories needed to be shared to help
inform a broader consciousness of struggle of change and action. The basis of ‘heroism’ needed
to be re-framed through stories of social transformation that recognised and re-asserted

community as a primary agent.

* Tnterview #8
 Tnterview #15
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Currently mass media inverts this message — it creates the myth that political
leaders create change, and the people follow. We need to return to empowering

stories about what we want to do and can do as ‘ordinary’ people ®

Histories of action (hegemonic narratives of nationalisms vs. counter hegemonic narratives of
‘social justice heroes’) were thus identified as key in mediating the context of present day reality
by which people cognise agency. If was felt that sharing these stories more broadly would help to
form a shared cognition of both past and future contexts and challenges, that leads to cohesive
relationship between people, community building and resilience - a dynamic response to present
and futures challenges through passing on this knowledge to future generations. In summary,
individualistic conceptions of agency were challenged, and agency was seen as an expression of
community-based organising within a deeper historical and thematic context. Deep community

solidarity, not pragmatic alliances, was the basis for change, and as one participant lamented:

In Australia community networks are weaker because of the industrial consumer
[culture]. It is identity politics instead of community — we find community through

affiliation, it is not a deep community.”’

5.1.4 Agency within Oases

Oases was originally an initiative of the Borderlands Cooperative and Augustine Centre, though
its associative and spiritual foundations come from the ‘Genesis Group’, an informal yet
foundational group of people of diverse backgrounds. Other actors include Academic Staff, the
Community Learning and Research Centre, Governance bodies (the Oases Council, the Academic
Board), the Graduate School (and its administration), participants and associated networks. The
innovation of Oases has been a relational process, as each new person that came into Oases,
initially through the Genesis group, but now as part of a wider network, brings / brought with
them dynamic possibilities and openings: or as one of the founders put it: ‘Each time a person
came into Genesis, new things happen and emerge, it spreads by ‘oil slick’ [each person brings
with them an as yet unknown factor].” Thus, relational processes are foundational to agency, as
there is agency and possibility in associative relationality, it is indeterminate and ‘out of

connections’: or as this same person expressed it: ‘[We] dream the commonality. Hard to express

% Tnterview #20
7 Tnterview #23
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what this connect is, but it is emergent... Inventing what unites you [is key].” The metaphor he
used for this was ‘tissue building’, as ‘each time a person discovers you or you discover them —
things open up, things emerge’.” Through this relational ‘tissue building’, Oases became a post-
graduate Masters program in Integrative and Transformative Learning, the first of its kind in

Australia.

Oases represents a search for a new type of agency — one that emerges out of relational inquiry.
Its multi / transdisciplinary bases in Aesthetic, Social, Ecological, and Spiritual domains of
inquiry are a movement toward holistic action adequate to the new and complex challenges being
faced by our world. One participant stated: ‘This approach requires action unlike any other social
change movement of the past due to its multilayered and intertwined nature, and the sheer depth

of our predicament’ (Participant reflection 2006, in Oases 2007, p. 17).

Relational inquiry is typified by movements ‘inward’ and ‘outward’, ‘internal’ and ‘external’, or
in Freirian language, a dialectic between reflective inquiry / conscientisation and action-in-the-
world - together theory / practice. Participants journeys are described as: ...leap after leap of
insight, immediately and without fear, leaping out into the world, putting their learning into
practice and coming back for more. Two quite different trajectories but with much overlap.
Reflection and action as integral practice... with both offering the world to each other.” (Oases,

2007, p. 59).

The external journey and internal journey are concurrent and dynamic. While the external journey
involves a visible inquiry pathway and can be compared to some qualitative social inquiry (e.g.
problem identifying, researching, analysing, proposing, implementing, evaluating), ‘There is
equally a parallel internal journey.... Heuristic Inquiry with phases of Initial engagement,
Immersion, Incubation, Illumination, Explication, and Creative Synthesis...” (Oases, 2007, p.

64).

‘Integrative and transformative practice’ emerges from such a dynamic process, where new forms
of agency emerge from a relational movement between self / world, reflection / action, inquiring /
worldchanging, as: ‘Participants undertake research projects that may be primarily action-

oriented or reflective but are likely both’ (Oases, 2007, p. 49). Agency within Oases is plural,

% Tnterview # 17
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dynamic and emergent as a diversity of inquiry / change projects are brought forth from the
community to address the multi-variate ‘predicaments’ we find ourselves in: ‘“We understand
(social) research as a propensity of humans (philogenetically tied to us as a species) and one
which has been evolving in ongoing dialectical reciprocity with our overall and specific attempts

at survival within our ecological and social contexts’ (Oases, 2007, p. 49).

5.1.5 Agency within the G20 Convergence

In this account of the G20 Convergence, each one of the entities involved was a network or a
meta-network: an association of states, a campaign network, another a coalition, another an open
space process, and another a collective.” This account therefore entails more complex relational
processes. While each network association seemingly coordinated actions toward its networked
goals, within each there also existed ambiguities, conflicts and tensions. The overall result of the
G20 Convergence was a fracturing of trust and fragmenting of social relations, undermining the
very possibility of an AGM in Melbourne. For this reason, the divergent experience in this

account becomes the basis for the last of four scenarios in the concluding chapter.

Make Poverty History (MPH) in the UK is most popularly known through rock celebrity activists
like Bono and Bob Geldoff, who have held large charity concerts and other events aimed at
addressing social justice issues, but is actually a collection of over 500 groups, most of them
based in the UK and Ireland and Australia. In Australia, it is a campaign network of over 70
organisations (see Appendix N). MPH has organised large events aimed at popularising the need
to address global poverty. Officially, MPH has a very disciplined approach emphasising reformist
objectives based on a strategy of making issues visible through strong popular promotion. Yet as
seen in this account, MPH’s activities are diverse. Agency during this week of events for MPH

included a three pronged strategy.

First and foremost was a high profile concert (during the weekend) to promote its core aims
(discussed in the section on alternative futures), to raise awareness and energise many people
toward understanding and addressing poverty, development and achieving the MDGs. Second
was a public forum (on Thursday) called ‘Creating a Fairer World: What Should the G20 Do?’ to

highlight the various advocates and campaigners for change, and their various policy alternatives.

% Tensions might be said to exist between what might be termed its ‘neo-colonial aid constituency’ and its
‘radical post-colonial constituency’.
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Third was a festival (on Saturday) that would be inclusive of many groups and encourage people

(and families) to engage with the issues.”

The StopG20 convergence collective emerged in late 2005, initially at a workshop at the 2005
Melbourne Social Forum, which by early Febuary 2006 became a loose network.” StopG20 had
regular meetings, a website and issued communications, in planning for what they hoped would
be a large display of public opposition to the G20 and its policies. It was conceived of in terms of
an anarchist ‘spokes council’, more a coordinating space than a decision-making body. Agency
was articulated as more than a protest, but rather in the tradition of Reclaim the Streets and non-
violent blockade methodology was rejected from the beginning.”” A carnival and block party was
organised that would be a celebration and a disruption of the G20, and was hence entitled
‘Carnival Against Capitalism’ or ‘Carnival Beyond Capitalism’ (the name differs in the various
artefacts). Key organisers carried with them ‘85 years of direct action experience, in forest
protection, anti-war and anti-nukes’ in the tradition of non-violent confrontation going back to

AiDEX protests.”

The protest / carnival would have unintended consequences, in particular the fragmentation of the
AGM in Melbourne and the shrinkage of political space, in part caused by ‘diversity of tactics’
(DoT) arguments and their expression in the Saturday protests. The DoT debate emerged after the
1999 Seattle protests on platforms such as Indymedia, as Black Bloc anarchists defended their
tactics (e.g. vandalising corporate franchises), arguing their actions helped to create awareness
through spectacle.” DoT was espoused by some within the ambit of StopG20, and practiced on
the Saturday by ‘Arterial Block’, a group that formed through StopG20 callouts and at A Space
Outside. Arterial Block drew from Foucault’s analysis of bio-power and bio-politics, in which the
corporate-state’s control of bodies / biological process is seen to be moving toward totalitarian
levels of social control — expressed for example through the taming of social protest. Given the
severity of the crisis — the destruction of the biosphere and colonisation of the commons), there is
a need to ‘articulate bodies’ in ways that do not conform to the ideology of non-violence.” The

Human Rights Observer Team (HROT), a group formed by Pa’Chang (associated with Peace

™ Interview # 10
" 'nterview # 16 and 22
" Interview # 11 and 16
” Interview # 16
" Interview # 11
> Interview # 22
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Brigades International) and the Federation of Community Legal Centres, played a non-partisan
role in documenting actions and transgressions on all sides, with the intended aim of protecting
and developing ‘political space’, which is ‘literally the amount of space an activist has before the
consequences of their actions become too great for them’. Thus for HROT, the protection of
political space requires a disciplined approach to non-violent protest. The coordinator of HROT
thus considered the DoT idea a ‘mis-analysis’ of Seattle, as what made the Seattle protests

effective was the non-violent blockade by 5,000 protesters trained in peaceful tactics.”

A Space Outside (ASO) was organised in the months leading up to the G20 week, by those who
wanted to problematise protest as a reified social practice, critique the co-optation of activism,
and demonstrate the political-social possibility of creating an autonomous space outside of the
capitalist political economy. They squatted in an abandoned building in Abbotsford for several
weeks (before and during the G20 week of actions), until they were forcibly removed by two
buses of police on the Friday (the day before the Saturday protests). Their eviction onto the street
precipitated a lively street party with food provided by Food Not Bombs. In ASO there were a
number of workshops and gatherings: information sharing workshops, protest organising
(including Arterial Block), a solidarity kitchen, male privilege workshops, and other
demonstrations of alternative forms of social organising. ASO ‘incorporated a safer space policy’,
the bases of which was social inclusion, creating awareness about differences in language,
gender, (dis)ability, etc. that allow for a sense of safety and comfort through recognition of

diversity.”

In addition to taking part in the Saturday protest actions organised under StopG20, the Melbourne
Social Forum (organising group) had planned a ‘G20 Alternative Forum’ for the Sunday to
coincide with the various actions and events that weekend. This eventuated at RMIT university
with the support of the RMIT student union. This was small scale, as a complement to the other
activities, and it highlighted the MSF’s role as a platform for alternatives. In particular its open
space approach to the Sunday forum was more open than MPH’s Thursday forum, although it

paled in comparison in terms of the stature of speakers and attendance.”

A media collective loosely associated with Melbourne Indymedia practiced activist journalism

" Interview # 11

" Interview # 22

8 As an example, MSF workshops included speakers from Aid/Watch and FoE, while MPH speakers
included Wayne Swan, Bob Brown and a prominent government representative from the UK.
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through use of microblogging, flicker! and EngageMedia, and covered the event from a van with

mobile broadband, as well as through a media space set up in a room at RMIT.

5.1.6 Themes in Actors and Agency

The first theme is the transformation of participation. Each example reveals a mutation of the
terms of participation from formal to informal, from passive to active, and from prescribed to
creative. Conventional volunteerism is awkwardly out of place, participants in these accounts are
asked to become co-constructors of social life. In MSF, this is seen through the engagement of
participants with workshops and groups; in Plug-in TV it is seen through the transformation of
audience and media consumers into media producers or activists; in Oases it is seen in the shift in
learning from passive content consumer to content collaborator and educational process co-

designer.

The next theme is the dual importance of internal composition and external transformation. In the
case of the Melbourne Social Forum we see this as the inner composition of the forum
community through knowledge building, knowledge sharing, alternatives development, the pre-
figuration of change, alliance building, and the general process of building relationships that can
lead to trust and cooperation / collaboration. On the other hand, were efforts at alter-mondialisme
/ worldchanging, campaigns to resist the exploitation of contextually specific commons, and
broader efforts at social transformation. The common link with the MSF is movement building, as
requisite knowledge, skill, networks and vision are required in order to enact more profound

social change.

This theme also comes through with Plug-in TV, where this networked community has worked to
compose the internal productive capacities necessary for communicative action, such as the
organisational, productive and distributive ‘means of media production’. The outer movement for
Plug-in TV is the capacity to communicate counter hegemonic stories, visions and potentials,
which include transforming the role of the audience into a participant and (more ambitiously)

producer in a peer-to-peer production process.

In community collaborations an inner movement of composition was expressed as building
community solidarity, between a diverse number of domains of struggle and peoples, as well as

the bridge building process in the meta-formation of movements. But most importantly, this
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inner movement concerned how agency is framed to begin with, with the need to explicate a
counter hegemonic concept of agency that affirms the potential of communities to create change.
An outward movement was not explicitly articulated, but collaborative agency is understood as
developing a communicative framework for systemic and structural changes, as opposed to

piecemeal reform or modification.

Oases articulates the movements inward and outward with great eloquence. If agency is out of our
relational and dialogic inquiry, then the movement inward has a deeply hermeneutic, or
conscientising quality, as we begin to cognise through the complex challenges we face, which

leads us to new experiments, projects and initiatives that are deeply pre-figurative and personal.

The G20 was the divergent example. As a macro example, there was no real platform for system-
wide communication and collaboration building between the various meta-networks. The social
space was typified by fragmentation of actors and unequal power dynamics, in a highly
competitive relationship to the fulcrum that is / was the media: for example between the spectacle
that was StopG20, efforts at containment by the police, efforts at ‘cognitive justice’ by
Indymedia, efforts at inclusion / recognition by the Melbourne Social Forum, efforts at
respectability and credibility by Make Poverty History, and efforts at dismissal typified by the
G20 itself. The police barricades erected to protect G20 delegates were matched by the self
involvement of each meta-network initiative in its quest to prove its distinctive value, efficacy,

and efforts at change.

Organisational strategies differ in this respect between platform development (creating spaces for
collaboration), as opposed to efforts at challenging existing systems through advocacy,
antagonism, disruption, and critique. Whereas the MSF leans very heavily toward agency as
space creating / facilitating, efforts such as StopG20, which the MSF participated in, used
antagonism, disruption, and spectacle. As discussed, these are indeed two organisational aspects
of a larger movement process. MPH might be seen as a more limited example of both,
incorporating space construction and vanguard action, through its clearly articulated aims, but its
willingness to draw together a diverse set of advocates within a proscribed platform of
expression. Plug-in TV demonstrates the importance of the construction of space for
collaboration in the facilitation of coherent action, indeed the process in the composition of Plug-
in TV’s productions were highly dependent on creating spaces for collaboration, whereas in

Oases this is articulated through creating space for authentic and transformational action learning.
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Importantly, it seems that to the extent that the inward-outward dynamic functioned, there was a
capacity to ‘meta-form’ effectively. Where no spaces existed for dialogue across difference,

incoherence between actors and of action was the result.

5.2 Analysis of the Social Ecology of Geo-structures

This analytic window, discussed in Chapter Two, examines the implication of actors within
human structures and the geography of their interactions across each account. The primary
themes that emerge include: 1) institutional SEAs are a foundation for counter hegemonic SEAs,
and navigating institutional ecologies is a key factor in success, 2) the importance of
enfranchisment into space / place, including political space, which underpins the capacity for co-
presence of diverse actors and the possibility of small to large scale meta-formations, and 3) the
planetary implication of actors across multiple levels of geo-structure (local, national, regional
and global), in particular the primacy of ‘alternative localisations’ that make possible alternative

globalisations.

5.2.1 MSF Implication in Geo-Structures

Analysis of the geo-structural dynamics within the MSF reveals a strong counter hegemonic SEA
within Melbourne, but a much weaker national level ecology of institutional support, possibly
reflecting the neo-liberalist and de-politicising tendencies enforced at a federal level, as well as
the ‘tyranny of distance’. This analysis begins by describing MSF’s implication through local

geo-structure, before moving on to national, regional and planetary implications.

Local geo-structure of counter hegemonic struggles

Melbourne has been one of the key centres for activism in Australia, which includes the union
movement, indigenous rights, environmental campaigns, and disability rights. The city’s hub and
spoke transport model has meant that convergence in the central business district (CBD) is made
more possible, while outlying suburbs suffer a converse loss of activist ‘social capital’. The
institutional support base in the CBD has come from places like Trades Hall, Ross House,
Kindness House, the Social Justice Centre, Friends of the Earth, Green Left Weekly, Irene’s
Warehouse, Sustainable Living Foundation and student activism through RMIT and Melbourne

University. Because MSF organising is volunteer based, it has required a central location that is
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not an over-imposition on people’s use of transportation. In addition to this, broad support has
come from fair trade / alternative businesses during event organising. Support has also come
from across universities, certain academic programs or departments, student bodies and particular
lecturers associated with counter hegemonic knowledges and struggles.” Indeed a myriad of
supporters from academia have provided important institutional support, adding both legitimacy,

logistical and practical support to the events.

Activist hot spots have been important aspects of the Melbourne’s SEA, and hence the MSF
‘community’. The inner northern suburbs (e.g. Northcote and Brunswick) have been particularly
vibrant locales for activism, reflected in the green-left political demographic of these areas, and
seen through CERES, where the main MSF events have been held. Moreland City Council
(jokingly referred to by some as the ‘People’s Republic of Moreland’) has shown strong support
for principles of ethnic inclusion, social justice and sustainability. The MSF has received two
grants through Moreland council. Other important places include Borderlands (where two smaller
MSF events have been held) in Hawthorn and the Port Philip Eco Centre (where one small MSF
was held).

The MSF was incorporated as an association through Victorian law in 2007. The consultation
process for this was lengthy and an alternative organising structure was decided upon, rather than
the ‘basic rules’ which most organisations follow. Thus despite being a counter hegemonic actor,

MSF has incorporated itself into the institutional matrix of actors at a state level.

National / regional geo-structure

Australia was quick to adopt social forums. Social forums in Australia include: Brisbane (2002-
2006), Sydney (2003-2005), Melbourne (2004-2009), Perth (2005), and Byron Bay. In all, over a
dozen social forums have been held in Australia from 2002-2009. Yet little connection
developed between them, and besides the occasional visitor from one forum to the other, very few
substantive links have been made or even attempted. The other important point here is that,
except for the MSF and BSF, no other social forum organising efforts have survived. Thus at one
point (2004-2006) there may have been an opportunity to link various forums into a national

network, but this opportunity was lost. In late 2009 the BSF launched an initiative to create a

” Including Deakin University, RMIT, Victoria University, Swinburne University of Technology, Latrobe
University and Melbourne University
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regional social forum (e.g. ‘Pacific’ or ‘Asia-Pacific’ SF), which the MSF has endorsed and

intends to contribute to. The challenge of sustaining forums in Australia is real.

The Howard government (1996-2007), with its pro US and pro neo-liberal agenda was generally
hostile toward overtly politicised activism. This included threats to defund or to strip charitable
status from NGOs that engaged in what it interpreted as partisan advocacy, with the actualisation
of these threats, such as the defunding of Aid/Watch. This became an issue for MSF in 2007,
when a number of potential sponsors declined to have their logos used in MSF promotional fliers
for the Friday night launch entitled ‘Community Responses to the Howard Catastrophe’. The
overt critique of Prime Minister John Howard and company apparently could have been
construed as partisan advocacy (even though the MSF admits no political parties). In this respect,
the capacity to challenge partisan policy by the big NGOs (many INGOs) with charitable status,
is conditioned through the de-politicisation of advocacy. Of the Australian / Melbourne based
INGOs that are on the WSF International Council: Oxfam, the ACTU, Greenpeace, Friends of the
Earth (FoE), and Amnesty International, only FoE has given support to MSF, despite MSF
organisers’ attempts to garner support from each. MSF also attempted to garner support from
unions, but this largely failed, with the exception of two outlier unions. Unions were engaged in
a protracted struggle between 2006-2007 to first thwart and later repeal Howard’s Work Choices
legislation through their “Your Rights at Work’ campaign. While this campaign was modestly
successful, it may be worth noting how this multi-union effort focused almost exclusively on the
national dimensions of the struggle, while neo-liberalism in many parts of the world is understood
as a local manifestations of global and trans-national policy, processes and struggles. The
enfolding of Western unionism into the capitalist world economy, the Faustian bargain referred to
by Rupert (Rupert, 2000, chap 2), in which a tacit agreement exists between unions and capital,
may explain why Australian unions have acted toward securing existing entitlements (important
no doubt), but have shied away from broader and more controversial counter hegemonic struggles
(an important exception to this being the S11 actions). The taming of unionism, the de-
politicisation of activism and naturalisation of de-politicised environmentalism may form part of
a larger context of an ‘Anglo-sphere’, where what feels natural is Make Poverty History, and
where ‘another world’ need not be possible, indeed that ‘other world” may be deeply feared by

the ‘mainstream’.

Implication in planetary geo-structures
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The discussion on national geo-structures offers an important springboard for discussing
planetary geo-structure. Without the ‘Southern’ or ‘majority world’ struggle against neo-

liberalism and for ‘another world’ there would be no MSF.

The MSF’s use of open source software to run its content management systems (CMS) also
reveals a de-territorialisation and planetisation of the technological capacity to wage local
struggles. The MSF organisers’ acceptance of the planetary as primary was indeed a source of
conflict when a geographic-cultural dispute around ‘earth day’ emerged in 2007, where MSF
organisers were accused of foisting upon Australia a ‘foreign’ ‘earth day’ as opposed to what is
normally celebrated in Australia, the UN’s World Environment Day. This reflects the tension

previously alluded to with the 2008 WSF GDA.

The diversity of structures to which MSF workshops pertain

In analysing the majority of the 180 or so workshops conducted at the MSF, and noting the
particular structures to which each pertained, what was remarkable was the tremendous diversity
which appears, reinforcing the specificity to which issues being dealt with. Over thirty five
categories emerged in all. Attempts to generalise such structural complexity has been challenging.

(See Appendix H-9).

Issues at MSF lacked structural abstraction, workshops dealt with specific issues within which
problem contexts are understood. As well, while social forums have been positioned by some
academic literature as sitting within the category of civil society, most workshops dealt with
transforming existing power structures. In my analysis civil society was only referred to three
times. The majority of the workshops referred to multiple structures across and beyond the

categories of culture, politics and economy.

Geo-structural discourse within the MSF community

This next analysis is divided into five primary parts, local, regional, national, trans-national or
trans-regional, and finally planetary. However, workshops and discussions at the MSF most often

addressed multiple geo-structures, quickly transgressing these categories.

Local geo-structure
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Workshops that dealt with a local context were very diverse. Some of the key local concerns were
public transport, urban agriculture, cycling, alternative media, craft, community development,
food producing / preserving, green renting, cooperative living, and the campaign against channel
deepening in Port Phillip Bay. However, more than half of these discussions on local issues also
contained planetary concerns. For example, discussions on community organising to avert climate
change, peak oil transitions, developing bio diesel at home, resource reuse to reduce carbon

footprints and local educational initiatives with planetary concerns.

National Geo-structure

National geo-structures concern states as primary categories within which the problem context is
conceived. In Australia issues of concern were racial discrimination / indigenous justice, corrupt
political lobbying, union and worker rights, nuclear industry and policy, child care and paid
maternity leave, neo-liberal policy, and protection for civil liberties. Other workshops and
discussions concerned themselves with Iraq (occupation), Mexico (Zapatistas), Venezuela
(Bolivarian revolution), East Timor (Australia’s support for), Columbia, Cuba, Israel — Palestine,

and the US (imperialism).

Trans-national and Trans-regional structures

Many of the discussions here concerned Australia through geopolitical entanglements such as
with the US war on terror, US military training in Australia, the occupation of Iraq / Afghanistan,
as well as Australia’s neo-liberal influence in the Pacific. Other trans-national concerns were
focused on the movement and practices of multinational corporations such as the privatisation of
Iraq. Transnational concerns included international solidarity campaigns for Palestine, Western
Sahara and Iraq. Latin America’s shift to the left, and the Bolivarian revolution were also
discussed. Trans-regional concerns included indigenous peoples solidarity, protection of forests,

and the protection of whales.

Planetary Geo-structure

Possibly the greatest issue of concern within a global frame was climate change and the
atmospheric commons, however this was closely coupled with discussions on nuclear power,
peak oil, the energy sector, climate justice, and a sustainability emergency. Another large area of

concern was global social justice issues such as debt, poverty, people’s health and sweatshop
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