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This paper is an attempt to construct a theoretical framework of the confrontations against international regimes as WTO, IMF and the World Bank, organised by transnational movement networks since the end of 1990ies. It is based on a theoretical inquire on social movement theory and contemporary globalisation discourse, as well as an empirical pilot study of observations, reports and interviews of Prague 26th September 2000. The discussion of the paper concern my attempt to conceptualise the dynamic of movement and political economical elite interaction, searching for the structural opportunity of a historic compromise changing existing world order structures. 

Basically my paper tries to explore the theoretical possibility of, through confrontational dramas, enforcing a negotiated New International Economic Order. 

Bangalore, Seattle, Washington, Prague and similar events of confrontations since the 1990ies, represent a chain of confrontations enacted on temporary global arenas, through the power dramaturgy between actors, framed on a electronic global mass media stage. This is channeled by a transnational movement convergence of a vide varity of social movements. These movements are based in differing movement cultures, where discourses and practices evolve, reconstructing tradition and global process into political maximalism, a politicising of both everyday life and the world. Convergence on a global arena involves structuring fragile and heterogeneous alliances on common problems through temporary political minimalism and methodological maximalism. 

I understand the chain of symbolic confrontations against corporate globalisation as being a transnationalisation of civil society, a possible growing “global civil society”. 

My conclusion is that this chain of local events is as well a part of the globalisation process, but with the opposing content of corporate globalisation, the re-politicising of the liberated market forces. In a similar way to Polany I understand it as a second movement reacting to the first movement of socially disembeded capitalism. The latest wave of liberalisation of capitalism since the 1980ies is now, since the 1990ies met by its counter part, globalisation from below. These opposing flows of globalisation contest the role of society towards economics, should economic practices be “free” from society or should it be embedded in social structure and group needs? 
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In Bangalore, India 500 000 gathered in a demonstration against the GATT 1993. On September ?? 1994 75 000 were arrested in India beccause of various resistance actions against liberalisations resulting from a World Bank structural adjustment programe. In 1997 a global NGO-campaign against personal land-mines surpassed the ineffective UN attempt and succesfully resulted in an international treaty involving ??? nation states. After a world wide criticism the OECD proposal of Multilateral Agreement on Investment (MAI) were withdrawn 1998. In Seattle, USA some 40 000 activist tried to stop the WTO-conference 1999. 1 500 non-governmental organisations around the world responded to the action appeal on Internet. A global growth trend of a wide varity of movement mobilisation and NGO-formation seems to exist (Haynes 1997). Differing movements are converging across issues, ideologies and nations. Temporary alliances and cooperative campaigns are formed globally. The groups are engaged in a broad range of issues, e.g. environmental, aid, consumer issues, religion, women liberation, workers conditions or animal right. They are groups like Friends of the Earth, Global Trade Watch, Attac, Third World Network and People for Fair Trade. 

Bangalore, Seattle, Washington, Melbourne and Prague are examples of local places linked in a global chain of symbolic confrontations between opposing globalisations, corporate globalisation from above and social movement globalisation from below.
 The contesting ground is “globalisation” self, its direction and content, and ultimately its legitimisation among societies affected.
  

It is still to early to determine what kind of world globalisation will produce but it sure involves a new combinatory formation of the classic triad relation State-Market-Society. Processes of globalisation or transnationalization involves a transformation of the state, the market and society on a global level. So far the processes of globalisation seems to create an uneven balance between the three social sectors. On one side we have a powerful and functionally united globalised financial market working in a universal real time. On the other side a complex of international regimes (WTO, IMF etc) dominated by core states (G7) and transnational corporate interests, while on the third side there is a fragmented civil society dominated either by still nationally confined discourses or by particularistic identities. This uneven picture motivates us to understand “globalisation” as a market expansion process driven by corporate interest (Castells 1996. Lechner & Boli 2000). 

Globalisation in it self means a changing situation for social theory. It means surely a changing role of the three functional sectors, at worst the risk of an apolitical global market enforcing circumstances on the poor states and societies – locally bound and lacking globalised resources. But at best it means a possibility to address problems generated by the world economy from a global perspective, a chance to “globalise globalisation”, i.e. globalise democracy and redistribution.
 The basic thesis of this paper is that since the 1990-ies a growing transnational movement is through symbolic confrontations attempting to democratises or politicise corporate globalisation, thus qualifying as the flip side of the global coin, being a globalisation of globalisation.  In a sense the demand for a New International Economic Order is raised again, this time not based in a coalition of nation states, but from a new political world movement, based in a emerging global civil society. 

Civil society is not global yet and is maybe never going to be, still it contains elements of striking similarity to the world-system of flexible capitalism and global mass media. The main driving force behind a transnational civil society is the abstractly originated, highly uneven and localized effects of global capitalism. It’s means are the same as flexible capitalism, network organisation and informational technology. It’s dynamic is the same, flexible inventions of useable/workable images, through knowledge processing according to the demands it self  reconstructs from existing material and historical myths. It’s direction is the same, towards increasing and multidimensional transnationalisation. And it also take on international institutional forms, as international non governmental organisations and internet based networks. But it has a entirely different integrating media, instead of money (as the market system) or power (as the political system), it’s action system is coordinated through communicative action (written or spoken linguistics). 

This paper outlines two differing flows of transnationalization or globalisation. One driven by the development of information-technology based flexible network capitalism (Castells 1996), following an economic instrumentality or monetary logic (Habermas 1988) and according to its system needs producing simultaneous inclusion/exclusion of places, societies and individuals (Castells 1996). Globalizing practices are localized and re-linked to global networks through globally oriented national elites from political, economical and cultural sectors. This can be seen as a globalisation from above organised by globally oriented management elites of transnational corporations, capitalistic oriented nation state politicians and bureaucratic top-officers, transnational criminal networks and a culture-ideological consumer oriented mass media elite (Castells 1996. Sklair 2000). The globalisation from above is first of all an ever changing process flow (Castells 1996), but structurally regulated in the contemporary world order through an institutionalisation on a global level of international regimes like IMF, the World Bank or WTO. In the post-cold war world order it is not military alliances which builds cooperation but negotiated agreements among states on a world scale. The basic difference between the international regime and the nation state, is that the regimes are a kind of state institutions without a society, which make them difficult to legitimate. Especially when nation states blame financial crisis on the “market” and are dismantling existing welfare structures.

The globalisation from above is met by a politicising or democratisation through globalisation from below channelled by transnational networks of social movements from north and south drawing strength from information technology (Gills 2000, Ray 1993).
 The “market” is an anonymous and diffuse global network where responsible actors or central sites are difficult to detect. Globalisation from below is directed towards or against the international regimes since they are the ones who are suggesting they want to regulate the today unregulated world market. Some movements criticise international regimes of regulating in favour of big business or not regulating enough, others want to close them down, since the regimes are understood as being dominated by corporate power. But globalisation from below is united in not giving legitimacy to the existing structure of international regimes. 

It is institutionalised in international nongovernmental organisations (INGOs) but moves through flexible transnational communication networks of small groups, mainly on Internet (Hultman & Jaatinen 2000).
 Some researchers sees this as a growing global civil society (Scholte 2000. Walzer 1998). Others stress the fragmentation and uneven composition of these networks, favouring new civil society elites and strengthening western influence even on the global opposition agenda (REF??).  

A complex interplay between several factors seems to open up the space of globalisation from below. Among the decisive ones the end of cold-war bloc-politics, a series of UN:sponsored NGO-conferences like the Rio Summit in 1992, the failure of neo-liberal policies in reconstruction of Africa and Russia and the latest Asian economic crisis. But central for the ability to act now is the spread of Internet in the 90ies (Norberg & Werensfels-Röttorp 2000). 

Understanding movements

In the mass media discourse globalisation from below tend to be understood as “anti-globalisation” and its valid criticism against unregulated capitalism as only a serious surface of a movement hiding either an emotional hooligan adventure (“trade-hooligans”) or as a conspiracy of reactionary nationalism protection (“anti-trade”). One of the main problems facing globalisation from below is its incorporation or toleration of minorities of violent chaos-makers and chauvinist particularists (localists, nationalists, fundamentalists). It risks breaking the momentum of fragile movement building, still it continues to be a part of the movement structure (Väyrynen 2000. Linton 2000). How is this heterogenity possible?

Fundamental for understanding the critical movement against corporate globalisation is the acknowledgement of social movements – whether in local, national, regional or global settings – as being multidimensional and contradictory, not as a unitary voice or single “actor”. “A movement is a field of actors, not a unified entity” (Gamson 1996:283). Especially the globalisation movement from below needs to be understood as consisting of a fragile and temporary coalition among heterogeneous actors, driven together by common problems, rather than common ideology or social position, posing contradictory demands, argumentations and tactics in their brief convergence in the global arena. 

The classic movement based on class, ideology and bureaucratic organisations, do exist, often today as established institutions which have a weak movement dynamic. Since the 1960ies social movements in the western world and globally in urban areas are increasingly problem oriented heterogeneous and informal networks, constituting multidimensional activities (Melucci 1996. Castells 1997). Various theories highlights different dimensions and makes movements into one-dimensional. Movements are a crowd in panic, an expressions of frustration and thereby steered by needs and emotional social settings (Smelser 1962). They are chess-players, consciously using instrumental resource struggle  mobilising money, technology, organisational capacity, knowledge and members (competing with the state and market, as well as other movements) (MacCharty. Zald 1987). They are PR-agencies, packaging and framing their messages in convincing concepts, slogans and images, conducting a symbolic definition-competition with established ideology, myth and norms (McAdam et al 1996). They are Café-House-Philosophers, trying to discuss common issues and important problems, building a civil society in a communication attempt (Cohen & Arato 1994) They are interest-brokers, articulating and fighting for the social group, culture or class they belong to, conducting particularistic politics (Anner 1996) They are creative knowledge-producers, constantly recreating identities, interests and ideologies during their internal conflicts, being themselves part of the reflexive construction of the very same forces driving them (Eyerman 1991. Melucci 1996). 

Some movements are dominated by one-dimension, but if we try to understand a movement’s longer dynamic even the “one-dimensional” are complex social systems. Trying to understand the Swedish workers movement as a working-class-based movement, might help us understand the dominant dynamic, but reducing the movement to a matter of class does not help us to understand the contradictory movement activities and its problems. Too often western researchers tend to neglect the fact that of course a western workers movement is as well an ethnic and cultural movement, dimensions which does not disappear just because it belongs to a dominant ethnicity and a working-class type of culture. It is instead, for critical theory, even more interesting to explore the taken-for-granted dimensions of social activity, since it does explain something of why social groups acts against their obvious interests at times in history. 

Main actors in globalisation from below are in fact movements based in areas being “localised” by globalisation from below, especially the countryside in developing countries. The logic of these social movements are less clear, since less research exist. Some research suggest that societies of developing countries is fragmented into primary and particular identities. While others point towards a conclusion that the difference are more inside the “Third World”-context than between North and South, showing the similarities of networking, reconstruction of identities, democratisation of demands and methods (e.g. Foweraker 1995. Haynes 1997. Wignaraja 1993). Even among particulartist movements is information technology used (Barber 2000). I do not think that the internet framed Zapatist uprising in Chiapas is an odd exception. The largest social movement in Latin America is the rural based Landless Workers Movement which only in Brazil 1999 organised 25 000 families occupying unproductive land. This continental movement is linked to Via Campesina, a world organisation articulating 90 peasant organisations in 60 countries in “collective non-violent civil disobedience” against the marginalisation of farm-workers by global and national capitalism.. Among actions carried out is the closing down of WTO in Seattle 1999 and a two hour shut down of the National Stock Exchange in Mexico City 1995 (Karliner 2000). It present itself on www.mstbrazil.org and on reoccurring occasions reaches my mail box on the other side of the world with protest campaigns, even though I have never asked for it. Such a mobilisation does not likely to be based on a particularistic tradition of primary identities.

The same could be said for the country side of India, where some of the most impressing movements against global capitalism exist.
 The Karnataka State Farmers Association (Karnataka Rajya Raitha Sangha) of South India organises 15 000 villages and more than one million farmers. The President M.D. Nanjundaswamy talks about the use of nonviolent resistance against WTO and corporate patent on agriculture. They do crop-pulling and burns crops of the multinational Monsanto’s farming land. Through the creation of  a “village republic” according to Gandhi’s thinking they tries to  “develop alternatives to the WTO-system”. These local organising is linked to global networks. Simultaneously of the Seattle action thousands gathered against WTO in Bangalore and other Indian places.
 Different kinds of movements do link up with each other. The Joint Action Forum of Indian People is working against globalisation and WTO and is “The biggest alternative platform in the history of this country” according to Saibaba, former convenor of the organisation. Or the National Fishworkers Forum, which took part in the forming of a world organisation of fishworkers and is organised in Peoples Global Action PGA, which is one of the main organisers of the confrontations in Seattle and Prague. 

Thus , I propose that movements of both the south and north, rural based or urban based, create networks, new awareness and fight for their basic human right on local, national, regional and global arenas. They have to, since global capitalism is active on all levels. 

The dynamic of globalisation from below

It is not a certain quality of the local place (like Seattle or Prague), the origins or the numbers of participants that makes confrontations “global”.
 It is the temporary and simultaneous presence of an international regime’s institutional body, transnational movement networks and decisively the global mass media – that makes the confrontation global. This global arena is constructed by the different global actors themselves on arbitrary localities at the moment it is happening, while being dismantled shortly after, in accordance with the same dynamic as the flexible network-information-processing which structures globalisation as such. 

The confrontations in the global arena are framed through the conditions structured by media organisations based on information technology, making the global arena into a electronic media room. Global mass media dominates the room and favours dramatic conflict, winners and losers, individualisation and simplification of messages and roles (Gamson 1996). But media is not as much constructing the message as the medium-structure of that very message-construction, giving the codes and rules of the game (Castells 1997). Thus the global confrontation is framed as dramatic image-making, trying to break through the necessary illusions of manufactured consensus (Chomsky) produced by the media flow of entertainment-information-advertisement-mix (Sklair 2000). But the electronic media room is not only constructed by global corporate mass media. In this room as in others globalisation from below is trying to change the direction of globalisation. Since access to the global mass media flow is difficult the movement organises it’s own electronic media, so called Independent Media Centres where typically the opposite logic of corporate media rules. Everyone who wants to add their reports are allowed to do so, constituting a kind of electronic bill board without censorship. In the global arena the movement coordinate action groups through mobile phones. What we see is not only how information technology frames the preparation before the actions and the reports afterwards, but as well the actual resistance it self. Thus it all adds up for us to call confrontations in the global arena a kind of online-drama.

Globalisation processes creates new conditions of mobilisation. There is a lack of fixed points of ideology or social position in a constantly changing, interdependent and penetrated world. To be able to bring together as many groups and movement activists as possible the globalisation from below is brought together through a convergence process structured on political minimalism and methodological maximalism. Different movements converge through a common focus while using the difference between them as a source of strength. In Seattle and Prague the houses where the action preparation was happening where in fact called The Convergence Center. 

Political minimalism means acting together in “rainbow coalitions” while preserving existing ideological differences (Thörn 1999). “This is a movement of many yes and one no”, as activists put it. The movement is stressing the least common denominator which the actors can agree on, i.e. “Shut down WTO” or “No IMF”.
 This strategic alliance of movements and groups is sometimes translated into the building of an “imagined community” through the intense experience they share and the myth created afterwards. “Seattle” or “N30” is already a walking myth of great symbolic significance inside movements (Larsson 2001). But this fragile alliance of movements are at other occasions instead translated into individualization, initiative-struggle, confusion and dispersal of activities.
 

Methodological maximalism means tolerating different movement cultures to use the political methods and tactics they ascribe to, i.e. lobbying, demonstrations, street theatre, debates, research presentations, civil disobedience or street-fighting. It is both an acknowledgement of the possible value of different methods contributing in different ways to the same end, global change, and at the same time an avoidance of internal conflicts in order to mobilise external conflict. 

Movement activity need to be constantly sustained. Political minimalism and methodological maximalism are not happening by accident but demanding a lot of energy and management work.
 Thus globalisation from below becomes a mirror of the economic market, structuring a minimally regulated political marketplace, where you can pick and choose according to your taste and demand. The core logic of the political marketplace is the transaction of politics. In the marketplace issues and movements converge and members of movements cross movement borders. The convergence of movement activity on the marketplace do not only create space for spontanous movement networking and dialogue with elites but it enables the confrontations to draw activists even from critical organisations or sceptical individuals.
 

The symbolic confrontations becomes symbolic through the dramatisation of strategic power struggle around the legitimacy of existing regimes’ institutions, rules and norms. It is a dramaturgy where physical images of power is contested, while the “framing” of perceptions of reality is sought for (Goffman 1986, McAdam et al 1996). The dramaturgy involves the scripting, staging, interpreting by movement actors (Benford & Hunt 1995). It would be a mistake to understand the use of means of strategic struggle as being purely instrumental. The drama becomes dramatic by being a strategic struggle. It is the potential ability of the movement to as a matter of fact block the meeting of the institutional body of corporate globalisation, that create the drama. If the movement succeeds or not isn’t the decisive point. The regime elites will find other places or occasions during their global touring. What matters is instead the mobilising images of globalisation and they are constructed both by social and material means in a physical drama. 

The confrontations are influenced by the nonviolent resistance tradition of civil disobedience, which methodology structures the official planning and action appeals on Internet. “Affinity groups”, “nonviolent guidelines”, “nonviolent trainings”, “spokes council” and “civil disobedience” is the applied organisational methodology in preparations and confrontations (Hultman & Jaatinen 2000). These are developed in the nonviolent resistance tradition since the Indian anti-colonial struggle and north American civil rights movement (Sharp 1973). 

Through a practice of informal tolerance though, the antiauthoritarian resistance tradition of direct action is integrated in the confrontations, sometimes at different times or spaces (Seattle), at other times in the centre of nonviolent confrontation (Prague). This direct action approach involves attempts to effect the aspired change through own means, bypassing (representative) elites (Wall 1999:155-158). It is a tradition developed since 19th-century anarchism and the antiauthoritarian movements of 1968 (Heinemann 1995). It encompasses reformist and revolutionary aspirations as well as defensive reactions and offensive trends, attempts of temporary or permanent change. It ranges from building direct democracy to facilitating riots, burning down Shell gas stations or sabotaging the meat industry, as well as liberating entire streets or city-centres from cars and multinational business.
 It is a kind of Do It Yourself culture (Wall 1999:159-162). The uniting feature, I suggest, is the direct change of something, which per definition is not interested in asking for permission, or discussing the merits of the actions with elites, only with other movement activists. It is the dramatisation of a partial revolution, the direct action drama.

These groups would normally not emphasise the dramaturgy of their actions, but instead direct effect. Still I understand it as a dramaturgy constructed from the symbolics of the (partial) direct effects. They construct a street war of serious consequences for all involved but it would be a mistake to understand them as terrorists (see Cuevaz 2000). In their movement is an implicit  knowledge of their weaker strength relative the police, still there exist a decision not to arm the movement with military equipment.
 It is perfectly logical since real war is not their project, the war drama is. It is an enactment of David against Goliath. 

 Through the different traditions of nonviolent and direct action a contradictory dramaturgy is played out, the simultanous search for dialogue in nonviolent resistance and dismissal of dialogue in direct action. The contradiction is both effective job division and a diminishing of the movement’s legitimisation strength. The job division makes possible intense global media coverage through the use of images of (a primitive) war (stones, molotows, masks, sticks), at the same time as making complete denouncement impossible through serious backstage lobbying (by established INGOs) together with the dramatic images of (a joyful and celebratory) carnival (puppets, pink dresses, samba music). At the same time the media focus on stone-throwing and trashing, delegitimise the movement in civil society and among enlighten elites. 

This media-drama might appear as not really relevant for global power politics and world poverty, but it does, I would insist, seem to have potential for structural change. Structural change might happen basically through two processes created by the global media-drama; either as a driving force bringing together new political alliances, or as fuelling communication and cultural reconstruction. From the perspective of globalisation from below the first process favours resourceful civil society elites and the second process nurtures mobilisation of movement activity. 

“Behind” the global stage movement activists and regime delegates communicate.
 The confrontation is a possible “motivation engine” where the image-statements is driving these meetings forward. The confrontation becomes something communicating activist/delegate groups can denounce, try to counter or simply debate on.
 The fact that the loose network of movements allows differences to surface gives room for certain movement groups to profile themselves as (more) serious and reasonable actors in the eyes of the regime elites. This interplay between movements, INGOs and power elites produces new elites of global civil society. 

Certain fractions of the transnational regime elites (“enlighten elites” from political, economic or media sectors) of globalisation from above, may in fact as well have coinciding interests with certain movements, since they might perceive prevailing global contradictory circumstances as in the long run intolerable toward their interests, e.g. environmental destruction (Abrahamsson 1997). At the same time the existing political opportunity structure frames the tactics and activities of movements (Kriesi et al. 1995) creating converging attempts between movement and regime elites. Taken together this compels the formation of novel informal vertical alliances between elite (fractions) and civil society (fragments), giving a structural opportunity of change (Abrahamsson 1997). If this vertical alliance grows strong enough to constitute a challenging national historic bloc (Cox 1993) inside core states of the world order, it might be able to transform the existing structural world order. Structural change is then understood as the conscious change of world order structures comparable to conjuctural cycles, changes that surpasses routine events but does not necessarily affect processes of historical long durée (Abrahamsson 2001). Since strucutural change involves goal-oriented intervention by a multitude of actors in society, it is here called a historic compromise (Polanyi 1991). 

Communicating the drama in civil society

In the global media drama of a confrontation, the behaviour of activists is embodying a counter-statement. The activists ascribe roles to others taking part but are not in controle of how others act. Different behaviour of actors frame the image of this statement. The statement is spread globally in the electronic media flow as an image created by the mix of news reports, docu-entertainment and actors advertisements of themselves. The acting of movements and elites on the global media arena should not be understood as a dialogue, but as a temporary strategic or self-expressive “anti-dialogue”. Actors are through their acting on the temporary global arena trying to positioning themselves in relation to the jury, the global civil society. “The whole world is watching”, as the slogan of global activists go. This politics of real virtuality is serious drama. Ultimately the actors are combating the right of making definitions of reality – who is what and what is good/bad about “globalisation”. Claiming “victory” or “failure” is essential for what position the actors get in their different consistuencies and decides their future possibilities of advancement in building support among the people that matters.
 

This statement is simultaneously facilitating a deepening of dialogue and blocking of dialogue between different groups in civil societies, depending on groups different perception of the statement-image. Groups are de-coding the message according to their cultural context and social positions. This electronic flow of statements becomes translated in civil society into a communicative flow of interpretations and propositions. 

Movement activists use the dramaturgy of confrontations on the global arena when returning to their local culture and during their mobilisation for the next global confrontation. The drama images gives people the communication material for reflection, questioning existing discourses and behaviour habits. This happens in an entirely different room, the communicative culture room where dialogue in face-to-face relations structures the conditions of interaction. 

A global process is translated in the local place (Hylland-Eriksen 1999). Depending on the characteristics of the social networks movement activists are involved in, the communication spreads with varied intensity, results and scope in civil society. If activist networks are open and have multiple connections involving movement organisations as well as neighbours, fellow workers, friends and family, then returning global activists function as communication “nodes” in the network complex which builds the social system of civil society (Luhman, Castells). The presented global drama flows in the communication process, similar as economic media (money) flows in the market system and political media (power) flows in the political system (Habermas 1988). Or put in a different way, through the global confrontational image the national civil societies gets something of common interest to talk about, thereby constructing a transnational communication which nurtures a “global civil society”. Some specific movements might have a network structure that is a relatively closed and self-created system, being more or less insular subcultures. Some civil societies might be heavily fragmented with few inter-segmental links. But no social system are completely self-contained or closed, which necessarily makes certain processes flow between organisations, segments and movements (Luhman). The global drama is still material for communicative reflection, but then mainly in their respective resistance culture or movement sector (with affiliated movements). And global images being global means that they are not the private property of any movement or national society, leading to un-facilitated discussions among non-activists that are effected by globalisation processes. The impact of this communication in civil society is an emperical matter and is difficult to asses, requiring further and specific research. So for sure we know that the communication flow and it’s impact becomes different in different civil society structures, even when the global image-statement is the same. 

Globalisation from below seems to be rooted in movement cultures breading both offensive resistance and defensive reactions of globalisation (Castells 1997). Different reactions are developed in movement cultures structurated by what kind of national society they come from, their specific historical tradition and political opportunity structure. Globalisation nurtures both the attempt to globalise democracy as well as the resurgence of political/cultural/religious fundamentalism (e.g. Christian, Hindi, Muslim). Some cultures strive to recreate existing globalisation and change it’s direction and content, others tries to protect it self from effects from global flows. In Seattle there existed a “unholy” de facto alliance between the traditional nationalist-protectionism of the political right (e.g. Pat Buchanan) and the political left (e.g. the US trade union AFL-CIO) together with movement activists trying to democratise or globalise globalisation (e.g. Global Trade Watch). 

While globalisation from below is influenced by movement cultures of defensive fundamentalism, it’s main direction does not seem to be dominated by particularism, rather it seems to be oriented towards making politics global (Gill 2000). But the main logic of the movement does not stop us from recognizing the mix of localism and globalism as well as defensiveness and offensiveness. It is this variation of movement cultures from which globalisation from below draws its actors which creates the difficulties of holding the direction of this transnational movement together. It explains the necessity to create political minimalism and methodological maximalism, at least as long as the “global civil society” only exist in temporary activities. 

The action repertoire of globalisation from below

I am suggesting that the action repertoire of globalisation from below is consisting of the combinations of several different approaches (Ekins 1992), fundamentally it joins issue-oriented campaigns and utopian social change, personalization of politics and politicising of the world, system-abiding methods and system-critical methods. The issue-orientedness of movements is making them competent spokes, who by self-supporting work and even research become knowledgeable alternative experts. But particularism and isolation endangers movements, if they do not network with movements oriented around other issues. In globalisation from below it is exactly that issue-networking which is happening. Utopian social change is visible through their building of alternative social structure in economic, cultural and political sectors. 

The combination of personalization of politics and politicising of the world they create a political maximalism in the local cultural room. Through making not just work and redistribution into political questions, as the social movements of the 19th century, but as well everyday life and “private” life-style into political questions they penetrate the micro-world.
 Through linking personal and local politics with global questions they are broadening politics to include the macro-world.  

The system-abiding methods like e.g. lobbying, are functional for existing world/national systems since it helps a system adopting to occasional system imbalance, correcting malfunctioning that otherwise would risk becoming a threat to the survival of the system. System-critical methods like disruptive direct action, are normally seen as “illegal acts” and met with counter-reactions since they break system rules and block system functions.

On a practical level this combinatory repertoire involves as well boycott, economic sabotage, symbolic confrontations, judicial struggles, the nurturing of their own media structure, development of alternative technology and networking. These approaches to movement activity are sometimes mutually enforcing while at other times contradictory. The functions of methods depends on issues, situations and what kind of system and regime is opposed. Since different groups have different priorities on what need to be done and what methods are legitimate or effective, the movement mobilisation in civil society is reconstructed according to constantly shifting alliances and conflicts. 

The symbolic confrontation on global arenas is the focus of this paper. It is the system-critical methods that creates the drama. Basically there exist two ideal types of dramaturgy (see below) one built on civil disobedience, the other on direct action. Since civil disobedience is the one I propose have the potential of creating structural change I will explore its dynamic before moving forward.    

Challenging legitimacy

From a perspective of the history of ideas civil disobedience involves doing politics through breaking a law, rule or norm, while doing that by taking a personal responsibility and not threatening others with the use of violence (Sharp 1973). Civil disobedience is a political methodology which moves in the borderland of legality and legitimacy (Habermas 1988. Cohen & Arato 1994). Normative orders are central to social systems rule-guided action coordination. Social rules only function as binding rules if they are understood as legitimate and treated as valid by the very people the rules are suppose to rule. The social perception of the legitimacy of a normative order is the fundament that makes a otherwise arbitrary “rule” into something treated as enforcing, necessary or justified. The normative order can be facilitated by the threat of sanctions and promises of goods, but threat and promises will only give the system efficiency, not legitimacy. Legitimacy is based in some kind of incorporation of a justification by the very people that are suppose to follow that normative order.
  

In terms of legitimacy, civil disobedience build on legitimate norms in a society while breaking existing incompatible political system laws. It is about breaking the law while respecting the legitimacy of the norms valid in society, exposing the differences between existing laws and norms. Norms are not formalized and democratically agreed upon, but they do exist as a basic social order and are fundamental also for the political economy driving globalisation from above. Globalisation from below is trying to abide by transnationally shared norms claiming something in the line of “fair treatment of everyone and support of the poor”, while exposing the exploitation organised by existing economic and political system rules. If they succeed to make a global civil society aware of a prevailing and dangerous difference between existing norms and rules, then regime elites live on a crumbling power base. 

In terms of efficiency, civil disobedience are using this regime-dependence on the normativity of civil society, the very people that are the base of the political and economical power production of regime elites. Disobedience is thus in theory a fundamental threat to the power structures which are enabling regime elites to rule. Every act of disobedience has the potential to spread through movement mobilisation, depending on the degree it succeeds to expose the lack of legitimacy of regimes. But organising disobedience is difficult. Framing the action in such a way that it becomes a visualization of the norm-law-discrepancy is not easy, even if the movement might be correct about the reality. It is a problematique of image-making and control of communication flows. But more importantly, the regime ultimately depend on the de facto behaviour of people. If the rules are treated as valid in behavoiur, that might be enough. Creating awareness does not in it self translate into changed behaviour. A lot of habits and complex structures might facilitate the continuation of routine behaviour enabling the system to function. The law abiding culture even among fierce intellectual and political critics of globalisation, shows that clearer than anything else.
 

If the disobedience is conducted with “civility”, i.e. respectful and without violent means, there is an assumption that resistance creates conditions for negotiations with regime elites (see the Carnival drama discussed below). Thus, civil disobedience could be understood as a method facilitating structural change, an alternative to military struggle (see the War drama discussed below).  

Despite the revolutionary potential of massive civil disobedience, actions are normally not done with that many people or sustained that long. That is the normal case at least in liberal democracies. This might explain why restrained forms of civil disobedience are widely accepted by researchers on democracy theory (Rawls. Habermas. Cohen & Arato 1994). When not massive and prevailing civil disobedience works as a correction tool for system anomalies.
 Despite the breaking of laws there is inherently an acceptance of other rules of the system – not using violence, taking personal responsibility, going to court trials and participating in the public debate about the action. By confronting specific laws while supporting the fundamental normativity of the system as such, this method is able to distinguish between legality and legitimacy. 

Through symbolic dramatization of the disobedient action, social definitions of problems and solutions can be changed (Goffman 1986. Melucci 1996) which might have consequences for power relations (Vinthagen 2001). This can make injustice visible (M.L. King), alternatives attractive (Vinthagen 2000) or power relations obvious (Benford & Hunt 1995). If the dramatization is combined with a media strategy even single actions might have huge influence on the public discussion and the political agenda (McAdam 1996 analysing the civil rights movement in USA). As discussed before, these drama-images will be communicative material in civil society. 

Thus I understand civil disobedience as combining both power breaking and dialogue facilitation. A movement using civil disobedience have a possibility to democratise a society, even when the power holders are unwilling to change, by creating an incentive or necessity to negotiate social order. 

Using disobedience in different situations

The effectiveness of illegal actions disturbing the WTO was what made “The battle in Seattle” so famous in the global mass media and movement culture. As outlined earlier globalisation from below is using a wide spectra of methods, where only one of them is civil disobedience. Historically that has been the case with other disobedient movements (Sharp 1973:II). It is unusual that a movement is using disobedience as its only method. The reason might be very simple since it is likely that only the combination with other methods makes civil disobedience effective (Sharp 1973:III). But the dynamic of disobedience depends on the social situation. 

Civil disobedience might be used in differing national society structures. Historically the method developed from movements questioning the legitimacy of national societies laws (abolition of slavery in USA) or entire constitution (colonial India). Three differing national social contexts might serve as an example of disobedience differing social dynamic, while being a method that always raise the same question: Is this really legitimate? 

In a liberal democracy where the state has legitimacy, disobedience is normally only able to become legitimised as a reformist correctional tool by minority mobilisations, not massive revolutionary movements (e.g. the civil rights movement in USA). In an authoritarian regime the power of the state is instead built on elite-alliances (e.g. economic, ethnic, military). In such situations it might is possible to legitimate majority mobilisations of disobedience, e.g. Iran 1979 or The Philippines 1986. In fragmented societies where the formal state lack a legitimacy, like e.g. in contemporary Rwanda or Cambodia, civil disobedience gets another role, one which is still not investigated. When the formal claim of the state on sovereignty, a territorial monopoly of violence, does not hold true in real politics, the state is not able to solve problems in the existing power order. So the laws of the state is then simply not the target. But every society has some kind of order and social groupings (segments), be it tribes, clans, political actors or military elites. The leaders of these groupings need to have some internal legitimacy in their group in order to stay as leaders and set the rules of their social system. If ever civil disobedience is usable in such circumstances as fragmented societies, then I suggest it could play a role as a segment-internal questioning of the legitimacy of authority. We could then for example expect members of a tribe doing resistance through disobedience against the leadership of that same tribe.   

What concerns this paper is the use of symbolic confrontations through disobedience on the global system level. As stated before we witness the transnationalization of national civil societies by two opposing processes, globalisation from above and globalisation from below. Still the nation state exist, dividing up the world in some 200 territories and in some cases actively interacting with globalisation, in other cases mainly experiencing how global flows are passing through. Actors on global arenas come from different national societies. We do not yet have a “global state” or a “global village”, as some optimistic liberals claim, but still they are not totally absent.

There seems to exist a re-politicising on transnational and international levels, showed by 1990ies trend towards regionalisation and UN’s increased ability to act as peace enforcer. There is not a coherent state on world level and will maybe never be, but we see a complex of several administrative and decision-making state-functions being institutionalised on world level through negotiation of national power (Castells 1998). This global development could be understood as the double movement capitalism creates of on one hand liberalisation of capital and on the other hand societies defence against disembeded capital (Polanyi 1991). Since capital has been liberalised world wide since the end of the 1970ies this re-politicising of the 1990ies seems to fit Polanyi's theory. 

Some aspects of world society exist. Globalisation from below is one of them, where transnational communication flows and interactions do happen, even if it is on temporary global arenas. Even IMF, The World Bank and WTO needs global legitimacy. During the Cold War various international regimes got legitimacy from being part of the defence against the threat from the other world-block. Today the situation is fundamentally different. Without the construction of a new legitimacy by the states financing them or the people administrating them they could not function at all. Without some legitimacy among the subordinated states and firms suppose to abide by them, they will be understood as regimes of brute power dominance, which makes them less effective in influencing political and economical reforms in recipient countries. Most importantly all these institutions themselves argue according to principles of justice, human rights, democratisation and prosperity. What that tells us is not that that is what they really do, but that it is important for them to be understood as having legitimate goals.
 In fact I would describe them as being regimes on the search for a society. But since the “global civil society” is absent and the emerging transnational society is rather critical, in fact even angry, the situation is problematic. I would suggest that this might be the reason why some of the World Bank elites try to facilitate movement activity and NGO-integration in the regime structure. At the same time the main actors of globalisation from above, transnational corporations, are developing “corporate citizenship”. Companies taking social responsibility is necessary since even global capitalism is in need of some legitimacy (See Greider 2000). 

States are core actors in international regimes and the legitimacy-need of international regimes is channelled mainly through national societies, especially core states in the western world. But the weak legitimacy in developing countries is a problem for them. In a increasingly globalised world were as well many developing states are fragmented and conflict ridden, it is not sure that nationally based social movements is having a national perspective of political issues. Then many small groups and national organisations are today linked in multiple ways into international networks, even in the South. I would suggest that if globalisation processes continues, which seems likely, then international regimes are going to build their legitimacy-need increasingly on a transnational level. 

If it is correct that there exist a legitimacy-need on a global level, I might suggest this as the fundamental entry-point where regime elites (globalisation from above) and movements activists (globalisation from below) have common interest, making structural change possible. The regimes need legitimacy from a (transnational) society. The movements need a international regime’s regulation of global capitalism. But existance of an entry point does not make structures change by it self. 

A traditional way of movements to challenge legitimacy have been demonstrations. But they are tools for core groups in society, thoose which the regime depend on, the majority or key-groups like e.g. industry workers. Legal demonstrations have been organised and will be organised but there is a fundamental difference between demonstrations and civil disobedience. Demonstrations are not creating a drama (see below) but is a show of numbers, in order to “demonstrate” the importance of the matter for a proportion of civil society. They are a sort of physical dramatisation of opinion-polls. Regimes can decide to listen to the critical voice surfaced in a demonstration, or decide to ignore it. It is quite unclear if international regimes depend on the support of a global majority. And if that is the case, it is difficult for the movement to show that it speaks for the majority of the world, as long as no global civil society exist. The demonstration is not in it self being any problem for the system activity. Globalisation from below is trying to expose the unjust international world order and show regimes lack of legitimacy in a way that can’t be ignored. That is the role of system-critical methods, like civil disobedience and direct action. The activists are trying to literally disturb or block the normal working of regime institutions, forcing the elite to listen.. The regimes are not even granted the legitimacy to proceed with meetings (in Seattle a substantial part of the delegates could not attend, in Prague there were delays and cancellation of certain proceedings). Whatever the relative importance of the Seattle action versus internal conflicts inside WTO, but the world’s major attempt to organise capitalist trade is halted, today more than one year afterwards. This creates a power dramatisation. 

This all leads me to the claim that globalisation from below is, through Seattle, Prague and similar confrontations, in fact challenging the needed legitimacy of the very international regimes that are suppose to regulate global capitalism.
 This time the dynamic of civil disobedience is posed on a global arena.

I suggest that there is two basic conditions needed to be fulfilled in order for the resistance to work at a global level, i.e. to facilitate structural change of world order structures:

1) That the regime needs some degree of legitimacy from a certain part of the social groups that are involved in its operations, in order to make the activity of the organisation functional effective, being a system of its own logic, but at the same time depended on justification in civil society.

2) That the social groups involved succeed in mobilising enough strength to be able to act in such a way that their voice of dissent is not possible to ignore, making them able to formulate not only a critique of the legitimacy of existing rules, but proper solutions according to their needs and norms.

Having outlined the dynamic of civil disobedience and the chance of structural change, lets explore what role symbolic confrontations play in globalisation from below. During the discussion I will assume the empirical question that there in fact do exist a structural opportunity of change, i.e. certain elite groups are in fact perceiving their interests coinciding, while prevailing contradictions threaten their interests in the long run (Abrahamsson 1997). 

As I have argued above, globalisation from below is trying to influence corporate globalisation. In fact I understand the confrontations in Seattle and Prague as a sign of movements trying to seize that (percived) opportunity.

Seizing the opportunity of a historical compromise

In practical conduct the confrontations are more or less mixed and contradictory. Here I will try to outline a simplified model of confrontational dynamic between globalisation from below and from above. If we build on the dynamic of civil disobedience we might get confrontations that are organised tight enough to frame a consistent and compelling dramaturgy in the global media arena, visualising both the Unjust World Order and the Just Alternative. I label this The Carnival Drama of civil disobedience.
 Farmers from Brazil, students from Berlin, fishworkers from India, green party members from Gothenburg, trade union activists from Manchester among others, are united in a joyful and celebratory dancing march against IMF. Picknick equipment, a pink wooden tank, balloons, IMF-dolls and a lot of whistles drives the march. The samba music makes the masses into a flow of movement, a peoples flow opposing the flow of profit. The cultural creativity and broad social solidarity among scattered societies not only make themselves visible, in front of the international regime. By marching towards IMF from different directions they are blocking the institution, closing it down, effectively and temporary. Their weapon is the Carnival of Humankind. IMF's weapon is the armed police. The drama is set. Who is going to win? Will the IMF collapse as WTO from the combined effect of resistance and internal conflicts? 

Conflictual roles are in this way constructed as mobilising images whose roles are culturally embedded in such a form that they are recognisable as a re-enactment of historic myths or contemporary Idols.
 Issues, situations and actors of  “Justice” and “Injustice” becomes visual and previous uncommitted groups might get sympathetic of the global criticism. If this happens it increases the motivating force of dialogue between “enlightened” elites and civil society elites. Meetings between certain groups then have the possibility to create an understanding of coinciding interests. If these dialogues creates enough of mutual respect and understanding of each other to begin an (informal and formal) alliance-negotiation and if the respective elites are not alienated from their consistuencies, the structural opportunity is entered. 

If agreement is possible on enough central issues a competing historic bloc is created coordinating joint actions and a common competing global agenda. The social strength of this global historic bloc are suggested to depend on the degree to which it is mobilising a broad complex of classes, ethnic groups and political fractions in core nations, and the degree to which it is conducting further challenging resistance, lobbying and mobilising. If the historic bloc is strong enough of challenging the existing regime, an (informal and formal) regime-negotiation becomes possible and realistic (in the sense of classical power realism), thus making the structural opportunity seized. 

Negotiations, though, only means a principal agreement giving the right of civil society actors to take place at the negotiation table (with enlighten elites or regime elites). It does not determine how much the needs and concerns of civil society will influence the structural opportunity outcome. For sure, structural change of the world order will take time and involve huge numbers of details and people’s participation. Negotiations between interacting groups involves an informal power contest, articulated in behavioural interaction in conflicts. Only sometimes are negotiations formal talks among representatives and leading to written agreements. Formal negotiations are then likely a result of informal power contest. But even when formal negotiations are taking place, the informal power contest is still there, then as a parallel process.
 The risk is that the enlighten elites do not need the support from the movement during the entire time of process or at all aspects of the structural change. Therefore it is a reoccurring need for movements to make further resistance forcing the formal negotiation to continue (since elite-sensitive issues might otherwise be avoided, suppressed or distorted). Ultimately there is as well a risk that the negotiation will end if in the process the competing global historic bloc do not hold together (hence the classic “divide and conquer” strategy of regimes). So there is as well for the “joint venture” of civil society movements and enlighten elite (the competing historic bloc) a need to continue challenging the influence of regime elites and other competing elites. 

The global resistance of system-critical methods should be understood as forcing a dialogue interest upon elites, an attempt to force the international regimes and nation states to listen to the voice of a transnational civil society. The basic conflicting issue is as stated before the legitimisation of contemporary globalisation. My point here is that the the need for resistance (capacity) will be needed not only initally, but during the whole strucural change. Once civil society successfully have questioned the legitimisation and taken place at negotiation tables, the resistance enters into a new phase, where resistance determines the general weight societal needs and demands have in specific dialogues and negotiations. The existence of needs or good propositions have not been enough before and it will not be enough even as the formal negotiations have started. My discussion does not build on a conspiracy of elites, rather it builds on the assumption that generally speaking elites, like other social groups, are framed by the relative power position they talk and act from (Bourdieu). The fact that certain individuals or fractions of elites act in an “enlighten” way does not change the relevance of this assumption, rather it enforces it. An enlighten elite function as a bridge between the movement and the regime, exactly because the regime (unconsiously) avoids listening seriously. 

The reason for enlighten elites to enter the negotiations in the first place were their perceptions of their long-term interests, but these perceptions might change and short-term interest might suddenly become very attractive. If movements are having negotiation-strength enough to be able to withdraw support from elites, create own alternatives and hinder power processes, their voice will still be necessary to listen to at difficult times when elites let their (short-sighted) self-interest decide. Thus the movement needs permanently to be strong enough to set their own limits of other actors, thus upholding the elite interest of dialogue with (otherwise) marginalised groups.

I would call this the negotiation-strength of civil society. In a way it should be understood as a democratic invention that complements the liberal idea of a civic right of opinion, bringing in a civic right of being listen to, making the marginal opinion seriously considered by elites. 

Through symbolic dramatization in the global media-room civil disobedience is framing and visualizing the very contradictory circumstances which are deciding the possibility of structural change, thus “reminding” the elite and civil society about their importance. One example is Greenpeace, who is a fore-runner of media-management, which in front of global media exposes how companies destroy our environment with waste-dumping ships. Activist drives their rubber boats dangerously close to the dumping of toxic waste in the ocean, thus while risking their life makes a danger visible to society that normally is hidden for most people. These kinds of actions have the potential of both encouraging enlighten elites to act, at the same time as the action form is part of the discursive framing of what is actually perceived as “contradictory” (Goffman 1986). Here is a potential for mobilisation of both elites alliances and of movements. 

The possibility of a historic compromise between political economy elites and civil society depends on the one hand on the existence of a structural opportunity created by anomalies in the system and perceptions of elite interests, on the other hand it depends on the mobilising ability of civil society to create a force to dialogue which in turn depends on strategic dramaturgy and communicative networks. 

If successful change might have enduring consequences on society, as in Sweden where a relatively radical welfare state evolved after the historic compromise between labour and capital in the 1930ies, which created a kind of “Compromise Spirit” in society (“Saltsjöbadsandan”). If the civil society is not having the mobilising capacity in a moment of structural opportunity, change might happen through the initiatives of other competing historic blocs as e.g. criminal networks and the old “nomenklatura” together with a transnational neoliberal elite, as in Soviet Union after 1991 (Castells 1998). And if civil society mainly mobilise around one aspect it might lack enforcing capacity of dialogue on other aspects, even when generally being vital and strong, as in South Africa where the abolishment of political apartheid barely touched the economic apartheid structure. They did indeed succeed to replace the old political regime, but it is a valid question to ask if not the white economic elite is less possible to confront today because of the historic compromise, since now for the first time the state in South Africa is legitimate.
 

A historic compromise between different actors solves temporarily their dilemmas and is part of forming historic processes and system structures. Thus the ground is laid for the successors of these actors, new elites/regimes and new mobilisations. The contemporary compromise decides which groups that can create a hegemonic bloc, which movements that will have good conditions of response from the regime, as well as which issues that will be on the agenda. So, the historic compromise of today is setting the political opportunity structure of tomorrow. 

The difficulties of structural change

My basic proposition of the chance of structural change needs to be complemented with the structural impediment of change:

1) The combined need of regime elites, according to their interests, of just enough legitimacy to be able to continue their project and a defence from too big structural change, which might endanger their privileges or ideology. 

2) Social groups that need to mobilise enough to create social reforms which can be accepted by existing elites and which have importance to their everyday life. But when mobilising they become part of movement networks that include a variation range of social groups from civil society and all of them will push for their needs. Thus they make a movement which the more inclusive it becomes, the more it stands a chance to challenge the regime, but the more it must push for extensive structural change, which will force existing elites to resign. 

The international regime live with the dilemma of wanting to have civil society with them but at the same time not wanting to abolish the western dominated capitalist world order. The actors in civil society live with the dilemma of searching extensive structural change at the same time as needing to be effective and realistic, to be able to size the opportunity that is given, in order to at least accomplish something. If not taken in time the opportunity might not come back until after long time. The momentum of mobilisation might get lost, and elites might find others to make alliances with. Then the structural change is dropped. On the other hand if the opportunity is taken to early the resulting compromise will be just another variation of elite dominance, not meeting social visions of movements or needs of social groups, demanding a recreation of movement networks and strategy, thus losing momentum again. Then the structural change is symbolic. There is no general answer to this dilemma, it has to be explored in specific contexts. But I want to suggest that there is a need for the movement to await the ripe moment of change. Even if the opportunity is there, still the elites or the movement might not be ready. 

Taken together this impediment means that a movement is at its worst when it is too broad to ask for minor change and too weak to create revolutions. This seem unfortunately to be the position of most movements, and certainly the one frustrating globalisation movement from below. It consist of movement networks encompassing very different social groups, at the same time as it still is poorly coordinated, with simplified and contradictory demands, unclear democratic representation and contradictory methods. 

No wonder then that some movements say: Why talk to the elite?

After 500 years of world capitalism and (re)colonialisation in different waves of internationalisation and transnationalisation (Wallerstein 2000) it is maybe not so surprising that certain movements and cultures have given up the possibility of dialogue and agreement with existing political economical elites, even if socialist utopias do not mobilise as before. 

Direct action drama: Defending communities and liberating local space

The other main theoretical model of the dynamic of resistance activity in the globalisation from below looks quite different. Some movements and cultures rooted in the direct action tradition mainly believe in enforcing the change as such, not only forcing the elite to the negotiation table. The drama is directed towards the mobilisation of other movement activists, while dismissing the idea of reaching elite-understanding. It is directed against other movements belief in rational dialogue with the elites, attempting to disturb the interaction and smooth everyday business of a tempered and obedient civil society.
 They hope to undermine the position of established criticism or comfortable radicals and mobilize an angry and impatient civil society. Their slogans are typically: “Everything Now, Immediately!” “If not Now, when? If not You, who?” Or “Eat the Rich!”.

In a theoretically purified model we will get confrontations that are organised enough to frame a consistent disturbance of frightening dramaturgy in the global media arena, visualising the Anger and the Unjust World Order. I label this The War Drama of virtual guerrilla networks. 

Dressed in black clothes, leather jackets or rubber protection suites, gasmasks or helmets, with hoods or scarves ensuring their anonymity, equipped with stones from the streets they walk, holding sticks or bicycle chains, petrol bombs or drinking bottles, hundreds of them are marching. Either in silence or shouting aggressive slogans. “We only use our body, our hands and what we find in our homes or on the street, to show our anger”, as one interviewed participant said. The “Black Bloc” is marching towards the IMF-Summit. The city streets or homes is their turf, their battle ground. On the walls their messages are left with spray paint. 

Anonymisation is part of the ingredients of the War drama. It is an essential part of the movement logic, in relation to others and internally.
 Being dressed in black and wearing masks is not only a practical matter of avoiding police control, it is part of the image-making, the message. The anonymity of masks is not only hiding faces, it is creating the impression that anyone of us could have been there, your neighbour next door or someone from your work place. You do not know for sure where they are and who they are. “Our masks are not to conceal our identity but to reveal it…Masking up releases our commonality, enables us to act together…[giving] resistance a face”.
 By de-personalizing the resistance the “Black Bloc” make it transferable. Their dramaturgy display the shadow figure or ghost of civil society. Depending on social position or culture the real civil society interpret the image. For some the image is frightening, for others it is promising. 

When encountering the police lines they charge, trying to break through. The street war goes on for hours, gas fills the air, the water canon throws away some combatants and makes the ground liquid. At the front the global media covers the battle between stones/molotows and gas/water-floods. 

On the media stage of globality where the war drama is played out in Prague, police officers runs around burning while a movement group called The Infernal Noise Brigade plays the tune of Balkan music, making the war-situation clearly a virtual reality confrontation, a image-making of anger driven “direct action”. An ad-hoc organisational division makes it possible to dig up stones, transport them to the front, take care of injured activists and taking turn in standing in the front confronting “Goliath”, tiring him down. In the wood some activists takes a break, eat some snack to get new energy, smokes and chat. Then they join the battle again. Some activists suddenly break through, most are driven back by the responding police chock. Being dispersed they gather again through mobile phone communication and build a barricade further down the street. Advertisement stalls are destroyed and are used together with litter cans and burning cars as protection against the advancing police. They retreat and gather in central Prague and dominate the city centre smashing multinational company stores during an hour before the police takes it back. Later on the police arrest hundreds from whoever are looking suspicious in central Prague. The brutality of police methods increases. The attempt of Czech police to act civilized and restrained is failed, Amnesty International moves in and makes an investigation of reported police brutality. Goliath hits David with superior force, once again showing his lack of legitimacy. From the perspective of the already critical movement the drama images speaks for the assistance of David in the next unfair battle. 

Conflicting roles are this time constructed as movement mobilising images (whose roles are culturally embedded in existing subcultures). The receptiveness of global mass media seems to fit ideally with the war drama, creating a substantial increase in media attention. Previously non-active but old already affiliated movements actors or young receptive activists gets mobilised. The issue is not to create dialogue, but to make forceful statements in order to mobilise the own movement, recruiting among close movement cultures. If this happens it decreases the motivating force of dialogue between “enlightened” elites and the movement, even if it might increase the opportunity for competing civil society cultures. The mechanism of the war drama is internal movement mobilisation through massive media attention and anti-dialogue pressure on regimes to change through costs from economical and political disturbance. The costs in themselves are not likely to force regime elites toward reform and the methodology are not likely to mobilise a society, but when already legitimisation are in crisis explosions of disturbances might very well influence regime changes or system retreats.  Thereby it gives the movement communities breathing space and liberated islands of autonomy. 

The future of global confrontations 

The mix of both models of confrontation is prevailing in practice, since it is a conscious decision of organisers both at Seattle and Prague not to have any demonstration guards enforcing the nonviolent guidelines of the actions.
 At a one location outside the building of the IMF-summit in Prague a nonviolent action is dispersed by a stone-flow from a moving black bloc. The stones are thrown at the police line but are hitting some fellow activists in the blockade as well. The contradiction of the Carnival drama and the War drama is played out. At another place of confrontation some thousand activists try to make a blockade of a bridge. But direct action activists are taking the front trying to force through the police line using big rubber wheels as a battering ram. When it does not work they attack the police with sticks and stones for hours but the police are never answering with water-canons or gas-canisters. Through a mega-phone organisers are pleading on the direct action activists at the front not to throw stones or use sticks. The activists tire and most of them walks back to the city-centre, the others disperse. Some stay and takes photos of them posing in front of the police line smiling while holding a stone. Others take photos of an Indian religious order dressed in orange clothes. A naked man walks through. A young guy in mohikan-hair stands still, looking the police officers in their eyes behind protection glass. They stand staring in mutual silence.

The danger is a continuing blurring of thematical images, creating a contradictory dramaturgy, the loss of broader movement alliances and therefore a homogenisation of social groups willing to take part, leading to a demobilising of movement activity, as well as destructive and blocking conflicting behaviour inside the movement. Since the movement alliances are so fragile and minimal, continued contradictory methods and demands risks making the momentum for mobilisation of a society lost. Mobilisation of certain fragments and their identity politics might still grow, but not necessarily helping any historic compromise, in fact maybe leading to historic reactions (e.g. neofacist or religious fundamentalist). In my view a dramaturgical consistency and movement heterogeneity depends on the defence of conscious borders of acceptance, a “intolerance of intolerance”. The capacity to distance it self from what is not the movement activity or who is not the movement activist is then necessary. Declaring (temporary) guidelines, rules or statues is an important part of it, but in practical situations it will depend on the gate-keepers and the composition of movement borders (peacekeepers, demonstration guards, policy enforcement). A movement might have tight or loose border control, but when there is a free-space of high-jacking the drama image, it wont work long. 

The focus of this paper has been a theoretical exploration of the structural opportunity of world order change by the globalisation movement from below. The investigation has concerned the dynamic of their current curse of action – in symbolic confrontations closing down the meetings of international regimes, situating the confrontations in the world order structure and movement contexts. 

There are circumstances created by other actors, sometimes earlier in history that frame the existing national and international opportunity structure in which the movements have to act. But also the existing institutional structure frames movement activity. These actions have to deal with the temporality of global arenas dominated by the logic of global mass media, thus being powerful as dramaturgy. Once the structural opportunity exist, movement activity might facilitate structural change. But since the movement is a fragile rainbow coalition based in existing (sometimes particularistic) national civil societies it has important difficulties to mobilise strong enough and coherent enough to size any opportunity of change. Basically my conclusion is that the influence of the transnational civil society in creating change depends on the degree to which it succeeds to mobilise a collective activity which combinate both power breaking and dialogue facilitation. This decides if a structural opportunity will be seized and lead to a legitimate outcome.

The actual mobilising ability and organising of further confrontations are not the only problems facing globalisation from below. Paradoxically the main problem begins when the civil society is invited by elites. The existence of contradictory demands and a simplified united agenda makes the voice of global civil society unclear even for the elites that want to listen. 

A number of critical questions remains to be answered. Is it even possible for the symbolic confrontations to evolve into anything more than just a diffuse pressure movement, trying to push the globalisation in a general direction? Can a global civil society act as a participant in a negotiation? And if so, can the generated civil society elite become genuinely democratic and thereby legitimate representatives in negotiations? 

If not no historic compromise among elites will last for long. The involvement of civil society will eventually decide if the new world order will be legitimated or not. If the social order is not becoming legitimate it will also not be sustainable. Then we have to hope that there soon will be new social movements that have learned their lesson from history – in a world formed by power relations the quality of good propositions are not enough.

Stellan Vinthagen
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� The Bangalore demonstration against WTO which was ten times bigger than Seattle is seemingly unknown even for the global activists. The organisations of these confrontations have week links on a personal level, still they are linked through movement networks, global arenas and their orientation, as I will argue in this paper.


� Globalisation is a contested concept also in sience. This is not the place to explore the discourse on globalisation. For the purpose of this paper it will be enough to understand “globalisation” as a process of transnationalization which might involve all sectors of social life and ultimately interconnecting local places across nation state borders and continents. But “global” does not necessarily mean “even”, rather a simultanous production of inequality or locatlisation seems to be a part of it. 


� Globalisation of democracy is understood as a democratisation process, not necessarily involving the spread of a specific democracy form – liberal/socialist/direct/representative. 


� The number of INGOs having consultative status of UNs economic and social counicil have risen from some 50 after the second world war, to over 1 500 today. Informational technology seems to increase an already existing trend. As well national NGOs have seen similar growth, also in developing countries. INGOs, being the institutional form of transnational society, are of course not necessarly civil society controled, they might as some known Latin American NGOs, be front organisations for private economic gain using the flow of international aid. As Jürgen Habermas outlines, the contemporary challenge per exellence is the system colonialisation (by money and power) of the lifeworld.


� Internet access is estimated to less than 5 % of the world population. It shows the uneven resource distribution of the information society but should not be misinterpreted as having marginal importance. The uneven geography of globalisation shows that few are globalists/interactive while many are localists/interacted. The dominating corporate globalisation effects the entire world and as well the locally situated, exactly by not including them in the forming processes. And, faced with the relative low costs of internet access compared with international travel costs, many NGOs in developing countries enters the cyber-travelling. 


� The video Indian Struggle for Dignity, Medienpedagogikzentrum, Hamburg. And � HYPERLINK "http://www.sottovoce.it/icc99/krrsen01.htm" ��www.sottovoce.it/icc99/krrsen01.htm� (010122).


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.oneworld.org/campaigns/wto/wtoindia.html" ��www.oneworld.org/campaigns/wto/wtoindia.html� (001016)


� There where e.g. only 12 000 activists in Prague, as many as the Swedish Left Party gathers at the 1st of May in Stockholm, every year...


� Since Seattle Independent Media Centers are created around the confrontations and spreading world wide (see e.g. � HYPERLINK "http://www.seattle.indymedia.org" ��www.seattle.indymedia.org�). They are filled with press releases, articles, pictures and videos covering the issues and acitivties. During the confrontation in Prague I saw videos, cameras and mobile phones where ever I turned, sometimes even in small action groups. One french acitivist who wasn’t at the riot during the night of September the 26th said to me at lunch time the day after that he already had seen the video covering the riot. 


� This heterogenity is even made as the strenght of the movement. Getting the critical question on their contradictions and diffusion, the answer is “Yes, we are everywhere!” (says Naomi Levin, � HYPERLINK "http://www.praha.indymedia.org" ��www.praha.indymedia.org� 001011)


� After the battle of S26 the combined effects of riots and police brutality dispersed movement mobilisation. “I am choked. Do not know if I want to take part in an action again”, said an activist that had the experience of the clash between the dramas of Carnival and War. Another one, a war-actor, explained the situation the days after September the 26th: “We did not do any more action. Do not know of anyone that did. We walked around in town, just tried to avoid getting arrested. Their were a lot of romours. We were scared.”.


� During a activist conference in Oxford in May 2000 which I observed most of the leadership of Reclaim The Street in England were gathered to discuss Seattle and nonviolent resistance. The big debate was on tolerance and criticism of each others methods. Criticism “within the movement” of riot-making where understood as “splitting the movement” or even as “violence”.  Trying to ensure the abiding of adopted guidelines where described as “policing the movement”. 


� For example two organisations, the youth branch of the Green Party and Jubilee 2000 from Sweden, which officially did not approve of the confrontational methods planned in Prague, still organised their stay in Prague in such a way so that those members that wanted to take part in the confrontation could do that. And some did (Interview 001016 and 001027). In Seattle huge numbers of trade union activists joined the blockade of WTO even though their organisations did not approve of the action (Hultman & Jaatinen 2000).


� The direct action tradition is cultivated in diverse but similar movement cultures, like the Animal Liberation Front in England, the Autonomen in Germany, the Black Bloc in US and Ya Basta! in Italy. They are networks of anarchists, communists and green radicals. Reclaim The Street (or in Sweden, Recalim The City) has at several occasions during the 1990ies mobilised massactions mainly in England where street parties with thousands of dancing people have occupied motorways or city-centers. Not only the style of action (Carnivals leading to War situations) but as well the names of the actions (e.g. “J18” for June 18th) indicates a common resistance paradigm with the transnational globalisation from below (Prague was organised by the “S26”, September 26th). Networking is also happening. Together with organisers of Seattle they conducted an action-training preparing for Prague. In October 2000 the leadership of Recalim The Street in England met with one of the key organisers of Seattle and Prague.  


� When someone during the preparation of the street battle in Prague raised the question of what they should do if they did succed to break trough the police line and get to the building of the IMF-summit – the gathered group of black bloc ativists laughed and went on planning the tactics of street battle (according to one interviewed member of the preparation).  In their magazines criticism is not only direct against reformist lobbying and nonviolence but as well the elitist dynamic of leftist terrorism.


� Dialogues happens normally before or after the confrontations in the global room, with minimal interest from global media but is sometimes played out in the light of media (if not physical confrontations are happening at the same time). 


� During the riots in central Prague at the evening of September the 26th 2000, Juilee 2000 made a press-release declaring it’s denonchment of violence at the same time as trying to explain the understandable anger driving these activists saying elites “must listen to the anger” (� HYPERLINK "http://www.jubilee2000uk.org/media/prague220900.html" ��www.jubilee2000uk.org/media/prague220900.html� 001006). The swedish branch of Attac, formed in the waves after Prague, has showed interest in disciplined confrontations where nonviolent resistance is ensured through trainings and demonstration-guards. 


� In Prague movement activist in a press-release tried to frame the action of “S26” into a victory since the IMF/WB-summit ended one day earlier than planned (Prague Declaration, 28th September 2000, � HYPERLINK "http://www.attac.org/fra/asso/doc/doc34en.htm" ��www.attac.org/fra/asso/doc/doc34en.htm� 001006). But they did not mention that as well movement activities ended earlier than planned.


� It is a political question e.g. what food you eat, what clothes you wear, who makes the dishes at home, with whom and how you make sex. Nothing is apolitical. Politics is everything. This expansion of politics is often misunderstood by professional politicians as being apolitical, just because it goes together with movements mistrust of traditonal party politics or trade union work. 


� Legitimity arises from some kind of combination of communicative action (Habermas), volontary subordination to a hegemon (Gramsci), the world view developed from a social position (Ricoeur) or class based ideology (Marx), facilitated by incorporated behavioural or discoursive conditioning of power relations (Lukes) in “truth-regimes” (Foucault) or “habitus” (Bourdieu).


� The obedience of the critics is the main problem according to Henry David Thoreau, the one that coined the concept “civil disobedience” (Thoreau). It sustains the belief of  “openness” or “democracy”, thus justifying existing structures. 


� If the system do not contain democratic rules at all civil disobedience might get a revolutionary dynamic. 


� That is why Mr Wolfensohn, the President of the World Bank, in a TV-interview during the riot in Prague was arguing that some of the activists in Prague are serious and have had an impact on the changing role of the bank.


� The law activists are breaking is national, in Seattle it was US-law, in Prague it was Czech-law. Still it is the international order that are contested. It would be a mistake to understand the blockades of international meetings in national cities as a national issue.That hundreds of activists where arrested in Prague is only happening because Czechian Republic were the host of the meeting of these regimes. It is in this specific support of the illigtimate regime that national laws might be challenged by the globalisation from below.


� The J18-action 1999 in London was labeled “Carnival against Capital”, Do or Die! (1999). 


� In a swedish poster prior to the Prague confrontation a picture from a famous scandinavian childrens book showed a similar image as the one about David and Goliat, just that the huge “Goliat-figure” had a sign saying “IMF”. The rest of  the poster just consisted of the internet adress of the resistance site of S26 and a wording saying “Come to the protest in Prague”.  


� As in the recent structural change in apartheid South Africa or in communist Poland. The prime example of the importance of relative power contest even if formal negotiations are institutionalised is of course the negotiations between trade unions and capitalists on wages and working conditions.


� History will tell us if so is the case or not. Their might instead very well exist a bigger scope for reform today, since the political regime listen on civil society. But the willingness of regimes to listen, will strongly depend on the informal power negotiation conducted with the economic elites.


� See Do or Die! (1999) on the J18-action, globalisation and “The Great Liberty Riot” or Wall 1999:106 on their frustration with established movement culture and empowerment in direct action movements. 


� Through a spontanous action culture, informal structures of organisation and decision-making (Geronimo) they are also creating anonymity internally. It makes them less vulnerable of infiltration protecting their cultural logic from police control, societies interpretations and other movements influence.  At the same time it makes the drama real even inside of the movement when fellow activists do not know who did what. 


� Quote from the text printed on the 9 000 masks (in different colours) distributed during the J18-action in London 1999 against capitalism, Do or Die! (1999:19).  


� At a activist gathering i Oxford in May 2000 one organiser of Seattle explained that they did not want to act as a ”police” in the movement since it would reduce the mutal freedom of all groups to use the tactics they belive in. 
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