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DRAFT: ‘A Community of Communities. Multi-layered Pluralism at Supranational Level’, Stephen Tierney

‘We are all internationalists now, whether we like it or not.’
 

‘Pluralism and paternalism are contradictory values. Pluralism is tolerant of difference and intolerant of imposition, even if it is an act carried out by decent people with good intentions. If universal international community is still organized fundamentally on the basis of pluralism—and the burden of argument clearly is on those who would deny it—there cannot be any room for democratic crusading in world affairs at the present time.’

Abstract

These two quotations highlight a seemingly irreconcilable tension confronting any theorist of supranational community today. On the one hand prominent actors such as Tony Blair argue that any viable supranational community will require the acceptance by all peoples of a core set of values including a universal commitment to liberal democracy, while on the other, advocates of pluralism such as Jackson contend that the only viable form of community is one that acknowledges the deep diversity in terms of ways of life, political philosophy and religion which exists from society to society. In this paper I argue that recognition of pluralism is indeed the only viable way in which to envisage community beyond the state. What is emerging today is a complex, fluid and in many ways messy collection of supranational communities established from the ground upwards by states, sub-state groups and individuals accessing supranational networks still largely on their own terms.
 This model looks likely to continue and is in any event preferable to grand attempts to construct top-down institutions of global governance, the homogenising assumptions of which are not in tune with either the reality of global diversity or the aspirations of most peoples. 
Introduction

To many people the emergence of one supranational political community is an inevitable corollary to globalising patterns of economic and social life; many of the functional roles traditionally performed by the nation-state for the benefit of the citizen are relocating to other decision-making sites beyond the state; globalising dynamics in material and technological terms render the nation-state increasingly redundant as a forum for political and governmental organisation, and as a consequence it is widely anticipated that new patterns of social life will also evolve beyond the state, establishing a community of common interest across the globe. Indeed for many a new polity on the global stage is in fact needed in order to provide these economic and social trends with governmental structure, constitutional controls and thereby democratic legitimacy.
 Much of the literature on international relations today therefore tends to see our age as one of great transformation: either we are approaching the end of history
; or we have reached another ‘Grotian moment’, a time of transformation in the operation of international society analogous to the moment of states heralded by the Peace of Westphalia, moving from ‘the statist framework… to some differently constituted, emergent, and normatively enhanced world order’.
 In this paper, which is very much work in progress, I argue that while dramatic changes in the nature of the state and the global legal and political order are indeed taking place, what is emerging today is not one supranational community but rather a much more complex pattern of plural supranational communities. Some of these communities are pre-existing, some new, but all are changing in light of prevailing global conditions; it is therefore important to begin the task of building models of how these communities might be categorised and of how they inter-relate in a broader framework of supranational relations. I offer a tentative introduction to such a model and in doing so I attempt to tailor this provisional thesis to the three sets of questions raised by the colloquium organisers.
A) What should be the substance of supranational community (Habermas's project of constitutional patriotism?  Democratic engagement?  Rights guarantees?  A European cultural project?)?  

I. Multi-layered pluralism

This first set of questions offered by the colloquium organisers begs another: what do we mean by a supranational political community? Do we refer to a community of states? If so then one already exists, or at least a series of such communities exist. They do so in terms of an over-arching international legal order in which states acting in concert claim collective normative superiority over the discrete municipal legal orders of individual member states, at least in respect of those matters which are jurisdictionally specific to international law.
 This community, with its institutional centre established in the United Nations, provides a systematic and formalised playing field for the conduct of international relations. Co-existing with this community, other supranational communities of states exist in bilateral and multilateral inter-state agreements and associations, either regional or otherwise, which are governed by international law but operate separately from the governing apparatus of international institutions established by the UN, establishing their own pathways of political cooperation and legal obligation, and thereby constituting semi-formalised sets of international communal relations, each conducted in ad hoc ways. A third type of supranational community of states might be identified in those organisations which have been established under the second model but which have formalised their multilateral relations to such an extent as to constitute a new type of legal order which borrows its normative apparatus from both international and municipal doctrines. It seems that only the European Union has reached a sufficient level of integration to be termed both a new legal system and a new type of legal order in its own right; but as a model it is not inconceivable that it will be replicated elsewhere. 
The foregoing are of course three well-established models of international community. Another field of enquiry today seeks to identify the emergence of a supranational political community, beyond the institutional apparatus of inter-state agreements, among individual citizens themselves. Certain commentators argue that ‘globalism’ is developing as a meaningful political concept in international discourse, creating a sense among citizens that the world represents one polity; what Robertson describes as a growing consciousness ‘of the world as a single place’.
 Among the factors which have nourished this sense of a world commonwealth are the globalising dynamics of international trade and communications, and a sense among many that public goods, traditionally conceptualised as the common property of the nation-state, should now be seen as global goods of a world community which should not be exploited and distributed without some form of international political oversight or control. This changing consciousness marks the development not of one set of values but simply of an agreement that the world constitutes a shared and unified space where values, although contested, are finding a shared forum; a common global political language for a global public space which encompasses actors beyond the state in international institutions, NGOs, political movements, conferences and other gatherings which offer sites of dialogue.
 Therefore, it is argued that there is emerging today a second order of supranational community: if it might be said that the various supranational communities of states together constitute some form of global governance, then it is also possible that the supranational community(ies) of individuals now emerging manifest an embryonic global polity.
 The latter develops in parallel with, but also encompasses, the institutional and inter-state communities by attempting to gain access to them, develop a voice within them, and thereby offer critiques concerning their legitimacy, institutional design, operational rules, processes and policies. It is in this process that some identify the second order of supranational community(ies) as a burgeoning global civil society.

These two orders of community and the various sites of interaction, both horizontally between communities within each order and vertically between the orders themselves, together constitute what we might call a model of multi-layered pluralism at the supranational level. In other words, a plurality of communities is constituted by the following sets of relations: states interacting in the classical legal order of the UN; states conjoining within new legal orders; states relating in less formalised or regionalised communities (which may also involve sub-state territorial groups seeking some form of independent membership of these three forms of community); the emergence of deterritorialised political communities in proto-global civil societies; and the widening modes of access to theatres of supranational activity which are opening up to individuals and non-state groups. This is the complex web which characterises the supranational environment today; an overlapping, asymmetrical, non-formalised, indeed messy, conglomeration of relationships between and among institutions, states, sub-state territorial communities, NGOs, political movements and individuals. 
What seems clear is that the term ‘supranationalism’ is more appropriate to describe the present environment than ‘postnationalism’. The latter suggests that the state as politico-legal construct has withered away in functional governmental terms and that in sociological terms the nation’s role as a societal culture
 has been or is being replaced by a new global political community of individuals which will serve the identity and loyalty needs of the citizen. However, what the pluralistic nature of the contemporary environment highlights is that despite many predictions that its day is over, the nation-state remains highly resilient and is to the fore in most of the supranational communities which are emerging; in other words we have not moved from a societas of states to a global universitas.
 Nonetheless, the nature of this societas is changing in terms of the members’ relations both inter se and with other actors; more communities emerge and hence new sites of interaction open up, widen and deepen across the following cross-cutting vectors: agents; institutions; and processes. I turn now in more detail to the two orders of supranational community: that of governance involving states, and that of polity which also embraces states but which is characterised more presciently by the new roles being played by non-state actors.
II. The inter-state order 
Addressing in turn the three types of supranational community within the inter-state order - the classical legal order of UN-based supra-state organisation; other more ad hoc or regionalised networks of states; and new legal orders - there is considerable evidence of the widening and deepening of supranational communal activity. 

(i) International institutions

The classical supranational community created after the Second World War is represented by the UN and made manifest in the various agencies and institutions of what we might call the centralised supranational community. Within this community there are two levels at which we might look for widening patterns of supranationalism: the first is in the architecture of these institutions, and the second is in terms of the breadth and depth of their respective jurisdictions and modi operandi. I do not have space to consider this extensive network of institutions in any systematic way; instead at each level I will draw out instances of deeper penetration into areas which were previously the exclusive preserve of nation-states or other more ad hoc sets of international relations. 

Turning first to the design of international institutions, there has for a long time been much debate but little action over reforming the central UN bodies. However, the UN Millennium+5 Summit held in September 2005 has been the most elaborate attempt to date. This is the culmination of work done to achieve the goals of the United Nations Millennium Declaration adopted by over 150 Heads of State at the UN Millennium Summit in September 2000. By adopting the declaration, world leaders reaffirmed their faith in the UN and its Charter ‘as indispensable foundations of a more peaceful, prosperous and just world.’ One major issue has been the degree to which the Security Council is controlled by the permanent members, thereby preventing a more inclusive and democratic form of community emerging within this central decision-making body of the UN.
 Among proposals for reform there have been demands for a permanent seat on the Council by states such as Germany, Japan, Brazil, India, South Africa, Nigeria. Other proposals have suggested not the creation of new permanent seats, but an enlargement of the Council in general with provision for additional elected members; while a third option was that rather than enlargement, the Council should develop a regionalist orientation with permanent regionally-based seats. In the Millennium negotiations two main models emerged. Model A proposed six new Permanent Members, as well as three non-permanent two year members. Model B proposed a new tier system of eight new Permanent Members (renewable for four year terms) plus one two-year seat to be added to the existing ten. So far no agreement has been reached on any of these proposals, and in any case in both models A and B the current P-5 have shown considerable obstinacy in clinging to their privileged position since in neither is it suggested that additional veto powers will be extended to any new members. Despite this there are additional proposals to reform the Council's procedures and in particular to create a more formalised set of procedural rules, to introduce more transparency in Council processes, including more public meetings, and other steps to improve accountability. It remains to  be seen how far the process of reform will go and whether it will in the end make the Security Council a more effective and legitimate governing body.
In many ways these proposals are a response to the seeming paralysis of UN institutions, particularly the Security Council, when faced with situations of crisis, either those of a humanitarian nature or in terms of other non-humanitarian related threats to peace and security. Behind many of the Millennium goals lie the political visions of influential elites. Perhaps the most important contribution to this debate in terms of the subsequent influence he has had on international affairs was offered by British Prime Minister Blair in a notable speech given in Chicago on the eve of NATO's fiftieth anniversary in April 1999. The timing of this speech coincided of course with the bombing of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia from March to June of that year. This speech contained an almost Wilsonian vision of a new supranational order which Blair argued was needed to cope with both threats to peace and humanitarian disasters. He called for a new ‘doctrine of international community’ which would not be exclusively western but would be genuinely global in its reach, a seeming reference to the need to expand both the bodies who tended to intervene - NATO (Kosovo) or the EU (Bosnia) - and the sites of intervention, given criticism since the early 1990s to the effect that western powers were only prepared to intervene in the western hemisphere. And central to his position was the argument that a reformed institutional framework would be required: ‘If we want a world ruled by law and by international co-operation then we have to support the UN as its central pillar.’ Since the present architecture of the UN was inadequate, reform was needed to ‘the role, workings and decision-making process of the UN, and in particular the UN Security Council’.
Secondly, there is the issue of a widening and deepening mode of operation by these institutions. Here there are various areas where UN institutions do seem to be expanding in terms of activity and influence. One is humanitarian intervention which is the main focus of Blair’s speech. Despite the seeming stasis of the Security Council at times, intervention by the UN and its involvement in interventions by other supranational conglomerations such as NATO has been a prominent feature of the post-Cold War world.
 The Kosovo crisis provides a good example of how the UN has played a key role in coordinating the work of a number of supranational communities towards deeper intervention in the affairs of certain states. Here the lead was taken in March 1998 initially by a Contact Group of the relevant power blocks of the USA, Russia and the EU (represented by the UK, France, Germany and Italy);
 and throughout the year to March 1999, this Group attempted to build a coherent strategy which involved a variety of different organisations, in particular the UN Security Council, the Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe, the European Union and NATO.
 This period was also marked by high degrees of co-operation among UN institutions themselves, in particular the coordination of General Assembly and Security Council resolutions, the reference made in these resolutions to reports by the High Commissioner for Refugees and the High Commissioner for Human Rights, and the frequent interventions, again timed to coincide with these initiatives, by the Secretary-General. NATO would in turn use Resolutions 1160, 1199 and 1203 in both framing its efforts to resolve the crisis and in claiming legitimacy for its role as mediator and ultimately as intervener; finally, Security Council Resolution 1244 is also widely seen to have offered some form of ex post facto legitimisation for the intervention. 
This expansion in interventionism has come up against major legal impediments. A trinity of legal doctrines: the sovereign equality of states, self-determination, and territorial integrity, together highlight that the supranational community of states continues to value the territorial independence of states as a supreme value which outlaws interference by other states or international organisations in the internal affairs of a state, even one which is itself in breach of international law or which violates human rights. However, the absolute nature of these principles has been gradually breaking down in the face of other doctrines of international peace and security, international criminal law, and human rights law, to the point where we might ask whether state sovereignty is still a norm superior to those which permit interference in the name of humanitarian law. Blair’s speech is once again significant; he accepted that non-intervention was well established as ‘an important principle of international order’ and was not one ‘we would want to jettison too readily’. But this previously absolute concept now had to be qualified in light of humanitarian abuses: ‘Acts of genocide can never be a purely internal matter.’ And going beyond this, intervention would be justified where abuses resulted in massive flows of refugees which ‘unsettle neighbouring countries’ and which could ‘properly be described as “threats to international peace and security”’. This does not amount to a claim that humanitarian intervention is a new norm of international law; Blair is hesitant over whether Chapter VII of the UN Charter as it stands permits this; instead he calls for the Charter to be amended to include explicit authorisation for military intervention in these circumstances. However, other influential actors have suggested that a new norm is developing,
 and it is arguable that this has created a culture of weakened state sovereignty which has encouraged an expansion of supranational activity in for example Afghanistan and Iraq, even in violation of state sovereignty.

The regulation of state behaviour in a number of fields such as trade and finance is another area where we see expanding international institutional activity, either through the creation of new bodies or the expanding influence of established mechanisms; indeed some have concluded that we are now seeing effectively a constitutionalisation of world order.
 Two examples of new bodies which seem to have expanded the reach of international institutions are the Financial Stability Forum, first convened in 1999, which regularly brings together a number of state and extra-state actors with the aim of ensuring stability in terms of securities, insurance and finance;
  and secondly the Evaluation and Oversight Unit of the United Nations Environment Programme which works to pursue globally agreed environmental goals. 

Another issue is membership. The gateway to membership of international organisations is guarded by existing states who control the very process of recognition of new states. This has been a developing area with changes in the conventional patterns of state recognition in recent times following the collapse of the USSR and SFRY. Prior to this the traditional rules by which territories become new states were simple, pragmatic criteria which assessed the viability of the territory to perform the tasks of a state. The generally accepted formulation of these objective requirements of statehood is that laid down in Article 1 of the Montevideo Convention which notes that a State should possess: a) permanent population, b) a defined territory, c) government, and d) capacity to enter into relations with other states.
 But this value-free notion of viability has now it seems been supplemented, and in some cases even supplanted, by additional criteria which in practice impose additional conditions of legitimacy upon which the issue of a new state’s very existence depends. Of course individual states have always used recognition as a political tool - America’s long refusal to recognise Communist China being an example - but in recent times there has been a more systematic and collectively applied approach taken to recognition, and also an attempt to dress this new approach with quasi-legal authority.
 Such has been the emphasis on additional criteria, for example, respect for human rights and a democratic constitution within the territory in question, that there has been a willingness to recognise even states such as Bosnia which at the time were barely viable in terms of the Montevideo criteria. This development seems to be a clear attempt by prominent members of the supranational community to impose a thicker set of requirements of communal membership for aspiring members in order to ensure that they comply with the values of dominant actors within the community before they will be admitted to join. 

A more dramatic conclusion which might be drawn from the more systematic imposition of political and constitutional conditions in the process of recognition, is that international law is in fact developing norms of political behaviour which also apply to existing states - most prominently a norm of democracy.
 If taken seriously such a norm would lead to a considerable deepening of the very idea of membership of the macro-supranational community through the imposition of such an all-embracing set of common values. And one implication of a new norm of democracy could well be that failure to comply would make international intervention in states considered to be undemocratic more legitimate. It is notable that the bombing of FRY in 1999 occurred not at the peak of the humanitarian problems incurred by Kosovo since 1995 but rather in the wake of the FRY’s failure to sign the draft Rambouillet accord which was effectively an attempt by the NATO and EU states to impose a new constitution upon Yugoslavia.
 Again the development of a common set of political values, and the possibility of intervention to enforce them, seems to be hinted at in Blair’s 1999 speech. For him the notion of security in 1999 was a more complex and less tidy idea than that espoused at the birth of the UN. No longer was it restricted to issues of national security and international peace and security. It was now a more fully developed idea of human security with a universal goal of safety for every man, woman, and child everywhere on earth, regardless of their citizenship. Citing President Kennedy he asked: ‘Freedom is indivisible and when one man is enslaved who is free?’ The international and the domestic could no longer be rigidly separated; instead there was an international community of values; and ominously he warned dictators such as Slobodan Milosevic and Saddam Hussein that dictatorship was an illegitimate form of government.
  

Yet another instance of the widening penetration of supranational activity leads on from intervention, namely the reconstruction of ‘failed’ states which are intervened in due to the perceived threat they pose to peace and security, or due to humanitarian crisis. Although some UN missions in such states are traditional peace-keeping operations, for example: United Nations Mission to Sierra Leone (UNAMSIL) created on 22 October 1999;
 and the United Nations Operation in Côte d’Ivoire (UNOCI);
 others go beyond traditional peace-keeping activities. Examples of situations where the UN has effectively taken over control of the governance of territories include: Bosnia;
 the United Nations Interim Administration Mission in Kosovo (UNMIK);
 the United Nations Operation in Somalia II (UNOSOM II);
 and others in East Timor,
 Afghanistan
 and Iraq
, leading to suggestions that we have entered a new phase of political trusteeships.

These specific changes coincide also with a widening of the reach of international law itself. To take a few examples, the world now has a permanent International Criminal Court
; the Optional Protocol of the Convention on the Elimination of Discrimination Against Women entered into force on 22 December 2000;
 a binding Security Council Resolution was adopted in 2000 requiring the mainstreaming of gender in all UN activities including peacekeeping;
 initial agreements for ad hoc tribunals for Cambodia and Sierra Leone have been signed to supplement those established by SC Resolution for the former SFRY and Rwanda; convictions for genocide at the tribunal for Rwanda and an appellate ruling at the tribunal for Yugoslavia clearly extended international humanitarian law to internal conflicts; the former president of the Bosnian Serb republic has been indicted for genocide, as was the (then) sitting president of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. In a related way it is less and less plausible to see human rights law as a concession by sovereign states rather than as part of a separate and self-sufficient international legal order.
 The UN Human Rights Committee hears more and more cases every year and the Optional Protocol is adopted by an increasing number of states. A similar process is evident in the ECHR where since the early 1990s many new states are now parties to the Convention, where no option remains for these states to deny individual access to the Court, and where some 1500 cases are now heard every year. The reach of these decisions also has knock-on effects in many ways. Substantive decisions of the ECtHR now impact upon states which are not members since the Convention has been read to preclude extradition (an issue traditionally within the sovereign remit of the two states concerned) where the person concerned is likely to be tortured.
 And in a separate but related point the UN Convention against Torture itself is now being interpreted in such a way as to challenge the state immunity even of senior state officials, both former
 and serving.

(ii) Inter-state networks at horizontal level

Both before and since the birth of the UN the vast bulk of international activity has been conducted not through a central global forum but by means of bilateral and multilateral arrangements. Today it is possible to point to ever-developing networks of states which constitute new supranational communities, each constructed by and operating within varying degrees of procedural and normative formality. Indeed, often state networks exist today with few if any formal normative commitments undertaken by the states involved, and instead softer forms of obligation are employed. According to Anne-Marie Slaughter these government networks already constitute a form of global governance given that the scale, scope and type of these inter-state relationships are now of a new and more complex order. In terms of their mode of operation they are not simply networks of policy-makers, meeting through grand head of government summits, but embrace also linkages of national government officials, spreading connections among the legislative, administrative and adjudicative officials of the states concerned.
 Such is the level of involvement by ordinary state officials within supranational fora that Slaughter now talks of ‘the disaggregated state’. For her this is a move away from the unitary state. We do not think of the state domestically as one national interest, therefore it is wrong to think of the state acting internationally as simply one interest; it is instead an aggregation of distinct institutions with separate roles and capacities. ‘Seeing the world through the lenses of disaggregated rather than unitary states allows leaders, policymakers, analysts, or simply concerned citizens to see features of the global political system that were previously hidden.’
 Another important point is that existing institutions are in some sense being co-opted by these networks. Indeed a number of more globalised international institutions are themselves in certain cases becoming less structured in their ways of working, operating almost as fora for the more informal networking of state officials, a very different model from that of the United Nations where each member state sends formal delegations. Many international organisations are now either structures which allow national officials to come together horizontally, or they are genuinely supranational in that they have an identity distinct from the national governments which constitute them. But Slaughter is nonetheless careful not to over-state this point. States in many ways will remain unitary actors, for example when deciding to go to war.
 The general point is, however, an important one; in some sense the unitary state is being disaggregated from the inside rather than by top-down processes; this is a low-level, but nonetheless vitally important, governmental or ‘public’ response to economic, social and technological forces of globalisation. And the outcome is that international networks are modifying in order to accommodate these new networks of sub-state officials and other actors to create another highly significant type of supranational model. For although much of this activity seems to be of an administrative nature, the connections between states in these networks are often much thicker than in more formalised treaty bodies such as UN organisations. In many ways the requirements imposed by membership of the UN are very thin compared to those imposed by other networks such as NATO, the EU and CofE, not to mention many detailed treaty commitments over territorial waters, fisheries, trade, intellectual property, knowledge transfer etc.; areas in which officials are constantly developing deeper supranational links and relationships. Further extended networks are constantly being established at the administrative level, embracing such sectors as customs, standardisation of product quality and specification, the transferability of professional qualifications etc.
 And indeed the expansion in the sharing of knowledge and the development of common approaches to development based upon established views of how services should be administered is itself yet another source of consolidation of supranational communities.

(iii) The EU: New Legal Order

A third type of inter-state community is the emergence of a new legal order in the EU. For now this is a unique arrangement but it is not inconceivable that similar models may develop elsewhere. The EU differs from other supranational networks not only on account of the deeper commitments made by its members to one another, but also because it encompasses a strongly vertical set of relations with citizens of member states made manifest in avenues for political participation and legally enforceable rights. Again the dynamic of the EU as of other supranational networks has been one of widening and deepening; new members have joined and recent treaties have sought to reduce the power of member states in favour of supranational institutions; a process culminating in the so far unsuccessful draft EU constitutional treaty.

(iv) Deeper normative linkages: the elision of legal standards through trans-system horizontal and vertical harmonisation
A corollary of the widening networks of states and state officials is enhanced moves towards legal harmonisation in many areas including trade; counter-terrorism; and more general steps towards the coordination of legal principles across legal systems. This occurs in several ways. Horizontally there is further transference of legal norms among constitutional courts through an increasingly comparativist approach to adjudication. We see this especially in human rights jurisprudence.
 Secondly, there are increased levels of vertical interaction between national courts and international courts - again human rights law is an important area - with norms being exchanged both upwards and downwards, leading to the further development of common principles across legal orders as well as legal systems. A consequence of this is a diminution in the principle of dualism in a number of traditionally dualist states,
 which leads some to argue that more than ever a fully integrated legal system in the Kelsenian sense is evolving, better equipped to meet the needs of a supranational political community.
 Thirdly, there has been a recent expansion in the number and scope of international agreements on the sharing of legal norms, processes and modes of law-enforcement. These include specific treaties on legal matters such as judiciary; trans-border policing; extradition; and transferable legal qualifications. These processes also link into enhanced contacts directly among judges and judicial bodies across jurisdictions and below the level of inter-governmentalism.
These developments can have strong cultural implications beyond the terms of the agreements themselves. For example, they can lead to a ‘soft’ sense of obligation among judiciaries across jurisdictions whereby legal decisions or normative principles laid down in one jurisdiction, are effectively followed as highly persuasive even when they are in no way binding on the receiving jurisdiction. This is so in the area of human rights where assumptions about their universality make the ideology of transferability more compelling in the eyes of many judges. Additionally the links between officials, judges, lawyers and third party interveners (again especially prominent in the human rights arena) establish relationships which also lead to greater incentives for homogenisation of legal norms and judicial attitudes.

(v) A fifth feature of growing supranationalism is the number of sub-state territorial actors who now seek a more prominent international presence. 

These groups include sub-state national societies, aboriginal nations, and regions within states. I would contend that when these groups seek to secede from their existing states then the claims they make are of little interest from the perspective of identifying new models of supranationalism. Secessionist claims do not contain any radical implications for the traditional state-based nature of the supranational community; they are simply a call to expand membership of this community to include these sub-state territories as new states. Secession in itself therefore does not challenge existing norms, institutions or modes of behaviour (although of course, if resisted by the host state, secession is generally agreed to be illegal under international law). In fact, rather than challenging the traditional state-based system of supranational affairs, a secessionist dynamic perhaps acts to consolidate the world of states and may even challenge one of the assumptions of globalisation theory, namely that the nation-state is increasingly incongruous today and is set to be replaced by the emergence of one global polity and one global demos. The resilience and indeed growth of sub-state nationalism questions this notion and seems to suggest that centrifugal forces acting upon the nation-state are as much a feature of globalisation as are the centripetal dynamics which are widely assumed to be the dominant political consequence of the globalising economy. While many observers see a seemingly inexorable process towards the end of the nation-state and the birth of supranational communities, secessionist movements have faith in the endurance of the nation-state model, and seek to establish a new one for themselves. And the fact that secessionist movements within multinational states are as likely to be sophisticated, progressive democratic political movements as any other political movement within the state means also that they cannot be dismissed as reactionary or revanchist strategies which are mired in the past and unable to face up to the march of history, accusations encapsulated famously in Michael Ignatieff’s phrase, ‘the narcissism of minor difference’.
  
However, sub-state nationalist movements, when not secessionist, do challenge some of the traditional ways in which the existing state system operates, in particular its monistic approach to its own ‘nationhood’. In this scenario sub-state national societies, rather than seeking to leave the state, call upon it to recognise its own national pluralism often through a radical revision of its constitution and its approach to international relations. These movements often seek enhanced powers within the state which go beyond the traditional division of powers in a federal system; in fact their radical demands can call for a disaggregation of the sovereign power of the state, with sovereignty to be shared by the different national societies constituting the state.
 Besides the considerable impact which such demands have at domestic constitutional level, they also hold implications for the state’s external sovereign persona vis-à-vis the rest of the world. One demand which is often made is for a right for sub-state nations to access international relations directly without the mediation of the central organs of the state. The term paradiplomacy is now increasingly used to describe this phenomenon.
 In a related way many aboriginal peoples now make radical demands for a form of self-determination which stops short of full statehood, but which nonetheless, in seeking levels of autonomy which in some ways go far beyond traditional divisions of power within federal states, has major implications for traditional doctrines of unitary statehood.
 These demands by sub-state national societies and aboriginal nations therefore hold potentially dramatic implications for the nature of international society as a society exclusively of states, and for doctrines such as state sovereignty, particularly where these doctrines are founded upon principles such as occupation and conquest. 

(vi). A sixth factor in the spread of supranational community is the growth in the number of deterritorialised actors and the increasing sophistication with which they are forging transnational relations inter se, with states, and with international organisations and institutions, a process that has been described as the birth of global civil society. These deterritorialised actors include global corporations; NGOs; and new supranational political networks including environmental movements, anti-globalisation campaigns, human rights, fair trade and anti-poverty movements etc. They seek direct access to international institutions and act as third party interveners in international law cases, internationally and domestically; and in indirect ways they seek further access through states themselves, helping to influence the policy positions of G8 actors for example. An increasing circle also develops: the more these networks grow the more successful they have been in creating greater transparency and enhanced avenues for participation in established organisations such as the EU, WTO etc. This in turns further heightens the profile of these networks, makes them seem more relevant and powerful and hence leads to an increase in civil society mobilisation; which again in turn adds to the weight they bring in seeking to gain more public access to information and in playing a more significant role in the decision-making processes of international bodies etc.

In substantive terms environmental movements for example have been successful in influencing banks and other funders of big infrastructure projects such as pipelines, roads and dams. Disarmament movements have also been highly vocal on issues such as nuclear proliferation, weapons sales by powerful states, chemical weapons and landmines. Also rights organisations are widely seen to have been instrumental in the decisions to set up the courts in Rwanda, Yugoslavia, Cambodia and Sierra Leone, as well as the ICC itself. Anti-poverty protests have recently taken on a high profile largely because they have been able to mobilise intra-state political actors including trade unions, NGOs, religious groups and many mainstream civil society bodies, all of whom combine to create a strong rainbow coalition presenting an alternative story to the neo-liberal market trend. International NGOs also forge alliances in certain situations with specific sub-state territorial groups in pursuing the same goals often for different reasons; for example, links between indigenous peoples and environmental NGOs, the former seeking autonomy and the latter a decrease in environmental degradation in the territory in question; these linkages to articulate common concerns about environmental and other issues have often been successful in bringing these issues to the attention of UN agencies and in pressurising national governments to institute reforms; the controversy over Hydro-Quebec is a prominent example as are campaigns to protect the environment of Amazonian Indians.

B) The relationship between supranationalism and cultural and legal pluralism within societies. 

The picture of supranationalism I have painted is one which embraces a widening and  deepening network of organisations, institutions, states, sub-state and trans-state actors. It is a picture of change but not of revolution; developing patterns in terms of institutions, agents and processes amend the inter-state system but do not overthrow it. There are some signs of a dispersal of power within existing international institutions; a diffusion of power - perhaps even what we traditionally conceive of as sovereign power - within states, leading to more complex international relations involving not only central government ministers but also low level state officials and, in semi-autonomous ways, sub-state nations and regions; and a multiplication in the number of significant actors accessing the supranational arena either directly at supranational level or indirectly through the disaggregating power of the state. Therefore, both the international community and the state in its dealings with it have become more porous, opening to new actors, developing more accessible and in some ways transparent processes, and developing in turn new horizontal (state to state and non-state actor to non-state actor) and vertical (state to supranational institution and non-state actor to supranational institution) dynamics. Given this connection between global governance and global polity we cannot conceive of these communities of states and the communities of non-state actors as somehow separable, particularly since individuals, NGOs and political movements within this ‘supranational civil society’ are increasingly able to access, and are structured in order best to influence, the communities of states and supranational institutions.
However, it seems that this increasingly diverse set of relations makes the idea of a unified, central system of global government a less rather than a more realistic prospect. With the multiplication of institutions, agents and processes comes a wider diversification of sites of authority and a less clear hierarchical structure among actors within these sites and across normative sites themselves, giving the impression of ‘governance without government’.
 Even the most advanced model of supranationalism, the EU, presents a very mixed picture of the prospects for macro-constitutional architecture beyond the state. Certainly it seems to offer at least the beginnings of some type of transnational community of individuals. But if this is the ultimate goal, there remain considerable political and constitutional obstacles facing such supranational state-building projects which did not confront the first modernist wave of nation-building in the late 18th-19th centuries. The new nation-states of the post-enlightenment period replaced antiquated, undemocratic relics of feudalism, and so the normative argument for the new, proto-democratic state was more easily made; now the supra-nation or supra-state communities seek a place alongside or in place of often well-established and reasonably contented national democracies, and so the attractiveness of supra-state centralisation is often less than self-evident. Secondly, 18th and 19th century (as well as post-colonial) nation-building was often imposed from on top with no democratic political traditions in place to generate resistance. State-building elites had a much freer hand in over-riding the niceties of popular consent, respect for national minorities, linguistic diversity etc. 
 Recent referendums in Europe show that the political road to integration will not, thankfully, permit such a top-down approach. In a related way, earlier periods of nation-building were generally accepted as politically progressive, and as such they attracted political support across the political spectrum. This is not the case with globalisation or further integration in Europe each of which in fact face opposition from popular fronts combining left and right. Thirdly, in the 18th and 19th centuries warfare played a huge part in uniting disparate communities within the state in order to resist external threats; there was no shortage of regional enemies who provided a ready-made source for a new patriotism, as the development of militaristic Prussian nationalism in the 19th century shows. One assumes that attempts to construct elaborate supranational governmental structures such as a deeper EU will not be based upon outward-looking aggressiveness and the instillation of an ‘us’ and ‘them’ mentality, although the hardening of a western, liberal, civic European identity in the face of Islamic extremism may provide one analogous, and unfortunate, context for the development of a nascent European supranational identity. 
(i) Difficulties in establishing supranational democracy

At EU level there have been considerable difficulties faced in attempting to alleviate the problem of democratic deficit and in locating/forging some kind of pan-continental demos; these would surely constitute far greater hurdles at a global level. What remains a crucial question is the extent to which people actually seek to make their political presence in the supranational environment felt directly through supranational political agencies, as opposed to through the medium of their own state or sub-state national society. It seems that despite the developing consciousness of globalisation as an economic fact, political mobilisation and engagement within civil society remains overwhelmingly an intra-state activity. Even at European level there are very mixed results when surveys are taken of the extent to which supranational entities such as the EU are replacing or even competing with the state as focus for the loyalty and identity of most people. It may be argued that in strategic terms this is inevitable given the control held over the pathways of access to international institutions and processes by the nation-state; but whatever the reason there seems to be no realistic prospect today of a centralised programme of global government winning popular endorsement. Nonetheless, important decisions are increasingly being taken by actors operating at supranational level. This leads to an inevitable paradox. Although many people resist the idea of global government as undemocratic, without some way of formalising the governmental structures which already influence international affairs there is much less prospect of calling these agencies and networks to democratic account. The European Union is a model here, and although not perfect, it has created a set of institutions which at some level are accountable and even subject to popular approval. It is also an interesting case study in that responsibility for ensuring implementation of community policy in a uniform manner is in the first instance devolved to national officials. It is however difficult to see how in any comparable way democracy and transparency can be made to penetrate the otherwise messy pluralism of multiple supranational communities at global level.
 Instead, efforts to add legitimacy to other sites of supranational governance must rely upon ad hoc attempts to improve the representativeness, accountability, and transparency of each particular process and institution, one by one, in ways suitable to its form. 
As has been mentioned in Part A, within certain international institutions there are some moves towards improve pathways of accountability and transparency. It has also been mentioned that certain commentators have identified the emergence of some form of global administrative law. If these developments continue then this might provide the basis for some global sense of the rule of law not only in terms of substantive international law, but also in terms of the procedures by which international institutions and networks of state operate in implementing that law and in making decisions; and one aspect of this may be more formalised rules of transparency.
 But serious questions remain despite the Millennium initiative at the UN. For example: Do these really promise a stronger voice on the Security Council for other states beside the P-5? Will there be opportunities for improved participation for other states, in particular weaker states, throughout UN institutions? And how likely is it that a stronger voice might be extended to NGOs? Already the International Labour Organisation offers some concept of stakeholding through a tripartite system of representation involving states, business and labour organisations; and even the WTO has a civil society forum now. Only time will tell if further steps along these lines will develop more broadly across central supranational institutions.
Pluralism, and hence the democratic validity of supranational relations, would also be enhanced by enlarging the opportunities for paradiplomacy within the state. There are various ways in which this type of subsidiarity could be developed: one would be to give sub-state territories a stronger voice within the state in the making of foreign policy; another would be to permit sub-state representatives on occasion to appear in place of central government at international meetings, or to attend jointly with central government representatives; and a third step would be to allow sub-state national societies and regions to develop an independent realm of international relations in areas within their exclusive devolved jurisdiction. The latter two measures would depend also upon the willingness of other states, networks of states and international institutions to be open to such developments. Some states may be reluctant here as they might feel that such a concession to other states would lead to enhanced demands from sub-state territories within their own states. But for paradiplomacy to be fully effective a commitment by all states and supranational fora would be needed.
(ii) Is there a prospect of supranational citizenship?
A related issue is citizenship and here again we might ask whether there is room to develop pluralism further in terms of the ways in which citizens relate to the different levels of polity which affect their lives.
 This is a thorny question because citizenship is traditionally conceived in monistic terms as mapping neatly onto existing notions of state sovereignty in a ‘one state, one citizenship’ model. By this formulation citizenship is contained within the territorial boundaries of the state and is subject to the state’s exclusive legal authority. One area of change is in the way the rights and duties of citizens are now exercised within Europe. The idea of European citizenship which emerged at Maastricht offers a potentially radical challenge to traditional conceptualisations. However, there are doubts as to whether the idea of European citizenship has had a real impact in terms of pluralizing relations between citizens and the polities to which they belong, and on the perceptions of citizens as to where their citizenship lies. 
In general the idea of citizenship adhered to by states is tied closely to their notion of sovereignty, and to address sovereignty in an empirically comprehensive way we need to conceive of it as defining the relationship between law and politics within a democratic polity.
  A second relationship is also central to conceptions of sovereignty: namely the bond between citizens and sovereign. This relational idea of sovereignty which combines legal and political dimensions frees the concept from the strait-jacket of heavily positivist legal theory and permits citizenship to be conceived also in a functional sense: i.e., in terms of the roles citizenship performs in practice; how the concept of citizenship is conceived of by citizens themselves; and how citizens’ perceptions of their own citizenship(s) change. This relational and functional conception of citizenship therefore allows for the idea of citizenship to be pluralized in the context of different sites of authority, identity and loyalty; which is, I would submit, a more appropriate frame for an age of ‘constitutional pluralism’ than existing positivist, monistic conceptions of legal citizenship. Much of the current debate on the changing role of the state has involved discussions of ‘post-sovereignty’ (Neil MacCormick) or ‘late-sovereignty’ (Neil Walker). Scholars in this tradition address the interaction of different legal orders today, focussing on the possibility of rival sovereign sites and the emergence of new and sui generis supranational models of polity (most obviously the EU itself). A very useful theoretical framework for considering citizenship in the context of constitutional pluralism is that of Joseph Carens.
 Although heavily normative, his book also demonstrates in empirical terms how the citizen’s sense of self and of belonging is much more complex than traditional unitary conceptions of citizenship envisage. 

From these functionalist and pluralist premises I think it may be possible to develop (although I make no attempt here to do so) a theoretical framework from which to examine available empirical data on the ways in which the relations of citizenship, the functions of citizenship, and the subjective perceptions of citizenship are shifting in an age of constitutional pluralism in Europe and perhaps even globally.
 I would submit that the scope for pluralising citizenship should be explored by breaking it into three functional components which envisage the citizen as ‘owner’; ‘member’ and ‘participant’. The former idea emerges from European republican traditions of the nation-state as a demos of citizens and not of subjects, whereby the nation-state belongs to the citizens who created it. Relevant questions in this respect include: How, if at all, are patterns of identity/loyalty shifting today across different polities – supra-state, state and sub-state levels? Are they diversifying and multiplying? There has been research undertaken here on national identity but perhaps less upon the more abstract notion of citizenship. Is there a need for more detailed work here, applying but modifying ‘Moreno’-type analysis? What about patterns of identity among ‘new citizens’, with mixed patterns of identity developing among, for example, immigrant groups – Asian, English, British, European. Which of these are ‘cultural’, which ‘national’, and which ‘citizenship’ identities? Secondly, in respect of the citizen as ‘member’ important questions include: are supra-state and sub-state political and legal orders challenging/replacing the state as a focus for the citizen in terms of the functions, rights and duties we associate with citizenship? Related to this, who controls entry to citizenship, according citizenship to new members and determining the status of refugees and asylum seekers? Who provides citizens with essential economic, social and civic services? How do the different levels of governance assert legal control over citizenship-related matters? What disputes result? What are the perceptions among citizens of where service provision emanates from, and where it should emanate from? How do attitudes towards citizenship change as the functional roles of different levels of government change? The third issue concerns the citizen as ‘participant’. Important questions in this connection include: What changes are taking place in patterns of political participation? Certainly we can address this in terms of voting across the different electoral levels (EU/state/sub-state). But can we identify the mobilisation of political behaviour at global level? What patterns of participation can be detected: for example, party membership and party activity at supranational levels; broader involvement by individuals in political activity and civic citizenship, and involvement in interest groups and other NGOs etc.? What do these developments indicate about perceptions of citizenship? What issues arise from the use of courts at regional and global levels? Does political/litigious activity affect the participants’ sense of identity and even of their citizenship? Does it affect how elite actors think about citizenship?

All of these questions feed into a broader theoretical enquiry about the nature of the demos which is already so widely discussed in the European context. From empirical work in the above areas light may be cast upon whether new identity and loyalty patterns are being established at supranational level as well as drawing out any apparent tensions or contradictions in these developments. 
C) How does one deal with the potential for homogenization, for imposition, in supranational community?  Are there models of supranational community, internationalization or globalization that escape the imperial label? 
It is clear that state and sub-state polities continue to perform very significant roles for the citizen in material, social and psychological terms. It is in light of this extensive functional apparatus that caution is required before we imagine that a ‘supranational community’ can even in time replace these local polities both as context of choice
 and as imagined community
 for the citizen. There is also a tension at a theoretical level between theories of supranational democracy and national democracy in that moves towards supranational governance for critics such as Kymlicka may undermine or even extinguish local democracy.
 In the absence of a supranational community of citizens developing at the horizontal level, the alternative idea of a community of national societies seems to be more intuitively attractive given that it allows people to interact within supranational communities either individually or through the medium of their own state which continues to attract their primary identity and loyalty.
 
The mediation of national interests through the national society allows these people certain protections, in particular the benefits of legal sovereign equality which attach to all states regardless of size or strength. It also allows for enhanced pluralism at sub-state level, branching out inter-national interaction to sub-state nations and regions; here a Europe of the regions was one proto-model adopted by the EU, although it has not in the end been developed very far through the Committee of the Regions etc. It is also important to find ways to give non-territorial actors and networks a voice. In sum this is an organic model, allowing people to mobilise politically within their primary demos while accessing other polities and supranational communities of which they are part or wish to be part both directly through political involvement and indirectly through their state or sub-state national societies. Another issue is social cohesion; this is arguably enhanced by membership in local polities and compromised by globalisation. As Scholte argues: ‘Globalisation has often unsettled bonds of collective solidarity through the state and the nation.  Community, social integration, the sense of belonging, and social guarantees of minimum welfare - as vital aspects of human security - have weakened in consequence.’
 Furthermore, in some ways leaving societies to navigate their way without coercion will also help avoid threats to stability, peace and security which arise when peoples feel put upon. Huntingdon and others warn of a clash of civilisations. Whether or not this is a real fear, forced homogenisation would certainly seem to exacerbate such inter-cultural tensions as do exist today.

A commitment to multi-level pluralism may also help encourage a gradual disaggregation of sovereignty or at least of constitutional responsibility in those states where there are real demands for sub-state national societies and regions to develop an international voice within supranational communities. States themselves would also have freedom to disperse certain of the traditional functional roles of the state upwards to new sites of authority. In this sense people may be represented on the supranational frame by a number of polities: their region or sub-state national society for certain international activity such as cultural matters; the state for other purposes such as defence; and by a larger state or supranational body such as the EU for other purposes including aspects of macro-economic policy. In terms of enforcement of rights there will also be various sites: sub-state; state; ECHR; EU; HRC etc.

In such a multi-layered plural model cosmopolitan attachments would be encouraged not discouraged; with globalised networks of non-state political movements constantly developing networks of civil society, these should be offered a greater voice in both supranational organisations and looser networks of states. As their influence grows so will the likelihood that people will seek to access them, join them and in turn help them to influence further international affairs. Establishing pluralism as a normative principle to be encouraged from the local level upwards creates an alternative moral agenda with which to resist homogenising agencies which can be used to force harmonisation of values, legal standards and policies by dominant forces, be these powerful states, networks of states or international institutions. One source of possibly coercive homogenisation which has been touched upon emerges through developing technology and the control of knowledge and its transfer. Powerful states or corporations often monopolise the technology which weak states need; and so the sharing of this can come with powerful conditions attached. Seemingly beneficial assistance can be a Trojan horse with which to impose values etc. In this light we must be cautious in assessing the attractiveness of sub-state bureaucratic networks. Slaughter’s idea of increased intergovernmentalism through the disaggregated state contains much that seems beneficial but we must ask, will governments be competitive rather than cooperative?  What are the incentives not to represent simply domestic interests? Will powerful states use these networks to dominate weaker states? It has been noted above that since the Cold War ended the developing world is now much weaker and less able to resist these dynamics. A mere commitment to pluralism of course cannot be guaranteed to resist this, but it at least offers a normative principle with which a weaker state might attempt to argue against the imposition of values which are otherwise presented as universal goods.
 

A commitment to pluralism would also challenge the ways in which recognition of new states can be used politically. In fact many actually see the political use of recognition in this way as a positive development. For example, Slaughter believes that government networks are an avenue through which to deal with undesirable behaviour in other states and by which members can be socialised to behave properly. And in pursuit of this she actively advocates that admission to the international community be conditioned on meeting specified criteria.
 But one danger here is that recognition can be used not to ensure new members comply with international law but to guarantee that they behave in a manner desirable to powerful states, such as opening themselves to trade and potential exploitation by powerful states and corporations. It has also been noted that the next step from regulating admission criteria is to impose new obligations on existing states such as a duty to have a democratic state. Undoubtedly democracy is the most attractive model of government but to impose such a norm denies pluralism and can also be exploited by the powerful to interfere further in the economic and social affairs of weak states. It is also the case that there is no legal principle in international law requiring states to be democratic.
 As Jackson argues, democracy, although of fundamental importance to North Americans and Europeans, is not a universally accepted core value to be found in world politics at the present time. He lists values which he says are genuinely core: peace, order, political independence, state equality, religious and cultural freedom, coexistence, self-determination, and reciprocity are among the most prominent. It is important to note that self-determination, although in political theory often associated strongly with the rhetoric of democracy, is in terms of international law a different concept altogether. It entitles a people to live independently and in doing so to construct the form of government they choose. Self-determination is a peremptory norm of international law whereas democracy is not a legal norm at all. 
A further question is whether states and international institutions should use financial aid, loans etc. to pressurise states to be democratic and respect human rights. Recent work by a number of theorists of international relations such as Thomas Pogge and Henry Shue contends that the legitimacy of state sovereignty is or ought to be contingent upon the propriety of state behaviour.
 The prescriptive approaches taken by these two thinkers offer models of regulation of state conduct which would qualify respectively the capacity and the competence of state sovereignty. Shue suggests that the legal concept of sovereignty is a liberty not a right. His approach serves to restrict positivist notions of a state’s legal competence; it revisits what is meant by the legal dimension of sovereignty and suggests that it is in fact a more restricted concept than is often appreciated. Pogge on the other hand proposes a model of regulation which would restrict a state’s scope for economic and political activity through the relationships offered to that state by the international legal community. This would not undermine the legal competence of the state but would restrict the state’s scope for manoeuvre in political terms; in other words, its capacity to engage in trade and other international relations. Both Shue and Pogge fall back upon the need for change in international institutions. Shue’s human rights agenda depends upon improved enforcement mechanisms; while Pogge turns to notions of ‘democratic panels’ to regulate more effectively economic intercourse among states. Jackson also sees nothing intrinsically wrong in this type of idea: ‘Making democratization a condition of external financial aid in the present international community would not be democratic crusading because it would not trespass on the basic norm of state sovereignty and non-intervention. What it would be is democratic proselytizing and there is nothing wrong with that in current international practice. Western governments can be missionaries for democracy. What they cannot be are soldiers for democracy.’
 However, this distinction between financial interference and military interference does seem to be overly simplistic. The brutal economic sanctions against Iraq are one example of strong non-military coercion which can be brought to bear by international institutions and powerful states. Another example is that at the time of the South Korean general election in 1997, following the East Asian crash, both candidates for the presidency were requested by the IMF to sign a confidential declaration to abide by the conditions of its proposed financial rescue package, no matter what the outcome of the election would be.
 
There is another danger in homogenisation by powerful states in pursuit of a world built in their own image, and that is further exclusion of sub-state and non-state actors. Not only may weaker states be further marginalised but sub-state actors such as sub-state national societies and aboriginal peoples may find a voice difficult to find amid centralising demands for homogenised systems of government, internationally compatible economies and universally acceptable financial systems.
Concluding remarks
Although supranational activity is ever-growing, it seems that in order to maximise the opportunities for self government people should so far as possible be able to access supranational communities through their state or sub-state nation or region. In fact a number of radical thinkers today actively reject any model of global governance in place of devolution of power to self-governing communities, arguing that direct democracy at the local level is the only true democracy.
 In this sense supranational regionalism is more attuned to local needs than globalism. For example, many see the social model of the EU as more reflective of the particular cultural and political traditions of Europe than the free market American model.
 Again the specificities of different regional traditions are evident in human rights treaties such as the African [Banjul] Charter on Human and Peoples' Rights, the ECHR etc.
 Many international agreements are sensitive to national difference and to subsidiarity. An example is the Rome statute of the International Criminal Court which encourages devolution of power in that in the first instance the onus to prosecute alleged criminals falls upon the state, and only if this is not done will it revert to the Court. And in terms of respecting difference it leaves to states the decision whether or not to adopt universal jurisdiction. In conclusion, the resurgence in demands for greater local democracy evident in recent times at both state and sub-state levels, suggests that in attempts to foster supranational community, self-government and democracy are best done, and perhaps can only be done, at the local level; diversity today among peoples shows no sign of dissipating and as such subsidiarity is the most appropriate means with which to accommodate this; in short, in a globalising age the local demos may be the only feasible site where participatory politics might be reclaimed and the homogenising tendencies of economic globalisation resisted.
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