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Abstract:

Agony: 'the struggle that precedes death', 'an intense pain of body or mind', 'a violent struggle or contest'. Or is the international union movement simply suffering the discomfort of sitting on the razor wire of globalisation, whilst neo-liberal institutions of capital, state, ecological destruction and warfare are on the one side and the global justice movement is on the other? A series of events in 2001 reveal institutionalized international unionism to be still sitting on the fence. These are, in chronological order: The Bangkok Roundtable on labour and globalisation in March; The September terrorist attack on the USA, and the October war against Afghanistan; and the November conference of the World Trade Organisation in Dohar. 

The ambiguities of international union behaviour in relation to each of these suggest that the international unions are caught between the national-industrial-colonial labour internationalism model of the 20th century and the networked solidarity model represented by the global justice movement. 

Sections

1. Introduction: 

2. Bangkok: How Not to Dialogue with the Global Justice Movement

3. USA and Aghanistan: Back to National-Industrial-Colonial Union Internationalism

4. Doha and the World: A Failed Lobby, a Half-Hearted Demonstration

5. International Labour Culture and Communications: The Future as Hostage to the Past

6. Another Reformism is Possible but Radical-Democracy is Necessary

7. Conclusion: Talking Across Difference in an Interconnected World of Labour

Organized labour must begin to assume its role as the leader of civil society in every nation…[The International Confederation of Free Trade Unions] will organize strategic planning workshops with affiliates and major NGOs to map out better a comprehensive approach to co-ordinating work on trade union rights. (ICFTU 2000)

What principles might we be aiming at for the international (internationalist) organization of the economy and society? […] Learning to talk across difference in an interconnected world might be one step towards imagining an alternative form of globalization. (Massey 2000)

1. Introduction: ???


On the one hand we have above a claim or proposal from the position of what I will be calling Institutionalised Union Internationalism (UIU). It is set out in terms of an institutional relationship (unions with non-governmental organizations – NGOs), to deal with one particular, if crucial issue, for IUI, trade union rights. On the other hand we have a reflection on the first international encounter of what I will call the Global Justice Movement (GJM) from the position of someone prominently involved with this. Finally, we have a reflection, from an academic, socialist and feminist, a specialist also on labour, that could be addressed to both of these. This is one of procedural principle.


In what follows I will be considering how UIU related to the GJM in the year 2001. I will be looking at a number of events that throw a light on the matter. These will be, in Section, 2) the Bangkok Roundtable on labour and globalisation in March; 3) the September terrorist attack on the USA and the October war against Afghanistan; 4) the November 9 conference of the World Trade Organisation in Dohar, Qatar. In so far as the GJM has demonstrated the increasing centrality to international/ist social movements of information and communication technology, I will also consider, 5) the problematic progress of international labour networking. The Conclusion, 6) will consider both the content and form of an international/ist Left relevant to a Globalised Networked Capitalist disorder.

Background: From debate to discussion?

With the international union initiative for the Bangkok Roundtable, it seems to me, we have taken a further step, or at least turned to a new space and mode of exchange. This little event was, after all, structured so as to include not simply unions, or the broader labour movement, but 1) labour-oriented non-governmental organizations (NGOs were considered, until at least the Social Summit of 1995, as less than equal partners by the ICFTU), and 2) social movements beyond those of wage-labour. The event was hosted by Focus on the Global South (FGS), a Bangkok-based NGO concerned with alternative development serving and involving the global poor; and by the Friedrich Ebert Stiftung (FES), a research, action and funding agency linked to the German social-democratic party and unions. The ICFTU, it should be stressed, took the original initiative, selected FGS as the host, and was responsible for the agenda. 

There were, to my mind, certain major limitations to the event. The role of Thai unions, social movements and NGOs here was largely that of observers. And whilst major national/regional social movements did participate fully (e.g. landless and indigenous peoples from Latin America!), and expressed themselves with self-confidence, the politics of international labour is hardly a matter about which they are informed. It is therefore necessary to find out what, if anything, they gained from the gathering.

The purpose of the Roundtable was to consider the problems of labour under globalization; past attempts at, and obstacles to, common work between the named parties on labour questions; and the forms and areas of more fruitful collaboration in the future. In order to maximize the freedom of the interchange - between and amongst whom relations are still often tense - the participants were not to be considered representatives and the event was off the record. But, if there was to be no publicity, video, press or photographers, this was hardly a closed-door - far less a secret  - event: an informative meeting with Thai NGOs, unions and movements was held before the Roundtable, various Thai visitors attended it, apparently at will, and minutes were kept, to be circulated for approval later.
 

This would seem to represent a significant step forward from the meeting between the ICFTU and the Third World Network (TWN) held at the Singapore Ministerial Meeting of the World Trade Organization (WTO), 1996. That closed-door event was more of a negotiation than a dialogue, with 10 selected representatives from each side. There the ICFTU was taken to represent the world’s workers, and the TWN Third World peoples. The ICFTU was arguing for advancing human rights by working within the existing interstate structures, the TWN for the transformation of these in the interests of Third World development (for the meeting see O’Brien 2000, for the TWN, Wahl 1998). This negotiation was unsuccessful, it seems to me, because of asymmetries between the two parties, as well as the fact that each party’s image of both the self and the other were problematic (at least in terms of advancing global solidarity in the face of the WTO). Such asymmetries and ambiguities between parties claiming to represent or contribute to a new global civil society, suggest the need for the following: dialogue rather than confrontation; openness; and a readiness to not only rethink but even to transform oneself as a result of such. We will see whether the Roundtable revealed a movement in this direction. 

Behind (or beneath) the Roundtable, and cropping up uninvited, was the ‘Social Clause’. This is the common name for the strategy of many inter/national union organizations, and many Northern NGOs to give high priority to the winning of ‘Core Labour Rights’ through the WTO.
 Given that many other NGOs and social movements accord similar priority to the blocking, shrinking, closing-down or replacement of the WTO, this issue has led to considerable tension internationally, as well as to public controversy – some of it in the new alternative international public sphere provided by the Web. Previously perceived, sometimes also by participating bodies, as a ‘Union v. NGO’, ‘Worker v. Middle Class’ or ‘North v. South’ issue, this is not how it expressed itself at the Roundtable. Major Southern unions endorse or accept the ICFTU/ITS
 strategy, including one present at the Roundtable. So do major Northern NGOs, again including at least one present. That differences here did not prevent the reaching of a short final agreement (Bangkok Roundtable 2001, Appendix 3) may have been due to common recognition of the complex and contradictory nature of the Social Clause issue and the alliance supporting it.

New language from old unions: the class, the street, and the new internationalism

Before returning to the programme, I have to say something about the readings prepared by FGS, and other materials brought and distributed by participants. These are the hard data participants carry back to their constituencies, and which provide information not necessarily presented round the table. The pack was diverse but unbalanced, with maybe one-third focused on the Social Clause.
 Although these materials included a forceful defence of the ICFTU/ITS strategy by one Roundtable participant, it may have been unfortunate that such a large proportion of the pack concentrated on a controversial issue that was not actually on the agenda! Another group of papers dealt with matters of particular concern to FGS: 1) criticism of the international financial institutions, 2) support for the rising global anti-globalization movement, and from the Global Social Forum which had just taken place in Porto Alegre, Brazil, 3) suggestions of alternative international(ist) strategies and models (Bello and Bullard 2001):

What is deglobalization?

We are not talking about withdrawing from the international economy.

We are speaking about reorienting our economies from production for export to production for the local market[…]

We are talking, moreover, about a strategy that consciously subordinates the logic of the market, the pursuit of cost efficiency to the values of security, equity, and social solidarity. We are speaking…about re-embedding the economy in society, rather than having society driven by the economy.

The last major group of papers seemed to represent the tripartite/developmentalist worldview shared by the ILO and the ICFTU/ITSs but, with exceptions (e.g. UNI Asia and Pacific 2000), these did not address the subject of the Roundtable directly. 

Union participants nonetheless brought two striking samples of recent inter/national union materials. The first was a strip book on (well, really, against) globalization produced by the Public Services International (2001). A ‘reality strip’, based on and quoting real workers, unionists and NGO activists from North and South, this imaginatively drawn and innovative strip book argued for an alternative model of globalization, serving popular needs, brought about by an alliance of unions and NGOs. In the Introduction we find this slogan:

Class-awareness is knowing which side of the barricades you are on: class-consciousness is knowing who is there with you.(General Secretary, Hans Engelberts in PSI 2001).

Toward the end it quotes Giampiero Aldaheff, of Solidar (a social-democratic development and justice NGO), and a Roundtable participant, stating:

Trade unions and NGOs took their fight to the WTO, the World Bank and the IMF. The key was in making new alliances and working together, overcoming old mistrusts and finding the common ground…Despite being gassed, shot at and beaten, we shut down the opening ceremony, prevented Clinton’s address to the delegates’ gala, won over the press, and disrupted the closing sessions to the point of leaving them without an agenda for the next ministerial conference. But mainly, we established a global people’s coalition. (Public Services International 2001:27).

This is heady stuff from bodies better known for their devotion to social partnership with capital and state than class alliance and warfare against such.
 

The second item was a series of press releases from the American AFL-CIO, presenting speeches by John Sweeney, its President. Most striking of all was his address to a panel at the World Economic Forum in Davos – an event, it should be recalled, being denounced and countered by demonstrators in the streets there, and by the Global Social Forum in Porto Alegre. Sweeney said:

[T]he title of this forum, ‘Addressing the Backlash Against Globalization’ is a dis-service to the discussion.

What we witness is not a backlash, but birth pangs. And it is not against globalization, but for a new internationalism.

This movement for a new internationalism is building from the bottom up, not the top down. It features democratic protest, not corporate deals. Its forum is the public square, not the boardroom. And its promise is to remake the global economy so that it begins to work for working people all over the world. (AFL-CIO 2001b)

What is being projected here is – to paraphrase the title of a not-unrelated book (Mort 1998) about the transformation of the AFL-CIO since 1995 - Not Your Father’s International Union Movement. And whilst radical anti-globalizers will be quick to find signs here of the continued presence of father, they will perhaps also understand why the ICFTU, its associates and affiliates were interested in the Bangkok Roundtable in the first place.

‘Workers, landless, indigenous, anti-globalisers, academics and NGOs of the world, unite!?’

Although the initial intention was to have only 20-30 participants, interest was apparently so high that this increased to 40-50 (Appendix 2). There was a remarkable breadth and quality of participation, with leading inter/national union officials, NGO and social movement leaders, from North and South, and sufficient experienced, leading and vocal women for their under-representation (14 out of 46) to be less than customarily noticeable. Union and NGO leaders were evenly represented, but there were only 6-7 participants who could be characterized as primarily social movement leaders/activists. Three or four participants were academics/researchers, and there was a representative of the ILO. The under-representation of social movement people was, again, less noticeable than it might have been, given the overlap of the categories. I missed only the presence of the (ex-Communist) East and the impact of women’s/feminist NGOs working on women’s labour.

From the NGOs there were, of course, people from FGS and the FES, from the earlier-mentioned Solidar, and from several local NGOs. 

Social movement activists were present from Thailand and elsewhere in the region, but also from two major Latin American movements - of the landless in Brazil, and of indigenous peoples (and allied movements) in Ecuador.  Also present was a Frenchman active in the anti-globalization movement nationally and internationally.

Amongst notable union participants were top officials of the ICFTU and one of the International Trade Secretariats (ITSs), as well as one from the Trade Union Advisory Committee (TUAC) – a consultative office of the Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development). In so far as this trio appeared to speak with one voice, I will refer to them as Traditional Institutionalised Union Internationalisms/ists (TIUI). But this can only be done whilst recognizing that this phenomenon is an increasingly ambiguous – even contradictory - one, and that there were also present ICFTU-affiliated bodies and individuals with differing postures, such as the international officers of the Brazilian, South Korean and US unions, and certain unionists from South/South-East Asia itself. 

The programme consisted of four plenary sessions: 

· Key challenges confronting trade unions, NGOs and social movements in a globalized world;

· Trade unions, NGOs and social movements: reflections on cooperation and interaction in the last decade;

· Globalizing social justice, democratizing international trade and finance: mechanisms, institutions and alternatives;

· The way forward: how to build a common agenda on workers, development and globalization.

In so far as the minutes of the Roundtable were not available to me at time of completing this paper, I will concentrate on the fourth and final session.


Speakers here included: Barbara Shailor, head of international relations at the AFL-CIO; Christophe Aguiton, the activist from the French and international anti-globalization movement (with a background in the French autonomous shopfloor union movement, SUD), Kjeld Jacobsen of the Brazilian CUT union center; Gerard Greenfield, who has worked both for the Canadian Auto Workers (CAW), which is anti-WTO and for international labour-oriented NGOs; and myself. Barbara Shailor had decided that the best contribution she could make to this session on international(ist) strategy was to talk about the new labour rights campaign being organized by her national organization. This turned out to be a wise decision, given that the AFL-CIO seems to have finally decided to bring its international labour rights concerns back home, by proposing, amongst other things, that the ILO Charter of Core Labour Rights be posted in every workplace in the USA!
 Christophe Aguiton proposed a series of areas of possible collaboration between the movements and across the world. These were the following: cancellation of third world debt; opposition to any new round of WTO negotiations; introduction of the Tobin Tax (a tiny percentage of global financial transactions, simultaneously damping down such movements and raising considerable funds for development purposes); rejection of the World Bank and IMF.
  I added here one more: an international labour rights campaign (see further below), modeled on that of the international women’s movement. There was no positive response by TIUI to these proposals. 

From discussion to dialogue?

Although there were, of course, three parties present at the Roundtable, this paper is, as already indicated, concerned with international labour’s global dialogue. The equally problematic NGOs and social movements must therefore be left out of consideration. These seem to me to have, in any case, been subject to more extensive (self) criticism (Klein 2001, Wahl 1998a, b, 2001, Waterman 2001c). So what I want to do here is to place the Roundtable back into the context and orientation provided by the Introduction. This means considering at least: 

· TIUI orientations: to what extent is TIUI moving beyond its identification with free trade, growth and ‘social partnership’ with capital and state;

· TIUI operational style: to what extent is TIUI surpassing a power-politiking, diplomatic, lobby-oriented, diplomatic style of behaviour;

· Implications of the Roundtable for the future of TIUI.

Changing TIUI orientations

Amory Starr who, as I earlier stated, considers the union movement to be part of the ‘globalization from below’ tendency, nonetheless criticizes it as follows 
For the most part, even the most international new labour movements rarely think beyond the corporate form. They do not aim to reorganize work, but to re-establish the social contract…There are few signs of broader anti-corporatism…Corporations are sites for delivery of social justice; there is nothing inherently wrong with them as institutions. Unions make no critique of industrialization, centralization, standardization, consumption, ecological limits or growth…Unions’ vision of economic life is entirely dependent on corporations. Unions are not putting resources into developing alternatives to ‘jobs’ as a source of economic security. (Starr 2000: 92-3)

There was, in Bangkok little or no indication of a movement beyond such an orientation, even from the most radical unions present. Indeed, informal discussion suggested that TIUI was rather hoping that the two other parties might meet it halfway somewhere. Given, however, that the international anti-corporate movement is one that represents, precisely, a development beyond 20th century social movement understandings of the world and how to change it (the labour/socialist and/or nationalist/populist), it appears, to me, rather to represent either a challenge or an invitation to 19th-20th century TIUI to adopt, or adapt to, the new understandings the anti-corporate movement offers. Let me qualify this: it could be argued that TIUI is adapting to, or adopting, some of the understandings of the new social movements (e.g. women’s/feminist) and anti-globalization movements. But this is rather by adding these to traditional understandings than by making an explicit break with its century-long practices. The reaching-out is possibly suggested by my initial quotation from the ICFTU. But the document from which it is drawn also implies that union rights violations are a Southern problem (10 or more Southern states are named, not one Northern one). This, in turn, suggests the extent to which the TIUI understanding of labour rights is informed by an increasingly self-limiting or even self-defeating 20th century labour paternalism. This could, with little exaggeration, be summarised as follows:

We, the developed unions from the developed world, need to defend the weak, underdeveloped workers and unions of the non-Western world; particularly their vulnerable women and children; whether they have themselves demanded this or need to be enlightened about the matter by us. In this endeavour we can and will take advantage of the financial aid, political help and trade policies of liberal-democratic states and elites, of reasonable multinationals, and of the international community - as represented by any TNC or inter-state agency accessible to us.

One can find the roots of such contemporary Northern union attitudes in those of German labour ‘solidarity with savages’ in 1900 (Mergner 1988), or Dutch socialist relations with the colonial world between the two world wars (Tichelman 1988).
 An explicit TIUI critique of, or breach with, this tradition is yet to be made.

Changing TIUI style of operation

A leading Brazilian union officer, who also participated in the Roundtable, has said of the ICFTU, that its

leadership structure paradoxically copies the very Bolshevik model of the regimes which ‘free trade unionism’ so vehemently opposes. This clandestine industry-based structure, devised by the Russian Social-Democratic Workers’ Party at the beginning of last century (1903), consisting of congress delegates, a central committee and a general secretary, is largely reflected in the hierarchy of both the ICFTU and the WFTU [World Federation of Trade Unions]…However, 83 years after the fall of the czar, in a climate of democracy and pluralism, this is an outdated structure for an international trade union organization. It needs to be changed to reflect the composition of the membership and the world in which we live. Hardly any of the national organizations retain such a centralized leadership structure, and even many of the ITSs and at least one regional organization, ORIT, have already modified their structures so as to broaden the leadership and spread the power and responsibilities, at least minimally. (Jakobsen 2001: 369).


Whilst reference here is only to leadership structure, this has predictable implications for all internal relations, and for external relations, including behaviour at the Roundtable itself. The union people caucused twice, for a couple of hours, once before and once during the event. The intention, apparently, was to act as a united bloc in the face of: 1) the NGOs and/or social movements, 2) certain positions held by other participants about the IFIs, or even, 3) against certain individuals. It must be said, however, that no particular effort was made to conceal such caucusing, which those involved seemed to consider quite normal.
 The strategem was ineffective, and this for one or both of two reasons. The first is that whilst the major representatives of TIUI might themselves have had one common view or purpose, other unions (or other union people) did not necessarily share these, and some revealed themselves as either having quite separate experiences/proposals, or as critics of traditional ICFTU strategies. The second reason is that such a strategem is not really relevant to a situation in which there was no opposing ‘party’ or ‘position’ (contrast Singapore 1996), but a range and variety of such, from people who are not only in a posture of dialogue amongst themselves but concerned to create a relationship of mutual trust. Whilst, therefore, the decision of the ICFTU to create this forum implied dialogue, the behaviour assumed debate. Perhaps what was here achieved was something between - a discussion?


I have, in earlier writings mentioned above, made something of the distinction between debate (the continuation of warfare by verbal means), discussion (in which parties listen to each other), and dialogue (in which parties learn from each other, or in which the initial subject matter/discourse is surpassed). I have also argued for the necessity of the third of these within the international labour movement, as well as for the creation of fora appropriate to such dialogue. The Bangkok Roundtable certainly provided a forum that was both new and appropriate. But if I have elsewhere encouraged the belief that either 1) dialogue alone is a guarantee of progress toward a renewed international labour movement, or that 2) it implies mutual self-transformation, or the reaching of a common synthesis, then Bangkok leads me to other conclusions, or at least propositions. 

Let us recall here one of the Brecher, Costello and Smith positions:

· the necessity for a multi-level strategy (local, national, regional, global), with a dialectical inter-relation between these; of recognizing the tensions within this ‘movement in creation’, to be dealt with by dialogue, mutual aid, common norms, joint struggles, cultural accommodation and conflict attenuation.

Here five conditions follow ‘dialogue’. ‘Mutual aid’ and ‘joint struggles’ are things to be demonstrated on the street rather than in the conference hall. What of the ‘common norms’ revealed within or declared by the Roundtable? The Joint Report (Appendix 3) suggests both new explicit recognitions on the part of TIUI and certain concessions by the anti-globalizers:

· The serious threats and risks posed by certain WTO rules to development, social, labour, gender and environmental concerns.
· The importance of promoting, respecting and realizing fundamental worker rights and other human rights by all relevant means including action at the appropriate international institutions.  (My stress – PW)
I am not sure whether it would not have been better, for both parties, if the declaration had noted the differences rather than papering them over. Better, in other words, if the document had recorded the distance still existing between TIUI and the anti-corporate movement. At issue here is what dialogue implies for social transformation.

Ruth Levitas (2000), reminds us of the necessity of combining visions of a post-capitalist society (place and space) with a dialogical utopianism (process). She also reminds us, however, that an undifferentiated notion of dialogical transformation – one that ignores the increasingly conflictual interests within contemporary capitalist society - is going to obscure these conflicts and thus leave us where we are. Relevantly, for our subject matter, she illustrates her argument with a European Commission document that urges ‘solidarity’ between those who ‘earn income from work and those who earn [sic] their income from investments’ (208-9. Her sic - PW).  A meaningful basis for a transformatory dialogue, she suggests, requires

a critical analysis of capitalism – aimed not (just) at saying isn’t it awful, but at identifying potential points of intervention which might lead to transformation, and potential agents of that transformation. (209)

A transformatory dialogue implies a certain content or orientation, and that it is addressed to particular forces. In so far as we recognise the point about both orientation and agents, then, it seems to me, there may be a basis for dialogue between TIUI and the anti-globalisation movement, which does both allow for and even require recognitions and concessions from the latter, not just the former.


Concessions – well, actually, recognitions – can be noted amongst many of the new international social movements in so far as they have understood their particular interests or identities to be undermined or denied by neo-liberal ideology, by corporate globalisation, or even by capitalism more generally.
 This recognition of the political economy as a - or the - central terrain of dispute has moved them toward taking labour struggles and trade union organisation seriously (which most of them failed to do during the previous 10-20 years). The friendly, welcoming and sometimes even uncritical response of the anti-globalisation movement to the cautious presence of the US or international unions in Seattle, was an indication of this. As also the comparatively new interest of NGOs, such as Focus on the Global South, in the international union organisations.

Implications for TIUI


The question remains of whether the trade union organisations, nationally as well as internationally, are prepared to trade in their primary but subordinate partnership with capital and state for a primary relationship of equality with the increasing number of movements variously involved in the international anti-corporate campaign – whether these be ‘class’ (work-related), ‘democratic’ (anti-authoritarian), environmental or ‘pluralistic identity’ (recognition/respect) ones. This would seem to require the further abandonment by TIUI of such powers and privileges as it might have previously had - or at least believe itself to have. The 155 million members of the ICFTU need, it seems to me, to be seen, and presented, not as an existing resource, but a potential force for an alternative world order, with such potential to be not marshalled into often passively-accepting ranks but released to both express itself and find itself within what has become the major international social movement of our day (many are already within it: see Moody 1997). In so far as TIUI has discovered the limits of its power to act against a globalized and networked capitalism, the public admission of such weakness would itself be re-empowering. In so far, further, as TIUI recognises and admits the costs it has inflicted on both workers and others, by allying itself with the inter/state and trans/national corporations, this would surely only increase its attraction to the anti-globalisation movement. The same goes for the implicit or explicit traditional alliance with imperial states/blocs against the colonised (internal as well as external). 

I am here suggesting that the traditional international union organisations are not yet committed to the international anti-corporate movement. But we could – alternatively – place them within the spectrum of Amory Starr, which finds them somewhere between her first two categories - ‘Contestation and Reform’ and ‘Globalisation from Below’. On such an understanding, the challenge to labour internationalists, whether within or without the unions, would be to move TIUI from the first to at least the second position.  To further push the boat out in such a direction, I will spell out here the proposal for the international labour rights movement I outlined during the ‘future strategies’ session of the Roundtable.

From an international to an internationalist labour rights campaign


Whilst it seems to me likely that a new international labour movement (i.e. one articulating the union, anti-corporate and other pro-labour social movements) will develop around such issues as were proposed at the Roundtable by Christophe Aguiton, or to be found in the final declaration, it also seems to me that the matter of labour rights has particular salience: 

· it begins with an existing and growing inter/national union recognition;

· It articulates this with the needs and demands of non-unionized and even ‘non-unionizable’ labour;

· unlike ‘free trade’, or ‘development’, human rights discourse is one that has been both expanded and deepened over the last 50 years, and been found profoundly empowering and effective by both indigenous and women’s movements;

· human rights discourse has widespread cross-cultural legitimacy - at least amongst those denied such;

· human rights discourse is capable of infinite future expansion. 


The proposal below grows out of a critique of the TIUI Social Clause strategy. It comes, more specifically, out of reflection on the evaluation of an ICFTU campaign on the Social Clause, commissioned by the Norwegian trade union confederation (LO-Norway), and authored by Mark Anner (2000, 2001). The LO-N had arranged for the ICFTU to get some $350,000 of Norwegian state development funding in order to campaign for the Social Clause in the period leading up to the Seattle WTO meet, late-1999. The whole process is replete with contradictions. In so far as the Social Clause was meant to be in the interests of the Non-West, rather than the West, why was it campaigned for only amongst unions in the supposedly interested world area? In so far as – as the LO itself admits – Norwegian unionists themselves did not ‘fully understand’ the Social Clause (Anner 2000:20) they were supposedly supporting on behalf of Non-Western unions, why was the campaign not also carried out in Norway? One is obliged to conclude that this was a strategy that 

· if not protectionist, was at best paternalistic (one way solidarity from above and outside);

· was developed by inter/national union officers, independently of, and above the heads of, rank-and-file workers in the North.


The Anner evaluation, which accepts the parameters of the Social Clause strategy, nonetheless reveals these shortcomings. Anner appears to identify himself, however, with certain Southern union criticisms of the Social Clause campaign (from South Africa and Brazil in particular) and proposes a Southern-based strategy intended to either supplement or surpass such shortcomings. He appears to endorse the demand of these major Southern unions that the Social Clause strategy be articulated with development issues (c.f. Diamond Forthcoming). This on the grounds expressed by a South African union leader, to the effect that ‘We have not succeeded in making the social clause a demand of the South’ (Anner 2000:21).


My proposal is an alternative to both. I see the Northern-based strategy as counter-productive in so far as it articulates labour rights with capitalist free-trade discourse, and makes labour rights dependent on the international capitalist institution at the vanguard of their destruction. And whilst I understand the Southern-based reaction, I would consider it an error to articulate labour rights with development/dependency discourses that have themselves accompanied the continuing under-development of the South over the last half-century. If, it seems to me, we are seriously concerned about the advance of international labour rights in the era of neo-liberal globalisation, then what we need is a strategy that is neither Northern-based nor Southern-oriented but which is, rather, a locally-informed global social movement strategy intended to meet the needs of both – not to speak of the East.
 The alternative strategies are summarised in Table 1 (Appendix 4). Let me expand on the third one.

· In so far as the assault on labour rights is global, the response has to be both international and internationalist; in so far as repression is being globalized, Core Labour Rights have to be expanded to include a) the right to strike (excluded from the current ones), b) the right to international solidarity action;

· In so far as an increasing proportion of the global labour force is un-unionized and non-unionizable (houseworkers, homeworkers, petty-commodity sector), the campaign has to focus on labour rights generally rather than union rights narrowly, to address all labouring people, to involve those representing the non-unionizable;

· The fundamental ‘social partnership’ with capital and state, of the NIC period, has to be replaced by a fundamental partnership, at all socio-political levels and scales, with the human rights and anti-corporate movements, and with democratic civil society;

· Rather than suggesting that lobbying is sufficient for Northern unions, and that social movements are unavoidable for Southern ones, it needs to be recognised that in all cases lobbying and negotiation must be subordinated to movement needs, and have to be articulated with other relevant strategies;

· Rather than accepting the inevitability of IFI hegemony, it is necessary to a) shift decision-making on labour back into the ILO, b) demand the ILO receive the powers granted to the IFIs, c) campaign for a new ILO composition (adding pro-labour NGOs) and an increased proportion of labour votes (up from the 25 percent of 1919 to…33 percent?…50 percent?).

It seems to me that such a proposal is compatible with the strategies being argued for or developed by a number of inter/national labour-oriented networks, whether based in the North or the South. Indeed, it is in part inspired by such (John 2000, International Centre for Trade Union Rights 2000, Women Working Worldwide 1996). And, whilst, of course, it is in sharp contrast to the Social Clause strategy, it seems not necessarily incompatible with the ICFTU document from which I initially quoted. Moreover, it is a proposal in the serious sense of the word, because I claim no particular political experience or academic expertise in this area. But even if the proposal can be challenged as being too radical, (or too reformist by radical labourists), it would seem to have high threat value (with respect to those globalizers whose institutional/ideological hegemony is still largely unchallenged) and high provocation value (with respect to the broad international labour movement, left, right and centre). In any case, the proposal would seem a suitable subject for a more-specialised follow-up to Bangkok – or at least one follow up to such.
 

Conclusion: loosening up tied ends


It might be more satisfactory if it were here possible to systematically bring together the reflections above with the ideas initially referred to:

· Massey’s talking across difference in an interconnected world;

· Wieringa's insight on the articulation of silence and power, in relation to hegemony within and between social movements;

· The ICFTU and Gallin (Footnote 8) on the relationship, under globalisation, of unions to NGOs and civil society;

· The BC&S principles of relations within, between and beyond a movement for ‘globalisation from below’;

· Starr’s model of the global anti-corporate movement.

However, this would require that I spell out my own propositions or model in relationship to, for example, Starr - something which would require a closer read of her than I have yet been able to make. I do not, in any case, feel a need, at this point, to tie up loose ends. What are presented here are, after all, reflections. And I do think that the highest priority now for international labour’s global dialogue, is less to come to conclusions than to open up to a new public both the actions and the discourses of international labour and labour internationalism. The latter have been frozen for far longer than the Cold War, and do have genuine labour movement origins (MacShane 1992). And the incomplete thaw affects, as I might have suggested, the inter/national labour/union left as well as the right or centre.


A correspondent, present at the Roundtable, suggests that the event was, from the point of view of TIUI, merely a damage-limitation exercise and therefore a waste of time.
 Another friend, associated with public anti-corporate movements in the UK and internationally, asks me how much time one should spend (meaning, again, waste) talking to international trade union officials. I am not convinced, as such friends might suggest, that I am here letting optimism of the will dominate scepticism of the intellect. It is more a matter of what we can learn, and what we can communicate to a wider audience, as a result of such a dialogue. 

I am, admittedly, fixated by the 155 million, and the possibility of discovering how the potential here locked up could be released, as a democratic and pluralistic force, against the increasing commoditization, despoliation, exploitation, repression and alienation that capitalism continues to promote. TIUI can no longer aspire to lead civil society (and leading it only nationally would suggest reproduction of an already failed particularism). It could always, however, try to do so and thus anyway become a major contributor to the construction of the new global/regional/national/local civil society necessary to underpin and secure labour rights. And if it is unwilling or unable to see the argument above as an invitation, or is unable to respond to the invitation, then it seems to me - considering the range of forces present in Bangkok – not unreasonable to expect that newer social forces, movements and forms of action will discover newer and more effective ways of doing so.
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Porto Alegre Call for Mobilisation

Published February 19, 2001

Social forces from around the world have gathered here at the World Social Forum in Porto Alegre. Unions and NGOs, movements and organizations, intellectuals and artists, together we are building a great alliance to create a new society, different from the dominant logic wherein the free-market and money are considered the only measure of worth. Davos represents the concentration of wealth, the globalization of poverty and the destruction of our earth. Porto Alegre represents the hope that a new world is possible, where human beings and nature are the center of our concern. 

We are part of a movement which has grown since Seattle. We challenge the elite and their undemocratic processes, symbolised by the World Economic Forum in Davos. We came to share our experiences, build our solidarity, and demonstrate our total rejection of the neoliberal policies of globalisation. 

We are women and men, farmers, workers, unemployed, professionals, students, blacks and indigenous peoples, coming from the South and from the North, committed to struggle for peoples' rights, freedom, security, employment and education. We are fighting against the hegemony of finance, the destruction of our cultures, the monopolization of knowledge, mass media, and communication, the degradation of nature, and the destruction of the quality of life by multinational corporations and anti-democratic policies. Participative democratic experiences -- like that of Porto Alegre -- show us that a concrete alternative is possible. We reaffirm the supremacy of human, ecological and social rights over the demands of finance and investors. 

At the same time that we strengthen our movements, we resist the global elite and work for equity, social justice, democracy and security for everyone, without distinction. Our methodology and alternatives stand in stark contrast to the destructive policies of neo-liberalism. 

Globalisation reinforces a sexist and patriarchal system. It increases the feminisation of poverty and exacerbates all forms of violence against women. Equality between women and men is central to our struggle. Without this, another world will never be possible. 

Neoliberal globalization increases racism, continuing the veritable genocide of centuries of slavery and colonialism which destroyed the bases of black African civilizations. We call on all movements to be in solidarity with African peoples in the continent and outside, in defense of their rights to land, citizenship, freedom, peace, and equality, through the reparation of historical and social debts. Slave trade and slavery are crimes against humanity. 

We express our special recognition and solidarity with indigenous peoples in their historic struggle against genocide and ethnocide and in defense of their rights, natural resources, culture, autonomy, land, and territory. 

Neoliberal globalisation destroys the environment, health and people's living environment. Air, water, land and peoples have become commodities. Life and health must be recognized as fundamental rights which must not be subordinated to economic policies. 

The external debt of the countries of the South has been repaid several times over. Illegitimate, unjust and fraudulent, it functions as an instrument of domination, depriving people of their fundamental human rights with the sole aim of increasing international usury. We demand its unconditional cancellation and the reparation of historical, social, and ecological debts, as immediate steps toward a definitive resolution of the crisis this Debt provokes. 

Financial markets extract resources and wealth from communities and nations, and subject national economies to the whims of speculators. We call for the closure of tax havens and the introduction of taxes on financial transactions. 

Privatisation is a mechanism for transferring public wealth and natural resources to the private sector. We oppose all forms of privatisation of natural resources and public services. We call for the protection of access to resources and public goods necessary for a decent life. 

Multinational corporations organise global production with massive unemployment, low wages and unqualified labour and by refusing to recognise the fundamental worker's rights as defined by the ILO. We demand the genuine recognition of the right to organise and negotiate for unions, and new rights for workers to face the globalisation strategy. While goods and money are free to cross borders, the restrictions on the movement of people exacerbate exploitation and repression. We demand an end to such restrictions. 

We call for a trading system which guarantees full employment, food security, fair terms of trade and local prosperity. Free trade is anything but free. Global trade rules ensure the accelerated accummulation of wealth and power by multinational corporations and the further marginalisation and impoverishment of small farmers, workers and local enterprises. We demand that governments respect their obligations to the international human rights instruments and multilateral environmental agreements. We call on people everywhere to support the mobilizations against the creation of the Free Trade Area in the Americas, an initiative which means the recolonization of Latin America and the destruction of fundamental social, economic, cultural and environmental human rights. 

The IMF, the World Bank and regional banks, the WTO, NATO and other military alliances are some of the multilateral agents of neoliberal globalisation. We call for an end to their interference in national policy. These institutions have no legitimacy in the eyes of the people and we will continue to protest against their measures. 

Neoliberal globalization has led to the concentration of land ownership and favored corporate agricultural systems which are environmentally and socially destructive. It is based on export oriented growth backed by large scale infrastructure development, such as dams, which displces people from their land and destroys their livelihoods. Their loss must be restored. We call for a democratic agrarian reform. Land, water and seeds must be in the hands of the peasants. We promote sustainable agricultural processes. Seeds and genetic stocks are the heritage of humanity. We demand that the use of transgenics and the patenting of life be abolished. 

Militarism and corporate globalisation reinforce each other to undermine democracy and peace. We totally refuse war as a way to solve coflicts and we oppose the arms race and the arms trade. We call for an end to the repression and criminalisation of social protest. We condemn foreign military intervention in the internal affairs of our countries. We demand the lifting of embargoes and sanctions used as instruments of aggression, and express our solidarity with those who suffer their consequences. We reject US military intervention in Latin America through the Plan Colombia. 

We call for a strenghtening of alliances, and the implementation of common actions, on these principal concerns. We will continue to mobilize on them until the next Forum. We recognize that we are now in a better position to undertake the struggle for a different world, a world without misery, hunger, discrimination and violence, with quality of life, equity, respect and peace. 

We commit ourselves to support all the struggles of our common agenda to mobilise opposition to neoliberalism. Among our priorities for the coming months, we will mobilize globally against the:

World Economic Forum, Cancun, Mexico, 26 and 27 February

· Free Trade Area of the Americas, Buenos Aires, Argentina, 6-7 April and Quebec City, Canada, 17-22 April

· Asian Development Bank, Honolulu, May

· G8 Summit, Genova, Italy, 15-22 July

· IMF and World Bank Annual Meeting, Washington DC, USA, 28 September - 4 October

· World Trade Organisation, 5-9 November (Qatar) 

On April 17, we will support the international day of struggle against the importation of cheap agricultural products which create economic and social dumping, and the feminist mobilization against globalization in Genova. We support the call for a world day of action against debt, to take place this year on July 20 and the mobilization for the World Conference against Racism, Racial Discrimination, Xenophobia and Related Intolerance (Durban, South Africa - 31 August-7 September 2001). 

The proposals formulated are part of the alternatives being elaborated by social movements around the world. They are based on the principle that human beings and life are not commodities, and in the commitment to the welfare and human rights of all. 

Our involvement in the World Social Forum has enriched understanding of each of our struggles and we have been strengthened. We call on all peoples around the world to join in this struggle to build a better future. The World Social Forum of Porto Alegre is a way to achieve peoples'sovereignty and a just world. 
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Participants List, International Roundtable, 

Bangkok

The following list, taken from Roundtable materials, may not be entirely complete or accurate. I have spelled out acronyms where this seemed both possible and necessary. Peter Waterman.

A.V. Jose, International Institute for Labour Studies, Geneva; Barbara Shailor, AFL-CIO, USA; Bamrung Kayotha, Assembly of the Poor, Thailand; Cecilia Brighi, CISL, Italy; Christophe Aguiton, ATTAC, France; Christopher Ng, Union Network International Asia Pacific, Singapore; Eliane de Moura Martins, MST, Brazil; Fred Azcarate, Jobs with Justice, USA; G. Rajasekaran, TUC, Malaysia; Gerard Greenfield, Canadian Auto Workers, Canada; Giampiero Alhadeff, Solidar, Belgium; Gigi Francisco, DAWN, Philippines; Hemasari Dharmabumi, International Union of Foodworkers, Indonesia; J. John, Centre for Education and Communication, India; James Howard, ICFTU, Belgium; Jayati Ghosh, Jawarhalal Nehru University, India; Josua T. Mata, Alliance for Progressive Labour, Philippines; Junya Yimprasert, Thai Labour Campaign, Thailand; Kjeld Jakobsen, CUT, Brasil; Lucy Lazo, Homenet, Philippines; Luis Macas, CONAIE, Ecuador; Margit Koeppen, IG Metall, Germany; Mashuda Khatun Shefali, Nari Uddug Kendra, Bangladesh; Michael Y. Y. Siu, HKCTU, Hong Kong;  Mike Waghorne, PSI, Switzerland; Peter Wahl, Weltwirtschaft, Ökologie & Enticklung (WEED), Germany; Peter Waterman, Global Solidarity Dialogue/Dialogo Solidaridad Global, Netherlands; Phil Robertson, Solidarity Centre of the AFL-CIO, Thailand/USA; Rakawin Leechanavanichpan, Homenet, Thailand; Roy Jones, TUAC, France; Sabur Ghayur, ICFTU/APRO, Singapore; Sandeep Kumar Tetarwal, CUTS, India; Sanjiv Panita, AMRC, Hong Kong; Sebastian Mathew, ICSF, India; Somsak Kosaisuk, State Enterprises Trade Union, Thailand; Sugijatmo, Via Campesina, Indonesia; T. Rajamoorty, Third World Network, Malaysia; Veronica Ayikewi Kofie, TUC, Ghana; Voravidh Charoenlert, Chulalongkorn University, Thailand; William I. Robinson, University of New Mexico, USA; Yoon Youngmo, KCTU, Korea;; Michael Siu, HKCIC, Hong Kong; Oxfam Great Britain, UK; Friederich-Ebert-Stiftung: Mareike Woermer, Thailand; Ernst Hillebrand, Germany; Erwin Schweisshelm, Germany; Focus on the Global South: Walden Bello, Thailand; Nicola Bullard, Thailand; Aileen Kwa, Geneva.
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Joint Report of Participants in the International Roundtable of Trade Unions, Social Movements and NGOs

Sponsored by the Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung (FES) and Focus on the Global South 

12 and 13 March, 2001, Bangkok, Thailand

On 12-13 March 2001, an unprecedented meeting of a significant number of trade unions, social movements and NGOs took place to discuss the scope for agreement on common actions and approaches.   The meeting saw wide agreement on a number of issues including:  

· The growing source of global challenges created by the power of TNCs, deregulation and privatization.

· The contribution made by the massive mobilization in Seattle, Washington, D.C., Porto Alegre and elsewhere to the current questioning of the legitimacy of corporate- driven globalization.

· The negative effects associated with globalization on equity (both between and within states), gender discrimination, basic worker rights, and food security.

· The serious threats and risks posed by certain WTO rules to development, social, labour, gender and environmental concerns.

· The need for organizing campaigns to empower workers in informal, “atypical” and other unprotected employment, including migrant workers.

· The negative impact of the weight of foreign debt, IMF/ World Bank structural adjustment programs, and IMF policies promoting unrestricted financial flows, on prospects for development and equity.

· Instituting the Tobin Tax and other mechanisms to control speculative capital flows.

· The importance of promoting, respecting and realizing fundamental worker rights and other human rights by all relevant means including action at the appropriate international institutions.  

· The necessity for autonomy of trade unions, social organizations, and NGOs from international organizations.  

The meeting agreed that in approaches to some key issues, enough common ground and goodwill existed to provide a basis for a longer-term dialogue on mutually reinforcing actions on a wider number of joint concerns.  

Appendix 4

Table 1: Three Possible Strategies for Advancing 

International Labour Rights

1. The Northern-based strategy of the ICFTU and major affiliates

	1.

Development of social clause strategy over last 15-25 years by ICFTU/ITSs and Northern affiliates
	2.

Sub-regional activities in the South, to galvanise support for the social clause campaign 
	3.

National-level lobbying for government support linking trade to labour rights
	4.

Union/state lobbying transforms

World Trade Organisation 

(within next 25 years)


2. A Southern-based supplementary/alternative strategy

	1.

South takes the lead in establishing social clause strategy, supported by North
	2.

Alliances with churches and NGOs for broad and systematic Southern campaign in streets and lobbies
	3.

Shift in public opinion affects government positions, North and South
	4.

Union/state lobbying transforms World Trade Organisation (within next 25 years)


3. An international global social-movement solidarity strategy

	1.

Global dialogue on international labour rights, at all union levels, with all working people, on all socio-geographic axes, with all other democratic civil society forces


	2.

Global alliance and campaign, linking social movements at all levels, on all axes, using streets, dominant and alternative media (real and virtual), North, South and East
	3.

Targeted at an International Labour Organisation with greater union and labour movement (pro-labour NGO) participation, and greater powers
	4.

Linked to demand that any ‘world trade organisation’ be subordinated to human rights and needs, under a United Nations, open to civil society, and with greater powers


[Adapted and extended from Anner 2000]
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�  These minutes have not yet been circulated, at least to me. As for the notion of confidentiality in relationship to the Roundtable, its porosity was revealed to me during a public event, Manchester, UK, July 2001, when a North American Marxist academic informed those present that being in Bangkok at that time he had simply sat in a session.





� ‘Core Labour Rights’ are themselves problematic. Apparently an assertive union strategy, confronting neo-liberal globalisation, they are better understood as a compromise between labour, capital and state within the framework of an International Labour Organisation (ILO) on the defensive. The rights cover freedom of association, free collective bargaining, elimination of forced labour, abolition of child labour, elimination of discrimination. They do not, notably, include an explicit right to strike nor to take any other form of collective action, national or international – rights which are called for by the International Centre for Trade Union Rights (2000). From this source (1-2) it appears that the brave new ‘Core Labour Rights’ were actually declared either at the foundation of the ILO after World War I, or as the United Nations was founded after World War II. Indeed, the combined historical positions appear somewhat more extensive and radical than what has been so proudly presented to us 50-80 years later! ‘Core Labour Rights’ must, it seems to me, be therefore seen as a minimal defensive action, and as revealing weakness rather than suggesting strength. For a well informed, if less-critical account, that nonetheless proposes a broadening of the international labour rights campaign, see Diamond (2000). It should, finally, be noted that – unlike other inter/national unions, the ICFTU ignores the existence of the ICTUR.





� In correspondence Dan Gallin considers that this suggests a homogeneity that does not exist. I recognise the problematic nature of the combination. Yet I consider the problem may be more one for the ITSs than for me. There must be more differences between (certain) ITSs and the ICFTU than the ICFTU/ITS formulation allows for. But they do not strike the eye of this motivated researcher. In so far as ITSs do have distinctly different positions from the ICFTU, or from other ITSs, they could only advance a dialogue if they made this clear and public.





� These were largely provided by myself, being drafts of items proposed by myself for a guest-edited  special issue of a US magazine on ‘Labour Rights in the Global Economy’ (WorkingUSA 2001).





� The ICFTU and ITSs are deeply committed to the UN’s ‘Global Compact’, being energetically promoted by UN General Secretary, Kofi Annan.  This has been forcefully criticised, by one liberal-democratic specialist, as dramatically furthering the subordination of the UN to the corporations (Judge 2000a, b). ‘Social partnership’, on the national or European level, has been promoted by ICFTU General Secretary, Bill Jordan, ever since he was a British national union leader (Jordan 1994:xiii-xvii). The explicit understanding of social partnership is that efficient, competitive and profitable business is good for workers, and that company understandings with unions are good for business. The ICFTU/ITSs are now deeply commited to this global social partnership project, and attempting to further it by international-level agreements negotiated with major MNCs. Either despite, or because of, its Third Way, public relations, language, the interests and intentions of such corporations are quite unambiguous. Says a Vice President of the Norwegian Statoil corporation, about such a pact with the International Chemical, Energy and Mineworkers Federation (ICEM):





The pact with the ICEM "makes good business sense"… Complying with and furthering the Global Compact is "part of securing our 'license' to operate internationally”…."If you are in business in challenging areas of the world, you absolutely want and need to act ethically, sustainably and socially responsibly. It changes the terms of the debate from whether or not you should be in a country to how you should act in that country." […] The stakeholder dialogue aspects of the Global Compact -- which encourages civil society, labour and business to not just set standards but meet face-to-face to work out solutions to common problems -- is particularly valuable to business…"The unions as well as the NGOs are globe spanning knowledge-based organizations"…"They give us early warning of problems we should be aware of, and allow us to take early action to mitigate risks."  (UN News Service, New York, March 23. Compare: � HYPERLINK "http://www.icem/update/upd2001/upd01-13.html" ��www.icem/update/upd2001/upd01-13.html�)





The enthusiasm of the ICFTU/ITSs for such global social partnerships can be explained by the justification it gives to their mode of existence, and their expertise. This is in international-level lobbying and bargaining – which requires no necessary mobilisation of the workers involved. Just how this chimes with the new language of class, class alliances, street protest and international grassroots solidarity action has yet to be spelled out - or even thought out - by the union institutions involved.





� This public articulation of the international with the national would seem urgently required by the fact that worker rights in the USA are worse than those of any other industrialised liberal democracy, worse than those of South Africa, and getting even worse since the election - by a miserable 25 percent of the electorate - of President Bush II. See here Human Rights Watch (2000), which also makes the point that the US can hardly campaign for Core Labour Rights in the Third World whilst failing to recognise them itself. Past AFL-CIO failure to match its international concern with rights to a national one has laid it wide open to charges of protectionism. Such charges were repeated in Bangkok. More seriously, I would say, it reproduced and even further spread amongst the US unionists and public a paternalistic notion of international solidarity, as a 20th century populist version of the pre-capitalist aristocratic notion of noblesse oblige. More on this below.





� This last proposal is certainly in contradiction with the long-standing and deep-going - even fundamental - commitment to the TIUI practice of lobbying IFIs. Yet it would seem to be fully justified by the position of a Public Services International staffer, whose article on an October 2000 Washington consultation of OLI with the IFIs, is entitled ‘World Bank and IMF to Unions: Drop Dead’ (Edwards 2000).





�  That this accusation may be considered extreme, does not mean it is irrelevant – or unique. An article by Jo Doezema (2001) reveals curious parallels between this paternalistic internationalism and that of the contemporary Northern-based Coalition Against Trafficking in Women: 1) ‘CATW’s construction of  “third world prostitutes” is part of a wider western feminist impulse to construct a damaged “other” as justification for its own interventionist impulses’ (Doezema 2001:17); 2) this campaign mirrors those of 19th century feminists against prostitution in colonial India; 3) The orientation of CATW, in national campaigns and inter-state institutions, is contested by the Human Rights Caucus (a network of NGOs, North, South, East and West), which sees prostitution as legitimate labour, favours sex-worker self-organisation, and links trafficking to the general struggle for women’s and labour rights. It appears, in other words, as if tension today between a 'substitution solidarity' and a 'reciprocal' or 'complementary' one may be general to international solidarity movements in the contemporary world. For further possible meanings of international solidarity, see Waterman (2001:236).





�  Here two points: 1) In so far as these assertions are dependent on hearsay, they are open to correction by those who organised the caucuses. They are, however, consistent with the Bolshevik model criticised by Jakobsen above. I caucused in the same way in the Young Communist League in Britain in the 1950s, at conferences of the Council for Education in World Citizenship – a UN-oriented body for secondary school children; 2) a compañera with much experience of the international women's movement, both in the streets and in the lobbies, finds such caucusing normal to social movement involved in international negotiations. I would, however, suggest that whilst it might be appropriate to a newer or weaker party to a negotiation, it is inappropriate to an older or stronger one involved in a dialogue. More on this below.





� Thus Starr (2000:33) asserts:





Among women’s movements, while much work has been done in the private sphere of the family, the body and interpersonal gender relations, there is a constant emphasis on the economic concerns of women – their double day and low pay. The multiracialization and internationalisation of women’s movements have made clear that there is neither common identity among women nor even common liberal values (their relationships to tradition, religion and formalised politics being among the more divisive issues)… What holds their tenuous conversations together is the consistency with which women are exploited materially.





I am not sure to what extent the international women’s movement, or internationalist feminist theorists, would agree with this statement, in which the wish may be mother to the thought. It does, however, identify a direction of movement amongst ‘new’, ‘single-issue’, or ‘identity’ movements internationally. This is suggested by a piece on the feminist movement in Latin America by Maruja Barrig (2001). Here a fascinating analysis reveals how the more holistic and combative women’s movement of the 1980s permitted itself to be sidetracked into a concentration on political/legal issues, customarily pursued by increasingly professionalised specialists in national and regional NGOs, lobbying state and inter-state agencies. Whilst making major political and legal gains, the 1990s witnessed a continuing deterioration in the social and economic conditions of women in the sub-continent. Barrig suggests the necessity for bringing back the socio-economic, and restoring the relationship between the feminist movement, poor women, and action in the streets (as in the anti-Fujimori movement in Peru). Whilst the ‘NGOisation’ of the international women’s movement might seem only to confirm some ‘iron law of incorporation’, it also reveals the capacity for self-criticism, recuperation, and of overlapping anti-globalisation agendas between women and labour. Barrig’s article throws other lights on TIUI thinking and practice that international labour specialists could usefully reflect upon.





�  This moves the paper from one of reflection to one of proposition. If, however, we recognise that all social science writing represents an intervention in the given area or situation – also when it is innocent of such intention, and particularly when it denies such – one’s obligation is no more than that of making this explicit to both oneself and the reader. In this particular case, I am continuing an earlier-mentioned dialogue with TIUI, represented by my open letter to Bill Jordan (Waterman 2000). I did not reply to this, fearing that such a response would turn the exchange from a discussion into a debate. An ICFTU officer agreed that the exchange could be better continued in another form or forum. It could be reasonably argued that in so far as this paper breaches the ICFTU 'off the record' condition, I am going back into confrontational mode. In so far, however, as I am seeking neither to destroy nor to dismiss it, I would see what I have been doing above, and continue below, is to challenge the ICFTU. And this in two senses: 1) to surpass its diplomatic style of operation, and 2) to move from its primarily lobbying activity to a primarily mobilising one. The mid-2001 call of the ICFTU for internationally-coordinated but locally-initiated protest 'against the negative effects' of globalisation, when the WTO meets in Qatar, November 9, 2001, suggests a move in this direction which bears watching.





�  ‘Locally-informed’ is becoming more complex day by day. Thus one can find powerfully-argued positions, coming from either India (Banaji 2001) or the US (Pope, Kellman and Bruno 2001), which whilst innovatory, seem inspired by or directed at specific national circumstances or strategies. In neither case are international implications worked out – which will be an increasing requirement in the future. However, such assertive and forward-looking national proposals would certainly need to be taken account of in working out the internationalist strategy I outline here.





� Another one, which might be more fraught, but again possibly not, could be on the meaning or meanings of international labour solidarity in the era of globalisation. IMF General Secretary, Marcello Malentacchi (see Footnote 1 above) proposes a labour movement dialogue on the meaning of globalisation, though whether ‘labour movement’ here means more than the trade union movement is not clear. 





� It has occurred to me that ICFTU initiative here might have been inspired by the ‘Millennial Review’ of the organisation, announced by its Congress in early 2000, intended to be completed by the end of 2001 (ICFTU 2000). This is intended to confront precisely the implications of globalisation, informatization, the changing labour force, etc. If and when the ICFTU finally makes the Reviw available to the union, labour movement, academic and general public, researchers might be able to investigate the matter.





�  This last footnote may be an odd place for a dedication, but, given what I have just argued, it seems not entirely inappropriate. Just as the ICFTU is having trouble remembering or recovering its social movement aspect, so is my former Institute. At a moment in which all courses but one on social movements (international or national) appear to have been removed from the syllabus of the Institute of Social Studies, I would therefore like to dedicate this paper to other former staff (permanent or visiting) who taught, researched, or wrote on these during the 27 years I worked there. I recall: Ken Post (urban, rural, labour, popular), Archie Mafeje (rural, national), Ernst Feder( (rural), Mia Berden (women), Peter Gutkind( (urban), Henk van Roosmalen (rural), Sipko de Boer (religious), Joost Kuitenbrouwer (rural), Maria Mies (women), Kumari Jayawardena (women), Gerrit Huizer( (rural, national), Martin Doornbos (national, ethnic), Gerard Kester (labour self-management), Veronika Bennholdt-Thomsen (women), Wim Kok (labour), Jan Aart Scholte (international civil), Henk Thomas (labour self-management), Arvind Das( (labour), Gina Vargas (women), Rudolfo Stavenhagen (indigenous), Geertje Lyclama a Nijeholt (women). I would appreciate corrections or additions to this list. All is not necessarily lost, although it might be necessary to re-discover this tradition. For either the continuation of the old tradition, or the beginning of a new one, see recent contributions to the ISS Working Paper series by Cristobal Kay (2001a, 2001b) and Roland Bleiker (2001).
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