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Abstract. While the Battle of Seattle immortalized a certain image of anti-globalization
resistance, processes and agents of contestation remain sociologically underdeveloped.
Even with the time-space compression a¡orded by new information technologies, how
can a global civil society emerge among multi-cultured, multi-tongued peoples divided
by miles of space and oceans of inequality? This article examines two cases that
confronted the U.S. model of global corporate rule: the defeat of the Multilateral Agreement on Investment (MAI), and the Zapatista challenge to the North American Free
Trade Agreement (NAFTA). Evaluating cross-border solidarity in these cases encourages critical evaluation of claims about global civil society, the role of the Internet, and
the eclipse of traditional politics in a supposedly post-national age. Contrary to orthodox
globalization narratives, our analysis suggests that states, nations, and nationalisms
remain key elements in contestation processes, at least in the kinds of cases examined.
At the same time, transnational networks played an important role in bypassing unfavorable political opportunity structures at the domestic level, and nurtured incipient
processes of framing resistance to neo-liberal globalism across national boundaries.

An introductory tale of economic nationalism, corporate rights, and
resistance
The U.S. globalism model for corporate rule clauses in international
agreements was ¢rst erected to defeat economic nationalism in its
peripheral neighbors, Canada and Mexico. It was then exported to the
world and put in such agreements as the Multilateral Agreement on
Investment (MAI). But the wheel did not stop there. The Zapatista
insurgency in Mexico and the left nationalist, Canadian-led campaign
against the MAI were the ¢rst blows to the Washington Consensus.
They helped inspire Battle-in-Seattle type resistance wherever global
elites gather. While images of Internet activists and masked Zapatistas
provided the media with great visuals, the analytic lens on these matters is cloudier. What is the form, or future of resistance against
globalized capital? In what ways has resistance ‘‘gone global,’’ as sugTheory and Society 32: 39^91, 2003.
 2003 Kluwer Academic Publishers. Printed in the Netherlands.

40
gested by popular notions of bottom-up globalization, and global civil
society? Do we assume that popularly-based national identities and
nationalisms or the state have become irrelevant to these struggles?
Can we achieve a more nuanced understanding of how states and
nations are implicated in, and changed by these con£icts? Rather than
using abstract arguments to bolster one side or another of these debates,
we look to these two cases to shed light on the nature of ‘‘anti-globalization’’ resistance, at least for cases of these kinds.1
First, we need to clarify what we mean by ‘‘globalism.’’ Since the fall of
communism in Eastern Europe, an over-arching ideology of neo-liberal
globalism (henceforth globalism) has become the dominant force
shaping governance worldwide. As an ideology, globalism coincides
with phenomena that are often brought together under the broader
empirical rubric of globalization ^ time-space compression, the ‘‘network’’ society, new modes of intensive capital accumulation, and the
development of a global consciousness amongst an a¥uent minority.2
Our focus here is not on what globalization is and how much of it is
new, but on the governing ideology of globalism, also called structural
adjustment, the ‘‘Washington Consensus,’’ liberal productivism, and
the New World Order. Whatever the term used, the prescription includes dismantling controls over foreign ownership, investment, and
exchange; privatizing public enterprises and deregulating businesses;
reducing public spending and corporate taxes; and balancing budgets.
This formula has been written into international agreements such as
the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), the failed MAI,
and the Plan Puebla Panama (PPP), and the draft of the Free Trade
Area of the Americas (FTAA).3 It is also found in the WTO in the form
of an ‘‘investor-state mechanism,’’ enabling foreign corporations to
challenge a wide range of government policies that threaten current or
future pro¢ts. In the language of the opponents, these are not trade
agreements, but corporate rule agreements. Economic globalization
creates bundles of economic citizenship rights, but unlike national
citizenship rights, these are awarded to global economic actors (¢rms
and markets) rather than individual citizens.4
Such agreements emerged from a long contestation between the
United States, as enforcer of U.S corporate rights, and popular movements for economic sovereignty in Canada and Mexico. In reaction to
U.S. corporate invasions and goaded by popular pressure, Mexico and
Canada have historically taken bold economic sovereignty measures
that have been potent symbols of national identity. For example, there
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were major steps to Canadianize the oil industry from the early 1970s
to the early 1980s. In 1938 Mexico nationalized the oil industry and
created PEMEX. ‘‘It was the ¢rst major act of its kind ^ the expulsion
of foreign owned oil companies from an underdeveloped country in the
name of national sovereignty.’’ 5 In counter-reaction, U.S. corporate
rule agreements were ¢rst shaped to respond to economic nationalisms
in its resource-rich neighbors. The U.S. exported its unique tradition of
giving corporations the right to sue governments directly when pro¢ts
are threatened by governmental policies.6 U.S.-style corporate rule
clauses were included in the 1989 Canada-U.S. Free Trade Agreement
(FTA) and were deepened in Chapter 11, NAFTA’s investment chapter,
in 1994. In response, Zapatista and Canadian anti-MAI leaders
searched for transnational allies to combat the Washington Consensus,
and focussed on self-determination and sovereignty in their own states.
These cases address missing pieces in the orthodox narrative that
depicts global civil society as ushering in a ‘‘post-national’’ age and
suggest the value of examining: 1) the role of nationalism in resistance
to globalism, and 2) the targeting of national governments by transnational movements ^ ‘‘an aspect that is largely neglected in the literature.’’ 7
On January 1, 1994, the day NAFTA came into e¡ect, three thousand
mainly indigenous insurgents seized four major cities in Chiapas,
Mexico and declared NAFTA a death-sentence for the indigenous
peoples. The uprising was led by the Zapatista Army of National
Liberation (EZLN), and inspired by Emiliano Zapata, the legendary
indigenous leader of the Mexican revolution for campesino 8 autonomy
and against gringo domination. The rebels demanded local control
over natural resources increasingly monopolized by transnational corporations, and a greater say in the governance of Mexico more generally.
The uprising inspired activists around the world to analyze neo-liberalism at home, brought three-thousand activists from forty-¢ve countries to Chiapas to plan a more just humanity, spawned a series of
international encounters on the same theme, and inspired anti-globalism activists in Seattle, Prague, and Que¤bec City. Perhaps inadvertently, the Zapatistas generated a loosely knit, grass-roots philosophy
and solidarity network referred to as Zapatismo.9 Although there were
many interpretations, a broad journalistic and academic consensus
identi¢ed it as the ¢rst ‘‘postmodern’’ 10 uprising of the post-cold war
era; breaks from past modes of guerrilla struggle and the imaginative
use of language are stressed, while class and nationalist elements disappear from the analytic radar. The Zapatistas’ use of the Internet to
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cultivate international support was heralded as the birth of a global
civil society, which forced the authoritarian Mexican state to negotiate
rather than suppress. While Zapatista banners appear in far-away protests against global capitalism, the impact of this type of solidarity is
not clear.
While indigenous Chiapanecos identi¢ed NAFTA as a threat to their
survival, global capitalist forces were busy instituting corporate rights
beyond North America. Canadian activists, Tony Clarke and Maude
Barlow, leaked a copy of the MAI that was being secretly negotiated at
the OECD, and released Clarke’s analysis entitled, ‘‘The Corporate
Rule Treaty.’’ Clarke and Barlow had been leaders of popular nationalist movements in English-Canada that helped convince a majority of
Canadians to vote against the Canada-US FTA in 1988. The FTA
passed despite the popular vote and laid the groundwork for NAFTA
^ the model for corporate rights clauses in the MAI. Chomsky wrote
that ‘‘in Canada and Canada alone, the veil [of secrecy on the MAI]
was broken in mid-1997 and since then has become a big issue nationally.’’ 11 The MAI was shelved in the fall of 1998, puncturing the aura of
inevitability around globalism’s advance and prepared the way for the
spectacular Battle in Seattle in 1999. At the same time, the MAI’s
defeat lead to the common interpretation that the Internet had shifted
the terrain of struggle onto the global stage. Apparently new forms of
protest have gone global, eclipsing national protests and identities.
The anti-MAI and Zapatista struggles are often interpreted as cases of
bottom-up globalization, and the Internet is portrayed as forming the
basis for a new global civil society (GCS).12 These interpretations
misleadingly emphasize qualitative breaks from the past. The two
struggles may have burst onto the view¢nder of media outlets and
intellectuals, but that should not eclipse their bases in well-developed,
pre-existing social movements. The roots of national and local resistance to policies associated with globalism, especially in regards to
austerity measures, date from 1976. These reactions were widespread
from then to the end of the 1980s in Africa, Latin America, South
Asia, and other areas and based on the urban poor and unions.13 Does
the language of GCS obscure struggles for popular sovereignty and
resource control at the level of nations and states? Even with the spacetime compression facilitated by new information technologies, how
can a global civil society emerge with a unitary vision among multicultured, multi-tongued peoples, divided by miles of space and oceans
of inequality? We investigate both the quality and limitations of cross
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border solidarities. Common feelings about the injustice of globalism
are not a su⁄cient condition for the mobilization of diverse peoples.
Other prerequisites for collective action include deep feelings of shared
identity and solidarity needed to form positive project identities and
shared ‘‘agency frames,’’ and the belief that sustained collective contention will bring results.14 An obsession with GCS draws attention
away from continuities with economic nationalist traditions and networks.
Objections may be raised about the validity of comparing indigenous
insurgents resisting a military siege with the struggles of well-fed
Canadian nationalists. Di¡erences and power imbalances between the
cases are great. Still, both involved struggles for sovereignty, bottomup democracy, and resistance to U.S. resource colonization, and corporate rights clauses in international agreements. Both exemplify the
di⁄culties and opportunities for building cross-national networks
against global economic power. Their comparison also tests the explanatory power of the global civil society and Internet theses in forging
transnational solidarity. Before turning to our cases, we need to explore
the roots of these standard academic interpretations.

New actors within global civil society?
Whether the recent intensi¢cation of links across borders is greater
than the socialist international solidarities of the 1890s to mid-1970s is
an issue for historians to settle. Our concern is how to conceptualize
the recent intensi¢cation. Do we follow the lazy route, take readymade concepts like civil society used to understand politics at nation
and state levels, transpose them to the global level and wish away the
existence of actual nations and states? Or do we need subtler conceptualizations of beyond-the-nation solidarity links? Where are solidarities created, what do they look like, and what are their limitations
in opposing globalism?
Charles Tilly has argued that social movements are best conceptualized not as coherent groups of people, but as sustained interactions
between speci¢c authorities and those who challenge their authority.15
Because this interaction is so critical to contestation, changes in the
locus of power alter the nature of how protest is organized, its forms,
and the collective identities of the protestors. When power shifted from
local communities to national politics in the 1800s, new actors were
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thrown up in national contentions against the changed power structure. The dominant discourse on globalisation hypothesizes that a
similar shift is occurring today, this time with power shifting from
national to transnational levels, and e¡ective resistance coming from
global civil society. If this view is correct, we might expect new social
actors and new repertoires of protest to replace or eclipse national
ones.
Goodman terms the dominant globalization discourse ‘‘globalist adaptation,’’ and traces its cosmopolitan roots to liberal internationalism.16
According to these cosmopolitan perspectives, state power retracts as
sovereignty leaks up to transnational institutions and down to the
local.17 As Beck writes, ‘‘[g]lobalisation ^ however the word is understood ^ implies the weakening of state sovereignty and state structures.’’ In contrast to modernity’s ¢rst stage ^ where solidarity was
limited to the enclosed space of the nation state ^ identities are reformulated beyond state boundaries, embedded in ‘‘intersecting transnational
loyalties.’’ The cosmopolitan project ‘‘contradicts and replaces the
nation-state project,’’ implying a shift in con£ict from capital-labor
toward cosmopolitan movements and counter-movements. Beck sees
possibilities not in national movements, but in new political subjects,
which he alludes to as ‘‘movements and parties of world citizens.’’ 18 As
states lose sovereignty, democratic resistance is depicted as either local
or transnational. ‘‘Globalization from below’’ 19 is understood as diverse
e¡orts to moderate capitalist logic and implement substantive democracy. Citizen struggles shift from political parties and elections, toward
cosmopolitan identities and movement politics built around global
networks.20 The Internet is seen to help build new, non-territorial,
non-national forms of community in the time-compressed space created
by globalization.21
Cosmopolitan perspectives tend to involve more normative assertions
than empirical answers.22 Terms such as global civil society, transnational social movements, and ‘‘globalization from below’’ have positive associations, but are frequently left ill de¢ned and sociologically
underdeveloped. Part of the problem is that civil society itself is a
highly contested concept within the context of the domestic state.23 In
John Locke’s conceptualization, civil society is imagined as a sphere
independent of the state and centrally located in the market ^ a view
that justi¢ed private property rights.24 Once these rights were won in
the West, the concept fell into disuse. It was revived in Eastern Europe
in the 1970s and 1980s in democratic struggles to create a sphere
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independent of totalitarian states. But once communism fell, the concept was wielded in Eastern Europe by advocates of capitalism rather
than of democracy.25 For liberals of both eras, the main con£icts are
between state and civil society. The state must be limited because civil
society embodies superior values of individual freedom. In contrast to
liberal-pluralists who tend to see transnational actors as unambiguous
democrats and downplay inequality, Marxists and Gramscians view
civil society as the contested space of class relations and production.26
Since the main con£icts are within civil society, buttressing GCS to
combat transnational corporations is nonsensical. Marxists agree with
liberals that capitalists are dominant in GCS and have been aided by
globalism, but advocate empowering popular and working class elements in civil society, not an undi¡erentiated GCS.
The concept of domestic civil society is ambiguous enough. Globalizing the idea creates more confusion. What state or power structure is
GCS supposed to be independent from? How can most people be
global citizens when there are no democratic structures above the level
of countries conducive to their participation? Since there has been little
concrete analysis of GCS’s agents, it seems important to: (a) examine
actual agents of social change, assess the kinds of solidarities that are
emerging across national boundaries, and study where con£icts arise,
instead of assuming an idyllic landscape of global civil society. (b)
examine struggles to re-embed democratic power within states, rather
than dismissing states as necessarily serving transnational capital, and
assuming that e¡ective contention is primarily post-national.
The post-1945 era saw the creation of many international governing
institutions. International agreements such as NAFTA, the power of
international ¢nancial institutions such as the World Bank and the
International Monetary Fund are notable examples. Such institutions
have taken on important powers, some of them constitution-like, that
crucially a¡ect citizens’ lives.27 They have become symbols of power,
and for many, they are symbols of oppressive power. It is not surprising
to see contentious politics directed against them, or observe that movements and organizations have added a supranational level to their
strategies.28 Yet instead of dislodging nation and state as central loci
of contentious politics, we contend that the national has remained an
important bridge between locally and transnationally coordinated action.29 What is often forgotten is that within transnational institutions,
many decisions are still made by states, or at least by states that have a
lot of power. States have decisive power before investment or trade
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agreements are signed and less afterward. States can also collectively
decide to alter course. It’s an empirical question as to how much power
has shifted to supranational bodies.
More pertinent to our inquiry is whether such shifts have produced as
profound changes in the nature of contentious politics from below, as
advocates of global civil society frequently contend. In 1984, before
much of the recent transborder networking had gathered steam,
Charles Tilly wrote that ‘‘national social movements occupy a position
of privilege, shaping other social movements more than other movements shape them.30 But is this still the case? The case of the European
Union is instructive. The European Common Market evolved into the
European Union and member countries’ constitutions and laws are
superseded by the EU. If transnational contentious politics is emerging, one would expect the EU to lead the way. We do not make predictions about the future, but rely instead on the more solid ground of
studying what has happened. Imig and Tarrow measured 19,330 protest
events in the EU from 1983 to 1995 and found a growing number that
were European in character. However, European contentions constituted an ‘‘extremely small share of the total amount’’ ^ 4.1 percent.
They conclude that:
To date, however, the preponderance of contentious events in Europe appears to continue to reside where they have been for the last two hundred
years ^ in the nation state even when the impetus for making claims lies in
Brussels or further a¢eld.31

Other cases where campaigns and organizations are thought to have
most escaped national enclosures include the anti-apartheid movement, Greenpeace, and Amnesty International. Yet when Christian
Lahusen compared these three movements, his conclusion about them
was that ‘‘[s]ocial movement action above the level of the nation-state
is still organized and coordinated to a greater degree between national
entities than across them and is therefore rather international than
transnational in character.’’ 32 We could speculate that such movements
may take on a more transnational character in the future, but this is
not certain, and we want to avoid both futurology and teleology. What
does seem clear is the di⁄culty of creating solidarity beyond primary
interactions. Because of this di⁄culty, nationalist projects must create
imagined communities of solidarity across wide expanses.33 Solidarity
beyond national boundaries is not new (e.g., diaspora politics and pannationalisms), but it is unclear how e¡ectively transnational or global
projects can create alternative imagined communities of solidarity.
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Despite the homogenizing force of global capital,34 cultural diversities
present obstacles for a common understanding, or shared identities.
Most people, especially in the majority world, are rooted in place, and
have no access to telephones, never mind the Internet. Many communities are connected only through uni-directional corporate media.
Although the world economy links people to distant others through
commodity chains, these relations are invisible and embedded in hierarchies of class, gender, and race.
This suggests that constructing a global solidarity is an enormously
ambitious undertaking. Such a project must address inequities of
wealth, create democratic structures to enable mass participation
across national boundaries,35 and develop global media with a diversity of views to stimulate common debates. Wealth redistribution and
information exchange would need to cross the North-South divide and
involve many members from every continent. In a truly global civil
society, non-state actors from around the world would regularly interact (with both state and non-state actors), and share understandings of
substantive issues.36
‘‘Transnational’’ 37 is a less ambitious concept than ‘‘global’’ and refers
to organizations or movements that operate across nations, without
necessarily superseding the national. Transnational implies ‘‘regular
interactions across national boundaries when at least one actor is a
non-state agent or does not operate on behalf of a national government
or an intergovernmental organization.’’ 38 Margaret Keck and Kathryn
Sikkink make a crucial distinction between transnational social movements (TSMs) and ‘‘transnational advocacy networks’’ (TANs).39 A
TSM is usually built on concrete networks of shared locality, experiences, or kinship; its key resource is its capacity for mass mobilizing.
Tarrow argues that in a TSM, ‘‘challengers need to be rooted in domestic social networks and connected to each other more than episodically; common ways of seeing the world; contentious in action as well
as words.’’ 40
In contrast to TSMs, transnational advocacy networks involve a small
number of morally motivated activists, and do not usually engage in
mass mobilizations. They are a ‘‘set of relevant organizations working
internationally with shared values, a common discourse, and dense
exchanges of information.’’ 41 The goal of TANs is not just to in£uence
outcomes, but to change the terms of the debate, substituting unacceptable positions with more inclusive, democratic normative struc-
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tures. While TANs may operate across vast territorial divides, they can
be thought of as political spaces where meanings, norms, and frames
are negotiated. They are both structures and agents, and have grown
substantially in the last three decades.42
A TAN cannot be subsumed into notions of global civil society or
transnational social movements. It is a precise concept that clari¢es
the agency question. Keck and Sikkink conclude that ‘‘however much
we are seeing the increasing interpenetration of domestic and international politics, transposing sets of categories from one to the other
seems unlikely to make sense of the simultaneity of both.’’ In studying
TANs, Keck and Sikkink found little evidence of transnational social
movements, but discovered that repressive regimes in Latin America
spurred the transnationalization of advocacy networks by externalizing domestic rights struggles, forcing activists to go abroad to gain
in£uential allies to pressure the o¡ending state from the outside.43
They call this the ‘‘boomerang e¡ect.’’ While many actors in TANs
have been involved in social movements, these networks are not themselves transnational social movements. TANs are more ephemeral and
mobile and represent ideas rather than constituencies.44 They are communicative structures for political exchange, and their main currency is
information, a weapon of the weak.
It is also important to distinguish TSMs and TANs from nationally
focused struggles, and from the transnational coordination of nationally
focussed contentions. Hype about power drifting away from nations
obscures ongoing struggles to re-embed democratic control at national
levels, where the capacity to mass mobilize is greater than at the transnational level.45 National movements are those that contend largely
against national power structures, have all or most of their supporters
in one country or nation, and display distinctive cultures of contention.
National movement organizations may coordinate campaigns transnationally with other national organizations, but to remain national,
beyond-the-nation activities cannot be the main focus of their work.
Social movement action above the level of nations and states are best
understood as loosely coordinated transnationally, but nationallyrooted and directed.
In practice there are hybrids of national and transnational movements
regarding issues, targets, mobilization, and organization. While any
typology is an approximation of complex realities, a well-crafted typology can help us make better sense of complexity. We believe it is
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important to distinguish between national and transnational because
of the ubiquitous assumption that transnational movements have replaced national organizations, and concomitantly, that beyond-thenation coordination is su⁄cient to make a campaign transnational, or
to comprise a transnational social movement. According to our criteria, a TSM requires regular, long-term interaction across nations, and
the presence of common frames and shared norms across national
boundaries. Consensus formation across national movements takes a
long time and can be said to be transnational only once formulations
are put in more universal language.46 If, on the other hand, the framing of issues remains di¡erent, mass mobilizations and organizations
stay separate and targets distinct, we are dealing with movements that
are primarily national. These distinctions enable us to evaluate claims
about GCS and investigate where the action took place in our case
studies. At what levels were solidarities created? Was a genuine GCS
being formed? Were these transnational social movements, TAN’s or
national movements? We turn to our cases for answers.

The MAI fails at the OECD
Most theorizing about social movements and transnationalization was
done before the recent anti-globalization protests. On the basis of
other movements, Rucht and Tarrow argue that transnational collective action tends toward cooptation and deradicalization.47 Yet so far,
anti-globalism protesters have shown few signs of compromise. This
could be because opponents’ root-and-branch critiques of globalism
cut to the core of the global elite’s class interests.
‘‘We are writing the constitution of a single global economy,’’ boasted
Renato Ruggerio, Director General of the WTO.48 Despite setbacks at
the WTO in 1996, at the OECD with the MAI in 1998, and in the 1999
WTO battle in Seattle, much of Ruggiero’s global capitalist constitution is already in place. Other pieces are being negotiated. While the
MAI’s demise, the ¢rst major reversal for globalism in the North, was
largely due to popular opposition, the latter’s strength should not be
exaggerated. William Dymond, Canada’s chief MAI negotiator, correctly notes that ‘‘by any measure [the MAI’s] penetration of public
consciousness paled compared to the free trade debate in the 1980s.’’
The fatal weakness of negotiating a MAI at the OECD, he argues, was
the success of previous neo-liberal agreements. There were already so
few investment barriers among its members, that negotiators could not
e¡ectively mobilize MAI supporters to combat the critics.49
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Instead of hiding corporate rights behind the popular ‘‘free trade’’
label, the MAI was the ¢rst self-proclaimed ‘‘investment agreement,’’ a
twin to the WTO’s ‘‘framework for trade.’’ Initially written by the
International Chamber of Commerce,50 the MAI de¢ned the rules by
which signatory governments must standardize policies, treat foreign
corporations and capital, and set up a dispute settlement mechanism
allowing corporations to sue governments directly before secret international tribunals.51 The expropriation and compensation rules would
have empowered foreign corporations to challenge state policies ^
from taxes, to environmental issues, labor rules, distinct cultural policies and consumer protection ^ that potentially threatened pro¢ts.52
Proposals to codify investors’ rights were defeated at the Uruguay
round of GATT (1986-1994) that established the WTO. The South,
where corporate rights are widely seen as recolonization, voted down
an agreement similar to the MAI at the WTO First Ministerial Meeting in Singapore in 1996. To get around what they saw as Southern
obstinacy, U.S. o⁄cials insisted on switching to the OECD, the ‘‘rich
men’s club,’’ to get a ‘‘high standards’’ agreement and then impose it on
the South.53
However, the framers’ dreams were crushed again. NGOs objected to
property rights taking enforceable precedence over existing international norms on social, environmental, labor, cultural, human, and
indigenous rights.54 By boldly stepping on so many toes, the proposed
MAI provoked broad opposition among often previously unconnected
citizens organizations. According to James Goodman, ¢ve factors
stand out in the MAI’s failure at the OECD: 1) The broad scope of the
MAI created many enemies and laid the basis for powerful crosssectoral alliances. 2) The OECD was weakly legitimated. 3) NGO’s
constructed powerful linkages between local and national concerns,
by mobilizing sub-national opinion. 4) Presaging the Battle in Seattle,
the anti-MAI campaign symbolized a general revolt against globalism
as much as against this single agreement. 5) The anti-MAI network
created alliances across the OECD/South divide. To defeat the MAI,
opponents needed to prevent the South’s isolation and mobilize in the
North. These goals were met in ways that contradict assertions about
the eclipse of ‘‘nation-states.’’ Word on secret MAI talks £owed from
Southern governments to Southern NGOs, who then told Northern
NGOs. The latter then mobilized against their own governments.
In most global civil society literature, states are depicted as enemies of
bottom-up globalization. It is no surprise then that state diplomacy
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was downplayed in the MAI’s fall. But, oblivious to theorizing, movements target states because they remain central actors in international
negotiations.55 As national anti-MAI campaigns accelerated and ‘‘surprised and disconcerted political leaders,’’ a fascinating cycle emerged.
Countries listed exemptions from the MAI, thereby encouraging citizens to press harder, and in some cases leading to more exemptions.
When France quit the talks in October 1998 and Canada followed suit,
there were so many exemptions that MAI supporters found the whole
rationale of the agreement undermined.56 The MAI was dead.
We know of no comprehensive account of MAI campaigns in the
seventeen or eighteen OECD countries where popular opposition was
signi¢cant.57 Our account focuses on Canada, where we interviewed
key activists. This is supplemented by interviews with non-Canadians
and use of secondary sources, including Internet sites, on campaigns in
France, Australia, the United States, Germany, the European Parliament, and the Third World Network.

The heroic portrayal of global civil society, transnational links, and the
secret text
Governments, the media and academics portrayed GCS and the Internet as the anti-MAI heroes. France’s Lalumie're Report stated: ‘‘[f]or
the ¢rst time, we are witnessing the emergence of a ‘global civil
society.’ ... The development of the Internet ... allows for the instantaneous distribution of texts under discussion ... and for the sharing of
knowledge and expertise across borders.’’ 58 ‘‘How the Internet killed
the MAI,’’ read the front-page headline in the Toronto-based Globe and
Mail. The story circulated so widely in the anti-MAI network, that
John Cavanagh in Washington received it from over 100 sources; it
drowned his computer.59 The Financial Times stressed the ‘‘fear and
bewilderment [that] have seized governments and industrialised countries’’ after they were ‘‘ambushed’’ by the [anti-MAI] ‘‘horde’’ that used
the Internet as its decisive weapon.60 Writing with greater nuance,
academics have similarly discussed the Internet in the MAI’s defeat.
Peter J. Smith and Elizabeth Smythe make claims typical of GCS
proponents:
The £ip side of economic globalization is political globalization and mobilization, both made possible by the information revolution. As Higgot and
Reich argue, ‘‘we are not going to have a global information economy without a global civil society.’’
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Through e-mail, listservs, and news groups, the Internet is seen to have
created a network of activists.61 But questions remain. Did citizens selforganize simultaneously as transnational social movements, TANs,
and nationally-based movements? What was the role of the Internet?
Did discourses shift from country to country or was there a common
‘‘master frame’’? 62 Did citizen groups operate independently of states
and political parties, or were there frequent interactions? To answer
these questions and evaluate claims about GCS and the Internet in
defeating the MAI, we explore key events in the struggle: the discovery
of the secret text, early opposition at the OECD meetings, and the ways
anti-MAI activists organized, coordinated, and mobilized.
International coordination of opposition did not spontaneously materialize. When opponents issued a Joint NGO Statement on October 27,
1997 in Paris where they met MAI negotiators, they built on preexisting TANs. The most important of these was the International
Forum on Globalization (IFG), formed in January 1994. Sixty-¢ve
veterans of nationally-based, anti-free trade campaigns initiated the
IFG, a U.S. organization with 60 percent of its 60 associates and board
members based in the United States and over 80 percent in the
North.63 Despite its Northern preponderance, the IFG linked leading
Northern activists with leaders of the South such as Martin Khor,
head of the Third World Network based in Malaysia, and Vandana
Shiva, Indian author and ecological activist. The IFG also provided
key contacts among country-based MAI campaigns in OECD countries, and coordinated e¡orts led by Tony Clarke of Canada, and Lori
Wallach, of Public Citizen Global Trade Watch in Washington. In the
United States and Canada, the IFG held international Teach-Ins,64
activist workshops, coordinated activities, and shared information
about impending moves to implement another piece of the global
capitalist constitution. The IFG met often by teleconferencing and
closed Internet links to strategize international opposition to the
MAI, and helped plan the 1999 battle in Seattle. Key constituent
organizations within the IFG include Public Citizen, led by Ralph
Nader, and The Council of Canadians, the 100,000-member veteran of
nationalist battles against the FTA and NAFTA. Their memberships
and campaigns are nationally oriented. Acting for the IFG, they supplied much of the organizational muscle, leadership, and expertise to
wage e¡ective opposition to the MAI.
Forging North-South links was key to ¢nding the secret MAI text. In
the fall of 1996, Martin Khor warned his IFG colleagues about secret
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talks on the MAI already underway at the OECD. Unlike anti-globalism
groups in the North who are distant from their own governments, the
Third World Network (TWN) meets regularly with sympathetic Southern governments. Prior to the December 1996 WTO meetings, the
TWN briefed WTO representatives from more than a dozen Southern
countries on the WTO investment proposals at a two-day workshop.65
As parties to international negotiations, friendly governments share
information with the TWN, which in turn informs its Northern activist
allies. It was through this state-TAN exchange that Northern activists
discovered what their own governments were secretly negotiating.
How did Canadian activists ¢nd the MAI text? According to Clarke,
after Khor’s warnings some IFG members decided they could do little
without the text. Clarke agreed to lead the search in Canada, spoke to
Canadian anti-free trade veterans, and sent out feelers to friendly contacts inside government and parties, particularly the New Democratic
Party (NDP, Canada’s social democratic party). In late February 1997,
Clarke got the draft text through a Canadian Member of Parliament,
who accidentally came across it at a meeting in Europe.66 Public
Citizen, other U.S. groups, and a few European activists looked for,
but never found the text. Instead of releasing the text right away,
Clarke and Barlow shared it with Public Citizen and both groups
analyzed it separately. Clarke framed the MAI as a ‘‘Corporate Rule
Treaty,’’ so activists could make a compelling case and the public
understand its implications. The strategy worked. Clarke’s analysis
was front-page news in the Globe and Mail on April 3, 1997. Public
Citizen and the Multinational Monitor in Washington put the draft text
on their websites for worldwide distribution a few days later.

Why Canadian leadership against the MAI?
If the Internet and GCS are anti-globalism heroes, we would expect
MAI opposition in the OECD to have come mainly from the United
States and Western Europe. Traditionally, most activist initiatives in
the North have come from those places. However, leadership came
most strongly from Canada, organized by existing economic nationalist
circles, not new cosmopolitan ones. This suggests historical continuity,
rather than a rupture from past modes of organizing.
The MAI made a big splash in the Canadian media. Only in France
and perhaps Australia, was public consciousness of the MAI at any-
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where near a comparable level. Although not a major campaign issue,
the MAI was raised critically by Alexa McDonough, leader of the
NDP in the English-language television debate in Canada’s June 1997
federal election. CBC Radio did a series on the MAI, and the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation (CBC) sent two television crews to
cover Barlow and the MAI opponents meetings in Paris in October
1997; no other country sent an international television crew. Barlow
attributes media attention in Canada to three factors. First, a politically literate public had been won over to opposing the FTA and
NAFTA in the previous 12 years. Second, the CBC had their own
concerns about the MAI’s threat to culture and public broadcasting.
Third, when opposition was building, the Ethyl case broke in the
summer of 1998, showing Canadians the sweeping implications of
investor-state mechanisms.67
The Ethyl Corporation used NAFTA’s Chapter 11 (the expropriation
and compensation protocols copied in the MAI) to attack Canadian
legislation banning MMT, a gasoline additive that Canada deemed ‘‘an
insidious neurotoxin.’’ Canada capitulated out-of-court, paid Ethyl
$19.3 million (Cdn) for ‘‘lost pro¢ts,’’ lifted the ban on MMT, and
Prime Minister Chretien publicly repudiated his statement about the
‘‘horri¢c e¡ects’’ of MMT.68 Until the MMT case, critics had had trouble
convincing Environment Ministers and other potential allies that
Chapter 11 type clauses in a MAI would pose more than a hypothetical
threat. But when Canadian activists took the MMT case to OECD
negotiators, it ‘‘was like a brush¢re in Europe.’’ ‘‘They said it can never
happen. We said it can and did happen and here is the prototype.’’ 69
Why did the MAI struggle evoke more resonance in Canada than
elsewhere? It was not that Canadians released the document ¢rst,
Clarke contends, but that Canada was the ¢rst country to have been
exposed to the investor-state mechanism in the FTA and NAFTA.
Many knew what it could do to the public sector. Canadian activists
retold that experience again and again to Europeans who did not
believe that their strong public sectors could be touched, and did not
understand the profound e¡ects of applying American property law
internationally.70
The extent of Canadian leadership could be seen in the Canadian
domination of Internet sites, and the prominence of Canadian activists
in the anti-MAI campaign. Smythe and Smith examined the 400 websites focussing on the MAI in the English, French, German, and Spanish
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languages. While the OECD had the most website links, the next four
were Canadian.71 Six of the top twelve sites were Canadian, all opposing the MAI. Ralph Nader called the MAI opposition ‘‘another Canadian ¢rst.’’ 72 Clarke brought ninety activists from many countries to an
International Symposium at Port Elgin Ontario one week after the
NGO meetings in Paris; these participants were key to building country-based campaigns several months later.73 Clarke and Barlow wrote
the ¢rst book on the MAI, which was released at the opponents meetings in Paris in October 1997. They wrote the only American book,
changing the sub-title to ‘‘the threat to American freedom,’’ from ‘‘the
threat to Canadian sovereignty,’’ sovereignty apparently not being a
major concern of a hegemonic power. Maria Mies, leader of Germany’s
‘‘Resistance Against the MAI,’’ said that the German and Austrian
campaigns were ‘‘practically initiated’’ by Canadians. In Austria,
Claudia Werlhof took the Canadian materials, organized a conference
at Innsbruck University, and copied the Canadian tactic of asking local
governments to declare MAI ‘‘free zones.’’ The German campaign
translated Clarke’s analysis, but as in the United States, the issue
framing did not ¢t. The reaction Mies got from Left and feminist
friends was ‘‘what do you mean by national sovereignty?’’ ‘‘When you
raise the nation-state in Germany, you are put in a right-wing corner.’’ 74 Janace Moira Graham wrote ‘‘New Zealanders are talking
about the tremendous ¢ght Canadians are putting up against the MAI
every day on national talk back radio and on our newsgroups ....
Here’s smiling at you, Canada.’’ 75 Although the network relied on the
MAI as a common enemy and agreed on corporate rule as a master
frame, di¡erent national contexts led to di¡erent ways to frame the
issues.

Strategic shift to country-based opposition
Even before the IFG searched for the MAI text, moderate international NGOs, including the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) and
Friends of the Earth, formed an international lobbying network to
secure a reformed MAI.76 But the OECD, which had never negotiated
a treaty, did not engage with the moderate network, to avoid placing
even mild obligations on investors. In October 1997, six months after
the text became public and MAI activism was mounting, the OECD
backtracked and invited the moderates to Paris. It proved too late to
coopt. Radical anti-globalism activists from Southern and OECD
countries joined the moderates. Everyone at the NGO meetings agreed
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to act in solidarity no matter which position won among the 70 or so
individuals at the counter-MAI meetings. A moderate statement advising a revised MAI with an environmental exemption was pitted against
Public Citizen’s rejectionist statement. The latter won and became the
‘‘Joint NGO Statement.’’ By February 1998, it was endorsed in over 70
countries by over 600 citizens groups, including those in development,
human rights, labor, environment, and consumer groups in Southern
and OECD countries.
Did the Joint NGO campaign represent an emerging transnational
civil society movement, a TAN, or nationally-based movements that
episodically coordinated transnationally? The main goal of the Joint
Statement was to pressure governments. All signatory organizations
are listed by country, and few are organized signi¢cantly beyond their
borders. Citizens groups had self-organized by nation and state, not
globally or even continentally. Nor was the Joint Statement’s discourse
global or transnational. ‘‘The MAI does not respect the right of
countries ... to democratically control investment into their economies.’’ This is hardly a rallying cry for an emerging GCS. ‘‘Problems
with the MAI,’’ the statement adds, ‘‘stem from the broad restrictions it
places on national democratic action.’’ The network’s main objection
was the weakening of national sovereignty.77
After the OECD rebu¡ of NGO demands for a one-year moratorium
on negotiations, activists promised to return home to organize. Signi¢cant opposition emerged in seventeen or eighteen of the twenty-nine
OECD countries, but not without prodding. According to Clarke,
several NGOs that organized the Paris counter-MAI meetings did not
think beyond their own privileged role, and had absolutely no relationship to an authentic constituency, nor the ability to mass mobilize. To
rectify the lack of roots, the IFG strategy concentrated on nationallyrooted country campaigns rather than attempting to build a transnational social movement. Lori Wallach of Public Citizen, and Clarke,
both acting for the IFG, visited European and other OECD countries
in January 1998 to initiate broad coalitions, country by country. As
veterans of NAFTA opposition, they knew that multi-sectoral, on-theground campaigns were needed in as many OECD countries as possible. As Clarke put it:
As time went on in 1998, you could see what had started out to be something
organized by international NGOs to begin with, as some form of opposition,
was gradually ¢nding itself losing ground to the country-based campaigns.
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Why? That’s where the real strength was. The resistance that was building to
the MAI, as it went through stage by stage, was coming from the countries
sitting at the table.78

Country campaigns and divergent discourses
Which countries mounted the most successful campaigns and why?
Were repertoires new transnational ones or national standbys? Did
action revolve mostly around new or existing social movements? Were
interactions with governments and political parties central?
The MAI issue never took o¡ in the United States. In contrast to the
Battle of Seattle a year later, it did not penetrate the media much, or
spark much movement politics. The action was in faraway Paris. To the
extent that there was public consciousness, much of it was due to the
work of Canadians, Clarke and Barlow, which included their MAI
book,79 Barlow’s CNN interview, and some major talk shows. However two major U.S. successes bolstered the opposition cause. Both
were due as much to governments, legislators, and academics as to
movements. The ¢rst came in April 1997, the month the secret text was
‘‘outed.’’ Bill Clinton lost ‘‘fast track’’ authority that would have given
him the power to negotiate international agreements subject only to a
yes or no vote by Congress. The MAI was only a minor factor in the
e¡ective lobbying of Congress to deny fast track by a broad antiNAFTA coalition and environmentalists.80 Clinton’s loss hurt the Administration’s maneuverability at the MAI talks. The second coup
came from an unlikely quarter. Governors of western states, mostly
Republicans, claimed that the MAI would restrict sub-national governments, including U.S. states. The U.S. opponents’ main contribution to
the MAI’s defeat was in organizational, strategic, and other information transfers to other country campaigns.
Things were very di¡erent in Canada where there had been very broad
anti-FTA and anti-NAFTA coalitions, particularly in English-speaking
Canada. The idea of a corporate rule treaty was readily grasped.
Elizabeth May, head of the Sierra Club of Canada, recounted how the
issue quickly took o¡ in Canada:
What was phenomenal about the MAI campaign was that it spread so
quickly to the grassroots level .... It was spreading like wild¢re .... We
couldn’t have created that campaign by planning. The key factor for environmental groups was the Ethyl Corporation: their threat to use chapter 11 [the
investment chapter in NAFTA].81
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Anti-MAI coalitions in Canada included environmentalists, social
justice activists in the Catholic and major Protestant Churches, economic nationalists, much of the cultural community, and the National
Action Committee on the Status of Women (NAC), the main umbrella
group of women’s organizations. In contrast to most union federations
in other OECD countries, the major Canadian unions, including the
Canadian Labor Congress, united against the MAI.82 Canadian actions
showed much variety in the 18-month campaign. At the IFG International Teach-In organized by the Council of Canadians in November 1997, two-thousand mainly young people ‘‘raised the roof’’ o¡ the
University of Toronto’s Convocation Hall. Citizens’ inquiries were held
in most major cities, inviting public submissions and attracting hundreds to each site. Constituent groups in the coalition wrote their own
members about the MAI, and mobilized internally. The Sierra Club of
Canada, for instance, briefed the New Democrat federal caucus and
met many backbench Members of Parliament in the other parties.
They organized letter writing campaigns and their youth wing held a
MAI day of action across Canada. There was street theatre and a
nearly full-page ad in the Globe and Mail. Barry Appleton, a top
international trade lawyer from Toronto, wrote a legal opinion for the
Council of Canadians.83 His list of vulnerable environmental issues
under the MAI had a tremendous impact internationally, and helped
spur France to quit the negotiations. In the only major street protest in
Canada, Operation ‘‘SalAMI’’ 84 brought hundreds to barricade the
Sheraton Hotel in Montreal in May 1998 where a conference featured
Donald Johnston, OECD’s Director-General, and ninety-nine people
were arrested.
Canadian activists targeted sub-national governments. Although not
party to the talks, they would have been subject to the MAI. The NDP
government of the province of British Columbia held a parliamentary
inquiry on the MAI and issued a critical report. Three provinces and
several municipalities opposed the MAI. A federal parliamentary committee on the MAI took briefs from citizens, most of whom opposed it.
Taken together, these multi-faceted campaigns shifted Canada’s position from being ‘‘gung-ho, cowboy crazy about getting the MAI
through,’’ 85 Clarke said, to laying out exemptions on health, social
and educational services, aboriginals, culture, and agricultural supply
management.
In France, opponents of the ‘‘AMI’’ formed a coalition of seventy
associations, but largely worked separately from each other. Opposition
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came from the cultural community, environmentalists, the CGT union
federation and the Communist Party, which was a junior partner in the
Socialist government. Jacques Lang, the Culture Minister who coined
the phrase, ‘‘L’AMI, c’est l’enemi,’’ 86 played a prominent role. The sum
of oppositions built to the point where France pulled out of the MAI
talks in October 1998, one year after the meeting between NGOs and
the OECD. The strongest resistance came from the cultural community,
which has long contested Americanization. At the Cesar’s, France’s
academy awards with millions of television viewers, the emcee, who
was part of the anti-MAI coalition, condemned the MAI. She got
prolonged applause.87 A French collective against clones of the MAI,
led by Susan George in Paris, supported the right of each country to
subsidize diverse cultural expressions and opposed applying the ‘‘national treatment’’ clause to other countries’ cultures.88
The Australian campaign started late (January 1998), but mounted
perhaps the third strongest campaign amongst OECD countries. Signi¢cantly, the spark came not from citizens’ movements, but from a
radio documentary in November 1997 by ABC, the public broadcaster,
which played a similar role to the Canadian CBC in popularizing the
issue. In English-Canada, anti-MAI campaigners could credibly combine left nationalism with international solidarity, because right populists supported the MAI and were ready to concede sovereignty to the
United States.89 In contrast, Australian campaigners waged an antinationalist discourse because, initially the national media associated
MAI opposition with Pauline Hanson, ‘‘One Nation’’ and xenophobic
nationalism.90 To counter the establishment’s portrayal of globalization as the only alternative to xenophobic nationalism, MAI opponents gained credibility by promoting a ‘‘globalization’’ that served
people not corporations.91 Campaigns developed most strongly at the
Australian state and local levels, with weak national coordination.
For theorists of global civil society, globalization implies a shift from
traditional politics centered on political parties and states, to movement politics focussed on global networks opposing transnational corporate power. Despite the anti-nationalist discourse, Australian movements worked closely with federal and state political institutions and
parties. A Green Party Senator ¢rst raised the MAI issue, in March 1997,
ten months before citizens’ campaigns began. As elsewhere, opponents
exploited divisions between the Department of Trade, which led the
secretive OECD talks, and other departments that were left in the
dark. The campaigns also bene¢ted from party divisions. The Demo-
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crats and Greens, minor parties with members in federal and state
legislatures, sided with MAI opponents. Labor, the main opposition
party, was divided, but in March 1998 joined the minor parties in
widening the scope of a parliamentary inquiry, which gave critics a
public forum, and ultimately advised against signing the MAI without
a thorough assessment of Australia’s interests.92
The Austrian campaign had a very parliamentary focus. Foes got the
Salzburg and Frauburg parliaments to oppose the MAI. The Finance
Minister supported the MAI and the Environment Minister opposed
it. The Prime Minister broke the deadlock by siding with the Environment Minister.93 German opposition was small, fairly narrowly based,
and dependent on external information, but also had a strong parliamentary focus.94 It consisted of WEED,95 Germanwatch, Mies’ Committee of Resistance against the MAI, university student groups, and
individuals in feminist and environmental movements. German opponents began work shortly after the October 1997 Paris meetings. They
held a media workshop on the MAI with journalists from Germany’s
most important newspapers, surveyed ¢fty NGOs in the South, and
held a big congress in Bonn in April 1998.96 They attracted o⁄cials
from the federal ministries of the Environment and of economic cooperation to a seminar, but failed to persuade the Green Party, junior
partners in the Schroeder government. The German campaign had
more success amongst MEPs, Members of the European Parliament.
Although the latter had no vote at the OECD talks, the adoption (by a
vote of 437 to 8) of a critical report authored by German Green MEP,
Wolfgang Kreissl-Do«r£er, was an important early blow to the MAI
talks. The Green Group of MEPs was a leader in ¢ghting the MAI.97
In this section, we have seen that anti-MAI campaigns were most
e¡ective when they focussed on their own governments. The countrybased strategy was successful because, when pressed, governments
sometimes listen to their own citizens. Transnational publics do not
elect the governments. The fact that states make decisions at the
OECD increased the salience of national mobilizations. However, the
country campaigns were greatly enhanced by the transnational sharing
of information and the strategic leadership of individuals like Clarke
and Wallach. Their critical role was not as leaders of global civil
society, but as key individuals within transnational advocacy networks
that catalyzed and supported national movements.
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Master frames, sovereignty, and the Internet
Was there a unifying transnational frame using universal language, or
did frames remain national? What role did the Internet play? As we
saw, the Joint NGO Statement objected to the MAI’s attempt to regulate governments rather than corporations. France decried the absence
of an acknowledged cultural exemption and above all, the threat to
national sovereignty: ‘‘The agreement has become a symbol. It crystallizes civil society’s objections to and frustrations with globalization.
There is one central reason for this: the agreement is perceived as a
serious threat to national sovereignty.’’ 98 U.S. insistence on its exceptionalism ^ its many exemptions and the application of its laws extraterritorially ^ sparked national resistance in other OECD states.99
Canadian leadership in organizing against the MAI came largely from
the Council of Canadians, a self-proclaimed [English-Canadian] nationalist organization, and its dominant frames were national sovereignty
and opposing corporate rule. Overall, national themes tended to trump
transnational ones.
However, TAN leaders searched for transnational master frames. In
workshops with activists in each country, Clarke and Wallach discussed how best to present the MAI issues.100 The theme of corporate
rule became a master frame spanning the various campaigns, but
national sovereignty was less successful as a universal theme. The latter
struck a discordant note in Australia, and some European countries,
especially Germany, with its Nazi past. After consulting with Maria
Mies and others in Germany, Clarke substituted popular sovereignty
for national sovereignty and the former became a general formulation
for activists. Clarke explains his view of popular sovereignty:
When we talk about ‘‘sovereignty,’’ we do not mean ‘‘national sovereignty’’
per se. Instead, we are talking, ¢rst and foremost, about the fundamental
democratic rights of people ^ The Universal Declaration of Human Rights ^
which calls for the recognition of the fundamental rights of all people to
food, clothing and shelter, employment, education, and healthcare, clean
environment, cultural integrity and quality public services, plus fair wages
and working conditions ^ is really a declaration about ‘‘popular sovereignty.’’
It is this ‘‘popular sovereignty’’ that is the foundation stone of democracy
itself, which is directly threatened by the MAI as a ‘‘corporate rule’’ treaty.101

According to Barlow, a new anti-globalization activist is emerging
from human rights, feminist, ecological and labor movements and can
no longer be identi¢ed from their brand of activist roots. ‘‘We don’t
even ask each other where you come from any longer. We all have this

62
common analysis.’’ A new breed of young Europeans, comments Barlow, is searching for an analysis somewhere between a nationalist
position and an acceptance of globalization. The Internet was important in developing this shared discourse:
The closest thing we have now to an international media is the Internet, and
sharing this information with each other. Somebody says something here that
we know would be of value to our colleagues in another country, we can get it
out instantly. We lived and breathed on that thing.

While this discourse may have £owed along transnational lines of
electronic communication, it grew out of the network of established
activists who knew each other. Anti-MAI leaders met face-to-face
before they used the Internet. ‘‘We learned to care about each other as
human beings. We built that trust up and there is nothing to take its
place. Once you’ve got it, then you can use your technology in a very
speci¢c way.’’ In short, Barlow disagrees with the idea that the Internet
killed the MAI: ‘‘[w]e killed it using the Internet as a tool.’’ The small
number of leaders had a private listserv to ask tough questions and
share information, but instituted control measures to limit all the
‘‘junk’’ about the MAI on the Internet. Another indispensable tool
was teleconferencing. ‘‘There is a core group of people we know, we
deeply trust,’’ Barlow concluded. ‘‘We don’t want anybody we don’t
know and trust’’ to be part of the internal dialogue.102 Thus the inner
circle that coordinated national campaigns used the Internet as an
instantaneous, but internal communications system to consolidate
activist networks.
Key normative issues emerged as £ashpoints for transnational solidarity: democracy, popular sovereignty, control over natural resources,
human rights, and the environment. The Internet facilitated their
shared understanding. But the neglected side of the MAI story was
the interaction between nationally organized citizens groups and their
own governments. In conjunction with movements in the South, citizens mobilized in a majority of OECD countries to push their governments for exemptions. Finally France’s Socialist government, pressed
by its Communist ally, quit the talks. It was historical continuity that
led Canadian nationalists, who long contested U.S. domination and
experienced the ¢rst corporate rule treaty in the FTA, to initiate the
struggle and ¢nd allies in other countries. The MAI’s demise was not
a simple civil society story of social movement warriors defeating
secretive international negotiators, but of close interactions amongst
movements, governments, and political parties. It was much closer to
traditional politics than the purveyors of GCS fancifully portray.
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Which elements of the MAI campaigns were transnational, and which
primarily national? There was little evidence of global or transnational
social movements, but TANs were crucial to the MAI’s defeat. The
International Forum on Glolalization was a particularly successful
TAN, and used the main currency of such networks: sharing information, framing issues like national and popular sovereignty, and strategizing among a small number of nationally rooted activists. Although
they searched for a common master frame, they only partly succeeded.
‘‘National-sovereignty’’ worked very well in certain contexts, but engendered scepticism in others. It was replaced with more general
notions of popular sovereignty, which never gained as wide a following
as ‘‘national sovereignty’’ in Canada and France, the countries of
strongest opposition where the MAI broke into public discourse.
Everywhere national movements did the hard work of mobilizing citizens and lobbying governments. Issues were nationally de¢ned and the
primary targets were the central governments sitting at the negotiations.
The citizens’ MAI campaigns thus con¢rm Calhoun’s observation that
‘‘[t]his category of nation may be a helpful mediation between the local
and the global.’’ 103 It suggests that national projects for self-determination can forge strong ties with movements in other nations.
Although circumstances di¡ered greatly, this conclusion was also evident in the Zapatista struggle.

Zapatismo: Building an International of Hope
We propose an International of Hope, Struggle, Solidarity and
Co-operation. Never has it been as di⁄cult for a people to
liberate itself, and that is why the international struggle is so
important. Nonetheless, the base of the change has to be the
struggle of each country, within its own experience and its own
culture.
EZLN statement from the ¢rst
‘‘intergalactic encounter,’’
Chiapas Mexico 1996.

Zapatismo has spread far beyond the Lacando¤n jungle, into the hearts
of distant activists resisting neo-liberal globalism. Although the eloquent writings of Subcomandante Marcos have inspired people
throughout the world, the resulting solidarity linkages are less carefully
identi¢ed, falling prey to both romanticized portrayals, and cynical
comments about Zapatista souvenir t-shirts. What often gets lost is
an analytic middle-ground investigating the shape and texture of
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Zapatismo solidarity, alongside a realistic accounting of its strengths
and limitations.
Documenting transnational Zapatismo is a massive undertaking. Our
focus is limited to questioning the nature of Zapatismo solidarity
beyond Mexico, with a special focus on the role of the Internet constituting networks of solidarity.104 The Internet is arguably the most
important tool connecting Zapatista supporters outside of Mexico,
and warrants particular attention as a tool used to resist globalism.105
Internet Zapatismo embodies the dominant metaphor of globalized
capitalism, the network, on two fronts: the network of electronic Internet connections, and a social network of supporters.106 Internet connections are not ethereal constructs, £oating in the realm of cyberspace and unconnected to ‘‘real life’’ struggles.107 Tools like listservs
can function as broad digital nets, drawing in data on printed media
sources, visual sources (¢lm and video), grass-roots activities, political
commentaries, as well as ¢rst-hand accounts of activists. Listserv
e-mails often contain reprints from independent news sources ^ an
imperfect, but important veri¢cation device.108 But is Internet solidarity a lazy activism of e-mail petitions, or simply a convenient tool
to facilitate grass-roots organizing? More broadly, does Zapatismo
represent a transnational advocacy network involving a small number
of committed activists, or can it more accurately be described as a
transnational social movement with sustained mass mobilization in
various countries over a longer period? Conclusions are drawn from
reviews of Zapatismo web sites, a survey of the Chiapas95-English
listserv, interviews with solidarity activists, and participant observation.109

Solidarity observed: Shape, form, content
It is ¢rst important to distinguish di¡erent actors involved in the
Zapatista struggle. A ¢rst group is made up of Zapatistas ^ the indigenous campesinos who live in Chiapas and explicitly support the
EZLN. A second group comprises solidarity groups within Mexico. A
third group, and the focus of this study, are solidarity groups outside of
Mexico, recognizing the essential communication and inevitable overlap between national and transnational categories. Our survey found
that Zapatismo solidarity e¡orts outside Mexico took on three basic
forms, most of which were much more creative than e-mail petitions.
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Political lobbying and human rights interventions:
Many people, thousands or perhaps millions, in the di¡erent
countries of the continents of the Americas, Europe, Africa,
Asia and Australia, people of di¡erent faiths, from di¡erent
social and political organizations, found out what perverse
tongues have always tried to keep hidden .... So many came to
see for themselves, so many were disabused of the lies that had
been published from the government’s tongue. All of those
embraced us and lifted us up, which explains why today we
have strength to shout: because our 45 sisters and brothers
died in order to live.110
Las Abejas (‘‘the Bees’’ agricultural cooperative),
commenting on solidarity they received following
the December 1997 Acteal massacre

Zapatismo political lobbying ¢ts the category described by Keck and
Sikkink as the ‘‘boomerang e¡ect’’: when domestic access is blocked,
activists go abroad to gain in£uential allies to pressure the o¡ending
state from the outside.111 Through written communication or direct
action, Zapatista activists abroad lobby OECD states to pressure the
Mexican state to support the demands of Zapatistas in Chiapas.
Groups gather outside courthouses, consulate o⁄ces, and legislatures
to demand an end to military aid to Mexico, the implementation of the
San Andre¤s Accords on Indigenous Rights and Culture, withdrawal of
all Mexican military from Chiapas, and prosecution of paramilitaries.112 While protests are often small and public interest waxes and
wanes, such lobbying has helped prevent the Zapatista cause from
fading into obscurity. Mexican president Vicente Fox has been forced
to account for human rights and environmental concerns publicized by
U.S. solidarity groups and representatives from various countries who
continue to visit Chiapas on fact-¢nding missions.113
Human rights interventions represent the most prominent form of
Zapatismo solidarity. Thousands of observers have gone to Chiapas to
witness state-sanctioned militarization and paramilitary harassment.
Campamentistas (accompaniment volunteers) spend time in threatened communities, and are trained and sponsored by the non-pro¢t
organizations Enlace Civil or the Fray Bartolome de las Casas human
rights center. These projects have been critical to the security of threatened communities, and the expulsion of foreign activists indicates some
success in exposing ongoing militarization.114 Although low-intensity
warfare and paramilitary oppression continue to this day, the Mexican
military has been unwilling to launch a full-scale attack on the Zapatistas.115 Scrutiny has come from both local human rights groups and
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more distant, o⁄cial channels. Mary Robinson, UN High Commissioner for Human Rights, met survivors of the Acteal massacre,
avoided the ‘‘o⁄cial tour,’’ and strongly denounced human rights
abuses in Chiapas.116 While the Internet itself cannot provide political
accompaniment, it has quickly distributed information about who
needs help and how it can be best organized.
Circulating information:
Related to human rights interventions are Zapatismo campaigns to
publicize and educate core citizens about low intensity warfare and
other injustices in Chiapas. This solidarity strategy takes place in the
context of the changed opportunity structures and increased information £ows made available through globalization processes. Much has
changed since the 1968 student massacre, when the Mexican state was
able to control information about ‘‘o⁄cial’’ death tolls, and the Zapatista solidarity network is a palpable demonstration of how the Mexican state’s monopoly over information has been curbed.117 In Keck
and Sikkink’s words: ‘‘[a] dense web of north-south exchange, aided by
computer and fax communication, means that governments can no
longer monopolize information £ows.’’ 118 Getting the word out, and
educating citizens in developed countries is a key goal of activists. For
Wes Rehberg, of the Strategic Pastoral Action Network, solidarity
e¡orts are important because they ‘‘keep the light of public opinion on
areas of oppression that otherwise would be obscured from public
view’’ ^ a matter of importance since ‘‘such e¡orts are welcome and
invited by those at sites of resistance against such oppression.’’ 119
Information has been a central goal since the uprising’s start. In 1996,
Subcomandante Marcos famously called for:
a communications network between all of our struggles, an intercontinental
network of alternative communication against neoliberalism, an intercontinental network for humanity.... This intercontinental network will not be an
organized structure, it will have no moderator, central control, or any hierarchies. The network will be all of us who speak and listen.120

Although there are other important means of communicating about
the Zapatista struggle,121 the Internet was an obvious means to orchestrate this network. As a result of Marcos’s call to communication
arms, and the availability of information technologies, activists aimed
to consolidate disparate electronic news sources on Zapatismo and
neo-liberalism, while keeping communication structures democratic
and non-hierarchical.122 Electronic Zapatismo networks have been
successful at publicizing atrocities, unconstitutional arrests, and press
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reports that would otherwise be unavailable in English. Information
£ows daily on resistance and military harassment (e.g., the military’s
involvement in spraying Zapatista communities with a harmful pesticide over the last ¢ve years).123
Economic and anti-corporate activities:
A third means of Zapatismo solidarity involves making direct economic
connections with Zapatista communities, and organizing protests
against corporate exploitation of Chiapas’ peoples and resources. Pastors for Peace, for example, deliver humanitarian aid from the United
States to poor communities. Economic connections are often more
indirect and highly creative. The Zapatista School Bond Program sells
¢ve-dollar school bonds to friends, family, teachers, and organizations;
the money collected is sent to indigenous educators in Chiapas.124 The
British web-page ChiapasLink describes the range of redistributive
support connections:
While the Zapatistas have rejected government aid and development projects,
there are a number of channels for supporting projects de¢ned by the communities themselves. In Italy, for example, groups have raised money for a
project to build a small environmentally friendly electricity turbine in La
Realidad, and for a health project in Los Altos. Groups in the US have
fundraised to support the construction of the bilingual secondary school in
Oventic .... The two alternative water technology projects rely largely on
donations.125

The Chiapas95 listserv also distributes news about corporate involvement in regional resource exploitation, and ongoing anti-corporate
activism ^ news that does not receive much mainstream press coverage, but is publicized through electronic networks.
The three categories ^ political and human rights, information circulation, and economic redistribution/ corporate critique ^ show a range
of activities present in Zapatismo solidarity networks, but questions
remain. Do these solidarity activities more closely resemble a social
movement or an advocacy network? How do they relate to state structures? Is a common frame being developed among Zapatismo activists
in various countries?

Relevance of the nation, the national, and the state
Our survey of transnational Zapatismo suggests the continued relevance of states and nations shaping the opportunity structures of solid-

68
arity work. Despite claims that the state is now defunct, the Mexican
state continues to act as a threat, a resource, and a key target for
collective action against the globalism agenda.
The relevance of the state is most obviously illustrated by the Mexican
military. Despite President Fox’s claim to have pulled back armed
forces in the occupied territories of Chiapas, checkpoints are routine
and the military is omnipresent.126 Mexico discourages foreign political
observation. The Department of Immigration penalizes those directly
entering Chiapas from Guatemala. Human rights observers in the
region, who generally enter with tourist visas, risk expulsion. Activists
report tapped phone lines and a climate of harassment. At negotiations
for the Plan Puebla Panama127 Fox declared that ‘‘[t]here is no longer a
con£ict in Chiapas, we have blessed peace.’’ 128 Chiapanecos in the
militarized regions disagree. In May 2001 the archdiocese of San
Cristobal warned of increasing violence from paramilitaries,129 and
the EZLN strongly criticized a public relations campaign designed to
give the appearance of peace:
The war in Chiapas doesn’t matter to them? Of course it matters! That’s why
they drew up this reform [2001 Senate law on indigenous rights]. Because
that way they ensure that the war doesn’t end, that the soldiers continue with
their dirty dealings in Chiapas, that the Zapatistas remain clandestine ....130

Besides the military dimension of state power, the legislative and
bureaucratic arms of the state also shape possibilities for meaningful
indigenous autonomy and economic democracy. Michael Walzer argues
that a normative commitment to citizenship is insu⁄cient: ‘‘[t]here
must also be a commitment in practice to the weaker members. This is
a commitment that only the state can make in a universalizing way.’’ 131
In Chiapas, this is re£ected in the Zapatistas’ struggle to make the
federal state more accountable to the demands of its weaker members
^ campesinos, indigenous people and women, in particular. They do
not dream of a separate indigenous existence outside the Mexican
state. According to a declaration of the National Indigenous Congress
(CNI):
509 years of history have signi¢ed nothing but exploitation, discrimination,
and misery to our peoples, who are the primordial inhabitants of this
nation ... this Mexican Nation, born from our seed and heart, was built by
powerful rulers in denial of our existence and of our supreme right to walk
along our own path ^ and by this we don’t mean that we deny ourselves of our
Fatherland, which was founded with our blood.132
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Instead of secession, the vision of indigenous autonomy (expressed by
the CNI and the EZLN) aims to create a multi-national entity where
di¡erent ways of life and ethnicities have rights to autonomy and selfdetermination.133 This struggle for a multi-national Mexico and indigenous self-determination is embodied in the San Andre¤s Accords on
Indigenous Rights and Culture, which the Zapatistas negotiated with
the government in 1997, and which remain unful¢lled.134 In February
and March 2001, the Zapatistas launched a caravan to Mexico City to
lobby Congress and publicize the non-ful¢lment of these accords.
While international observers provided additional safety along the
caravan’s journey, what was critical to the caravan’s success was the
mobilization of Mexican civil society along the journey to Mexico City.
It succeeded in this goal and was greeted by approximately 200,000
people in the capital.135
Closely related to mobilizing Mexicans behind the San Andre¤s accords
was the goal of lobbying the Mexican Congress for their realization.
Put simply, the vision of indigenous autonomy cannot be ful¢lled without constitutional and legislative backing of the federal state. However,
on April 27, 2001, the Mexican Congress passed a heavily amended
version of the accords that was soundly rejected by the EZLN, the CNI,
and sympathetic observers like Bishop Samuel Ruiz.136 The revised law
avoided awarding resource control to indigenous communities, transforming indigenous autonomy and territorial control into theoretical
principles without a meaningful praxis. The revised law was also
criticized for diverting responsibility for indigenous autonomy from
the federal to the local level; state legislatures are given power to enact
customs of indigenous autonomy into law. According to the CNI, the
revised law:
substantially diverges from the [San Andre¤s Accords], for it says that the
recognition of the rights of indigenous peoples will occur on the state (and not
the federal) level. In reality, this means that our rights and laws will not be
respected ... [t]his constitutional reform makes a mockery of our communities by putting into the hands of local authorities the power to de¢ne the
character of indigenous autonomy and the mechanisms for its implementation.137

Without a federally de¢ned mandate, projects to create autonomous
communities remain a patchy, hit-and-miss a¡air that must contend
with highly inequitable distributions of land, resources, and political
clout on the local level. Without active federal intervention against
inequity, there is little space or resources for meaningful projects for
autonomous indigenous communities. This reality is instructive for
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those who believe the state is no longer relevant for the Zapatista
struggle or for struggles against globalism more generally. It also con¢rms our suspicion that transnational Zapatismo cannot be considered
outside the context of the transnationalized Mexican state and its role
as chief disciplinarian for globalism. To focus on transnational Zapatismo, or on global information £ows is to resort to a self-indulgent
myopia that overestimates the importance of the core, and continues
traditions of Orientalist scholarship.
Not only does the Mexican state signi¢cantly shape opportunity structures, but other states also hinder the Zapatista vision of multi-nationalism and self-determination for indigenous peoples. The United
States, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand are obstructing recent
e¡orts to develop a U.N. declaration recognizing indigenous rights to
self-determination and land.138 Furthermore, peripheral and semiperipheral actors continually stress the hegemonic role of the United
States. Zapatismo solidarity is not just boomerang activism targeting
the Mexican government. U.S. activists also target the collusion of
their own government in the militarization of Chiapas. In the words
of Je¡ Moebus:
I carry in my mind, in my heart, and in my soul the words of a young woman
from a Zapatista village we visited last November.... When asked how she
thought the problems in Chiapas could be resolved, she ¢xed every one of us
Concerned Gringos dead in the eye and said: ‘‘El problema en Francesco
Gomez no es el gobierno de Mexico; el problema es el gobierno de los Estados
Unidos.’’ The problem in Francesco Gomez is not the Mexican government;
the problem is the United States government.139

While states enforce globalism, the EZLN struggles to reclaim the
Mexican state as an expression of national will. Nationalism plays a
constitutive role in Zapatismo ^ a factor not always understood or
recognized within solidarity networks outside Mexico. U.S. activists in
particular are reluctant to speak of nationalism positively. Ted Lewis,
director of a major Chiapas-linked non-pro¢t organization, Global
Exchange, depicts nationalism negatively: ‘‘I see nationalism as fundamentally very dangerous. When those [nationalistic] forces are let loose
in conditions of [economic] crisis, fascism and nationalism are birds of
a feather.’’ 140 In contrast, the Zapatistas enthusiastically draw on traditions of Mexican nationalism in their public communications. During
the kick-o¡ to the march to Mexico City in February 2001 in San
Cristobal, the Zapatistas entered the zocalo¤ with the Mexican £ag,
followed by the EZLN £ag. Although there were cheers for civil society
nationally and internationally, praise for the delegates going to Mexico
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City focussed on the national, and was followed by cheers for the state
and the nation. The delegation’s international arm was clearly appreciated, but not depicted as central. As the comandantes boldly declared on the San Cristobal stage on a chilly February night: Somos
indigenas. Somos Mexicanas. (We are indigenous. We are Mexican.)
The EZLN’s use of nationalism has been evident since the ¢rst clashes
in 1994. An early communique¤ spoke of their aspiration to ‘‘unite all
the Mexican people and their independent organizations around them
so that, through varied forms of struggle, a national revolutionary
movement will be born with a place for all kinds of social organizations whose honest and patriotic goal is a better Mexico.’’ 141 While the
Zapatistas have consistently challenged the ability of the federal government to represent Mexico honestly, they have also refused to accept
responsibility for uniting Mexicans in the democratic struggle, claiming this should be done under the auspices of a nationalist democratic
project. According to Marcos:
We do not claim that all honest Mexicans can ¢t under our Zapatista banner.
We o¡er our £ag. But there is a bigger and more powerful £ag that can
shelter us all. The £ag of the national revolutionary movement can cover the
most diverse tendencies, opinions, and di¡erent types of struggle, as long as
they are united to win a common desire and goal: freedom, democracy and
justice.142

The Zapatistas’ emphasis on Mexican nationalism is particularly salient
when juxtaposed against Mexico’s loss of sovereignty through globalism. Underneath the veneer of Salinas’s nationalist discourse, the Mexican state became ever more transnationalized; an American entrepreneur described the regime as ‘‘the best thing that has happened to
us since Lo¤pez de Santana delivered more than half of the Mexican
territory to the United States.’’ 143 The subsequent delegitimization of
the PRI opened the way for Fox’s electoral victory, but as many
observers have noted, it hardly signalled movement away from a neoliberal economic agenda.144
While transnational activism is often romanticized as a goal of bottomup globalization, our observations suggest that the gritty reality of the
state as a legislative structure, an arbiter of violent con£ict, and a
potential redistributive agency remains critical. The power of nationalism, albeit in a sophisticated, multi-national variant, is also exceptionally important to the Zapatista struggle. Obsession about transnational advocacy networks and global civil society can divert our attention
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away from how the state shapes the terrain of struggle, and is a
primary target of social movements. Wes Rehberg argues against a
romanticized interpretation of transnational Zapatismo, and emphasizes that the state is the ‘‘only entity right now where the rule of law,
such as it may be practiced or formulated, has teeth.’’ 145 While the
state shapes the framework for action in Mexico, the state system and
its concomitant international political economy continues to shape
di¡erential access to power and resources of those involved in Zapatismo within and outside Mexico. Although activists in the core (especially in the United States) may hope to move into a ‘‘post-national’’
age, peripheral actors like the Zapatistas struggle to create democratic,
multi-national spaces. This leads to the ¢nal point of the case study:
what are the nature and limitations of Zapatismo solidarity?

Zapatismo: Network? Social movement? Global civil society?
The Chiapas uprising has united diverse grassroots movements within Mexico
and internationally around the recognition of a common enemy ^ inspiring a
collective Ya Basta! from all the victims of international capital. The Zapatistas see themselves as a simple fragment in this kaleidoscope of the
exploited people of the earth. ^ ChiapasLink.146

Like the MAI, the Zapatismo case suggests the di⁄culty of building a
genuine transnational social movement. Organizing, mass mobilization, creating unity, and building a common frame amongst heterogeneous actors are daunting challenges for those contesting globalism
within national boundaries. These tasks are that much more di⁄cult to
achieve transnationally. However, the very existence of Zapatismo, a
solidarity network spanning several nations in support of a geographically isolated campesino army, suggests that although it is di⁄cult,
solidarity is not impossible. Although a transnational social movement
may be a distant prospect, a transnational advocacy network is evident, as is an incipient master frame uniting diverse actors across
many sectors.
Using the concept of the TAN clari¢es the Internet’s role in Zapatismo,
enabling us to address suspicions that Internet Zapatismo is an inferior
activism, insu⁄ciently grounded or politically engaged. Tarrow cautions: ‘‘anyone who has caught the internet virus can attest, virtual
activism may serve as a substitute ^ and not as a spur ^ to activism in
the real world.’’ 147 Judith Adler Hellman criticizes the ‘‘very mixed role
of electronic communication,’’ which has provided a ‘‘remarkably ‘£at-
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tened’ picture of the actors and events in Chiapas.’’ This technological
activism ‘‘constitutes a kind of ‘virtual’ Chiapas that is instantly available to us on a computer screen, but that bears only a very partial
resemblance to the ‘real’ Chiapas.’’ 148
Although such concerns re£ect major issues of standpoint and speaking position, the dichotomy between ‘‘real’’ and ‘‘virtual’’ activism is
based on a confusion about multi-scaled strategizing, as well as a
highly problematic epistemological position ^ even when terms like
‘‘real’’ and ‘‘virtual’’ are sceptically bracketed.149 Since all knowledge of
the world is approximated, all activism is similarly mediated by our
culturally speci¢c mind-sets and various mediums of information. This
is not to deny the importance of personal experience in the development of a political consciousness.150 However, because mediated social
activism is an inevitable feature of social life, particularly given the
spatio-temporal compression of globalization, it is misleading to suggest that everyone needs direct experience in Chiapas to be in true
solidarity with the Zapatistas.
Seeing the Zapatismo TAN as just one scale of struggle among many
helps clear up misplaced animosity, while gaining a realistic sense of
what a transnational network can accomplish. The strength of this
network lies in its ability to adapt to the changed opportunity structures of global networked capitalism. New technologies have not only
facilitated intensive capital accumulation, but have been mobilized as
tools of resistance, allowing groups like the Zapatistas to articulate
themselves while being marginalized by the dominant corporate media.
The Zapatismo TAN has also helped exploit the legitimacy de¢cits of
the transnationalized Mexican state. This strategy has been particularly e¡ective in solidarity e¡orts organized around human rights,
exposing the Mexican state’s politics of supremacy and subordination,
and juxtaposing it against an incipient transnational value system of
human rights.151
Struggles against neo-liberalism cannot exist on a purely transnational,
national, or even a local scale. When we recognize this, we can see the
Internet-related activities of the Zapatismo network not as a distraction from ‘‘real’’ mobilization, but as an invaluable tool that uses networks to transmit information quickly. Transnational information
£ows are one part of a multi-scaled strategy, but they are not a substitute for face-to-face social movement connections, or projects of
mass mobilization. Activists involved in these networks claim nothing
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of the sort.152 Mary-Anne Tenuto of the Chiapas Support Committee
writes:
I agree that the Internet is a cheap and e⁄cient way of disseminating information around the country and around the world. It is best used as a
communications tool to reach many people quickly. I would agree that it
should not be used to REPLACE local organizing, but to ENHANCE it.153

Dan La Botz agrees: ‘‘I believe that the Internet represents an extremely
useful new tool, but that most problems regarding international solidarity revolve around social and political issues that technology alone
cannot resolve.’’ 154 In fact, it is hard to ¢nd people who adhere to a
revolutionary ideal that is exclusively digital. With the £ood of information on the WWW (20^70 messages per day on Chiapas-95 alone),
and the wide array of other diverting web sites, it seems unlikely that
Zapatismo information is sought by lazy couch-potatoes who only sign
e-mail petitions. Our sample of transnational Zapatismo activists suggests that digital information is accessed by those already involved in
the Zapatista cause, and who get involved in Zapatismo as part of a
long-standing commitment to social change. The Internet’s role seems
to be more in consolidating advocacy networks than in recruiting the
uninitiated.
Activists and academics protesting the social and ecological devastation of globalism are inevitably drawn to the disruptive potential of
mass-based mobilization. Transnational advocacy networks, though
not themselves movements, can prepare for the emergence of transnational social movements with a common frame and shared identities
sustained over time. Tarrow writes, ‘‘transnational advocacy networks
can help resource-poor actors construct new domestic movements out
of combinations of indigenous and imported materials.’’ 155 What is
critical is that the transition from network to movement not be treated
as an automatic evolution, nor should it be assumed that movements
operate most e¡ectively at the transnational level. National-level
movements may retain importance for logistic and institutional reasons, particularly given the intimate relationship between material
inequality and mobility. Although there are some signs of an incipient
transnational master-frame contesting neoliberal globalism, and networks of transnational Zapatismo that support Mexican activists,
mass mobilizations remain predominantly national, as do targets such
as the Mexican Congress, presidential o⁄ce, and military apparatus.
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To build transnational solidarity, a common frame must be shaped
from the bottom up, but this is di⁄cult when ideas and outlooks fail
to transcend local boundaries. Although theorists may assume that
globalization makes increased cross-cultural communication inevitable,
humanity continues to be divided by cultural barriers, linguistic gaps,
material inequalities, tactical di¡erences, and radically di¡erent lifeworlds. Despite the EZLN’s explicit military aspirations, some supporters, such as Jorge Aros from Witness for Peace, disagree with these
tactics:
While I personally support Emiliano Zapata’s ideals of land reform and
indigenous rights, I do not personally support the violence used by the
EZLN to bring them to prominence. I view such actions as fomenting the
kinds of response visited upon the 45 innocents of Acteal.156

Heterogeneous lifeworlds also hinder the formation of a shared frame
transnationally. Press releases from Zapatista communities regarding
local events (e.g., murders of rival community members, tales of sick
animals) are not easily interpreted by solidarity activists outside (or
even inside) Mexico.157 When the EZLN was silent for much of 2000,
John Ross wrote of underlying divisions within Zapatista communities:
[I]f the [EZLN] comandantes are resolved to keep their silences, the Zapatista
autonomous communities in the jungle and the highlands continue to churn
out a steady stream of ‘‘denuncias’’ (complaints) against local PRI authorities, the military, and even one-time allies in what the EZLN calls its ‘‘war
against oblivion.’’ ... The denuncias from the grass roots, while laced with
anger and revolutionary resonance, are very local in scope and lack the acute
analysis and world vision of the communiques with which Subcomandante
Marcos galvanized the nation for years.158

Romanticization is another obstacle to developing a common transnational frame.159 Wes Rehberg notes that ‘‘cultural and linguistic
di¡erences limit work and mutual understanding’’ and that there is a
‘‘tendency to romanticize communities’’ and minimize internal divisions
^ such as expelling women who conceive out of wedlock.160 Feeding
such tendencies are the power and material disparities within Zapatismo
networks. These inequalities represent perhaps the most serious impediment to constructing a common transnational frame or transnational solidarity based on equality. The voluntarism of elite participation in advocacy networks is sharply juxtaposed against the drama of
survival for campesinos in the militarized region. Herein lies the real
problem of creating a ‘‘virtual Chiapas’’ ^ a place where acknowledgment of cultural di¡erence overrides recognition of inequality. This is
not simply an epistemological dilemma (how to know the ‘‘real Chia-
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pas’’), but a thorny material problematic haunting all transnational
solidarity projects: how do we build a solidarity based on a dual project
of cultural exchange and much needed material redistribution?
Our survey strongly suggested that the term ‘‘global’’ does not accurately describe Zapatismo, since network participants come primarily
from a limited number of wealthy Western countries, the ‘‘minority
world.’’ 161 Even the term ‘‘transnational’’ tends to disguise key contradictions between the non-Mexican and Mexican participants who are
relatively privileged and the Chiapaneco struggles where Zapatistas
are primarily indigenous and generally don’t have access to computers.
This was dramatically evident on a trip to the Zapatista capital, La
Realidad, with a solidarity group of U.S. citizens. While a member of
the solidarity group complained loudly of high tuition fees at her
California university, several campesinos questioned the visiting gringos
about work opportunities in the United States and the average hourly
wage for illegal migrants. Many elements of solidarity ^ visiting the
region, standing alongside in the face of danger, transferring resources
to isolated communities ^ remain voluntary and will be undertaken
only by the most committed activists. Voluntarism is typical of social
movements, but in the case of extreme power di¡erentials amongst
participants, limits the construction of a solidarity based on equality.
Dan La Botz writes:
Since indigenous peoples, poor people, and working class peoples usually
have few economic resources, they ¢nd it hard to maintain written, telephonic, electronic and other forms of communication, they cannot a¡ord to
travel, and they do not have the economic resources to take time to work on
solidarity issues. This imposes a special burden on organizations in wealthier
countries to share resources with them.162

Our intention in identifying di⁄culties of constructing solidarity networks across tremendous inequalities and di¡erence is not to dismiss
all possibilities for transnational solidarity. What we want to discourage is unre£ective assumptions about transnational social movements
that obfuscate the persistence of inequality amongst activist communities. Zapatismo does not represent a coherent, transnational social
movement. Activists contesting global capital accumulation must contend with the particularities of mobilizing in speci¢c national contexts
and the logistic limits to transnational mass mobilization. While a
small number of peripatetic activists can attend several anti-globalization protests, for most people, particularly in the majority world,
such mobility is impossible. To focus exclusively on such mobility
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draws critical resources away from battles in their own home states,
against their own governments, and to control local resources.
We also want to discourage the assumption, linked to modern intellectual traditions of universalism, that a common frame extends from
indigenous campesinos in Chiapas to solidarity activists in the minority
world. However, we see possibilities for a unifying master frame centered on criticism of corporate rule, and transnationally coordinated
mass mobilization in various national and local contexts. Although
transnational mass mobilization may be an unrealistic ideal, ideas
readily £ow across borders. An emerging master frame linked to Zapatismo is mobilized broadly around resistance to neo-liberalism and
corporate rule and cannot be tied to the fate of the Zapatistas. It is
connected by shared normative concerns ^ like the issues of democracy and popular sovereignty that united opposition to the MAI, and
resistance to the invasion of corporate-controlled bio-technologies ^
but is limited by the di⁄culty of constructing equality and understanding across heterogeneous bodies of activists. In this way, the Zapatista
movement is connected to the anti-MAI struggle, and it assisted in
developing a master-frame critical of corporate globalism and lowintensity democracy by naming a common enemy: neoliberalism.163
However a complete master-frame has not gelled around this concept.
As the struggle to defeat the MAI showed, discursive shifts are often
needed to mobilize in various contexts: nationalism may be particularly salient in some contexts, popular sovereignty and critiques of
corporate rule in others.

Conclusion: Solidarity, nations, and hope
How are e¡ective solidarity relationships formed within and across
national boundaries? This is not an easy question given the prevalence
of indirect, mediated relations of states and market structures.164 With
the horri¢c record of certain ethnic-nationalisms, it is tempting to
conclude that universal citizenship must be the grounding point for
progressive political projects. Yet the continued relevance of the state
legislating corporate rights agreements suggests greater complexity.
Against the cosmopolitan hype, critics like Craig Calhoun argue that:
states remain the organizations of power through which democratic movements have the greatest capacity to a¡ect economic organization. Given the
current organization of the United Nations, states remain the highest level of
institutional structure at which programs of democratization themselves can
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consistently be advanced. And states remain the most crucial objects and
vehicles of e¡orts to achieve ‘‘self-determination’’ or autonomy as a political
community.165

When economic and popular sovereignty are considered, it seems
simplistic to assume that any, or all attachments to national bodies are
retrograde. Our cases show that national identities are important links
between the global and the local. They also suggest that it is possible to
have nationally-rooted projects for economic self-determination that
also make transnational connections of solidarity with movements in
other nations, and that allow for the co-existence of transnational and
sub-national identities. Both the Zapatistas, and the anti-MAI forces
reacted against the transnationalized states’ betrayal of historic legacies of economic nationalism, and mobilized around an incipient
transnational master-frame contesting neo-liberal globalism and corporate rule. Our cases also suggest the importance of examining both
the nationalist element and the targeting of national governments to
determine the part they play in resisting globalism. They are missing
pieces within the orthodox globalization narrative. Both cases resist a
pull toward myopic localism or cosmopolitan globalism.
Why and how did the movements we examined seek external support?
Strategic considerations and di¡ering political opportunity structures
were critical factors. To help their domestic struggle against an unresponsive central state and to bring additional resources to an impoverished movement, the Zapatistas asked for and received transnational
support ^ what Keck and Sikkink call the ‘‘boomerang e¡ect.’’ In
contrast, leading Canadian MAI opponents sought support from network partners abroad, but waged a relatively independent battle
against Canadian representatives at the OECD. The Canadian movements had deep pools of resources and support built on strong antiFTA and anti-NAFTA networks. Canadian movements sought external
support because Canada was too weak on its own to veto the MAI at
the OECD and because there seemed little prospect of shifting the
Canadian government’s own determined position, at least at ¢rst. In
contrast, France’s anti-MAI movements appear to have mainly targeted their own state because it was responsive and because France
was important enough to derail the MAI by itself. Thus the di¡erent
contexts of Chiapas, Canada, and France presented di¡erent opportunities for transnational coordination and helped structure the nature of
support in the di¡erent instances.
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Like the transnational support for the Sandinistas in Nicaragua and
the anti-apartheid campaigns in the 1980s, the continued existence of
Zapatismo transnational advocacy networks around Zapatismo is dependent on the continued survival of the Zapatistas. While the Zapatistas have inspired an incipient master-frame around opposition to
neoliberalism and corporate rule, this does not indicate that there is a
shared transnational project identity or ‘‘common way of seeing the
world’’ within Zapatismo ^ an important criterion for building a transnational social movement. Instead, Zapatismo resembles a transnational advocacy network where information exchange through the
Internet is key, but where mass mobilizations continue to exist primarily at national levels. It is premature to assume the development of a
transnational Zapatismo social movement.
While many elements of a common frame of analysis are gelling
around resistance to globalism, there are still important di¡erences
nationally, across larger regions and amongst movements organizing
around di¡erent issues. Do di¡erences on questions like national or
popular sovereignty mean that campaigns against globalism are less
e¡ective? Not necessarily. There are independent arenas of opposition
in the world that may not be united, but that, when added together,
signi¢cantly challenge the Washington Consensus and corporate rule.
Meanwhile, we anticipate the deepening of transnational networks
forged in anti-MAI campaigns ^ ties that intensify with each subsequent anti-globalism contention. Rather than mourn the lack of transnational social movements, we could instead investigate how TANs
might be a de¢ning feature of emerging resistance to globalism.
Although heterogeneity clearly exists, there is a degree of equality and
cultural similarity within peripatetic activist communities that possess
the resources that make international air travel and face-to-face bonding possible. In addition, common cause will probably endure for some
time, because global elites are unlikely to give up attempts to put in
place all the elements of a constitution for neo-liberal globalism. Some
elements of a genuine transnational social movement are emerging
from these campaigns, but this does not mean that nationally based
campaigns will necessarily be displaced as central loci of activity,
particularly for those in the majority world.166
Anti-globalism protests currently show few signs of cooptation and
compromise. Is their present radicalism due to the newness of their
protest or to the implacability of their critiques? We can speculate that
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it is the latter, but it’s too early to tell. What is clear is that certain
transnational issues have emerged as £ash-points of solidarity within
the transnational advocacy networks: resistance to neo-liberalism and
corporate rule, support for bottom-up democracy, projects for national/
popular sovereignty and self-determination, and control over economic
resources. The Internet enables the sharing of substantive understanding on this emerging master-frame within advocacy networks. At the
same time, our case studies suggest that it is premature to assume the
emergence of transnational social movements where there are sustained
mobilization, shared identities, and a common understanding of substantive issues, at least for the kinds of movements explored here. This
should not surprise us. Domestically and globally, civil society is embedded in inequitable structures of wealth and ownership. This a¡ects
the formation of networks, the usage of new technologies like the
Internet, and discourages the emergence of a meaningful sense of
universal citizenship. Despite the globalizing drive of capital, a universal terrain of struggle and opportunity structures against global capital
does not exist.
The 1994 Zapatista uprising alerted the world that globalism and
NAFTA would not go uncontested. The campaigns against the MAI
signalled the ¢rst break in globalism’s dam. Fresh from victory, actors,
alliances, and advocacy networks attracted new allies and were responsible for the spectacular breakthrough in Seattle. The lessons of Zapatismo, the MAI, and the Battle in Seattle are not about the creation of a
global civil society. Bottom-up control over elites will not happen at
the level of six-billion people. Although a small group of well-o¡,
committed activists can join forces at di¡erent battles around the
world, the majority of struggles still occur at home. Zapatista communities do not have the resources to join IMF protestors in Prague or
rally against the FTAA in Quebec City.167 States and nations are still
key terrains for self-determination, and most mobilizations occur at
national and sub-national levels. At the same time, these struggles
may be increasingly coordinated within transnational solidarity networks that challenge the anti-democratic nature of globalism and U.S.
hegemony.
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