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Introduction

In recent years, the global justice or anti-globalization movements, what I will call the alternative globalization movement(s) (AGM)
, have become visible and potent political subjects. Making their international “debut” after at least two decades of relatively little resistance at the global level, they are perhaps best known for the large-scale protests, or “summit convergences” at Seattle, Prague, Genoa, Cancun, etc. These protests held on occasion of important meetings of transnational institutions such as the World Bank, IMF, WTO, G8 have drawn attention to the criminal and unjust acts carried out in the name of the “legal” enforcement of neo-liberal capitalist globalization. More recently the movements have also received a good deal of attention for the annual international gatherings called Social Forums, substantial events that have been organized at world, regional and national levels, and are defined as spaces to think and work through positive alternatives to neo-liberal capitalist globalization and the regimes of violence and war that sustain it.
 However, beyond this very bare-boned sketch of how this “movement of movements” is best known, lies a much more complex and nebulous entity, one that in its very existence challenges our most common conceptions of what a global social movement, against neo-liberal globalization, ought to be. 

While it is true that these movements’ most visible moments have been in opposition to transnational policies and the institutions that enforce neo-liberalism throughout the world, the various networks, movements and smaller events that lead up to and emerge from the summits cannot be discounted. These are themselves made up of a diverse mix of constituents and organizations that are not obviously oriented against what we might consider neo-liberal capitalist globalization. They range from environmental NGOs, to labor unions, political parties, neighborhood associations, communists, anarchists, situationists, urban and rural squats, various affinity groups, artists and myriad other subjects that have never before been considered, or considered themselves to be, part of one, global, social movement. As such, beyond the summits and social forums that are undeniably critical moments within this “movement of movements,” lie multiple webs of specific and place-based struggles and alternative practices that only in their heterogeneous and disparate totality comprise what today is called the Alternative Globalization Movement. 

In fact, it is the argument of this essay that “place-based” movements constitute a significant, if not central, part of the AGM. Although this might seem a highly contentious and even oxymoronic claim, especially when considering certain dominant analyses and strategies both internal and external to the movement, it is my belief that the AGM(s)—or at least significant parts of it—are potent examples of actual efforts at developing and using a set of political practices and strategies that, following the arguments in this volume and elsewhere,
 can be considered “place-based.” With respect to the AGM, I will call this set of practices and strategies “place-based globalism.” 

This argument is itself premised on the belief that the political challenges that these movements pose at all scales, and especially at that which we call the “global,” have been poorly understood. For while there is near unanimity about the fact that the global nature of this movement is crucial, defining globality and what the politics of a global movement are and ought to be is still a matter of great debate for researchers and movement actors alike—for both analytic and strategic reasons. On one level, these debates reflect misconceptions about the existing nature, aims and goals of various parts of the AGM, and on another, they point to divergent political and epistemological positions and opinions about what a politically effective global social movement against neo-liberal capitalist globalization ought to look like. 

In order to understand why and how I can argue that a significant, though less understood, part of this global movement is in effect practicing a “politics of place” by re-orienting and reinventing political practices to focus on the local, the present, the cultural, and other places “closest-in,” 
 thereby challenging older political models, and generally going against commonsense definitions of globality, it is first necessary to consider what the dominant positions—or understandings—of the purpose and aims of the AGM are. 

Divergent Visions 

A very prevalent position both within the movement and among many researchers is based on the belief that the raison d’etre of the AGM’s existence is to successfully oppose the neo-liberal policies of the transnational institutions mentioned above: to either reform the institutions themselves, or to find other national or transnational means to protect particular nations and counter-balance the institutions’ power. This position often referred to as Liberal or reformist, and that is espoused by many NGOs and other “mainstream” political actors, sees the function of a social movement as that of lobbying or putting pressure on existing forms and organizations of governance. And it quite explicitly sees neo-liberal globalization as a de-limitable set of economic and political-institutional policies. For this segment of the movement and its analysts, an effective alternative globalization movement primarily involves constructing global campaigns—such as the campaign for the Tobin Tax, or the successful efforts to stop the Multilateral Accords on Investment (MAI)—in which both the issues and demands are explicitly identified and agreed upon.
 As the success of the campaign against the MAI exemplifies, these campaigns are important parts of the opposition to neo-liberal globalization, however their politics go no further: they include no discussion of systemic transformation, nor do they suggest the need for a more thorough analysis of that which they are against. 

[This silence with respect to systemic analysis, and this concomitant faith in “a peaceful pressure movement” are far from politically obvious or neutral approaches.  Instead, they tend to be based on an implicit faith and belief in old political models, including Liberalism, national sovereignty, and the centralized, institutionalized forms of organization and governance these imply. For example, on their website the International Forum on Globalization writes: “Globalization is the present worldwide drive toward a globalized economic system dominated by supranational corporate trade and banking institutions that are not accountable to democratic processes or national governments.”

Whereas this definition might seem accurate and benign, it seems to suggest that by restoring the economy to national governments—presumably democratic—our problems would be solved. Not only is this problematic in its assumptions about the benevolence of nation-states, but also because it has a limited definition of the political: the only viable political spaces are the institutional and supranational, and as such any form of movement, or campaign, targeting these institutions is the same. Despite the Liberal fantasy that this global political institutional terrain and the cateogories that it implies are obvious and neutral—i.e.universal—they are based on a very particular and very Western definition of both globality and the political.]

A second position—or set of positions—often referred to as anti-systemic or anti-capitalist—recognizes neo-liberal capitalist globalization as a complex and ubiquitous entity and process.
 One that far exceeds any identifiable institutions or policies, and that pervades every aspect of human life— from individual subjectivities to the very nature of sovereign power. For segments of the movement and the theoretical tradition that ascribe to this position—today perhaps most easily associated with Hardt and Negri’s Empire
— an effective social movement politics must not only work to change existing policies and economic agendas, but must also seek to oppose neo-liberal capitalist globalization in all of its iterations: from the individualistic, atomized and controlled human subjects it produces; to its monopoly on value and elimination of difference in all spheres of life; to the elimination of any sense of a public or common good; to the fundamentally problematic nature of sovereign or constituted power.  For this part of the movement no campaign or easily identifiable set of demands or objectives can constitute a sufficient or effective political approach. Resistance must be far more ambitious.

While a great deal has been written and said about these contrasting “spirits” of this “movement of movements,”
 the discussion has tended to focus on these more obvious disparities: between organizations and actors with liberal or reformist aims, and those areas of the movement that we call anti-systemic, or anti-capitalist. These distinctions are very real and very relevant, but they fail to perceive the more subtle differences that exist (mostly) within the anti-systemic areas of the movement and that have everything to do with the framework deliberated in this volume: that between a “place-based” and a “universalizing” globalism.

Universalizing Globalists

I would suggest that the more visible or vocal positions within the anti-capitalist area of the movement can be identified with what I call a “universalizing globalist” position. According to this perspective, effective resistance to neo-liberal capitalist globalization must come in the form of a united global movement that has moved beyond place-based and local struggles to occupy and constitute an alternative global space. Having recognized the problem and importance of diversity, as well as the dangers of dogmatic platforms that do not adapt to local specificity, this approach is clearly an effort to move beyond the models of the various internationals and revolutionary projects of the previous century. However, I call this position “universalizing” because despite some attention to, and acknowledgement of, difference and a certain acceptance of the importance of local practice, this position always works towards establishing a future universal political project. It does so on the one hand by stressing the need for dis-embedded juridical categories such as “global citizenship,” and on the other by its view of place and difference as regressive and provincial, something to be transcended in favor of a common unified movement against capital. And often it is conceived of as a movement whose success will be measured by its ability to establish a new system of global governance. 

Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri’s Empire, by now considered a central text for the AGM, is an excellent example of this universalizing position precisely because even after acknowledging the centrality of locality and difference—the term multitude, for example, is a deliberate attempt to move beyond western hegemonic notions of a privileged working class to incorporate a multiplicity of subjects— the authors still conclude that the only possibility for an effective global movement is as a single global “Counter-Empire.” 

“We need a force capable not only of organizing the destructive capacities of the multitude, but also constituting through the desires of the multitude an alternative. The counter-Empire must also be a new global vision, a new way of living in the world”

“…the creative forces of the multitude that sustain Empire are also capable of autonomously constructing a counter-Empire, an alternative political organization of global flows and exchanges.”
 

This “alternative counter-empire” is very notably depicted in the singular and as a distant future in which the circulating multitude has finally reached the global scale, a global scale that is itself treated as a single whole, and is based on a strong contraposition to place and difference.
 Accordingly, “victory” will come when the multitude can match the “non-place” of Empire, with the “non-place”— everyplace—of resistance (210). [However, as Latour and others have shown us, there can be no abstract “non-place/everyplace” that is not itself based on a concrete “someplace:” every universal can always be traced back to a particular, and as such, claims to universality always involve attempts at universalizing a particularity while necessarily negating others.]

Place-Based Globalism

Other anti-capitalist components of this “movement of movements” share this analysis of the complexity and pervasiveness of capitalism,
 as well as many other facets of this position; however, they see the prospects for constructing a qualitatively and concretely global movement rather differently. These, who I will consider “place-based globalists,” seek to constitute a global movement by creating dense networks of specific struggles and actualized alternatives that in their proliferation and their redefinition of potent political sites, fragment, multiply and thereby reconstitute the time and space of Western Capitalist Modernity. In so doing, rather than overcome or overthrow capitalism or neo-liberal capitalist globalization in one foul swoop, or through the construction of an alternative counter-empire, they work in the present to make its domination impossible. In contrast to the universalizing position there is no point at which “an alternative counter-Empire” is constructed definitively. Rather, by asserting and creating multiple other ways of being in the world, these movements
 rob capital of its monopoly and singular definitions of time, space and value, thereby destroying its hegemony, while at the same time furnishing new tools to address the complex set of problematic power relations it confronts us with from particular and embedded locations.

Unlike the universalizing position, this position sees true or qualitative globality as comprised of many nodes, places, interconnections and relations that at no point are totally consolidated into a singular global entity. Instead, in their diffuseness and local rootedness they touch and involve increasingly more parts of the globe. Globality as a total or universal project is never complete. First, because it is impossible to see “the global” as a totality if we acknowledge that we are always gazing from a particular place, body, or moment: One can refer to “the global” solely departing from concrete places/spaces that are themselves particular, and partial, takes on the global. Secondly, if it were somehow to become totalizing, that would mean complete homogenization and the elimination of difference—processes that, according to this position, replicate the mono-cultural logic of capitalism. 

As such, those who pursue this place-based globality do not only disagree with the universalizing position strategically and conceptually—in terms of how universalists define the possibility of globality—but also ethico-politically. By this I mean that in experimenting with and developing a set of complex and multi-layered political practices that emphasize culture, social relations and other day-to-day, micro-political spaces, place-based globalists are also deliberately avoiding all tendencies towards universal or global approaches. For example in their inaugural manifesto Network for Alternative Resistance writes,  

“The struggle against capitalism which cannot be reduced to the struggle against neoliberalism, implies practices of multiplicity. Capitalism has invented a single, one-dimensional world, but that world does not, ‘in itself’ exist. It requires our submission and our agreement in order to exist. That unified world—which is a world become merchandise—is opposed to the multiplicity of life. It is opposed to the infinite dimensions of desire, of imagination and of creation. It is opposed, fundamentally, to justice. That is why we believe that every struggle against capitalism that is trying to be global or all-encompassing remains trapped in the structure of capitalism itself, that is, globalism. Resistance should start from and develop multiplicities, …In no case, however, should it be a management or structure that globalizes, that centralizes, those struggles.”

In this perspective it is the very tendency to think in universals or all-encompassing logics; to focus on the ends rather than on means;
 as well as the failure to recognize that the small and local—form and process, the cultural, and even subjectivity— are potent political sites, that has prevented Leftist or progressive political projects from actually achieving substantive change. Said differently, place-based globalists believe that globality, when defined in terms of universality or totality, is itself a manifestation of a capitalist logic.
 Furthermore, the global project posed by universal globalists—which is premised on a unified movement, a unique conception of global citizenship, etc. — is politically problematic because it requires the suppression of difference—i.e. of particular cultures and alternatives. This suppression is in turn premised on the valorization or hegemony of certain cultures and political models over others, a hegemony which almost inevitably implies new authoritarianisms.  Place-based movements see working from place—where place is understood not as closed or fixed, but grounded and porous; not as outside of the global but as constitutive of it—as the only adequate way of dealing with the complex injustices and political paralysis experienced as a result of capitalist globalization.

Notably this does not mean detaching completely from global campaigns or events. It simply means different emphases and different objectives: emphasizing the “little” that is inevitably and by definition constitutive of the “big.” In a recent interview an Italian activist summed it up quite nicely:

“It is not anymore the 20th century, with “the political” on one side, and “the social” on the other; the labor unions on yet another. Our objective, even if it is unconscious, is to reactivate the processes of participation, to re-appropriate in our own hands our own resources of our own communities, contexts, territories: From the little, without the big. Related to “the big,” related to general themes, to grand values, grand issues, universal struggles, but, within the dynamic of the small, of the quotidian—to construct forms of political participation that also make society. [And so we move away from the politics of brains, the politics of simply telling—i.e. ideology—And from ideology we move to the politics of doing. ]

…Because ours is in fact the problem of building a glocal movement, not a global movement, that is, a movement that is well rooted in the concrete.”

The Practice and Politics of Place

It is not necessary however to understand place-based globalism solely through its opposition to the universalizing position—in fact it almost goes against its spirit to do pose it in negative terms. Rather, in keeping with its own emphasis on the local and on the present, the place-based political project becomes evident through a set of emergent practices and political forms—practices that are often experimental and that vary from place to place. Broadly speaking, we can say that these movements explicitly defy any simple economistic or political-institutional approaches to global social change. They do so by inventing new political forms and objectives that are based on a fundamental critique of representative democracy and include a greater attention to many aspects—such as culture, subjectivity, process—that might be considered micro-political and that can quite literally only be addressed in-place. Direct Action, networking, the use of carnivalesque spectacle, democratizing all spaces and processes and maintaining heterogeneity, are some of the most common and indicative practices. Said differently, participants in the AGM work locally and in the present to point to and demonstrate the political relevance of many sites or terms that are usually either excluded or seen as less important in most definitions of “the political.”

The Italian “movimento dei movimenti” presents us with a good example of some of these strategies. In Italy I was particularly struck by the way people defined their participation and identification with the AGM. When I asked self-identified movement participants to explain the significance of the “movement of movements” they did not point so much to the issues of neo-liberalism or globalization, nor to the transnational institutions like the IMF, WB, WTO, or even the G8.
 Instead, they tended to speak of the ruptures and novelties this movement was producing with respect to traditional notions of political organization, definitions of power, and even of social movements as a conceptual and political category. For example a movement leader in Bologna explains, 

“Zapatismo in a sense resituates all of a series of classical polarities of the 20th century,  challenging precisely their polarity: Reform/Revolution; Vanguard/Class; Seizing Power/ Classical Reformism; Violence/Non-Violence. In some form the Zapatistas kill these polarities. And above all this performs a grand “squat” of the imagination, in which I am the vanguard, but I am not the vanguard but rather just one part, not the only one and not the best...”

Individuals certainly referred to their global ties with the Zapatistas and other actors, but those ties were not thought of as traditional forms of transnational coalition or solidarity groups. Instead, their relations were defined by the “great task of mutually creating and using symbols and practices [with the Zapatistas] to make struggles and battles in the territory” where they were.
 Rather than opposing particular policies in global campaigns, the nature of these relations were based very explicitly on a network/meshwork form that allowed for interconnection and mutual exchange while the various individual nodes or groups of nodes each retained their specificity and individual profundity. In this structure the various nodes of the network were able to share new tactics, new forms of organizing, new narratives, as well as new notions of the objectives of social movements and political movements for radical transformation—such as the use of mytho-poesis, anti-vanguardism, and autonomy, respectively.
 

Unlike universalizing globalism, this form of international connection or globalism relies on the power of “small-world” characteristics and the effects of “weak-links.” 
 This greatly contrasts the form of obvious connections required by older forms of internationalism and coalitions in which a centralized platform or program, often even an organizing structure, directed the relations and objectives of diverse participants. As such the use of networks is not simply a reaction to the organization of capital, but a deliberate choice to employ dispersed and small-scale strategies—strategies that in and of themselves might not seem capable of translating into policy-level politics— to achieve global change.

Another dimension to this place-based strategy— already apparent in the Italian case, through its use of networks, paradox and mytho-poesis—is the focus on the form and process of politics. This means that while these movement actors work against particular policies and institutions, they place great emphasis on the how, or means of politics, rather than on their ends —at least when ends are defined in traditional political terms. They work to build horizontal, flexible and often temporary forms of political organization, that in and of themselves enact— in the present and in place— the kind of social relations and political cultures they are struggling to nurture. Like feminism, they pursue this “prefigurative politics” —“modes of organization that consciously resemble the world you want to create”
—to chip away at the cultural, subjective and quotidian entrenchments of the capitalist logic present within our everyday lives and even in the seemingly most progressive political organizations.
 This emphasis on the present (the means) also eludes the time-scale of traditional, universalizing politics that are usually projected onto a distant future and thus often unconcerned with the process and means used to get there. 

Intergalaktica, an autonomous space at the periphery of the World Social Forum, 2003 exemplifies the centrality of process and form. The space housed events and workshops committed to sharing experiences, debating ideas, and developing a political praxis based on the principles of horizontality, self-organization, anti-authoritarianism, participatory democracy and direct action. In contrast to the rest of the Forum that was united against neo-liberalism and war, this space was united, above all else, in its commitment to the organizational and political forms of the social forum as well as the AGM more broadly.

This commitment was far from abstract or ideological. The space itself embodied it: Participants were always seated in a circle so that there were never experts lecturing at a mass. Attention was paid to the internal democracy of the meetings so that if men were dominating discussions this was brought to the attention of the group and addressed. Apart from certain sessions committed to organizing specific “direct-action” events, the workshops were spent discussing specific experiences from which were teased general lessons and concepts that might be useful for other particular realities. There was never an attempt to come up with “a” single model, or “a” campaign. Rather, speaking from particular and real experiences, the group collectively created a basis for thinking alternatives, always plural. Unlike the universalist logic, maintaining the multiplicity and heterogeneity of the movement is not considered simply pragmatic—a tedious and necessary strategy to manage difference. Instead heterogeneity is seen as a necessary and constitutive element of the worlds to be created. It is considered the basis for a new modality of being that is itself inherently opposed to authoritarianisms and universal logics of all sorts. 

Yet another dimension of this pre-figurative politics is a deliberate attention to social relations and subjectivity. For as the Notes From Nowhere Collective point out, “the fences [of capitalism] are also inside us. Interior borders run through our atomized minds and hearts, telling us we should look out only for ourselves, that we are alone.”
 As such an effective politics must work to create other ways of being, not as a secondary or bonus goal, but as part and parcel of the politics of the AGM. In this, Vasco’s narrative is indicative. A member of the Argentinean Movimento de Trabajadores Desocupados (MTD), he recounts how becoming unemployed, radically shifted the political outlook and praxis of his group. It forced them to realize that in order to be truly and “radically opposed to capitalism” they needed to think beyond traditional organizational forms like unions and political parties, they needed to, in effect, promote “another way of living: new practices, and new social relations,” that work against the pursuit of power, and against inclusion into the capitalist system. It is not that they reject all out more traditional forms of protest against corporations and governments, but they find them insufficient. 

Conclusion



I could describe for pages on end examples of practices and experiments that have been emerging throughout the world over the last several years—from the street parties organized by Reclaim the Streets, to cooperative living projects, to alternative media sites. But the point remains the same: these movements are not simply working against “neo-liberal capitalist globalization,” they are doing so by re-inventing the political and radically shifting what social transformation looks like.  Speaking in myriad voices, they deliberately choose languages hard to translate into our current political lexicon: 1) They work locally, in the everyday, and in the present—connecting in intricate networks—to build new worlds globally; 2) They move in the micro-political terrains of culture, subjectivity, and modality, employing myth and multiplicity to make it impossible for the macro-political to dominate them; 3) In all, they evade and work against all tendencies to universal or global logics—spatially, temporally and conceptually—in order to make possible a truly global space for freedom and justice. Perhaps it is no wonder, considering the strength and depth of the universalizing gaze, that many of their practices have been ignored or interpreted as anarchistic, disorganized and ineffective — forms of escaping “real political” issues. But if we learn to move beyond this universalizing and either/or logic, if we learn to see the political potency in the small, the everyday and those spaces in between—that do not preclude traditional political spaces--we will begin to recognize that it is not only Capitalism that is ubiquitous: the possibilities for these movements are indeed everywhere. They are everywhere but they need help, they require a shift in our very ways of seeing and being to become visible, a shift that is itself a move in the micro-political terrain of epistemology.  Watch closely, for while many keep searching and waiting for the arrival of that counter-Empire that will successfully overturn Capitalism – that system responsible for all that is bad--once and for all—maybe leaving in place patriarchy, egotisms, individualism and sadness; these place-based globalists will have have transformed the global topography in such a way that Capitalism itself will no longer be recognizable.  

�	 I choose this term (foillowing others, especially Chesters 2002) because it captures the breadth of the movement better than terms like anti-globalization or even anti-capitlaist movement. However, it must also be stressed that even the concept of a “social movement” is far too limiting for making sense of the diverse and complex phenomena represented by the AGM.  


�	 For more thorough definitions of the Social Forum, especially the World Social Forum, see Sen, Jai, Anita Anand, Arturo Escobar, and Peter Waterman, eds, 2004 – The World Social Forum : Challenging Empires.  New Delhi : Viveka Foundation.


	et.al


�	 See specifically Development 44.1?45.1, and Harcourt, et.al.Women and the Politics of Place:An Introduction.


�	 Notions of places “closest in” have been developed mostly by feminist theorists, like Judith Butler and Elizabeth Grosz. While these movements are not specifically women-centered, many of their emergent political practices are strongly influenced by feminist and women’s movements. In fact their emphasis on the importance of difference, their choice to work in the cultural and their strategy of  “pre-figurative politics” comes largely from the critiques and innovations that have emerged from contemporary feminist theory and women’s movements. 


�	 For an example of this type of analysis see Tarrow, Sydney. 2003. “The New Transnational Contention: Organizations, Institutions, Mechanisms.” Paper presented at Duke University, “Globalization” seminar. 


�	 http://ifg.org/analysis.htm


�	 I use the term “ubiquitous” rather cautiously because although all of the anti-systemic elements agree that capitalism is more than a discreet set of economic policies and practices and that it has pervaded many aspects of our daily lives, the degree of this ubiquity varies. For some this ubiquity means there is literally no way out or around capital because it is literally everywhere, whereas others believe that one of capital’s strategies is to make itself appear a more total and ubiquitous system than it in fact is. As will become clear in the rest of this article, anti-systemic systems tend to split among those who see capital as total, and those who see breaking the appearance of this totality as a key strategy for the AGM movement. For a better treatment of this distinction see, Gibson-Graham, J.K. 1996. The End Of Capitalism (As We Knew It). Malden: Blackwell Publishers Inc. Furthermore, seen in this way, it is almost reductive to refer to the system which anti-systemic movements oppose as simply Capitalism. However for lack of a better term that is what I will call it in this essay. 


�	 Recognizing of course that the book Empire itself emerges from a long political-philosophical tradition, that to a large extent begins with Marx and more recently includes such authors as Deleuze and Guattari. 


�	 Hardt, Michael, “Today’s Bandung” New Left Review, No. 14, Mar/Apr. 2002. (112-118)


�	 Hardt, Michael, and Antonio Negri. (2000). Empire. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.( 214) emphasis mine.


�	 Empire, xv.


�	 I am very aware that Hardt and Negri themselves seek to avoid the binary between the global and the local and write as much (p.44, for example). But my point is that despite rhetorical claims to this end, the result is a clear favoring of an abstract global sphere. 


�	 See note 9.


�	 “Movement” here is a rather clumsy term, for in fact one of the interesting elements of the AGM is the sheer variety of modalities for political engagement, many of which do not fit neatly into any definition of a social movement. See Osterweil, 2003. Alvarez; Chesters, 2002.


�	 from the Inaugural Manifesto, Network for Creative Resistance, 


�	 This emphasis on a future to come, an ends rather than a means, is in a sense a temporal application of this universal or global logic.


�	 It is always difficult to use only the word Capitalism because in many senses we are referring to an ensemble of processes and logics that are mutually constitutive and that together produce the Global System these movements are working to oppose. Bruno Latour tends to refer to this ensemble as”the Settlement while Felix Guattari has used the term “Integrated World Capitalism”.


�	 Francesco Caruso, Interview, Porte Alegre. January, 2003.


�	 This is particularly interesting because the protest at the G8 Summit meetings held in Genoa, Italy in July 2001 were almost always at the center of people’s narratives about this movement.


�	 Federico Martelloni, Interview, Bologna, 2002.


�	 For an excellent description of the use of zapatismo in Italy see Wu Ming I “ Tute Bianche: La prassi della mitopoesi in tempi di catastrofe”


�	 Barabasi, 2002 ctd. in Chesters (2002)


�	 Grubajic, “Life After Social Forums.”


�	 For a more thorough discussion of the relation between feminism and the politics of place, see Gibson-Graham, 2003.


�	 We are Everywhere, p20.







