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INTRODUCTION 

The normative turn in IR theory has led to critical association with themes of 
sovereignty, citizenship, territory and nationalism, taking the theoretical debates in 
IR beyond the Westphalian state. Ethical dimensions of political participation and 
representation relating to questions of multiculturalism and identity necessitate 
examination of inclusion and exclusion in domestic and global politics. The 
expectation of a movement towards emancipatory change in global politics is also 
accompanied by the rise of Cosmopolitanism in social and political theory. The 
evolution of “post-national” institutions especially in Europe and on various global 
issues such as climate change, global finance, human rights, migration provides the 
testing ground for normative assertions in contemporary international political 
theory. 

This Workshop attempted to explore the theoretical and empirical linkages between 
the concepts of sovereignty, nationalism, citizenship and territory in global politics. 
Each of these issues is intrinsic to India and EU in their domestic, regional and global 
engagements. 

Negotiating the concept of territory is intrinsic to the processes of globalization. 
While many aspects of identity and political participation have been 
deterritorialized, newer territories have been respatialized. These representational 
spaces emerge out of an engagement between international law, domestic policy- 
making and political participation. These newer spaces may or may not be governed 
by traditional understanding of law and power in individual based or state to-state 
interactions. 

The Workshop aimed to understand these representational spaces in international 
law and politics and examine the accompanying power relations. 
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PROGRAMME SCHEDULE 

6th JUNE DAY I  

9:00 a.m. -9:30 a.m. Registration  

9:30a.m. -10:00 a.m. 
 

 Inaugural Session  

 Brief Remarks by HOD, 
Faculty and 
Coordinators 

Chair: Dr. Sonika 
Gupta 
 

10:00 a.m. -10:30 a.m. Tea Break  

10:30 a.m. -12:00 p.m. 
 

Session I  

10:30 a.m. -11:30 a.m. Theorizing Culture and 
Identity 

Prof. Gerard Delanty 
 

11:30 a.m.-12:00 p.m. Discussion  
12:00 p.m.-1: 30 p.m. Lunch 

 
 

1.30 p.m.-3.00p.m. Session II  
1:30 p.m.-2: 30 p.m. The Landscape of 

International Normative 
Theory 

Dr. Rahul Rao 

2:30 p.m.-3:00 p.m. Discussion  

3:00 p.m.-3:15 p.m. Tea Break   
3:15 p.m.- 4:45 p.m. Session III  
3:15p.m.-4:15 p.m. Theorising Territory and 

Sovereignty 
 

Kate Sullivan 
 

4:15p.m.-4:45 p.m. Discussion 
 

 

7th JUNE DAY II   
9:00 a.m.-10:30 a.m. Session I  
9:00 a.m.-10:00 a.m. The Moral Evaluation of 

Liberal 
Cosmopolitanism 

Dr. Rahul Rao 

10:00 a.m.-10:30 a.m. Discussion  
10:30 a.m.-11:00 a.m. Tea Break 

 
 

11:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m. Session II    
11:00 a.m.-11:45 a.m. Group  Presentation I 

Normative Turn in 
Chair: Dr. Jyotirmaya 
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International Relations: 
Illusory? Insignificant? 
Inconsequential?  

Tripathy 

11:45 a.m.-12:00 p.m. Faculty Feedback  Prof. Gerard Delanty 
12:00 p.m.-1:30 p.m. Lunch  
1:30 p.m.-3:00 p.m. Session III   
1:30 p.m.-2:30 p.m. Cultural Encounters and 

Political Conflict  
Prof. Gerard Delanty 

2:30 p.m.-3:00 p.m. Discussion  
3:00 p.m.-3:15 p.m. Tea Break  
3:15 p.m.-4:30 p.m. Session IV   
3:15 p.m.-4:15 p.m. Re-imagining Territorial 

and Sovereign Spaces 
Kate Sullivan 

4:15 p.m.-4: 30 p.m. Discussion  
8th JUNE DAY III  
9:00 a.m.-10: 30 a.m. Session I  
9:00 a.m.-10:00 a.m. Cosmopolitanism and 

Globalization 
Prof. Gerard Delanty 

10:00 a.m.-10:30 a.m. Discussion  
10: 30 a.m.-11:00 a.m. Tea Break  
11:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m. Session II    
11:00 a.m.-11:45 a.m. Group  Presentation II 

Pitfalls of Sovereignty 
and Failures of State: A 
Critical Overview of the 
New Theories on 
Sovereignty, 
Nationalism and 
Territory 

Chair: Dr. Sonika 
Gupta 

11:45 a.m.-12:00 p.m. Faculty Feedback   Kate Sullivan 
12:00 p.m.-1:30 p.m. Lunch  
1:30 p.m.-3:00 p.m. Session III   
1.30 p.m.-2.30 p.m. Nationalism, Borders 

and Borderlands 
Prof. Gerard Delanty 

2:30 p.m.-3:00 p.m. Discussion  
3:00 p.m.-3:15 p.m. Tea Break  
3:15 p.m.-4:30 p.m. Session IV   
3:15 p.m.-4:15 p.m. The Moral Evaluation of 

Liberal Nationalism 
Dr. Rahul Rao 

4:15 p.m.-4:30 p.m. Discussion  
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9th JUNE DAY IV  
9:00 a.m.-10:30 a.m. Session I   
9:00 a.m.-10:00 a.m. Transcending Territory? 

The Case of the 
European Union 
 

Kate Sullivan 

10:00 a.m.-10:30 a.m. Discussion  
10:30 a.m.-11:00 a.m. Tea Break 

 
 

11:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m. Session II    
11:00 a.m.-11:45 a.m. Group  Presentation III 

The Politics of Inclusion 
and Exclusion: 
Interrogating Citizenship 

Chair: Dr. Jyotirmaya 
Tripathy 

11:45 a.m.-12:00 p.m. Faculty Feedback Kate Sullivan 
12:00 p.m.-1:30 p.m. Lunch  
1:30 p.m.-3:00 p.m. Session III   
1:30 p.m.-2:30 p.m. Between 

Cosmopolitanism and 
Nationalism – The Case 
of Post-Colonialism 

Dr. Rahul Rao 

2:30 p.m.-3:00 p.m. Discussion  
3:00 p.m.-3:15 p.m. Tea Break  
3:15 p.m.-4:30 p.m. Session IV   
3:15 p.m.-4:15 p.m. A Region of Regions or 

a Region of States? The 
Case of South Asia and 
SAARC 
 

Kate Sullivan 

4:15 p.m.-4:30 p.m. Discussion  
10th JUNE Day V  
9:00 a.m.-10:45 a.m. Session I   

9:00 a.m.-9:30 a.m. Group Presentation IV 
The EU as a 
Representational Space: 
The Impact of its Post-
National Identity on 
Local and Global 
European Politics 

Chair: Dr. P. Sudarsan 

9:30 a.m.-10:15 a.m. Group Presentation V Chair: Dr. P. Sudarsan 
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Nation State, 
Multicultural, Multi-
ethnic in Integrated 
Europe and the Paradigm 
Shift of the Concepts of 
Climate Refugees and 
Health Care 

10:15 a.m.-10:45 a.m. Faculty Feedback   Dr. Rahul Rao 
10:45 a.m.-11:15 a.m. Tea Break  
11.15 a.m.-12:00 p.m. Concluding Session  

 
Chair: Dr. Jyotirmaya 
Tripathy 
 

12:00 p.m.-1.30 p.m. Lunch 
 

 
 

  
Prof. GERARD DELANTY, Department of Sociology, University of Sussex 
 
Prof. Delanty is an interdisciplinary sociologist interested in social theory and the 
cultural analysis of social and political questions, especially in the comparative 
analysis of modernity in global perspective and in social change in Europe. He is 
currently the Head of the Department of Sociology at the University of Sussex. 
 
 
LECTURE 1. Theorising Culture and Identity 
 
The workshop opened with Professor Gerard Delanty’s lecture on Theorising Culture 
and Identity providing the broad theoretical framework for the complex concepts of 
culture and identity.  He also outlined theories of  culture to provide the context for 
his argument relating culture and identity.  The “performative turn” in cultural and 
political theory as well as philosophy forms the basis of his work in 
Cosmopolitanism.  
 
He elucidated the various conceptions of what constitutes culture. One view holds 
culture as pre-structured; that is, ordered or given. The second conception 
understands culture as a narrative, such as biographies and memory- stories told 
both by individuals and groups of people. The third holds culture as the basis of 
identity. The fourth sees culture as a social construction and the effect of the media 
in this construction. He dwelt here on the important delineation between the 
perspectives of the social actor and the social scientists. Social constructionism is, 
Delanty contended, an oft misunderstood term, and his own stance on 
constructionism is based on the way Foucault speaks about it; in that the social 
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scientist is necessarily required to assume the perspective of social constructionism 
whereas the social actor is not compelled to do so. 
 
Delanty outlined the different theories of culture as follows. Ann Swidler’s theory of 
culture  is understood in terms of a ‘tool kit’- an ongoing process or assemblage. A 
theory of culture as propounded by Luc Botlanski & Laurent Thevenot and Michèle 
Lamont, understands culture as repertoires of evaluation. Botlanski and Thevenot 
also introduce the dimension of culture as practice (pragmatic sociology). The 
primary mode of analysis here is one of evaluation; i.e., how cultural claims are 
legitimised. The Postmodern theory of culture views it as a contested claim where 
the meaning of culture is constantly negotiated and debated. A relativistic 
conception of culture as provided by Ludwig Wittgenstein and Peter Winch, 
perceives culture as a shared life world. The sociologist/anthropologist Pierre 
Bourdieu conceives of culture as capital, in the sense that it can both be accumulated 
and exchanged. Paul DiMaggio through the new institutional approach opines that 
culture is cognitive rather than purely symbolic. Finally, Geoffrey Alexander’s 
performative theory of culture, which was the theoretical focus of Delanty’s lecture, 
retains some fundamentals of functionalism and attempts to combine them with the 
classical conceptions of culture as symbolic. 
 
The social performance theory of culture began with John Langshaw Austin who 
suggested that language was a performative act and thus revolutionised linguistic 
philosophy. The symbolic interactionist school further developed this idea with 
Erving Goffman’s dramaturgical approach to social behaviour and culture. 
Performance here is not viewed purely as practice which focuses on agency but more 
as a scripted ritual that goes beyond the agency framework and includes structure. 
Modernity displays a strong emphasis on rituals and meanings expressed in actions, 
thereby challenging Weber’s prediction that society will progressively move towards 
capitalism and rationality. 
 
Alexander’s theory focuses on de-fusion and re-fusion in social performance in the 
form of a modern ritual which should incorporate reflexivity and critique as well as 
authenticity and flow. Critiquing the overemphasis on fusion processes in 
Alexander’s theory, Delanty briefly discussed Judith Butler’s theory of gender as 
performativity which conceives of identity as a series of stylised repetitions, as 
providing a different understanding of performativity. 
 
Identity can be understood in several senses; as attachment, belonging, we feeling, 
self-understanding, social bonds and community. The relation between identity and 
community is particularly significant as communities are expressions of shared 
identities. Communities are also indicative of symbolic boundaries and can be 
involuntary as well as choice based. Another key component of identity is that of the 
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‘Other’. Social groups identify themselves with reference to other groups. Collective 
identity and symbolic communities are also predicated upon the distinction between 
‘Us’ and ‘Them’. 
 
Delanty then spoke of the three dimensions of identity; personal, collective and 
societal. Identities are often multiple; they can be primary or secondary, they can 
also be nested, layered, hyphenated and hybrid- often contested and constantly 
negotiated. The approaches to identity can be positional, performative, narrative, 
identity as a ‘tool kit’ or identity as contestation. There was a brief discussion on the 
possibility of transnational identities and the debate between Michael Walzer and 
Juergen Habermas on whether identities must be classified as thick or thin. Delanty 
suggested a move beyond this distinction into accepting that all identities are in fact 
thin, particularly in the context of modernity. Some of the criticisms of identity as a 
concept are that it lacks clarity and there are often problems in researching identity, 
particularly to do with drawing conclusions about collective and individual 
identities.  
 
Delanty also cautioned against conflating the concepts of identity and consciousness 
and emphasised his own conception of identity as one of narrative- stories which can 
be individual or group related. He holds that collective identities do not precede 
their articulation as seen in institutions and communities; rather that they are 
ongoing. His main critique of identity research is the ambivalence in individual 
identities which may not always lead to clear collective identities. Research in 
identity, Delanty concluded, requires a far more nuanced approach than we now 
possess, and performative theory contains the potential for such an approach. 
 
The lecture raised an active discussion; participants contested the idea that 
performance is not practice which Delanty clarified was not an opposition per se but 
more to do with the significance of structure within performativity rather than 
understanding it as purely reactive. 
 
The question of attributed aspects of identity versus identity as self articulated was 
also raised and it was acknowledged that this delineation while important, could 
never be absolute. Other questions raised the role of non-performance and power 
with relation to formation of identity. 
 
 
LECTURE 2. Cultural Encounters and Political Conflicts 
 
Taking forward the idea of culture as mobile, fragmented, relational and plural, 
Delanty’s lecture focussed on cultural encounters and political conflict. He began 
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with the conception of culture as relational where the emphasis on relationality 
rather than social actors. 
 
His three main concerns were to do with cultural encounters i.e. what happens when 
two cultures meet; cultural encounters in social and political science and the overall 
significance of the concept of cultural encounters. 
 
Democracy is seen as a space of cultural encounters and while cultural diversity is 
desirable within democracy, it sometimes runs the risk of being too narrow in its 
scope and hence incompatible with some of the goals of democracy. Delanty used 
the work of Benjamin Nelson, a historical sociologist, heavily influenced by Max 
Weber. Nelson’s thesis suggests that structures of consciousness evolve in 
civilizational encounters. Nelson also speaks of civilizational complexes or patterns 
which reconcile plurality with learning from civilizational encounters. 
  
Delanty then proceeded to provide a broad typology of cultural encounters along 
the following lines.  He qualified that cultural encounters are dependent on the size 
of groups, the scale and speed of interactions, the degree of proximity and the 
number of groups.  
 
The first type of cultural encounter is hostility/rejection- in this case, which is 
normally one in which there was not significant prior contact, the cultures collide 
and generally do so in the form of a violent encounter, such as conquest or war. 
Huntington’s clash of civilizations can be seen as an example of the same. The 
second typology is that of cultural divergence, which occurs when a culture 
undergoes differentiation and develops autonomous variants which then confront 
the ‘original’ culture. Assimilation, the third type, occurs when a dominant culture 
assimilates a weaker one, typically when both cultures have been in a situation of 
prior conflict or struggle. Missionary conversion could be one case in point here. 
This kind of encounter tends to be one sided and contains the potential for latent 
conflict. The fourth typology is that of coexistence, where the relationship between 
the two cultures is predominantly peaceful, though not devoid of conflict. There is a 
sense of cultural acceptance, but also an inconclusiveness regarding potential 
cultural fusion. Co-existence is usually a result of trade or a political balance of 
power where the predominant characteristic is one of peace albeit fragile. There is 
also the chance that cultures selectively borrow and segregate certain elements from 
each other. Cultural diffusion/adaptation is another form of encounter where the 
interacting cultures become interlinked. There is social interpenetration, blurring of 
boundaries and cross-fertilization. This kind of encounter is fairly common across 
civilizations and societies. The last form of cultural encounter is cultural fusion or 
syncreticism. This is a process of diffusion and interaction which gives way to a new 
syncretic cultural form which is transformational and innovative. This kind of 
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encounter typically takes place over a longer time span and often includes a valued 
or philosophical consensus. Delanty also holds that cosmopolitanism can be found in 
all these typologies in varying degrees and is therefore not a type of cultural 
encounter in itself.  
 
 Resulting from the above typology of cultural encountures, are the four broad 
consequences of cultural encounters- cultural homogenization, cultural polarization, 
hybridization and unity and diversity. Cultural homogenization results in either a 
convergence in societies or a dominant global culture with one major variant. It is 
important to remember however that while syncreticism is often associated with 
homogenization, it may in fact imply just the opposite. Cultural polarization occurs 
when cultural encounters result in conflict, resistance or withdrawal between two 
cultures. Hybridization refers to adaption and a mixing of cultures. Delanty 
however, cautions that cultures and societies are almost always hybrid but social 
actors do not perceive it this way. He provides the example of English identity, 
which is decidedly a hybrid one but perceived as a strong nationalist narrative by 
English people. In other words, if hybridization does not create self understanding, 
then its potential remains unfulfilled. Unity and diversity takes place when a new 
culture emerges through exchange. There is a strong sense of diversity but it runs 
along with a strong sense of unified commonalities. There is no ostensible 
dominance and one finds frission rather than friction or fusion, in this case. 
 
In conclusion, Delanty emphasised that cultural encounters are central to democracy 
and that the four aforementioned trends are ongoing processes and must be 
carefully considered in the analysis of democracy, cultural encounters and political 
conflict.  
 
The discussion that followed addressed the issue of divergence in meaning between 
cultures and how to overcome this. Delanty suggested that the process of cultural 
translation might prove useful. There were also questions regarding the place of 
power and hegemony within this typology and Delanty clarified that his typology 
was restricted to the question of cultural encounters alone and does not engage with 
issues of power. Other discussions included methodological questions regarding 
hybridity and scales of analysis which remain important and ongoing concerns. 
 
 
LECTURE 3. Cosmopolitanism and the consequences of globalization 
 
 
In this lecture, Delanty sought to explore the relationship between the concepts of 
cosmopolitanism and globalisation. He began by affirming the importance of 
cosmopolitanism across the social sciences, reckoned by the cultural turn in the 
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discipline, especially with the advent of post-modern and cultural developments in 
the social sciences and other forms of political and social transformations, especially 
within Europe. Delanty illustrated the collapse of the Soviet, the end of apartheid 
and the emergence of the internet as a way of organising work and personal 
communication in the 1990s as instances that led to cosmopolitanism suggesting 
itself as a new way of political expression. 
 
Delanty, in concurrence with Anthony Pagden, explained that the western 
genealogy of the term emerged with the advent of a new imperial structure of 
ancient Greece. Cosmopolitanism emerged in ancient Greece as a term when a 
relatively closed world such as Plato’s was opened up by the conquests of rulers 
such as Alexander the Great. Simultaneously, he also acknowledges the alternative 
views of cosmopolitanism that have emerged from different historical perspectives, 
that also bear some degree of cultural translation, as discussed in the earlier lecture. 
He elucidates that the term has two constituents- Polis (the human order of the city) 
and Cosmos (the cosmic/global order). Thus, it is important to identify that the 
conception of cosmopolitanism is one that not only deals with the Cosmos but also 
involves a relation with the Polis. 
 
Having set the stage, Delanty seeks to clarify what has become a highly diffused 
concept. In this endeavour, he defines cosmopolitanism in three ways- as an 
experience, an interpretation and an evaluation. Cosmopolitanism as an experience 
implies a real and not merely a theoretical approach to understanding 
cosmopolitanism, as reflected in ways in which people experience the world. 
Cosmopolitanism also involves interpreting this world that is experienced and thus 
brings in the methodological dimension employed while conducting research. What 
is interesting to note, as Delanty observes, is how individuals experience the world 
and how it is interpreted. And finally, cosmopolitanism as an evaluation, takes the 
form of a theoretical approach. In this background, Immanuel Kant’s seminal work, 
Perpetual Peace (1795) continues to significantly influence the contemporary discourse 
on cosmopolitanism. 
 
The Kantian legacy of cosmopolitanism central to the human rights discourse 
identifies the right of hospitality as the right of a stranger not to be treated with 
hostility in alien territory. Kant also made the prophetic statement that the violation 
of human rights in one place is a violation of human rights everywhere. Kant also 
framed cosmopolitanism as a necessary universal right of humanity which set a 
strong precedent for future theorising of cosmopolitanism. Delanty then set down 
some broad precondition for processes to be defined as cosmopolitan. These 
included the interaction between local and global, reflexive encounter with the other, 
exploring otherness within the self, openness to the world, self transformation in 
light of the encounter with the other, the ability to respond to the challenge of 
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globalisation, the capacity to deliberate, the potential for cultural diversity and a 
transnational dimension. 
 
He stressed the need to distinguish between preconditions and expressions of 
cosmopolitanism. Cosmopolitanism can broadly be divided into moral, cultural, 
sociological, postcolonial and critical dimensions. Moral cosmopolitanism is closely 
linked to the Stoic conception of cosmopolitanism. Martha Nussbaum conceives of 
concentric circles that move from the inner self to the family to generalised others, 
nature and finally all of humanity. The emphasis of moral cosmopolitanism is on the 
identification with humanity as a result of which, education is an important 
component. Nussbaum also stresses the need for a cosmopolitan education. Delanty 
pointed out that the recent interest in moral cosmopolitanism has been peaked by 
the conflict between universal and national rights. 
Cultural cosmopolitanism focuses on everyday manifestations of cosmopolitanism. 
Ulf Hannerz’s essay, Cosmopolitanisms and Locals in World Culture (1990) was the first 
to conceive of the cultural dimension. Homi Bhabha and James Clifford further 
explored cosmopolitanism and examined the role of cultural meaning, lived 
experience, tourism, lifestyle, etc. Cosmopolitanism thus became a part of the 
cultural turn in human and social sciences. Cultural cosmopolitanism focuses on 
multiple forms of belonging and identity rather than the traditional distinction 
between stranger and friend. 
Sociological cosmopolitanism situates itself between the normative and cultural 
analysis. It aims to measure the extent of cosmopolitan values within a given 
population or social milieu. Ulrich Beck’s methodological cosmopolitanism views 
social realities and rational societies as cosmopolitan and therefore, insists that social 
sciences must suitably adapt. Sociological cosmopolitanism focuses on cosmopolitan 
realism and the interconnectedness and sharing of problems. Post-colonial 
cosmopolitanism is similar to cultural cosmopolitanism and focuses specifically on 
hybridity and diaspora emphasising the need to account for different historical 
experiences. It also explores the non-Western dimensions of cosmopolitanism and is 
seen as an important and rapidly growing field. Critical cosmopolitanism, a term 
used by Paul Rabinow in his essay Representations are Social Facts: Modernity and Post 
Modernity in Anthropology (1986), is a recent variant, and a more radical, challenging 
framework, at the same time retaining many of the older conceptions and normative 
ideas that inform Cosmopolitanism as a mode of thought and action. 
 
Rabinow proposes Critical cosmopolitanism as “an ethos of macro-dependencies” 
(Rabinow, 1986:258) ; underlined by ethics and doubtful or uncertain understanding. 
Delanty’s Critical cosmopolitanism can perhaps be seen as an expansion of these 
ideas. It arises, according to Delanty, in conditions of  openness when new  relations 
are forged between Self, Other and World. He stresses the importance of viewing 
modernity as a fluid, ongoing process that is not restricted to the west and that the 
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elements of modernity can be seen across a much wider, cross cultural spectrum. 
Delanty’s critical cosmopolitanism focuses on transformational possibilities and 
emphasises the existence of cosmopolitanism not in absolute terms but in varying 
degrees. Delanty identifies some key features of critical cosmopolitanism namely the 
relativisation of one’s own identity, positive recognition of the other, mutual 
evaluation of identities and the creation of a shared normative culture in which self 
and other relations are mediated through an orientation towards world 
consciousness. He finally concluded with some food for thought regarding 
cosmopolitanism’s compatibility with national identity, identifying the subject of 
global ethics and the reality of cosmopolitanism. 
 
The discussion that followed dealt with the distinction between cosmopolitanism 
and globalisation, Delanty identified reflexivity as a key factor which characterised 
cosmopolitanism as differntiated from globalisation. There was also a discussion on 
the need to recognise a multiplicity of universalisms and whether the right to 
hospitality was capable of accommodating free flow of labour along with that of 
capital. Delanty emphasised the importance of non-Western cosmopolitanism and 
suggested that cosmopolitanism must be able to take a cosmopolitan approach to 
itself. 
 
 
LECTURE 4. Nationalism, Borders and Borderlands 
 
 
Prof. Delanty’s final lecture on Nationalism, Borders and Borderlands began with 
the statement that nationalism, borders and borderlands were an important carrier 
of cosmopolitanism. He also introduced the perspective that the state colonises 
nationalism which explains extreme or populist forms of nationalism at least in the 
European context.  He began by identifying the problem of defining the concepts of 
Nation, Nationalism and National Identity as distinct from Cosmopolitanism.  Some 
types of Nationalism were enumerated; these included Cultural Nationalism as 
reflected in the Catalan Nationalist Movement which attempted to distinguish itself 
on the basis of a distinct cultural and linguistic identity.  Political Nationalism which 
is another type, is personified in most independent movements and the third type of 
Nationalism; State Patriotism is based on the existing state.  The final form, Civic 
Nationalism focussed on the identification with rights and the constitution than with 
the state. 
 
Delanty then moved on to speak about the diversity of Nationalist Movements; viz. 
Secessionism as evidenced by the Basque, Scottish and Irish Separatist movements; 
 Irredentism, which can be traced back to an Italian national movement which 
sought to recover Italian territory from the Austrian monarchy;  Integrative 
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Nationalism which encompasses larger movements employing the philosophy of 
enlargements as seen in Nazi Germany and 19th Century British Nationalism; 
Fascism and Nationalism is another category; Delanty cautions that while 
Nationalism is not automatically reducible to Nationalism but can become so as was 
proved in the case of Franco Mussolini and Adolf Hitler and finally Imperialism and 
Nationalism where imperialist identities are often built upon nationalist identity as 
illustrated by Victorian British Imperialism. 
Having provided these categories, Delanty proceeded to elaborate on the concept of 
the Nation which is derived from the Latin Natio meaning “birth”. Hence, the Nation 
is something that belongs to those having a common birthright. He tied together the 
concepts of Republicanism and Nationalism, suggesting that Sovereignty resides in 
people and Republicanism invokes a sense of peoplehood. Eighteenth century 
Republicanism and Nationalism went hand in hand as observed in American 
political philosophy and French Republicanism.  The centrality of peoplehood as 
opposed to statehood is significant here. Giuseppe Mazzini gave rise to the modern 
ideology of Nationalism which stated that only certain states that are of a certain size 
have the right to constitute themselves as nations. This precluded the Nationalism of 
countries like Ireland by virtue of its size.  
The major debates revolved around the Modernists, the Primordialists, Banal 
Nationalism, Post Nationalists, Nationalist Revival and the idea of Nations as 
invented. However, the debate between the modernists and primordialists was the 
most dominant. Ernst Gellner, a proponent of modernism, proposed the radical idea 
that nationalism is not an ancient reality but an agenda of the existing Nation State. 
He argued that modern states have a problem with regard to social integration and 
hence education becomes an important agenda.  
Anthony Smith, the voice of the primordialists stressed the ethnic origin of nations, 
arguing that nationalism has premodern roots and that its nature was more ethno-
symbolic than state based. Countering Gellner, he argued that in order to explain the 
survival and popularity of Nationalism one needed something stronger than the 
state. Hobsbaum, a historian, suggested the idea of the nation as an invented one 
and contended that there was a tendency to see nationalism as based on a fabricated 
version of the past which was manufactured by the elites for the masses. This was 
also seen as nationalism invented from above and echoed the Marxist perspective 
that nationalism is akin to religion.  
 
Benedict Anderson introduced the now well known conception of nations as 
imagined communities where the modern nation is a symbolic reality which must be 
represented. This was a benign approach to nationalism that was less concerned 
with its ethnic and historical connections and had more to do with cognitive 
realities.  
 
Banal Nationalism, a concept propounded by Michael Billig, was a move away from 
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cultural and political nationalism and is described as everyday nationalism. 
The controversy between Gellner and Smith has become less relevant in the 
contemporary context. One does not see a revival of nationalism in Europe today but 
rather a change in its conception. Dlanty identifies three kinds of nationalism in 
contemporary Europe. The first, state based forms of nationalism  are projects of 
state based patriotism. Several instances show that these projects are often not 
effective as in the case of the UK’s nationalist identity of minorities. Populist 
nationalism as seen in anti-migration and anti-establishment parties is perhaps the 
most popular form of nationalism. It defines nations in the context of other nations 
and can also be responses to the state’s colonisation of its people. For instance, 
Liberal Dutch Nationalism argues that foreigners are incompatible with the liberal 
ideas which reflect Dutch Nationality. The third type of nationalism is extremist, as 
evidenced by neo-fascism and right wing youth culture and is a blatant expression of 
racist forms of nationalism.  
 
There is today, an emergence of new, defensive nationalisms that are predominantly 
anti systemic and this is placed in the context of globalisation in the sense of market 
liberation. There is also an emergence of tensions between nation and state, whereby 
the hyphen that unites the nation and state has withered away. Delanty also 
observes that nationalism has emerged as a kind of identity politics; however, this 
perspective has not been much supported by academia. The new nationalism is less 
ideologically based and is driven more by political dissatisfaction along with the 
increasing insecurity which pervades the middle class, finding themselves in the 
same precarious position as the working class. This is manifest in the alienation of 
the people from mainstream political culture.  
In conclusion Delanty’s focussed on the Habermas’ conception of post nationalism 
where he suggests that it is possible to conceive a post-national political community 
where national identity would be relativised as only on kind of identity in the move 
towards a post-sovereign state. Delanty envisions the dilution of national identity 
and sovereignty and suggests the possibility of Habermas’ ‘constitutional 
patriotism’.  The following questions were posed in conclusion: which comes first, 
nations or nationalism? Are all nations imagined communities? How useful is the 
distinction between civic and ethnic nationalism? Does nationalism offer a basis for 
unity, or is it a cause of division? Is there a decline in nationalism today?  
 
The discussion that followed this session revolved around a multi cultural 
conception of nation as reflected in the “rainbow nation” project of South Africa, 
exploring the reality of a post-national identity- citing the case of Muslim identity in 
France, where Islam as seen outside the value core of France, prioritising the nation 
state and nationalism, understanding the relationship between identity and 
nationalism and the distinction between hard and soft borders. Delanty opined that 
Germany’s post national identity as relatively real while he sees Britan as an 
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example of post national identity cautiously embraced by the elites. With reference 
to borders, Delanty explained that the border is everywhere but doesn’t bear the 
symbolic representation of the nation. The notions of nationalism and 
cosmopolitanism are by no means irreconcilable and indeed, nationalism is both 
necessary and important to a cosmopolitan envisioning of society. Nationalism only 
becomes incompatible with cosmopolitanism when it turns xenophobic. 
 
 
Dr. Rahul Rao, Faculty Member, Centre for International Studies & Diplomacy, 
SOAS, London 
Dr. Rao is currently a lecturer at the School of Oriental & African Studies (University 
of London), where he convenes courses in security studies and diplomacy. His 
research interests include I international normative theory, queer theory, and the 
international relations of South Asia. 
 
1. The Landscape of international Normative Theory 
 
 
Dr. Rahul Rao set out the theoretical basis of his discussions by exploring the 
conceptions of sovereignty, citizenship, territory and nationality through the lens of 
boundaries. Beyond their physical characteristics, he identified boundaries as social 
facts invested with moral and social meaning. One of the most evident ways in 
which this happens is differential treatment meted out by the state to people on 
either side of borders. 
 
Rao spoke of two broad conceptions of boundaries - unbounded and bounded. The 
former is characterised by the extent to which it serves the welfare of those it binds. 
Rao pointed out that in the cosmopolitan framework individual is the ultimate 
concern of moral and political judgements. Bounded boundaries on the other hand, 
privilege citizens over strangers wherever necessary and particular attention was 
drawn to the practices of inclusion and exclusion in moral and political judgements. 
The next section of the lecture focussed on cosmopolitanism understood through 
boundaries. 
 
Unbounded cosmopolitanism can broadly be classified as descriptive and 
normative, where the normative dimension can further be separated into doctrines 
of justice and selfhood. The doctrine of justice relates to the universality of justice 
and the doctrine of selfhood holds that well being doesn’t require a fixed or stable 
identity. The doctrine of justice is further classified into liberal, socialist and islamic 
conceptions where liberal cosmopolitanism can be individual, universal or 
egalitarian. Socialist cosmopolitanism is founded on a classless society which is open 
to all and Islamic cosmopolitanism is based on the Ummah or a universal fraternity. 
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Islamic cosmopolitanism is indicative of a broad type and is not restricted to Islam as 
such. 
 
Rao focused on liberal cosmopolitanism as it is central to the way in which the world 
today functions and there is often a direct transposition of liberal conceptions of 
individual autonomy and non-intervention onto the international sphere. Liberal 
cosmopolitanism can be of three types- utilitarian, entitlement and contractarian. 
Utilitarianism, as propounded by Peter Singer and Jeremy Bentham among other 
scholars, is founded on the ‘greatest happiness for the greatest number’, where the 
individual is undifferentiated. This conception of universal justice allows for a 
utilitarian understanding of cosmopolitanism. 
 
The entitlement dimension rests on the principle of common humanity; in other 
words, “what is owed to us by virtue of being human”? Martha Nussbaum, Amartya 
Sen and Henry Shue have pioneered this perspective. Nussbaum and Sen evolved 
the Capabilities Approach which examines the question- “what is a human life and 
what does it require in order to flourish?” The Contractarian Approach is based on 
the Rawlsian idea of global contract behind the “veil of ignorance” which is the 
belief that if one did not know their status or position in society, one would agree to 
minimal guarantees for a just society. Thomas Pogge and Charles Beitz extrapolated 
this principle and applied it to nations. All three approaches agree on the principle 
of universal justice but vary on the rationale behind such a normative concept.  
Rao then moved on to explain three kinds of bounded cosmopolitanism; 
 communitarian,  impartialist and realist. Communitarianism can be broken down 
into methodological, ontological and normative views. The methodological view 
holds that community is the source of thinking about justice and morality while the 
ontological view holds that the individual self is crafted by materials provided by 
the community and that multiple identities also require a community. Finally, the 
normative view focuses on the political goods offered by community. David Miller 
views nation as a particular kind of community inasmuch that the feeling of national 
identity helps us feel these connections of affiliations otherwise unknown to us. One 
instance of this is national identity, which provides the bond for democracy and  
justice. 
 
Impartialism takes two stances- compensation for coercion and gratitude. Both of 
these focus on the state’s relationship with its citizens as opposed to its relationship 
with strangers. In the first case, the state coerces people into certain boundaries and 
hence, owes them care and welfare in return. In the second case, citizens are obliged 
to address issues of inequality and discrimination by virtue of their association with 
the state as a mode of gratitude. 
 
Realist cosmopolitanism was instanced by two IR theorists- Hans Morgentheau and 
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E. H. Carr. Morgentheau suggested that survival is the highest moral obligation and 
that the state is the ultimate authority. Carr on the other hand argued that universal 
moral principles are really the special interests of the powerful. This concluded the 
second lecture of the workshop, opening up avenues for several questions revolving 
around the critique of cosmopolitanism. The danger of privileging certain kinds of 
cosmopolitanism was discussed and acknowledged as was the Euro-centric bias of 
cosmopolitanism. Rao suggests a provincialising of cosmopolitanism. In attempting 
to retain certain aspects of cosmopolitanism, Rao suggested the need to understand 
and negotiate universalism as a concept and whether or not it should be accepted as 
an overarching stance. 
 
 
 
2. Evaluating Liberal Cosmopolitanism 
 
 
Continuing with his focus on liberal cosmopolitanism, given the fact that not only is 
the idea of imperialism hegemonic, it is also sold as an emancipatory political 
philosophy, Rao seeks to see the possible connections between the imagination of 
liberal cosmopolitanism and the history of empires. 
 
On the surface, liberal cosmopolitanism appears to be egalitarian in its outlook and 
thus politically progressive. However, when one attempts to evaluate the norms, 
three questioned need to be answered- the first deals with promise, i.e. what course 
of action is prescribed, the second, provenance or location,  and the third, praxis, 
whuich examines the operationalisation of the concept. 
 
Drawing from Anthony Pagden’s work Rao articulates that cosmopolitan ideas 
emerged in tandem with the spread of empires. Capitalism is the second concept, 
from where liberal cosmopolitan ideas are derived, as is reflected in the works of 
Petter Korkman and Craig Calhoun. It is argued that the cultivation of the 
cosmopolitan sensibility was indeed motivated by self interested and egoistic 
motivations. The advent of trade and commerce necessitated these ideas of 
universalism to propagate a common language of property rights and commerce. 
Korkman suggests that cosmopolitanism is the ideological superstructure of world 
capitalist markets to oil the wheels of global commerce. Calhoun provides the 
perspective that cosmopolitanism is an idea championed by the elites. In what he 
terms as the ‘class consciousness of the frequent flyer’, Calhoun suggests that it is 
precisely the individual, material self sufficient elite who can write off the 
community, unlike subalterns who strongly rely on communities as instruments of 
change. 
However, Rao responds by highlighting other invocations of universalism on behalf 
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of the underprivileged, as is echoed in Marx and Engel’s quote from The Communist 
Manifesto (‘the working men have no country’) and Virginia Woolf’s from Three 
Guineas (‘as a woman I have no country. As a woman I want no country. As a woman, my 
country is the whole world’). Rao also employs Arjun Appadurai’s idea of post-
national identities in the conditions of globalization such as those of indentured 
labourers, refugees, illegal aliens and trafficked women. Appadurai and Kwame 
Anthony Appiah introduce alternative political economies of cosmopolitanism, 
wherein they suggest that cosmopolitanism can also be vernacular, everyday, 
underprivileged and rooted. 
In dealing with the Praxis of the argument, Rao examines the very specific use of 
cosmopolitan ideas by states. Liberal cosmopolitanism offers a vocabulary that 
legitimises certain activities of the state, especially, those of humanitarian 
intervention and economic conditionality. However, before exploring these two 
activities and their relation to cosmopolitanism, it is imperative to understand the 
concept of hegemony. Hegemony is where strong maintain their dominant position 
by persuading weak that prevailing power relations are in the universal interest 
exemplified by Machiavelli’s analogy between power and the centaur. This power 
can be coercive or consensual. In the light of this, it is imperative to understand that 
the activities of humanitarian intervention and economic conditionality are not 
coercive in a straightforward manner and involve obtaining consent. 
 
Consensus building for humanitarian intervention involves three stages. The first is 
diagnosing the problem- this involves convincing the audience that the crisis is the 
result of domestic failure and needs international intervention. The second stage 
involves, the treatment of the problem would entail an insistence on satisfying 
‘demand’ for intervention in ways that would reinforce unequal distribution of 
power. Finally, prevailing power relations continue and are eventually seen as 
legitimate. Rao provides the example of the Yugoslav crisis. Drawing from Anne 
Orford’s work, Rao explains that the civil war was attributed to ‘ancient tribal 
hatreds’ that had been silenced during Tito’s regime. This analysis obscured the 
culpability of international institutions, such as the IMF, in weakening the domestic 
government. Thus, the international is viewed as the saviour of the problematic 
domestic. This leads to the underlying assumption that because ‘international 
community’ , which according to Rao is a euphemism for the powerful nations of the 
world (the West), is seen as the source of solutions, balance of power in favour of 
West is deduced as good for the world. This point of view is manifest in the form of 
unilateralism, ‘the coalition of the willing’, undermining of humanitarian law in 
guise of ‘fighting inhumanity’ and the anxiety about the future of human rights in 
the coming ‘non-Western’ world as is seen in American interventions in Iraq and 
Afghanistan. 
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Economic conditionality, also known as Structural Adjustment Programmes, follow 
the trajectory of the debt crisis (especially contextual to the Asian tigers and Latin 
American countries such as Argentina) requiring IMF bail outs provided with 
certain economic conditionalities. The economic justifications provided for the 
introduction of conditionalities argued that these conditionalities would curb 
economic profligacy and encourage the dynamism of the free market. These 
economic rationalisations are based on the moral justifications of Locke (the 
relationship between the right to life, freedom and property) and Kant (the spirit of 
commerce would encourage pacificity between states, as he exhorted in Perpetual 
Peace), who perceived political and economic freedoms are inseparable. The 
motivation for this conditionality is born out of overaccumulation of capital in the 
‘core’ which requires a vent, found in creating new markets in the ‘periphery’ as 
David Harvey argues. As he observes, American hegemony rested primarily on 
three pillars- military, productive and financial power. As productivity fell (partly 
due to overaccumulation), the focus was shifted to financial power, as seen in the 
replacement of the Gold Standard by the Nixon administration. And as Harvey 
argues, propagation of this financial power necessitates capital market liberalisation. 
It is important to note that conditionality is not simply forced on borrowing 
countries; there is a strong consensual basis for these ‘reforms’. There exist 
sympathetic interlocutors within borrowing states (such as Manmohan Singh and 
Montek Ahluwalia in the Indian instance) who welcome crisis as an opportunity to 
push through reforms they have long been advocating. At the same time, there is a 
representation of the crisis as entirely the consequence of domestic failure with the 
conditionalities and the international as the messiah. 
 
Rao concludes with an attempt to explore how one should think of liberal 
cosmopolitanism. One conception could be based on radically egalitarian philosophy 
promising universal entitlements and opportunity as opposed to a hierarchical one 
world united by empire and capitalism. He also observes that cosmopolitanism 
begins as moral universalism, however, often degenerates into an imperialist system. 
In conclusion, Rao posits a catch-22 in contemporary discourse between moral 
cosmopolitanism that discourages building cosmopolitan institutions fearing the 
creation of a tyrannical world state from which there will be no escape versus 
institutional cosmopolitans who hold the view that cosmopolitan institutions are a 
necessity as it would be naïve to assume that existing institutions can be made to 
behave better. 
 
The discussions dealt with looking at the normative basis of liberal cosmopolitanism, 
the hegemon’s self image as that of a leader (India in South Asia, for instance) and 
considering the subjectivity of the topic, given its strong associations with a larger 
liberal agenda. 
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3. Evaluating Liberal Nationalism 
 
 
After a critical evaluation of the concept of liberal cosmopolitanism, Dr. Rao 
proceeded in this lecture to evaluate the concept of liberal nationalism. The aim of 
Rao’s lecture was to clarify the space that was occupied by communitarianism and 
nationalism in contemporary international relations. In this lecture, Rao attempts to 
provide both, a justification as well as a critique of pluralism. 
Pluralism and solidarism are ways in which communitarianism and 
cosmopolitanism are institutionalised in international society. Rao defines 
international society as recognition of common rules and participation in common 
institutions. It is a view of states as forming a society amongst themselves through 
the aforementioned processes. Thus, international society is a consciousness of 
common interests and values. 
 
These two views of international society while on one hand claim to be both, 
descriptive and prescriptive on the other, are engaged in a debate with each other 
about existing common norms and what ought to be normative. According to 
according to pluralism, states are free to pursue diverse conceptions of the good life 
that are subject to minimalist procedural norms in regulating interaction 
(sovereignty, non-intervention, territorial integrity as echoed in the principles of 
NAM, G77 and UNCTAD). Solidarism, on the other hand holds the belief that 
international society is held together by a thicker set of substantive norms that 
describe the nature of the good life (e.g. promotion of human rights, capitalism). 
Thus it would be appropriate to relate pluralism to cultural diversity and solidarism 
to cultural convergence. 
 
Rao attempts to focus on the pluralists as they happen to be the defenders of 
sovereignty and offer a critique of liberal cosmopolitanism. In this lecture, he 
attempts to offer a critique of pluralism and explore how sovereignty itself can be 
problematised. The language of Pluralism is what is employed in the third world 
political discourse. First, Rao provides a justification for the pluralist argument that 
postulates that the community enables the enjoyment of valuable political goods and 
this is supplemented by David Miller’s view of the sovereign state as the enabler and 
protector of life in the community. Thus, Pluralism as a system of ordering IR is 
more constructive for the community. 
 
In elucidating the justification for pluralism in third world community construction, 
Rao derives from the works of Mohammad Ayoob. Comparing nation and state 
building projects in the third world to that of Europe, the process is far more 
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challenging in the third world given a) the shortage of time at had as compared to 
Europe, and hence the process of dislocation is more extreme, b) the inheritance of 
the colonial legacies have resulted in arbitrary national boundaries, which are most 
telling in the states of Africa, c) and new normative restraints such as democracy and 
human rights which the process of European nation-state building did not have to be 
anxious about; Ayoob’s justification is that in order to attain a system of well 
functioning and humane states, it is inevitable to undergo a temporary phase of 
coercion and control and d) the third world does not control capital to the same 
extent as Europe was able to, resulting is making the third world what Immanuel 
Wallerstein termed ‘structurally dependent’ locking the third world in a subordinate 
position which continues till date. 
 
Rao is however not convinced by this justification for plurality to be exercised by the 
third world and counters it with three critiques. First, he seeks to identify the state-
builders and understand how their legitimacy to do so is sought. In Rao’s view 
Ayoob desires to insulate state-builders both from international interference as well 
as from their own people. Thus, this perspective subscribes to the view that 
development requires authoritarianism as insulating the elite from people leaves a 
space open for any kind of dictatorship unless more particular parameters are spelt 
out. The second critique explores the anti-pluralism of pluralism. While pluralism 
supposedly preserves greater diversity of values in the international system, one of 
the criticisms is that, it essentially licenses processes that end up eliminating political 
diversities within the communities being constructed, because instances of 
community construction involve some form of homogenisation. Rao draws from the 
works of Hobsbawm and gives the instance of the Florentine and Tuscan dialect of 
Italian emerging as the mainstream language during the process of Italian 
unification. The final argument critiques the selectivity of pluralism that asks for an 
explanation of the choice areas of third world state elite. Rao understands this 
selectivity as a spiritual rejection of the West and retaining the Eastern sense of the 
self as is witnesses in their personal spaces which are considered sacred and a 
material mimicry of the West which is seen as a justification towards ‘beating the 
West at its own game’. This sensibility is also reflected in the gender division of 
labour that perceives allowing women to work as a dilution of the culture ought to 
be upheld in the domestic sphere; however, male emulation of the western work 
style is justified as a vehicle of economic development. 
 
Rao concludes by discussing the post-colonial condition that is caught between the 
neo-imperial liberal cosmopolitanism and the authoritarian communitarianism as 
the spatial normativity. This spatial normativity, offered by liberal nationalism is the 
exact opposite of liberal cosmopolitanism and it is this condition that requires 
further exploration. 
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The discussion that ensued dealt with understanding the context of the subaltern in 
this discourse, the relationship between the norms and power and the power 
differentials between cultures, problematising power in the context of international 
relations and how post-colonialism overlooks the economic dimension. 
 
4. Post-Colonial Sensibilities 
 
 
Dr. Rahul Rao’s final lecture dealt with what he characterized as the broad space of 
post-colonialism between cosmopolitanism and nationalism. He used four writers, 
Rabindranath Tagore and James Joyce characterized a proto-post-colonial writers 
and Edward Said and Franx Fanon, post-colinial writers. 
Tagore’s work Home and the World examines the contradiction between 
cosmopolitanism, nationalism and regionalism. The narrative revolves around three 
characters- Nikhil, who maybe cast as a cosmopolitan, his wife Bimala, who 
embodies a notion of Bengal and Sandip, the nationalist, the man Bimala is attracted 
to. The broad canvas of the story is the Swadeshi movement. Nikhil is a wealthy but 
progressive zamindar who believes in the equal treatment of men and women and 
wishes to bring his wife out of the constraints of the zanana. He hires an English 
woman, Mrs. Gilby to educate his wife. Dr. Rao spoke of a post-colonial reading of 
Home and the World in a book by Neil Mukherjee called Past Continuous, written from 
the perspective of Mrs. Gilby.  
 
 Returning to the narrative, Sandip is a fervent nationalist and the story revolves 
around Bimala’s struggle between her attraction towards Nikhil and Sandip 
symbolic of the tension between cosmopolitanism and nationalism. Both Nikhil and 
Sandip, ultimately aspire for Swades or self-rule but differ in the way they believe it 
can be achieved. For instance, Nikhil is against the idea of boycott because this move 
affected the poor while Sandip, with his religious rhetoric fiercely propagated the 
boycott of British goods. The traditional reading of Home and the World is that 
Tagore advocates cosmopolitanism but recognizes its failing and the fact that 
nationalism was the need of the hour. Rao however suggests, along with other critics 
that the work is far more nuanced and a critique of both perspectives. The story ends 
with Nikhil failing in his attempt and alienating his wife. His death is implied but 
not confirmed leaving Bimala with feelings of regret and remorse and the discovery 
that Sandip’s brand of nationalism was not as appealing to her as she first believed. 
Thus neither man ends up with Bimala and there is also a self-reflexive critique by 
Nikhil of his treatment of Bimala in that he imposed his ideals of modernism in an 
almost tyrannical fashion upon her. Rao also noted that while Tagore critiques the 
notion of a good zamindar versus a bad zamindar in his exemplification of Nikhil, 
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there is no deploration of the zamindari system per se which may be indicative of 
Tagore’s own background. 
 
Tagore initially supported the Swadeshi movement but eventually moved away 
from it, criticizing its isolation of Muslims, Dalits and other groups along with its 
valorization of superstitution, religion and the Gandhian advocacy of spinning 
Khadi which Tagore believed estranged people from creative thought. Tagore’s 
criticism in nationalism led cosmopolitanism to appropriate him but it is important 
to read his criticism of cosmopolitanism more closely since it is subtler and more 
nuanced. He uses culture as a base and political action as a superstructure and 
believed in cultural internationalism (Vishwabharati). He alludes to Indian culture 
as a river with tributaries but also suggests that India needed to build its own 
culture in order to engage with others. This problematises the view of Tagore as 
entirely cosmopolitanism as such a rhetoric is more in keeping with nationalism. 
Tagore’s disagreement and debate with Gandhi was public and vociferous but 
always in the form of a dialogue. His teleological view of nationalism perceives 
nationalism as necessary but always in danger of over living its use. 
 
James Joyce’s work, The Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man was written around the 
same time when Annie Besant rose in power and popularity in India. The word 
Boycott in fact comes to us from an Irish struggle. The narrative of Joyce’s work 
revolves around Dedalus who may be seen as the cosmopolitan, is very critical of 
Irish politics and the stronghold of the Roman Catholic Church in Ireland but 
equally critical of internationalism. His political stance is not easy to pin down for 
he’s proud of his Irish identity but strongly critical of it at the same time. The other 
character, Davin who may be seen as a nationalist identifies strongly with the Irish 
nationalist movement and is constantly confused about Dedalus’ allegiances. The 
Roman Catholic Church creates the tension between the two men and the entire 
novel is set in the canvas of British Imperialism. Joyce’s writing is far less structured 
than Tagore and reads more a stream of consciousness and conversations. Rao 
reconfigures Dedalus as the post-structuralist and Davin as the Marxist, once again 
emphasizing on the tension between rootedness and openness that Tagore alludes 
to. 
 
In this context, Edward Said’s Orientalism may be characterized as the 
systematization of post-colonialism rather than its origin. Said, on the one hand 
speaks of hybridity, murkiness and denounces essentialism and is critical of 
ideological oppositions like orient and occident. But he also a Palestinian activist and 
in those texts he does not emphasise fluidity, mixing or hybridity, but rather speaks 
of a Palestinian identity that is distinct from other Arab identities. Rao draws 
attention here to the Spivakian notion of ‘strategic essentialism’ where essentialism 
may be used as and when it is required, rather than as an overarching stance. Said 
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sometimes sees nationalism as necessary but unfortunate and sometimes as an 
irresolvable tragedy. At other times, he believes that it can be mitigated through 
transparency and self-awareness. The emphasis again here is on the ambiguous 
nature of the relationship between the global and the local. 
Franz Fanon, sees resistance in two phases- the first phase is gaining independence 
from colonialism, which requires nationalism; and the second is the liberation form 
native bourgeoisie, which requires a Marxist cosmopolitanism.  
 
Fanon’s ambivalence is also apparent through his works. He was initially an ardent 
supporter and defender of negritude. At around the same time, Jean Paul Sartre 
opined that negritude as an anti-racist racism; necessary but not an end goal. Fanon 
disagreed vehemently with this view, seeing it as elite, condescending and 
eurocentric . Indeed, in his book “Black Skin, White Maskes” he actively advocated 
negritude as a utopic goal. However, in his later work, Wretched of the Earth he 
somewhat revokes this absolute support and introduces an element of ambivalence 
towards negritude.  
 
Postcolonialism thus makes a case for Nationalism and deconstructs it; and perhaps, 
as Dr. Rao suggests, the question is not so much of a choice between 
cosmopolitanism and nationalism but rather one of time and context for the 
applicability and necessity of each one. 
   
The discussion that followed began with an anecdotal reference to Tagore’s interest 
in the Sufi poet Kabir’s work as being linked to Tagore’s own interest in spirituality. 
An alternative explanation was offered, by suggesting that perhaps it was more to 
do with Tagore’s interest in secularism and his deep discontent with the 
marginalization of muslims in the swadeshi movement, further emphasizing the 
importance of ambivalence in the debate between cosmopolitanism and nationalism. 
Another question interrogated  Gandhian philosophy and whether it is in fact useful 
to categorise it as nationalism.  In response to questions about the validity of 
postcolonialism, Dr. Rao clarified that the view of postcolonialism as a historical 
condition rather than a theoretical model is not always a useful one and that while 
colonialism may have ended in many places, imperialism is still very prevalent, and 
this makes postcolonialism an important mode of resistance. All resistance is a 
process of “othering” and prioritization within resistance is an important factor. 
   
 
 
Dr. KATE SULLIVAN, Departmental Lecturer in Modern Indian Studies, School 
of Interdisciplinary Area Studies, University of Oxford 
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Dr. Sullivan adopts a deep-constructivist, anthropologically-informed approach in 
the deconstruction of India’s aspirational role in global affairs, it both critiques and 
builds upon existing conceptions of great powers in International Relations Theory. 
She is a Departmental Lecturer in Modern Indian Studies at the University of 
Oxford. 
 
1. Theorising Territory and Sovereignty 
 
Providing the key foundation to the theoretical dimensions of the discourse, Kate 
Sullivan posited three questions to unpack the activity of theorising in International 
Relations which she acknowledged as a complicated mixture of the old and new. She 
posed the following questions;  a) Why are the concepts of sovereignty, territory and 
state central to understandings of globalisation; b) What analytical challenges do we 
face in identifying the shifting meanings of sovereignty, territory and state and c) In 
what way might we approach ‘analytical borderlands’? 
 
 She focussed on the normative turn in international relations, which might be 
defined as the explicit recognition or re-recognition of the normative dimension of 
international relations. The normative dimension entails inter-subjective, social and 
identity-based dimensions of international processes; the ways in which 
international institutions and practices order global politics by constituting areas of 
shared meaning between global actors. 

The point of departure was thus, not real world changes but the ways in which 
changes are read and interpreted, and it is important to note that this normative turn 
has raised two distinct sets of questions: 

1.      explanatory/interpretive questions which attempt to understand the norms 
that underpin international societies and their histories 

2.      ‘normative’ questions that revolve around the validity and legitimacy and 
content of international norms 

The normative turn in scholarship is also a turn ‘from something’, that is to say, 
developments in theorising occur in tandem with real world shifts. Sullivan stressed 
on the dialectical shift between events and theoretical efforts to interpret and 
understand them. Theories are organized sets of assumptions that help one make 
sense of the complexities of the world. At the same time, they also impact that world. 
The events as well as the concepts that attempt to understand them evolve 
concurrently. 

The historical point of departure is the contemporary phase within which we find 
ourselves now, the so called ‘global age’ or the era of globalisation. Situated in this 
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background, Sullivan proceeded to put forth the primary question of her lecture- “is 
much of the language we use to think about globalisation imprisoned by the abstract 
and dichotomised concepts we use?” 

In order to answer this, she introduced the following arguments on the theorisation 
of the discipline of international relations- a) theories are organized sets of 
assumptions that help us make sense of the complexities of the world, b) world 
politics encompasses ‘all social phenomena’ and IR therefore deals with the highest 
abstraction of theory, c) the option of non-theoretical accounts of the world is 
 unavailable and finally, d) all theories are infused with values – theory is always for 
someone and for some purpose. In this context she also underlines the conflict 
between empirical and normative theory 

The primary question pressing the nation-state discourse is that of the impact of 
globalisation- is globalisation transforming the nature of modern political 
community and thus reconstituting the foundations (empirical and normative) of 
world order? In this context, Sullivan explained that concepts of sovereignty and 
territory are central to the state. As Georg Sorensen observes ‘the sovereign state is 
the single most important macrostructure determining the lives that people live’. At 
the same time, the phenomenon of globalisation is posited as universal as well as 
universalising, thus rendering the modern nation-state an isomorphic organization 
of territory. The challenges facing the discipline of IR include the need to interrogate 
and rethink theories if IR in both the conventional forms as well as recent 
innovations. 

One sees and understands the world through frameworks of ideas and these ideas 
are always partial. Self-reflexivity about the ideas being employed then become 
imperative; one must be sensitive to the notion that these ideas are always limited. In 
Sullivan’s opinion, assumptions are always merely assumptions. This is actually 
very empowering for scholars as many of the “givens” in the field of International 
Relations are built on tenuous, debatable foundations. 

The tendency in the 1970s–1980s was to take concepts like sovereignty for granted. 
The idea that sovereignty means there is a single authority within the boundaries of 
the state and the state recognises no higher authority beyond was especially 
popularised by the academic contributions ranging from Jen Bartelson to Stephen 
Krasner. Sullivan made a strong case for the acceptance of the fact that sovereignty is 
variable and fluid. 

It is precisely because territory is a limited, historically specific, and non-exclusive 
way of spatial ordering, that it needs to be interrogated more thoroughly. All too 
often, and clearly contrary to John Agnew’s intent, the territorial trap has been 
avoided by being ignored, not by being critically interrogated. Rather, it is 
imperative to explore how particular territorial settlements are produced, and how 
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states operate in ways that normalise and perpetuate this spatial order of things. 
More generally, why has there been a familiarization with this sense of territory as 
something politically fixed and conceptually static? 

The discussion that ensued dealt with understanding the future of the discipline in 
the possibility of the absence of the state and the state as an institution. To this, 
Sullivan’s response was that the emergence of phenomena such as globalisation and 
cosmopolitanism do not challenge the existence of the state so much so as they 
redefine it and concurred with the perception of the state as an institution. 

 
2. Re-imagining Territorial and Sovereign Spaces 

Ms. Sullivan’s second lecture, Re-imagining Territorial and Sovereign Spaces” began 
with recapping some of the questions regarding International Relations theorising 
that she addressed in her introductory lecture. These were: “Can we ‘grand theorise’ 
away from grand theories?”, “In what ways might we approach ‘analytical 
borderlands’?” and, “How might we conceive of the role of the state?” 
She critiqued the tendency of mainstream IR scholarship as being too centred 
around either/or binaries and domestic/national dichotomies such as sovereignty 
versus territoriality and obituaries of the state versus defences of continued state 
significance. There is an immediate need for a more nuanced globalization 
scholarship which is both diverse and diffuse. The analysis of Globalisation requires 
different indices to assess its impacts, numerous conceptual innovations to describe 
the‘in-between’ or liminal aspect and diverse conclusions about the nature of 
sovereignty, territory and the state. The focus of this lecture was on Globalisation 
and its impact on (non)territoriality and (non)sovereignty. Sullivan provided three 
broad approaches to globalisation and a possible fusion or way forward. She used 
Saskia Sassen’s economic globalization, military globalisation put forth by Held and 
McGrew and legal globalisation as conceptualised by Shalini Randeria while Ian 
Clark’s ‘Beyond the great divide’ was suggestive of a way forward. Sullivan began 
by examining whether the idea of economic globalisation implied the decline of 
state, the extent of challenge to intersection between sovereignty and territory and 
the question of continued significance of sovereignty and territoriality. Sassen 
provides the framework of a “new geography of power” with two key dimensions; 
viz. new territorialities of institutions and processes of globalization, where spatial 
configurations of legal and regulatory regimes are placed beyond the regulatory 
umbrella of the state along with growth in ‘central functions’ of transnational 
corporate/financial sector. The second dimension is a new legal regime for 
governance of cross-border economic transactions which bypasses national legal 
systems as well as governmental deregulation, replaced by regulation elsewhere. 
Sassen’s economic globalization may be defined as a‘major transformation in the 
territorial organization of economic activity and politico-economic power’, implying 
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a vast inequality in the larger system and a reconfiguration of territorial exclusivity 
of sovereign states. There is a rejection of the prevalent notion of global-national 
duality and the recognition that state is mutating into something else. State 
participation in and legitimization of new role in economy as seen in the formation 
of corporate networks, the off-shoring of clerical work, export of semi processed 
goods and subsequent import of fully processed goods and so on. The legal regime 
that must govern such global, cross border transactions however, is still quite niche 
and the globalization of law has not yet taken place on any large scale. 
Held and McGrew’s military globalisation is not a new domain by any means. It has 
been witnessed and studied since the 1890’s to the end of the cold war as rivalry and 
imperialism between major powers grew, leading eventually to the formation of 
alliance systems and international security structures. There was also the evolution 
of world trade in arms and the diffusion of military technologies such as NATO as 
well as the internationalization of global regimes with jurisdiction over military and 
security affairs leading to a highly stratified  and institutionalized world military 
order. There was a further transformation of global military and security relations 
after the Cold War which saw on the one hand, the regionalization and 
decentralization of the international security system resulting in regional security 
complexes and globalization on the other. There was an adoption of regional co-
operative security measures and a simultaneous structural bifurcation between 
advanced military states and “others”. This in turn led to an increased vulnerability 
to security and military developments ‘elsewhere’ on the part of advanced military 
states who began to perceive diffuse, extra-military threats to national security. The 
globalization of defense production and the continued effects of systemic factors 
demanded global levels of co-ordination and co-operation. 
Military globalization thus poses a major challenge to classical notions of state and 
sovereignty Crucial challenge to state sovereignty and autonomy as military power 
is fundamental to the evolution and institutional form of a modern sovereign, 
territorial state. The spatial reorganization of military power is resulting in a shift of 
the territorial state where national security can no longer be achieved unilaterally. 
There can be no return to previous forms of national military autarky / discrete 
regional security complexes making military globalization, regionalization and 
nationalization mutually reinforcing processes. 

 
Shalini Randeria’s legal globalization is a critique of the state and a call for 
‘globalization from below’. The manipulation and arbitration of ‘the cunning state’ 
which is distinct from a ‘weak state’ must be accounted for. Randeria identifies the 
‘cunning state’ as the most powerful amongst sub-ordinate states. Randeria cites the 
Indian state to illustrate some aspects of the ‘cunning state’ where she argues that 
the Indian state is selectively strong and strategically weak in turns to serve elite 
interests. It is characterized by a strategic deployment of the sovereignty rhetoric. By 
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playing both sides, cunning states render themselves unaccountable to international 
institutions and citizens alike. 

 
The three dimensions of globalisation, according to Sullivan, share some important 
commonalities both in content and aims. They all corroborate the claim of changing 
forms of state agency. All three are historically contextualized and sensitive to both 
historical change and geographical variations which result in sharply disparate 
concentrations of power. They also acknowledge the mutually constitutive and 
conflictual processes between the domestic and global spheres. 

 
These three dimensions of globalization also share certain aims, or end goals such as 
the interrogation of territorial exclusivity of sovereign states and newer roles of state, 
the rejection of a notion of global-national duality as adequate or useful, however 
recognize the importance of the state as agent and object while searching for new 
analytical categories of representation. 

 
In her conclusion, Sullivan suggested new theoretical frameworks to understand the 
effects and implications of Globalisation on the role of the state. In order to do this, 
she used Ian Clark’s theoretical move, ‘beyond the great divide’, which is as attempt 
to redefine the state as a universal concept, transcend the domestic/international 
dichotomy and strongly critiques accounts of globalisation as a set of external 
demands that are imposed upon national societies as being inherently dichotomous. 
The ‘Great divide’ can be witnessed in its most extreme form in Walztian 
systemic/reductionist dichotomy; referring to the binaries of system as opposed to 
unit. Clark suggests that this distinction between domestic and international levels is 
rather misleading because the state acts in both realms which automatically implied 
the compulsion of intersection. He suggests the need for an alternative structuralism 
and a fluid, dynamic and interactive conception of power. 
In conclusion, addressing the challenge of abstraction, both temporal and spatial 
along with addressing the problems of dichotomization, might help pave the way to 
an alternative, non- grand theorization of IR theory.   

 
The question and answer session that followed dealt with understanding the spaces 
between the global and the local which is where, according to Sullivan, politics 
happens, however there was some scepticism regarding the usefulness of this 
bidirectional approach. There was also a clarification sought as to why international 
relations is still in the framework of trying to reconcile the dichotomies while 
theories such as post-modernism have moved ahead. Sullivan’s response was that 
contemporary discourse was dominated by American IR theory and thus the 
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theorising was driven by national agendas thus reducing the space for critical 
evaluation. In conclusion, Sullivan brings to our attention that dominant institutions 
of global politics are placed on dominant theories, and IR is an instance of the same. 

 
 
3. Transcending Territory: the case of the European Union 

 
Kate Sullivan’s third lecture of the series entitled Transcending Territory: the Case of the 
European Union dealt with the issue of Sovereignty using the framework of 
translegislative process in Europe. Sullivan used specific case studies pertaining to 
the United Kingdom to illustrate the ways in which transnational legislation affects 
the very understanding of Sovereignty and transcends traditional notions of 
territory. The two cases in question were; the violation of the EU’s Gender Equality 
Legislation by the UK and the recent controversy over prisoner’s right to vote, also 
in the UK. 

 
The European Economic Community (EEC) was established in 1957, of which the 
United Kingdom became a member in 1973, was followed by membership to the 
European Union (EU) in 1993. The UK’s membership saw several difficulties 
adapting to European policies and institutions such as debates over social policy and 
monetary policy, given that the UK had a well established, traditional system of 
legal justice and court structure. Parliamentary sovereignty is at the core of Britain’s 
judicial structure, and its membership in the EEC and EU created considerable 
tension between domestic and external sovereignty when it came to complying with 
judicial processes of the European Court of Justice (ECJ). The transformation in 
judicial process happened in three phases where first, the international treaty of the 
EEC was considered a constitutional document which was then used to interrogate 
the domestic legislations within the UK and consequently challenging and 
overturning some of those legislations in the event of non-compliance with the law 
as interpreted by the ECJ and constitutionally applicable to citizens of the EU. The 
Van Gend case of 1963-64 established the ‘doctrine of direct effect’ which made the 
Rome Treaty directly applicable to individuals followed by the Costa Case which 
established that the law of the community superseded that of individual member 
states. While these cases were not elaborated upon in any detail, their significant 
effects were that individuals could now seek redress from domestic courts by citing 
community laws implying that domestic law was no longer supreme, thus 
challenging the domestic sovereignty of member states like the UK. 

 
The controversy over Gender Equality Legislation took place in the 1970’s. The UK’s 
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Gender Equality Legislation of 1970 laid down that there must be equality in pay for 
like work but had no legislation around the issue over work of equal value, which 
was the focus of the EU gender equality legislation of 1975. In 1979 the EU 
commenced proceedings against the UK for non compliance and in 1982, the UK was 
charged with a violation of ECJ legislation, followed by an amendment in UK law in 
1984. The implications for legal institutions in Britain were, needless to say, quite 
grave. There was a marked growth of judicial review, followed by a changing 
balance between Parliament and the courts. The UK also saw the makings of a deep 
institutional change whereby an external structure of sovereignty had become 
centrally important, destabilising its domestic supremacy. The ECJ was effectively a 
cross-national, trans-governmental legal process which mingled domestic and 
external sovereignty relations. 

 
The second illustration of changing conceptions of sovereignty involved a conflict 
between the European Court of Human Rights (ECHR) and the right of British 
prisoners to vote. The beginnings of the ECHR may be located in the founding of the 
Council of Europe in 1949. The Council of Europe was an international organisation 
designed to promote cooperation between all countries of Europe in the areas of 
legal standards, human rights, democratic development, the rule of law and cultural 
co-operation. It comprised forty seven member states; approximately 800 million 
citizens. The council was distinct from the European Union and did not have the 
power to make any binding laws. This body however, gave rise to the founding of 
the ECHR in 1953 which was an international treaty to protect human rights and 
fundamental freedoms in Europe. The ECHR was applicable to all member states of 
the Council of Europe which was overseen by the ECHR and granted the right to 
any citizen of a Council member to take a case to the ECHR. All judgements which 
found violations were binding on the States since they were established as 
international law. The current situation in the UK is that prisoners are not permitted 
to vote in any UK election. However the ECHR, according to the case of John Hirst, 
Article 3, Protocol 1, guarantees the right to free and fair elections. This legislation 
established a “margin of appreciation”, whereby there was no blanket ban on 
prisoners’ right to vote and every member state government was expected to take 
the necessary steps according to its discretion to ensure this. The ECHR has set 
August 2011 as a deadline for compliance by all member states. As of the present, 
the ECHR has only awarded a legally binding monetary compensation to prisoners 
who have not been allowed to exercise their vote; there is no other sanction as such 
to prisoners. As of mid March 2011 there has been a count of 3,500 claimants, with 
claims of nearly £100 Million for compensation. This is a tenuous and conflict ridden 
situation for the UK, where the Government is torn between overturning a long 
standing national law, or paying out millions of pounds in compensation, or making 
the more drastic move of withdrawing from the ECHR, which may set a precedent 
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for other member states and jeopardise relations with the EU which is due to join the 
ECHR in its own right, as a separate entity. The UK does have a veto in the EU’s 
decision to join the ECHR, but it is potentially a situation of a considerable friction. 

 
The aim of these legislative illustrations as mentioned earlier is to destabilise and 
problematise the question of sovereignty. Sullivan used James Caporaso’s distinction 
between sovereignty and authority to elucidate this point. Classical sovereignty 
according to Caporaso is a hierarchy of norms and power vesting the state with the 
ultimate right to make decisions. Authority, on the other hand, is legitimate and 
often largely consensual. Authority structures share relations which can be both 
contiguous and conflicting. Changes in authority do not always imply changes in 
power and autonomy, suggesting a “new geography of authority”, drawing from 
Saskia Sassen’s argument that we are entering into a “new geograpgy of power”. 
The UK ultimately must decide on how it will recognize the authority of the EU. 

 
The questions which followed addressed the polemical complexity of collaboration 
between nations and the assumed implication of deterritorialisation; the moral 
perception of integration through legislation as well as a discussion on the “value” 
of work with reference to gender legislation. Sullivan clarified that inter-nation 
collaboration does not always result in deterritorialation but that it contains the 
possibility of it. On the moral problems of integration through legislation, she spoke 
of the hesitation in intelligence sharing within the EU in the context of terrorism as 
and the EU’s attitude towards Islam and its implications for integration. The 
discussion on the “value” of work brought up the question of how this value is 
decided, citing cases in Africa, where the en-masse “rehabilitation” of women street 
scavengers worked detrimentally in terms of snatching away the employment 
potential and agency of women who, after “rehabilitation” ended up unemployed 
and eventually returned to street scavenging. 

 
 

4. A Region of Regions or a Region of States? The Case of South Asia and SAARC 
 

In the final lecture, Kate Sullivan evaluated the success (or failure) of SAARC, its 
political and economic problems and the nature of inter-relation, potential solutions 
to these problems and future prospects for regional co-operation. 
In analysing what these successes and failures mean, Sullivan explored a brief 
history of the region and observes the extent of shared history, cultural traditions 
and natural resource endowments in the region. Sullivan explained that shared 
(though asymmetrical) exposure to colonialism, cold-war pressures and challenges 
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of the post-cold-war global order, common challenges to economic and human 
development were complicated porous and contested boundaries. These tensions 
required the region to push for greater co-operation in order to optimise the benefits 
of its resource endowments. Prospects for this co-operation were primarily sort in 
the areas of eco-system preservation and natural resource conservation, sharing of 
ideas and expertise in the field of technical co-operation, co-operation in the 
development of energy resources and in trade and liberalisation. 
Having provided this context, Sullivan introduced India’s role in South Asia and its 
interests towards regional co-operation. South Asia is considered as one of the ‘most 
dominated’ regions. No region, according to Sullivan is this strongly dominated by a 
single nation, thus shaping a hugely asymmetrical set up. Smaller countries tend to 
view India as the hegemon of the region. This is further complicated by the existence 
of competing nationalisms such as the Pakistani one which asserts its Islamic 
identity versus the Indian one that aims to be secular. Given the aforementioned 
issues as the India-Pakistan antagonism, co-operation in the region tends to oscillate 
between anarchy and order. In this backdrop, it is imperative to understand the 
foreign policy doctrines that emerged out of India. The first of these is evaluated by 
Sullivan is the Indira Doctrine that echoed the Munroe Doctrine in several aspects as 
sought to assert India as the regional hegemon. According to this Doctrine, India 
agreed to follow a policy of non-intervention unless sought for assistance and made 
it amply clear that it would not tolerate intervention in its affairs by the others. This 
was explicitly underlined by India’s military victory over Pakistan in 1971 and the 
freedom of Bangladesh, which established India’s natural hegemony over the region. 
A somewhat contrasting doctrine that emerged in the latter half of the 1990s was the 
Gujral Doctrine that stated that India’s stature and strength in the region could not 
be divorced from its relations with its neighbours. 

 
Having laid out the context and history of the SAARC, Sullivan proceeded to 
measure its success (or failure). Deriving from McPherson’s (1998) argument that an 
external conclusion of the SAARC as an elusive creation that has emerged as 
confused and unwanted is unfair and overtly simplistic as it is ‘an attempt to uplift 
South Asia, economically and socially, and to encourage confidence and 
transparency between neighbours through the joint efforts of its peoples’. However, 
before giving a verdict on the organisation’s success of failure, it is important to 
define regionalism. Best and Christiansen (2006) explain it as ‘the range of special 
relationships between neighbouring countries which represent more than normal 
diplomatic relations but in which the component parts retain legal personality under 
international law’. 

 
In the South Asian context of regionalism, one will find a large variation in regional 
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collectives which constitute the ‘push-pull’ factors of the context. The Report 
submitted by the Committee on Studies for Co-operation in Development in South 
Asia (CSCD) in 1978 and the 1979 oil crisis and Soviet invasion of Afghanistan 
featured are important factors that encouraged a moved towards greater integration 
and co-operation, adversasrial Indo-Pak relations, fear of Indian hegemony by 
smaller countries and India's own fear of a hostile small-country coalition acted as 
strong factors to deter it. Nevertheless, this did not prevent the formation of SAARC 
and the organization of the First Summit in Dhaka in 1985. 
The SAARC Charter spells out two key Articles. Article 2 enumerates the principles 
of the organization, that explicitly state the basis of association upon principles of 
sovereign equality, territorial integrity, political independence, non-interference in 
the internal affairs of other States and mutual benefit. It also explicitly states the 
consistency of the co-operation bilateral and multilateral agreements. Article 10 
highlights the general provisions of co-operation and states that decisions at all 
levels will be executed on the basis of humanity and bilateral and contentious issues 
will be excluded from the deliberations. These two Articles clearly indicate that the 
evolution of the SAARC as a regional co-operation organisation is a far cry from that 
of the EU. Under these circumstances, the task of measuring the success of the 
organisation is challenging. Nevertheless, it would be important to note that there 
have not been major ruptures in the organisation even though events such as the 
boycott of the 1991 Summit in Colombo by India due to tensions between both states 
as a consequence of the Tamil Tiger issue, demolition of Babri Masjid in 1992 leading 
to security concerns of Prime Minister Rao and the 1999 Pakistani coup to cite a few, 
threatened to derail regional integration. 

 
This however does not imply that the organisation is devoid of problems. The idea 
of SAARC was primarily political and subsequently economic, much in contrast to 
the EU where, post the Second World War, the European Coal and Steel Community 
was set up as a measure to unite the continent, which took place under the guidance 
of a hegemonic patron state. In the case of the SAARC, it is primarily a State-led 
form of regional integration unlike the EU where it is Economy-led. The South Asian 
region is still fraught with tensions regarding the issues of security, foreign policy, 
terrorism, environment and domestic problems to name a few. Nevertheless, they 
still seek regional trade agreements. The justification being, the obtaining of 
reciprocal concessions on trade barriers, increased multilateral bargaining power 
and strategic linkages. Unfortunately, in the South Asian context, economic unity 
was witnessed only prior to and during the British rule. With the advent of partition 
and independence, the region fragmented into separate economic entities. This 
separation was further emphasised by India’s mode of economic development that 
employed import substitution, high tariff barriers and self-reliance as its primary 
tools. Thus, there was a conscious avoidance of trade links between India and 
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Pakistan with special avoidance of border trade. Borders were primarily perceived 
as defence barriers. Thus, regional trade and economic co-operation have not been 
particularly successful in the region because of one of the highest inter-state trade 
barriers in the world due to fear of economic dominance by the more powerful 
partners, poor implementation of trade facilitation measures, extra regional trade 
leakage through informal economies and porous borders and finally, regional trade 
agreements need not necessarily mitigate inter and intra-state conflicts and tensions. 

 
Some of the solutions proposed for these issues include inter-regionalism that would 
imply integration into a larger region such as the ASEAN, GCC or BIMSTEC that 
would build greater solidarity between the South Asian nations. The second solution 
is ‘sub-regionalim’- creating triangles and quadrangles and associating at a smaller 
level like the India-Sri Lanka-Mauritius triangle. The third is the principle of 
‘variable geometry’ as proposed by Ram (2009) which allows for asymmetric 
agreements within the region, such as the ISFTA and the final proposal is to 
reconstruct the South Asian region itself as region of regions. 
However, the SAARC experience poses an important question- should one think of 
South Asian regional integration in the same light as other regional integrations such 
as the European Union? How relevant are those instances to the South Asian 
context? There is a lot of focus on what the SAARC is not and its failures, hence 
overlooking what the SAARC essentially is. In conclusion, Sullivan looks at the 
characteristics that embody SAARC. It is an informal cross-border movement of 
people, capital and technology involving a large volume of informal trade and 
bilateral talks often happen on the sidelines of SAARC summits. Thus, in order to 
judge its success it is important to know if one has been successful in identifying 
what the SAARC truly is. 

 
The lecture invited discussions that sought a finer appreciation of the Gujral 
Doctrine, a disaggregated understanding of foreign policy and clarifications on state 
and nation led regional integrations in the context of multiple identities, that the 
market-led system of integration fails to capture. It was concluded that a normative 
thread does run through Indian foreign policy as can be seen in the case of rhetorical 
strategies and attempt to strengthen relations with the Islamic world and the Soviet 
Union during Indira Gandhi’s period. 

 
 
PRESENTATIONS 
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Group Presentation 1- The EU as a representational space- The impact of its post-
national identities on local and global European policy 

Shruti Rao, MA student, Department of Politics and International Studies, 
Pondicherry University, Pondicherry 

Jasnea Sarma, MA, Department of East Asian Studies, University of Delhi, Delhi 

Teshu Singh, Research Scholar, Department of East Asian Studies, University of 
Delhi, Delhi 

Ilinca Mathieu, Research Scholar, Université de Clermont-1 / IRSEM, Paris, France  

Dr.  Jyotimaya Tripathy chaired the first group presentation and commenced by 
making some preliminary remarks on the stability of the core of the EU. 
Representational space could be problematic and ambivalent and this conception of 
the EU could be a fiction of language. 

 
The presentation focussed on globalisation and the reconfiguration of political space 
as being central to European integration. The EU has moved from a territorial 
construction of space towards a post-national political institution that constitutes an 
original and unique response to the process of globalisation. Globalisation and 
regionalisation may be seen as two sides of the same coin, however, regionalism in 
the EU is more economic in its character then cultural, social or political. The basis of 
identity within the EU goes beyond the traditional linkages between territory and 
identity and extends into the realm of commonly held values. The sense of 
community within the EU is influenced by security and some of the shared values 
draw from the traditions of Athens, Rome and Jerusalem. Some of the weaknesses 
with the creation of this identity were identified in democratic gaps, the lingering 
primacy of national identities and the unfulfilled promise of protection against 
globalisation.  

 
The presentation broadly covered internal relations, neighbourly relations, policies 
of migration and enlargement. The creation of the EU has concentrated on abolishing 
internal borders and implementing the four freedoms of mobility, namely, goods, 
capital, services and people. The European Court of Justice functions to transpose 
laws and disseminate them. 
As far as neighbourly relations go, the presentation analysed the debordering of 
Europe and the maintenance of separate territorial environments. Migration policies 
of the EU were attributed primarily to the need for labour as well as ensuring 
economic integration and the development of Europe’s immediate neighbourhood. 
The Schengen was cited as a major instance of this. Migration has however, resulted 



Politics in the Global Age: Sovereignty, Citizenship, Territory and Nationalism 
 

in some fundamental problems. The recent financial crisis has rendered migration 
somewhat unmanageable, border management by agencies such as FRONTEX have 
proved unpopular. Elite EU members did not fully open up their labour markets and 
there is an overall negative perception regarding the benefits of migrations. 

 
The enlargement process within the EU has taken place in order to procure more 
resources as a response to Asia’s growth and the consequent need for the increased 
impact of the EU in global politics along with an overall propagation of inclusion 
over exclusion. However, it has also brought with it dealing with diversity and a 
contradiction between the ENP’s inclusiveness and the exclusion that was practiced 
with regards to immigrants. 

 
The final section dealt with EU’s external relations and its integration into 
globalization. The EU‘s identity as a civilian power and its ambitions to be an 
international player are responses to globalization. This is also why a common 
foreign and security policy is important to the EU. It was suggested that the 
universalization of common values increases the security of European nations. 
Several questions were raised regarding the security and post-national identity of 
the EU, the claim of commonality regarding the common security and foreign policy, 
the impact of terrorism on migration and the Franco-German hegemony in EU 
policy building. 

 
It was suggested that the commonality of the security and foreign policy could be 
seen in civilian identity but remained a point of contention. Delanty’s response to the 
question of EU’s post-national identity was that the EU is not meant to be a 
replacement order but rather a regulatory order. He also pointed out that ‘post’ does 
not necessarily signify and end but rather a sense of moving beyond. It also suggests 
that the EU is distancing itself from the USA and shifting from being Western to 
becoming European. 

 
 
Group Presentation 2: Pitfalls of Sovereignty and Failures of State: A critical 
overview of New Theories on Sovereignty, Nationalism and Territory 

Sangbetta Chakraborty, Research Scholar, Institute of Foreign Policy Studies, 
University of Calcutta, Kolkata 

Mathew Kuriakose, Research Associate, School of Gandhian Thought and 
Development Studies, M.G. University, Kottayam 
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Rajeev Yadav, Research Scholar, Centre for European Studies, School of 
International Studies, Jawaharlal Nehru University, New Delhi 

Anwesha Ghosh, Research Scholar, Institute of Foreign Policy Studies, University of 
Calcutta, Kolkata 

This presentation offered a vehement critique of cosmopolitanism and of normative 
IR. It began by interrogating the label of the failure of nation-states that is 
determined by certain failures. However, it was in the opinion of the group that a 
failed state is not necessarily synonymous with a loss of sovereignty and they 
provided the example of North Korea, where, despite several state failures, the 
sovereignty of the state is still strong. Simultaneously, the Soviet Union failed to 
sustain its sovereignty, despite being a ‘mighty state’. 
The group proposed that normative IR has an agenda for neo-colonialism, as ‘war 
praxis’. The collapse of the Soviet Union and the emergence of a uni-polar world has 
led to a form of American imperialism which employs normative IR as the principal 
moral force behind post-cold war Western interventions. It provides neo-colonialism 
with the necessary moral tools for branding rogue/failed states. While on one hand, 
Delanty et al (2008) argue that the normative IR discourse has remained at a very 
abstract level, it is being materialized through ‘just wars’ and humanitarian 
interventions as are most wars that are being justified since the Post-Cold War 
period. 

 
The group termed cosmopolitanism as a ‘war-mongering’ strategy, that while on the 
hand sought to be characterized by a) normative content, b) transnationalism and c) 
the idea of globality, it was not being practiced for highlighting the principles of 
world community and universal human values. Instead, they perceived 
cosmopolitanism as an advocator of neo-liberal, imperialist globalisation that 
systematically undermines the local and sought to reproduce western cultural, 
political and social supremacy. They further this argument by claiming that 
nationalism negates cosmopolitan tendencies in the local by forcing them to close the 
doors against triumphalist neoliberal globalisation. They also suppose that 
cosmopolitanism is too vague a term that can include several other things. They 
provide the instances of the Taliban fighters in Afghanistan- who deborder and 
reborder both the internal and external boundaries of Afghanistan, the CPI Maoists- 
an organization that believes in proletarian internationalism and have global 
networks of solidarity and identifies with the peoples from all countries, Special 
Economic Zones in India- wherein global and the local closely interact and the 
Somali pirates- who function in a transnational space by overcoming the limits of 
national boundaries. Having provided these detrimental instances of 
cosmopolitanism, the group argue that seeking cosmopolitanism as a virtue in itself 
belittles the dangers of potential world empires and questions whether 
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cosmopolitanism needs to be cosmopolitan. In responding to Delanty and He (2008) 
who state that “cosmopolitanism is not simply reducible to transnationalism, 
although transnationalism is an important precondition of cosmopolitan 
orientations” the presentation concluded that it is not transnationalism but 
nationalism is the most important precondition for realising the cosmopolitan 
identity and that it is possible to immerse in the global/cosmopolitan currents 
without ‘overcoming’ one’s national affinities. The presentation states that in the 
context of the third world, liberalisation policies strengthen the unmaking of nation 
and hence the focus of cosmopolitanism must be to address the issues related to neo-
colonialism. 

 
Thus, a ‘cosmopolitan binary’ between the transnational and national, the local and 
the global and the pragmatic and normative is witnessed. The presentation resolves 
these dichotomies from the point of view that what is truly local, national and 
normative could only be truly global, transnational and pragmatic and hence, there 
is no scope for a zero sum game between the national and transnational. These 
dichotomies are in constant interaction with each other and hence, the only way to 
change one is by changing the other. In attempting to develop a cosmopolitan 
dialogue, the presentation seeks to do so by employing the language of self-
determination  and dialogue, deepening of Third World independence, transcending 
the fetters of neo-colonialism, overcoming the gaps between state sovereignty, 
national sovereignty and popular sovereignty in third world, countering Western 
economic intervention, going beyond imperial divisive politics, going beyond 
cultural and political divisions is neither crucial nor necessary and argues that when 
differences are strengthened infinitely, they go beyond the zone of conflicts. 

 
The presentation thus proposed the need to perceive multiple cosmopolitanisms that 
need not necessarily compatible with each other, such as the conflict between 
Capitalist cosmopolitanism and Communist internationalism, Western and Islamic 
and  Neo-colonial and Third world cosmopolitanism. Liberal cosmopolitanism, 
being the hegemonic one, is the most apparent. So it exhorts for counter hegemonic 
cosmopolitanisms that have the ability to produce an anti-imperialist paradigm 
wherein third world nationalisms could be invented. The presentation continuing 
with its criticism of liberal cosmopolitanism brings to notice the discourse on the 
legitimacy of humanitarian interventions versus the oppressed people’s right to 
dissent. It questions normative IR theory’s inability to encourage internal 
interventions by the people themselves to uphold democratic freedoms and rights. 
The presentation thus argues that failure of states is not essentially a consequence of 
it being weak and in fact, people’s rebellions do not fail the state but reaffirm its 
sovereignty. It concludes by seeking a genuine normative IR framework that 
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acknowledges the right of the people to overthrow the tyrannies over them in 
whatever means they deem necessary and legitimate their attempts to establish 
popular sovereignty. 

 
To elucidate these arguments further, the presentation drew upon three pivotal case 
studies. The first dealt with the Special Economic Zones and Maoist Guerrilla Zones, 
that highlight the changing economic and political geography of India that, in 
differing ways are responses to the Indian state. The second case study explores the 
case of Somalian state failures and the consequential making of pirate sovereignty. 
This case is an interesting instance of the emergence of a new political order defined 
by piracy in the Somalian peninsula. Sovereignty is determined by the degree of 
external control and external recognition, which is currently being provided by the 
pirates instead of the government in the Somalian instance. Historic exploitation of 
Somalian marine resources and illegal activities on the coast have led to the 
perception of the pirates as saviours of the coast, leading in the shift of sovereignty 
to the pirate-networks. The final case study investigates the Afghan State failures 
and the emergence of ‘quasi-sovereignty’. This case study clarifies that state 
sovereignty need not necessarily be compatible with popular and national 
sovereignty as was starkly underlined in the American backed government fighting 
the Taliban forces. Thus, as Jackson and Rosberg observe, ‘ss long as aid money 
continues to be the main source of revenue, primary dependence on the donors will 
remain, and condition of quasi-sovereignty will prevail’. 
The presentation concluded by proposing a new paradigm for political theory that 
provides a critique of both, internal and external imperialism and identifies the 
agency of people in upholding sovereignty, in all its forms. It thus exhorted for a 
greater scope for public participation in the political discourse. 
The discussions that followed dealt with the inclusion of subalterns in the informal 
political space, cosmopolitanism’s contribution to the activity of bordering and 
rebordering and institution building as a possible solution to failure of states. 
 
 
Group Presentation 3: The Politics of Inclusion and Exclusion: Interrogating 
Citizenship 

Amitanshu Verma, MA Student, Centre for Political Studies, JNU 
 
Esita Sur, Assistant Professor of Political Science, Scottish Church College, Kolkata 
 
Prashant Kumar, MA Student, Centre for Political Studies, JNU 
 
Sasmita Mohanty, Doctoral Candidate, Centre for European Studies, JNU 
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Sneha Banerjee, M.Phil Student, Centre for International Politics, Organisation and 
Disarmament, JNU 
 
Dr. Tripathy commenced the session with some prelimnary remarks about the 
politics of inclusion and exclusion both at the level of physical materiality and as 
social facts. The very ideas of inclusion and exclusion are inextricably related to the 
notion of the border. He commented on Balibar’s understanding of borders in the 
theory of the absent, that borders exist not only in order to protect but also to 
prevent people from desertion. He also spoke of interior exclusions as theorized by 
Wright, Balibar and Kristeva that is, the process of excluding something already 
deeply internal to us. 
Citizenship must be understood in the context of globalization as an experience of 
inclusion and exclusion within the political community. The presentation proposed 
to examine the processes of inclusion and exclusion through cultural and economic 
access, gender and community, education and technology. The aim of the 
presentation was to problematise the links between citizenship and territory. 
The first section dealt with economic and cultural exclusion through the juridical 
instrumentality of citizenship by the state. Using Aijaz Ahmed’s assertions that 
globalization is a universalisation of capital it was suggested that the category of 
global citizen was set in opposition against the global consumer. There was a 
portrayal of the universal consumer as the protagonist of the new global market. 
Globalization has created multiple spaces of hegemony which was supported by 
Marx’s claim that the bourgeoisie through its exploitation of the world market had 
provided a cosmopolitan edge, production and consumption everywhere. 
Citizenship and economic inclusion was instanced by the anti-immigration laws in 
the UK while citizenship is determined by cultural exclusion as evidenced in 
France’s laws regarding religious symbolism which Michael Mann terms ‘mild 
forms of ethnic cleansing’. 

 
The liberal political system of equal citizenship is inherently characterized by 
unequal conditions and this was further explicated using the example of Muslim 
women as citizens in India. Differentiated citizenship in India was critiqued as being 
gender blind. This combined with the increasing community control over Muslim 
women in India has led to their unequal citizenship. Muslim women were 
chaarcterised as internal monitories within a marginalized community, also known 
as nested minorities. The presentation commented on the dominance of religious 
institutions over the interpretations over the Quran and Hadith. It was argued that 
citizenship rights are affected by the interpretations and misinterpretations of 
religious texts. Muslim women’s capabilities over life choices are limited and they 
are marginalized both, in public and private spheres. Swidler’s argument that 
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culture and collective identity, which affect human action through values closely 
impact the rights of Muslim women. 

 
The third unit of citizenship analysis was education in the EU. This section began by 
suggesting that the Enlightenment education of the 19th century was far more open 
and critical than the present day curriculum of the European Union which focuses 
explicitly on the creation of a European identity. There was a critique of EU 
education as one of the primary devices used to transmit a glorified and selective 
depitction of ‘European’ culture, tradition and history which are still under 
construction. 

 
The Habermasian argument that the nation state is fraught with an inherent conflict 
between universal egalitarianism and cultural particularism was used to characterize 
the situation in the EU. It was argued that the rhetoric of European identity 
suggested an inherent unity which is linked to its Christian heritage. This view of 
Europeanness as an inherited citizenship excludes several communities and cultures 
such as migrants and non-White students. The presentation argued that the 
discourse of EU education followed and exclusive ethno-cultural model of 
community formation. 

 
The final section of the presentation explored the ways in which technology 
constitutes experiences of citizenship. Technology is in many ways a facilitator of the 
transnational experience both in terms of constructing spaces and forming 
communities (Roudemetof, 2005). Klaus Eder (2009) suggests the existence of 
collective identities in ‘narrative networks’, but the notion of the ‘citizen of the 
world’ in cyber space must be tempered with the analysis of technology as an 
enabler of state surveillance and exclusion of particular others. The presentation then 
discussed the case of assisted reproductive technologies as an instance of how 
territorial citizenship is destabilized. The disparate policies of states on surrogacy 
have raised the question of statelessness for children born through surrogate 
mothers. It was also duly noted that globalization, according to Roudemetof is a 
‘differential experience for different classes of people in different classes of states’. 
Citizenship is thus never entirely inclusive or exclusive. It is always both and the 
four lenses provided a significant insight into understanding the reinterpretation of 
citizenship. 
The faculty commented in great detail on many of the questions that were raised. It 
was suggested that a distinction be made between the relationship shared by the 
citizen and state as versus that shared amongst citizens. Rather than oppose the 
categories of global citizen and global consumer, one could think of the reduction of 
the global citizen to the global consumer. There were also comments on Muslim 
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women’s marginalized citizenship and the assertion of patriarchy, where it was felt 
that these claims can neither be restricted to Islam or India and the engagement with 
religion itself is much debated within feminism. On the matter of education, the 
importance of memory and how people tell their stories was underlined along with 
the complexity in dealing with colonialism and empire within the education 
curriculum. On the debate of technology and surrogacy, one of the primary 
questions was the stance of the women’s movement on the issues of surrogacy and 
citizenship. 
 

Group Presentation 4: Normative turn in International Relations: Illusory? 
Insignificant? Inconsequential? 

Abhiruchi  Ojha, Research Scholar, Centre for Africa Studies, School of International 
Studies, Jawaharlal Nehru University, New Delhi  

Aditi Mukherjee, Research Scholar, Institute of Foreign Policy Studies, University of 
Calcutta, Kolkata 

Gilbert Sebastian, Research Associate, Developing Countries Research Centre, 
University of Delhi, Delhi 

Jagdish Singh, Research Scholar,  Centre for European Studies, School of 
International Studies, Jawaharlal Nehru University, New Delhi. 

J. Madhan Mohan, Assistant Professor, Centre for International Politics, 
Organisation and Disarmament, School of International Studies, Jawaharlal Nehru 
University  

Shibu M. P., Research Scholar, School of International Studies, Jawaharlal Nehru 
University 

 
Dr. Sudarsan Padmanabhan spoke of a theoretical parsimony in international 
relations and the overt emphasis on strategy. He suggested that Cornelius 
Castoriadis’ critique of Marxism as ignoring the symbolic aspects of rationality as a 
potentially useful tool to broaden the theoretical scope of IR. The presentation began 
with the assertion that International Relations asserts a normative vacuum which 
privileges order over justice. The dominance of realism and security studies have 
contributed significantly to this vacuum. War is seen as the natural state based on 
Hobbesian assumption of inherent human selfishness. The state is taken as a given, 
rational, unitary and absolute entity. The dichotomization of the domestic and the 
international trivializes subaltern and domestic politics on the one hand and 
displays an uncritical tolerance of international anarchy on the other. An 
indifference to justice and marginalization of ethics characterizes the tranditional IR 
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approach. The presentation dealt with the aspects of sovereingty, humanitarian 
intervention, nationalism, citizenship and securitization. The classical notion of 
sovereignty tied to a policy of non-interference in the internal affairs of the state, 
constitutes a cornerstone of the international. The state’s responsibility to protect is 
often used as a pretext for repression and human rights violation. The sanctification 
of the sovereign space was identified as a major hurdle within international 
relations. The apparent normative dimension of humanitarian intervention was 
vehemently critiqued. The beginning of the 1990s saw a concerted effort in 
redefining sovereignty to include notions of responsibility and authority. In the 
absence of such responsibility, international intervention was sanction. Jackson and 
Rosberg’s analysis of African states characterized them as being quasi states owing 
to a profound weakness in the ability to coerce and tax their populations. These 
administrative weaknesses were however obscured by the legal form of state 
sovereignty. Ignatius argues that weak states should build partnerships with 
neighbours and ex-colonies in order to strengthen their capacities as systems of 
governance, rather than to strengthen their sovereignty. Stephen Krasner also 
supports international intervention and propounds the notion of shared sovereignty. 
In their critique, the group argued that this conception of humanitarian intervention 
presupposes the existence of an unbiased and egalitarian international community 
which overlooks the unequal distribution of power and reduces a political problem 
relating to sovereignty to a merely technical one. This view also marginalizes 
domestic populations and builds political institutions which depend on international 
support for their existence. 
The next section focused on nationalism, commenting on the marked shift in its 
character as evidenced by India and South Africa, post independence. Normative 
theory must be concerned with positive nationalism against dehumanizing 
structures in the attempt to build and inclusive citizenship of humanity. A bottom 
up internationalism was suggested in place of a top down cosmopolitanism. This 
shifting trajectory of nationalism was illustrated using the Indian case, where the 
Hindutva movement from the 1980s and the formal initiation of neo-liberal 
globalization in the 1990s have significantly changed nationalist sensibilities and 
citizenship discourse. While there is some evidence of greater inclusiveness, by way 
of the rights of Dalits and women, the more significant observation, the group 
argued, was the move away from secular anti-imperialist nationalism towards a 
communally tinged jingoist nationalism. There was a critique of apathy towards 
newer forms of ‘primitive accumulation’ such as illegal land acquisition, mining, 
destruction of ecological systems by corporations such as Posco, Tata Steel, etc. 
There has been no significant upsurge against entrenched corruption. It was argued 
that economic sovereignty should be a cherished normative good and that countries 
and nations as territorial communities should be sights of resistance in an era of 
monopolist capitalism. 
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Citizenship was the next unit of analysis, where the mainstream liberal notion of 
citizenship was criticized as being confined to formal equality. There was a call for 
normative intervention and the need for a democratic citizenship with a shared 
commitment, emancipator values based on internationalism. Anupama Roy’s notion 
of citizenship as contested and unfolding in specific social fields amidst 
heterogenous and contesting political imaginaries was the main point of reference. 
There were three other conceptions of situations that the presentation introduced. 
These include, Dialogical citizenship, differential and hierarchical citizenship. 
Hierarchical citizenship includes super citizens, gendered citizens, subject citizens 
and project affected citizens. 

 
Legal citizenship does not dispel exclusion based on socio-economic exclusions, 
caste, class, race, gender, etc. Thus a category of outsiders are always produced 
outside of the citizens. Even within an inclusive category, one always finds a 
hierarchy of members. For example, the rubric of Hindutva may claim to include a 
large number of people but they are always differentially positioned. Luigi Ferrajoli 
speaks of the crisis of citizenship where old forms of citizenship are being redefined 
albeit in exclusionary forms. The universalism of citizenship is being put to test due 
to immigration laws and the case of distress migrants. Partha Chatterjee speaks of 
‘disturbed zones of citizenship within’ caused by the impact of global capital on the 
poor and the resolution of these disturbed zones must challenge conceptions of the 
nation state. Differential citizenship itself is highly problematic as evidenced by the 
Daughters Bill which endorses the marginalization and exclusion of women who 
marry non-Kashmiris and hence have to forgo their property rights. This section 
concluded with the idea that citizenship is a hegemonic articulation in that it is 
gendered as well as discriminatory with regards to migrants who are considered 
residual citizens. 

 
The final segment on securitization criticized the exaggeration of threats aided by 
securitization agents such as the media and suggested that the liberal democratic 
state uses securitization as a manipulative practice to forge consensus on illiberal 
policies and procedures. Securitization is the process by which an issue is 
dramatized and presented as high prioirity and the securitizing agent claims the 
need for a right to treat it by extraordinary means like war (Buzan et al, 1998). It aims 
to gain a precise understanding on all the elements of securitization and persuade an 
audience of its legitimacy. The normative concerns of securitization should consider 
the basis for defining a security threat and the effect of securitization in areas like 
health on society. Securitization is often carried out through speech acts, social 
capital and charisma of the speaker and justified by the media. It is carried out both, 



Politics in the Global Age: Sovereignty, Citizenship, Territory and Nationalism 
 

a material as well as ideational level and it was argued that the advent of 
globalization and cosmopolitan culture has enabled the state to manipulate 
securitization even further. 

 
The discussion dealt with identifying a more clear cut definition of inclusion and 
exclusion, because citizenship, in many instances award formal political inclusion, 
however, fails to include the economic dimensions. This further led to the debate on 
valorizing the inclusion and overlooking somewhat forced modes of inclusion. A 
fixation on patterns of exclusion was observed that overlook the conflict between 
patterns of inclusion and people’s right to self determination. The audience also 
sensed a need to perceive the normative turn from the angle of culture and identity. 
The faculty provided some valuable feedback by clarifying the distinction between 
the analytical normative turn and the moral normative turn. It was argued that 
humanitarian intervention and the responsibility to protect attempt to redefine 
sovereignty on moral terms. While one might not appreciate the form that these 
norms incarnate, its moral character cannot be disputed. What needs to be explored 
are the alternate methods that these morals can be expressed in. The faculty also 
raised concerns on the recentralization of realist theory by its critiques and 
subscription to realism by policy makers. In commenting on the segment of 
nationalism in the presentation, the faculty brought to attention alternate and 
subaltern forms of nationalism, which are also not free from criticism, especially and 
interestingly, from Marxist quarters. The criticism offered is that these forms of 
nationalism which perceive the outside as the enemy often obscure the class 
differences within the groups.  The rise of India and China was explored as an 
explanation for the strategic muting of a normative discourse in international 
relations. It was concluded that a normative dimension exists in every social reality 
and this fact had to be realized.  

 
 
Group Presentation 5: Islamophobia in Europe 

Veena. R, Assistant Professor, Department of Political Science, Madras Christian 
College 

Rose Govindaraj, Assistant Professor, Department of Politics and International 
Studies, Pondicherry University, Pondicherry 

Rupakjyoti Borah, Senior Lecturer, Department of Geopolitics and International 
Relations, Manipal University, Manipal, Karnataka 

Atreyee Mitra, Research Scholar, Institute of Foreign Policy Studies, University of 
Calcutta 
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The final presentation was an attempt to highlight the curiosity that the participants 
saw with respect to Islamophobia in Europe. Their argument revolved around state-
building and how the idea of nationalism was used to undermine diversities and 
minorities, as, in most cases, assimilation of cultural identities translates into an 
attempt towards homogenisation. 

The presentation investigated the possible difference between Islam and an 
individual Muslim, in the European context. It attempted to understand where he 
stood as a ‘global Muslim’ versus as a European. This was juxtaposed against the 
larger debate of multiculturalism. 

The presence of this complex identity, the presentation argued, attacks the European 
identity, thus defeating the justification towards multiculturalism. While 
multiculturalism does embody the vision of an egalitarian society with differential 
rights, in the long term, however, it seeks to assimilate minority ethnic identities into 
the dominant identity. 

The presentation proceeds to explore the reasons behind this fear, which apart from 
the angle of identity and the clash between the communitarian culture of Islam 
versus the individualistic characteristic of Europe, are also tied to the high birth-rate 
among Muslim Europeans thus posing a demographic challenge. 

The presentation ascertained that second and third generation Muslims on the 
Continent were far more radicalised because of the absence of tolerance, thus 
resisting the assimilating process more vehemently, thus becoming far less 
integrated than previous groups. 

The discussions that followed sought a more critical evaluation of global Islam 
because a lack of clarification it could run into the danger of arguing for something 
that one is actually against. The need to identify several schools of Islam as against a 
perception of a singular blanket notion of global Islam was sought. There was also a 
comment on the imaginary of political Islam responding to issues of inclusion and 
exclusion. There were questions on multiculturalism’s ability to solve the problem of 
containment and the stress on distinction between individual Muslims and Muslims 
as a group and whether this distinction was a reinforcement of the stereotype. The 
group responded that the presentation sought to figure where the individual (in the 
context of his Muslim identity) stood in the broader context of Islamophobia in 
Europe. The faculty also observed the need to adopt or problematise the categories 
posited as mere categorisation need not need to a uniform understanding of the 
categories.  


