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Introduction
De te fabula narratur (it is of you the story is told), Marx famously told sceptical German readers of Das Kapital, who might have thought a disquisition on English political economy irrelevant to them. Another article about Northern Ireland (and from a much less distinguished source) might well seem of no more interest to most readers of this journal. Yet amid growing hostility in Britain to asylum-seekers and settled Muslims, particularly in the fevered atmosphere since the terrorist atrocities of July 7th—where even the stark lessons of internment in 1971 can be forgotten—the longstanding challenges of interethnic accommodation in Northern Ireland may appear rather more relevant than hitherto.

In any event, at time of writing, the governments in London and Dublin were preparing, yet again, for one more heave to restore to the region power-sharing devolution, which collapsed in 2002 amid growing intercommunal polarisation. A range of political sweeteners were being offered to woo the now mutually empowered Sinn Féin and the Democratic Unionist Party, into a deal which Paul Bew caustically dismisses as an Ulster version of the Molotov-Ribbontrop pact. Any resulting administration, even were the two governments to succeed before their latest deadline—May 2007—would likely represent a sectarian carve-up, rather than a progenitor of reconciliation. 

The very absence of any intellectual or moral compass underpinning this approach—embodied in the denial of justice to the victims of violence since 1968, perpetrated by those in and out of uniform, represented by the Northern Ireland Offences Bill—is not only indicative of the broader vacuum at the heart of ‘New Labour’. It also fosters the ‘auction mentality’ (Horowicz, 2001: 341) among the protagonists which those who seek to manage ethnic conflicts by mere Realpolitik engender, thereby stimulating a never-ending politics of grievance.
So is there an alternative left project for interethnic integration—which, in the wake of the riots in the French banlieues, must be even more clearly distinguished from assimilation—that can inform a new course for Northern Ireland, and simultaneously illuminate arguments on the left in Britain about the management of cultural diversity? First, some (much simplified) European left-wing history is in order.
The mission of social-democratic politics
Liberal socialism or social democracy emerged in mass form in the late 19th century, with the launch of the Second International on Bastille Day in Paris in 1889—100 years before the fall of the Berlin Wall placed its deformed successor in history’s dustbin. While its participants were often enthused by a vulgar-Marxist narrative—in which it was conveniently presumed that a catastrophic crisis of capitalism would issue in the socialist utopia—in practice they operated from day to day according to the pragmatic slogan of the German ‘revisionist’ Eduard Bernstein: the movement is everything, the goal is nothing. Socialism was not an end in itself but what socialist parties did (Sassoon, 1996).
So social democracy sought to tame the capitalist tiger, not to kill it. And to do so it aimed, under progressively more universal franchises, to translate the demographic strength of the emerging working class into a parliamentary majority, capable of introducing reforms which would reduce the exposure of members of that class to the risks of unemployment, poverty, ill-health and so on. Its apogee was the post-war ‘welfare states’ in western Europe, buttressed by Keynesian demand management, which for the first time allowed (male) full employment and a measure of security against social ills for most working-class people, even if there remained significant numbers of the socially marginalised.
Today, globalisation and individualisation have acted as twin social processes, on a world scale, undermining the sense of the working class as a relatively homogenous social majority, exhibiting a ‘natural’ solidarity. In the last presidential election in France, for example, the most popular candidate among working-class voters in the first ballot was the neo-fascist, Jean-Marie Le Pen.

There is thus no longer any necessary correspondence between social origin and electoral behaviour. Some, though by no means all, members of the older manual working-class, retreating into insecurity in today’s ‘risk society’ (Beck, 1992), are vulnerable to conservative and populist—notably anti-immigrant—appeals. Conversely, in a world of mass tertiary education and large-scale public services, some, though by no means all, modern professional workers are amenable to the egalitarian and internationalist appeal of social democracy. If that means that one answer to ethnic division—‘class politics’—is past its sell-by date, it means that another—what I will call a broader ‘civic cosmopolitanism’—has much going for it.
Tackling ethnic division: the Austro-Marxists
Actually from the outset social democrats had to face real, often deep, divisions within that supposedly unified working class. As Eric Hobsbawm (1990: 13-14) put it in one of his panoramic lectures on nationalism at Queen’s University Belfast 20 years ago, ‘from the 1880s on the debate about the “national question” becomes serious and intensive, especially among the socialists, because the political appeal of national slogans to masses of potential or actual voters or supporters of mass political movements was now a matter of real practical concern’.
Nowhere was this debate more developed than among the so-called ‘Austro-Marxists’, with Otto Bauer and Karl Renner pioneering a way of thinking about ethnic division which avoided the key mistake of reducing it to a plot by the bourgeois parties, instead taking it seriously in its own terms. In the wake of the Russian revolution of 1905, Bauer became concerned about the potential implications for the Habsburg monarchy, and in particular the possibility of worsening relations between German and Czech workers. At the time, a rapidly expanding Vienna had become a multicultural city, with large immigrant populations drawn from a range of nationalities. It was in this context that he wrote The Question of Nationalities and Social Democracy (Bauer, 2000).

The solution Bauer and Renner advanced for coexistence was ‘nonterritorial national autonomy’. If in the Ottoman empire the millet system essentially assigned people to separate groups, in the Austro-Marxist scheme, as Ephraim Nimni explains in his introduction to Bauer’s text, ‘the autonomous communities are organized democratically and are based on individual consent to belong and on internal democracy’ (Bauer, 2000: xxv)’. This related to the individualist ‘personality principle’, which Renner advocated should be formalised as a decision by each citizen as to their nationality upon reaching voting age. Interestingly, this idea originating with the left was able to attract some support from conservatives (Bauer, 2000: xxvii).
Heinz Fischer, in his foreword, points to the progressive character of this thinking (Bauer, 2000: xi). Modern social psychology (Chryssochoou, 2004) and anthropology (Cowan et al, 2001) would describe it as ‘anti-essentialist’ (that is to say, recognising that identity cannot be reduced to a single, fixed essence): 
National identities are thus conceptualized in Bauer’s study not as ‘naturally given’ and invariable, but as culturally changeable. Such an understanding would seem to represent a fundamental prerequisite for an approach to national conflicts that operates within a democratic framework and in a spirit of mutual tolerance, rather than in ‘biologistic’ terms.
This was, ironically, too radical for Lenin, who commissioned Stalin to write his wooden Marxism and the National Question in response. Stalin adopted instead the inherently collectivist approach of defining the ‘nation’ by a set of just such taken-for-granted common characteristics (such as language). It was partly for this reason that, after the end of the cold war, ‘bureaucratic collectivism’—as the dissidents Kuron and Modzelewski were to describe Soviet-type regimes—could so readily transmute, for some of the nominally leftist parties in power, into ethnic nationalism.
The personality principle, then, would enshrine rights of ‘voice’ and ‘exit’ for individuals within the suggested national ‘communities’. This remains today an important corrective to what the American leftist Rogers Brubaker (2002) calls the ‘groupism’ which ethno-political entrepreneurs—and some misguided radical advocates of ‘identity politics’ (Barry, 2001)—are so keen to impose upon the social world. In so far as these political figures succeed, they establish captive clienteles at the expense of the wider social solidarities which socialists are keen to engender. 
Despite the significance of the Austro-Marxists’ thinking for its time, it was also however a product of it. Bauer’s attempt to link his theory to his party’s official version of Marxism led him to posit a flawed ‘national materialism’, as a supposed basis for what he called ‘national character’. This was derived from an outmoded understanding of evolutionary biology, part Darwinian and part Lamarckian (Bauer, 2000: 25-33). 

In any event, the Habsburg empire collapsed in the furnace of the first world war, when the ‘appeal of national slogans’ to which Hobsbawm referred was to be all too harshly borne out across Europe, as different ‘national’ social-democratic parties fell largely in line with ‘their’ states and the International faced an acute crisis. But the problem was hardly solved by the post-war Versailles formula—which, as Hobsbawm rightly notes (1990: 40), was advanced by Lenin as well as Woodrow Wilson—of ‘national self-determination’. For this could all too easily translate into a conflict between two equally determined ‘selves’. 
Instead of addressing the subtle challenge of how individuals of different national affiliations could coexist, as the Austro-Marxists had essayed, the self-determination formula instead proposed the blunt instrument of ‘one people, one state’, with all its inevitable consequences for minority oppression, partition and secessionism. As Wilson’s secretary of state, an international lawyer called Robert Lansing, prophetically warned (Moynihan 1993 83), ‘The phrase is simply loaded with dynamite … What misery it will cause!’ It was to be the downfall of the inter-war League of Nations and was to offer Hitler a slogan with which he could challenge the Versailles settlement by raising the plight of the Sudeten Germans now located in Czechoslovakia.
As the late Frank Wright (1987: 84) put it, ‘Socialism in ethnic frontiers was confronted with a national conflict which no amount of clever theorising or wishful thinking could ever dissipate.’ During the partition of Ireland, the competing Ulster ‘selves’ managed to squeeze out the socialists: Wright points to the divisive role played by the ‘Labour Unionists’ created by the Unionist leadership in the expulsions of Catholics and ‘rotten Prods’ (socialists) from the shipyards, amid republican violence. In the infant Czechoslovakia, by contrast, the strength of the social democrats among Bohemian Germans played a restraining role in preventing the eruption of national conflict and ensuring the Czech majority took a liberal line—though, tragically, this accommodation was not to last (Wright, 1987: 81).
The war and the early post-war period were to be the high-point for Labour in Northern Ireland. It is easy to dismiss the efforts of the labour movement in the region, given sectarian labour-market inequalities and the manner in which the Northern Ireland Labour Party could be torn apart by an issue as insignificant as (in the 60s!) whether swings should be untied on Sundays. But Terry Cradden (1993) has done a great service in rescuing the pragmatic efforts of many activists and leaders over the Stormont decades, in very difficult circumstances, to steer an accommodationist course. 
And not without successes. It was pressure from labour in the round which brought the demise of two Unionist prime ministers: Andrews, over his Blimpish failure to prosecute the war (Walker, 1985: 147); and Brookeborough, over mass unemployment in the late 50s and early 60s (Bew, Gibbon and Patterson, 1995: 131-132).
After the cold war: our cosmopolitan future
With its ‘troubles’ renewed in the wake of the civil-rights movement, Northern Ireland was to be widely seen as a unique throwback to the 17th-century wars of religion. Yet in many ways it was to foreshadow the revival of ethnic conflict in Europe after the fall of the Wall. 
While most on the European left saw the demise of Stalinism as the removal of an incubus from their shoulders, the collapse of this ‘grand narrative’ nevertheless left a vacuum filled by a host of particularistic ideologies—including in the former Yugoslavia ugly and competing ethno-nationalisms, as in Northern Ireland, which were to consume the country and many of its inhabitants. As Hobsbawm (1994: 31) wryly put it, ‘the old chickens of Versailles’ were ‘once again coming home to roost’.
So is enlightenment universalism—of which socialism, along with liberalism, is an offshoot—dead, as many were quickly to claim? Not quite. Happily, there is something after faddish post-modernism. Ernesto Laclau makes an important distinction between the end of the universal political actor—such as the Proletariat with its historically pre-programmed destiny of ‘dictatorship’ over the rest of society—and the end of universal political values. Far from the latter being redundant, Laclau (1994: 5) argues, ‘the very emergence of particularistic identities means that the particular groups will have to coexist with other groups in larger communities, and this coexistence will be impossible without the assertion of values that transcend the identities of all of them’.

What are these universal values that can provide the impetus for a modern socialism which is able to address ethnic division? The best answer we have is the case for ‘cosmopolitanism’, advanced by David Held (2003: 167-171), which builds on but transcends the historic contribution of the Austro-Marxists—still however offering a radical solution appropriate to the ‘democratic framework’ and ‘spirit of mutual tolerance’ Fisher (Bauer, 2000: xi) described.

In common parlance, cosmopolitanism often conveys a sense of rootlessness, but Held gives it a precise definition, comprising three interrelated elements. First, it entails an ‘egalitarian individualism’, where the individual—not the state or other particular associations—is the unit of moral worth and the whole of humankind is deemed to comprise a single moral realm. Secondly, it implies ‘reciprocal recognition’, in the sense that this equal moral worth is recognised by everyone. And, thirdly, it requires that each person enjoy ‘impartial treatment’ of their claims by public authorities, which therefore must have a ‘lay’ or neutral character. Together, these principles provide for peaceful coexistence in a diverse world, in just the same way as their opposites—inequality, communalism and competition for state control—are, in combination, sure-fire guarantees of ethnic conflict.

Cosmopolitanism balances private autonomy with a common public sphere where dialogue can take place in a secure context. It allows cultural diversity to be combined with at least a thin civic allegiance. As Jürgen Habermas (2001: 16) argues, ‘democratic citizenship establishes an abstract, legally mediated solidarity between strangers’.

Can this work? Well, it is worth looking more closely at ex-Yugoslavia, as not everywhere erupted in ethnic flames during the 1990s. Tuzla in Bosnia-Hercegovina was a prime example of an enclave of peace amid the ravages of war. Researchers from ex-Yugoslavia and the social-democrat mayor of Tuzla, Jasmim Imamovic, explained how this had been sustained at a Council of Europe seminar in 2003. Society in the town was quite integrated by Bosnian standards, with one in four marriages ethnically mixed. The social democrats (the reformed Communists) had done well in elections in 1990 and there was a broader inter-ethnic municipal leadership committed to peace. 
Mr Imamovic described their values thus: ‘anti-nationalism was the highest form of patriotism’. And this took practical effect: no one was killed by the nationalistic forces during the war and even the crime rate did not rise amid all the surrounding anarchy. When a Serbian Orthodox church was attacked in the town, the council ensured the church—‘our’ church, as Mr Imamovic, from the Muslim community, tellingly described it—was repaired within three days in an important demonstration of civic leadership.
The Belfast writer and actor duo Owen McCafferty and Patrick O’Kane have grasped the same points. In a recent Irish Times piece about the pair (May 3rd 2005), McCafferty noted how his Scenes from the Big Picture, which had failed to resonate strongly in LA, had found an audience ‘laugh and stay quiet in all the right places’ in Macedonia. ‘The word “Belfast” is only mentioned once, but someone in Macedonia told me that I could just as well have been talking about Skopje.’ O’Kane explained this thus: ‘It starts here, then reaches all humanity. It’s an irony that in touching the specific, you move into the panoramic.’ McCafferty said that he and O’Kane ‘share a socialist view of the world and that’s an important part of our artistic partnership’. 
Interestingly, this approach has found its way into the new policy framework on community relations for Northern Ireland—that’s the one the ethno-nationalist parties could not agree when they had their brief shotgun marriage of devolution between 1999 and 2002—recently issued by the now direct-rule administration. This notably does not adopt the communalist language of ‘parity of esteem’ (which can only lead to what the former deputy first minister Séamus Mallon has aptly described as the ‘Balkanisation’ of Northern Ireland). Rather, it defines the policy goal in cosmopolitan terms as (OFMDFM, 2005):
The establishment over time of a normal, civic society, in which all individuals are considered as equals, where differences are resolved through dialogue in the public sphere, and where all people are treated impartially. A society where there is equity, respect for diversity and a recognition of our interdependence.
This is by no means misplaced idealism. Far from cosmopolitanism being seen as the exclusive preserve of a globalised business élite, as Chan Kwok-Bun (2002: 191) puts it, we can ‘look to the unspectacular, practical, everyday life activities that allow movement beyond group identities to the business of simply living together and solving practical problems collectively’. 

This is the ‘good side’ of that recurrent socialist call in Northern Ireland for a focus on ‘bread-and-butter issues’. In reality, the idea that these could supplant communalist claims on the political agenda was premised on an outmoded economic and class determinism. As the Austro-Marxists were the first to realise, the priority must be reversed: the constitutional argument must be seriously addressed if a left-wing socio-economic agenda is not to be ghettoised.
But developing cross-communal civic associations, particularly through the trade unions and the voluntary sector, is a key weapon in tackling ethnocentrism. The trade-union tradition in Tuzla was a strong one and in Northern Ireland the key role of the 1993 peace marches, organised by the trade unions, in bringing about the ceasefires a year later has not been properly recognised by those blinkered by their narrow focus on the political and paramilitary élite.
Similarly, for all that Belfast is a highly segregated city, one area stands out as having survived the ‘troubles’ as a neighbourhood integrated in religious and social-class terms: Ballynafeigh. Why should this be? One factor is ecumenical church networks, which were apparently instigated by a radical priest in the 60s. But another (Belfast Telegraph, May 28th 2005) is the local community association, initiated at the height of polarisation in 1973 by a group of residents who wanted to form an organisation which would preserve the cultural mix of the area. As one 77-year-old resident, Martha Edmonson, put it, ‘There is a great sense of community here. When the community house was established, it really helped to bring people together.’ 

From my own period living in the area, I know that there was strong local reaction to an attempt by the Ulster Defence Association to redefine it as ‘loyalist’ during the ‘marching season’—by painting the kerbstones red, white and blue along the Ormeau Road overnight. This reaction was reflected, as all too rarely elsewhere, by a Department of Environment clean-up before the summer was out. The area’s ‘neutrality’ was never again threatened.
The politics of civic principles

Michael Ignatieff (1994) summed up the politics associated with the wars in ethnic Yugoslavia (and the Northern Ireland ‘troubles’) in the phrase ‘blood and belonging’. What Charles Leadbeater and Geoff Mulgan (1994: 24) have called the politics of civic principles represents the progressive alternative. If ethno-nationalism is fundamentally conservative (though it has some ‘left’ adherents of the Milosevic type), the politics of civic principles chimes with today’s diverse, individualised society rather than one sharply divided into roughly homogeneous social blocs. It is premised on the idea that intercultural life is possible, even desirable, for individual autonomy and social dynamism. It seeks to ameliorate the associated tensions through dialogue, while developing civic engagement and social solidarity.

Above all, it sees in politics a task of civic leadership, driven by universalistic norms. It is no accident that by far the most popular political figures across the globe in the recent past—from Mary Robinson to Vaclav Havel to Nelson Mandela—have been liberal-left figures widely perceived as rising above the grubby world of political trade-offs to embody larger ideals. Such leaders, according to Leadbeater and Mulgan (1994: 25), ‘constantly find within history new lessons and qualities which can be applied to the future’ and ‘see identity as malleable and necessarily changing to cope with shifting circumstances’. By contrast, they go on: ‘At the other extreme are politicians who regard history and identity as closed and fixed. As a result they believe the point of politics is to live out a society’s sense of historic destiny.’ 
The four parties that were to form the ill-fated Executive Committee at Stormont, when devolution eventually took place, came to the negotiating table in 1997 with just such dogmatic and partisan stances. SF was in denial about devolution at all; the SDLP preferred joint, London-Dublin authority over Northern Ireland, in which the assembly would only be consultative; the Ulster Unionist Party wanted only (initial) Welsh-style administrative devolution, where proportionately allocated assembly chairs would become heads of departments; and the DUP (by now outside the talks because SF was in) hankered after some kind of majority rule. 
All proffered constitutional demands which were obviously convenient for the promotion of ethnic goals (SF and the DUP) or at least for blocking those of the ‘other side’ (the SDLP and UUP). None, in short, favoured anything as uncertain as an assembly with primary legislative powers and a power-sharing cabinet (as had the non-confessional parties). But while none of the communal parties volunteered that for which they eventually settled, their mutual commitment to ethnic protagonism ensured that the form of power-sharing adopted was based on the premiss ‘high fences make good neighbours’, thereby containing the seeds of its own destruction.
The key elements of the architecture—notably the arrangements for communal registration and the ‘parallel consent’ voting method, as well as the application of the d’Hondt rule to executive formation—reproduced the so-called ‘consociationalist’ scheme long advocated by the Dutch political scientist Arend Lijphart (1977). This involves a grand-coalition government with inbuilt communal vetoes, while on the ground communal segregation is sustained. 

The alternative to such conservative communalism is, as I have indicated, a civic cosmopolitanism which recognises the uniqueness and complexity of each of our identities, developing as they do in relationship with one another and with an associated capacity for change. This implies an integrationist model of power-sharing, where the aim is to build coalitions of the moderate middle and to incentivise conciliatory politics, while pursuing initiatives in the wider society—such as integrated education—which over time can lead to a more ‘normal’ civic society emerging.
It is not hard to see that the interests of liberals and socialists lie with the latter rather than with the former. Consociationalist power-sharing tends to reproduce communalist mindsets and entrench division (Wilson, 2002), thereby delegitimising intercommunal parties and crowding out any debate on the public interest or the common good. That is why the liberal Alliance Party has struggled, having apparently with the Belfast agreement achieved its historic goal, and Labour is fragmented and marginal.

An integrationist project for constitutional reform (Wilford and Wilson, 2003) would in essence be the opposite of joint authority. Bottom-up rather than top-down, it would seek to corrode, rather than entrench, the ‘logic of the blocs’ between unionism and nationalism. It would argue for civic allegiance to a neutral ‘state’ in Northern Ireland, based on an egalitarian system of power-sharing which had the capacity to evolve over time towards a ‘normal’ left-right divide. It would comprise a cosmopolitan, ‘both-and’, rather than an ‘either-or’ approach to the wider Irish and British (and European) contexts. It should be capable of securing substantial support in Northern Ireland, as a pragmatic approach which goes with the grain of today’s world, as well as wider endorsement across these islands, where nearly eight years on from the agreement the region’s communalist politics provoke ever greater ennui—as reflected in plummeting electoral participation (Electoral Commission, 2005: 96-107).
In detail this suggests four reforms:

· affirmation of the sui generis constitutional character of Northern Ireland, to move the agenda beyond the continuing (indeed intensifying) unionist-nationalist antagonism;

· reconsideration of the assembly electoral system (PR-STV), to favour cross-communal vote-pooling, rather than separate intra-Protestant and intra-Catholic contests with their ‘ethnic outbidding’; 

· removal of the requirement for assembly members to designate as ‘unionist’ or ‘nationalist’, which entrenched sectarian mindsets and delegitimised ‘others’; and

· changing executive formation from the d’Hondt mechanism, which required no effort to build trust, to inter-party agreement and subsequent collective responsibility.
To look at just the last of these in more detail, this would take us beyond the again ethnically partisan contemporary argument between the maintenance of d’Hondt (SF and the SDLP) as against a ‘voluntary coalition’ (DUP). What is needed, as in every other democratic society, particularly those that are ethnically divided, is an agreed coalition which complies with the requirements of equal citizenship and dialogue. One way of doing this would be to require that government in Northern Ireland was equally balanced, in the ‘objective’ sense of the monitoring of religious background for fair-employment purposes (while not excluding individuals from ethnic minorities or ignoring gender balance). This would incentivise parties to moderate their stances to ensure a more conciliatory intracommunal rival did not scoop the pool in terms of seats at the cabinet table for their ‘side’, rather than the current pressures towards ethnic outbidding.
There would be a strong case in this context for removing the limits in the agreement on the areas in which north-south co-ordination can take place in Ireland. In a cosmopolitan perspective, it is both highly desirable to engage in policy networks involving the other UK jurisdictions (particularly in a devolved context) and for a new Stormont assembly to be able to collaborate with Dáil Eireann on any issue (arguably, even including the ‘reserved’ and ‘excepted’ areas) on which there is all-Ireland agreement. This would in a sense leave Northern Ireland in a United Kingdom and a united Ireland at one and the same time, and would undermine the rationale for the maintenance of unionist and nationalist parties. Within that context there should be a return towards the centre, with the SDLP and UUP redefining themselves as a genuinely social-democratic and labour party on the one hand and a Northern Ireland Christian democratic party on the other.

Conclusion

Such a new constitutional project could provide a vehicle to unify and strengthen the progressive political forces in Northern Ireland—what might be called the social-democratic and labour wing of the SDLP, the two Labour groupings (one British-, one Irish-oriented), Alliance and the Greens—without asking them to abandon their red, yellow or green causes. If realised, it would engender a form of governance in which intercommunal parties would become pivotal to government formation by agreement and to the policy direction of the wider society, now placed on a path towards integration. It would therefore create a platform for the further growth of progressive politics in the future.
Is Northern Ireland’s liberal left capable of rising to this challenge? It has little future if it does not. And it could break out of the political ghetto in which it currently finds itself by setting the agenda for the wider society in a way it has been unable to do since the civil-rights movement.
Regardless of that, there are lessons here for the British left. For many decades, the language of anti-racism served its cause—and served it very well, given the extent and depth of discrimination and inequality it sought, and still must seek, to counter. But this discourse finds itself more and more limited in addressing intra- and interethnic tensions of which two recent episodes in Birmingham provide examples: the effective censorship by male Sikh elders of a play by a young Sikh woman and the Handsworth riots—this time pitting Afro-Caribbeans against Asians rather than blacks against white police.
The Austro-Marxists were ultimately unable to solve such problems with the political vocabulary they had to hand. In this regard, civic cosmopolitanism may provide a more robust alternative to conservative communalism for the 21st-century left.

Bibliography

Barry, Brian (2001), Culture and Equality: An Egalitarian Critique of Multiculturalism (Cambridge: Polity Press)
Bauer, Otto (2000 [1906]), The Question of Nationalities and Social Democracy (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press)

Beck, Ulrich (1992), Risk Society: Towards a New Modernity (Cambridge: Polity Press)

Bew, Paul, Peter Gibbon and Henry Patterson (1995), Northern Ireland 1921-1994: Political Forces and Social Classes (London: Serif)

Brubaker, Rogers (2002), ‘Ethnicity without groups’, Archives Européenes de Sociologie 43, 2

Chryssochoou, Xenia (2004), Cultural Diversity: Its Social Psychology (Oxford: Blackwell)

Cowan, Jane K, Marie-Bénédicte Dembour and Richard A Wilson (2001), ‘Introduction’, in Cowan, Dembour and Wilson (eds), Culture and Rights: Anthropological Perspectives (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press)
Cradden, Terry (1993), Trade Unionism, Socialism and Partition (Belfast: December Publications)

Electoral Commission (2005), Election 2005: Northern Ireland—The Combined UK Parliamentary and Local Government Elections (Belfast: Electoral Commission)
Habermas, Jürgen (2001), ‘A constitution for Europe?’, New Left Review 11 (second series): 5-26
Held, David (2003), ‘From executive to cosmopolitan multilateralism’, in David Held and Mathias Koenig-Archibugi (eds), Taming Globalization: Frontiers of Governance (Cambridge: Polity Press)

Hobsbawm, Eric (1994), The Age of Extremes: The Short Twentieth Century 1914-1991 (London: Michael Joseph)
——— (1990), Nations and Nationalism since 1780: Programme, Myth, Reality (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press)

Horowitz, D (2001), The Deadly Ethnic Riot (Berkeley: University of California Press)
Ignatieff, Michael (1994), Blood and Belonging: Journeys into the New Nationalism (London: Vintage)

Kwok-Bun, Chan (2004), ‘Both sides now: culture contact, hybridization, and cosmopolitanism’, in Steven Vertovec and Robin Cohen (eds), Conceiving Cosmopolitanism: Theory, Context, and Practice (Oxford: Oxford University Press)

Laclau, Ernesto (ed) (1994), The Making of Political Identities (London: Verso)
Leadbeater, Charles and Geoff Mulgan (1994), ‘Lean democracy and the leadership vacuum’, Demos Quarterly 3: 14-25

Lijphart, Arend (1977), Democracy in Plural Societies, New Haven, CT: Yale University Press

Moynihan, Daniel Patrick (1993), Pandaemonium: Ethnicity in International Politics (Oxford: Oxford University Press)

Office of the First Minister and Deputy First Minister (2005), A Shared Future: Policy and Strategic Framework for Good Relations in Northern Ireland (Belfast: OFMDFM, www.asharedfutureni.gov.uk) 
Sassoon, Donald (1996), One Hundred Years of Socialism: The West European Left in the Twentieth Century (London: I B Tauris)

Walker, Graham (1985), The Politics of Frustration: Harry Midgley and the Failure of Labour in Northern Ireland (Manchester: Manchester University Press)

Wilford, Rick and Robin Wilson (2003), ‘A route to stability: the review of the Belfast agreement’ (Belfast: Democratic Dialogue, www.democraticdialogue.org/working/agreview_files/agreview.pdf) 
Wilson, Robin (2003), ‘Northern Ireland: what’s going wrong’, working paper No 1, Institute of Governance (Belfast: Queen’s University)
Wright, Frank (1987), Northern Ireland: A Comparative Analysis (Dublin: Gill and Macmillan)

robin@democraticdialogue.org
07/06/2005
